HAW
HAMBURG

Hamburg University of Applied Sciences

Faculty Life Sciences

An analysis of the possible impacts of selected Post-Brexit trade scenarios on the UK
agri-food sector and their possible consequences for trade in agricultural products
between the UK and the EU

Master Thesis

Master in Food Science

by:

Anna Louisa Richau

Hamburg

April 8 2021

First assessor: Prof. Dr. Martin Holle (HAW Hamburg)

Second assessor: Prof. Dr. Christoph Wegmann (HAW Hamburg)



Table of contents

LISt Of FIQUIES ... e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e ae e raaeaaes 1]
LISt Of TABIES ...t v
LiSt Of ADDIeVIAtIONS ... \Y,
ADSTIACT ... 1
R 1 € oo [0 Lo} A o o H PP P PP PP TPPPPPPPPPRPPP 1
11 Scope of research and research qUESHIONS ........ccovvvvviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieeeeeee 2
1.2 Withdrawal from the European UnioN..........ccccccuviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiinees 3
1.2.1 LEOAI DASIS. ...ttt 3
1.2.2 Withdrawal process in the UK ... 4
2 Status quo of the UK agri-food sector and agri-food trade.............ccccceeeee. 5
2.1 Structure of the UK agri-food SECtor .........ovviiiiiiiiiiice e, 5
211 FOOd and BEVErage SECION ........uuciiiieeeiieeiiieee et 6
2.1.2 AGFICURUIAl SECLOL ..uvviiiii i 8
2.1.3 FISNING SECION. ... 9
2.2 Overview of current UK agri-food trade..........cccccvvvvviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiicee, 11
221 1001 6104 £ PP UPPPTT 11
222 EXPOIES. e 15
2.3 SUMMATISING OVEIVIEW ..ceiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieeee ettt 19
3 Analysis of Brexit impacts on the UK agri-food sector and trade ................... 21
3.1 Presentation of the post-Brexit trade scenarios ...........ccccceeieiieeeeieeeeiinnnnnn. 21
311 Baseline scenario: EU-Membership ...........coovieiiiiiiiiiee e 22
3.1.2 Scenario 1: WTO MOdel ... 23
3.1.3 Scenario 2: Canadian Model ... 24
3.1.4 Scenario 3: Turkish model.............ooooii 25
3.15 Scenario 4: SWISS MOAEl.........coooiiiiiiii 26
3.1.6 Scenario 5: Norwegian model ..., 27
3.1.7 SUMMAISING OVEIVIEW ...cvvviiiii i eee ettt e e e e eettee e e e e e e e e eearaaa e s e e aaeeeannes 28
3.2 Analysis of the impacts on the UK agri-food sector and agri-food trade.32




3.2.1 Withdrawal from the CAP ... e 33

3.2.2 Withdrawal from the CFP ..........oooiiiiiiiiiee 35
3.2.3 Availability of EU [abour ... 38
3.24 Tariff DAMTIEIS. ... 40
3.25 Non-tariff trade DArriers ... 43
3.3 Consequences for trade in agricultural products........cccoeeeeeeiiiiiiiiicienneenn, 51
3.3.1 Effects on food availability and priCes.........ccoovveiviiiiiiiiiiii e, 51
3.3.2 Effects on the Irish trade with agricultural products ...............ccccccvvvniinnnns 54
3.33 Trade with agricultural products after Brexit ...........coovvvvvviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiennn, 56
3.34 SUMMANISING OVEIVIEW ... 60
A CONCIUSION . ..ttt 61
RETEIBINCES ...ttt e e e a e e e 65
LiSt Of SOUICES OF TAW ... 76
F N o] o= o Lo [T o = PP Vi




List of Figures

Figure 1: Contribution of the agri-food sectors to the GVA in 2018...........cccccevveiiiiiiinnee. 5
Figure 2: Agri-food sector employees (GB), Q4 2019........ccooiiiiiiiieeeeeeeeeee e 6
Figure 3: SMEs representation across the F&B sector in 2018 ..., 6
Figure 4: UK employment by part-time vs. full-time in 2017 ..., 7
Figure 5: Job roles currently performed by non-UK EU nationals in British F&B Industry in
12 0 PP PPERPR 8
Figure 6: The UK's top import trading partners in 2019 .........c.cccceeiieieiiiiiiiiiie e, 12
Figure 7: UK imports of vegetables and fruit ..., 15
Figure 8: The UK's top trading export partners in 2019 ..........cccoeeiieeiiiiiiiiiiiiee e, 15
Figure 9: UK trade deficit (2019) in selected product categories ..........cccceeeeeeeeeeeveeevinnnnnn. 20
FIgure 10: BrexXit VANANTS ........cii it e e e e ettt s s e e e e e s e e e et e e e e e e e e eeareaaaaans 21
Figure 11: The UK 200 nautical mileS EEZ .............cooiiiiiiiiiiiici e 36
Figure 12: Food production to sSUpPly ratio.............eeiiiieiiiiiiiiiien e 54
Figure 13: Market distribution of Irish F&B eXPOrtS..........coooeeiiiieiieeeeeeee e, 55




List of Tables

Table 1: SMEs vs. large enterprises in the sector in 2018...........ccoevvvviviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieeee 7
Table 2: Businesses in the UK fishing sector, 2019 ..........ccooiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiin e 10
Table 3: Top ten of exported food product categories in 2019...........cccccevviieiiiiiiiiiiiiineeenn. 16
Table 4: Key features of the post-Brexit trade SCeNarios..........cccvvevvviiiiiiiieeeiveiiceeee e 22
Table 5: Analysis of the key features of EU membership .........ccccoiiiii i, 23
Table 6: Analysis 0f the WTO MOAEL..........ooviiiiiiiiii e 24
Table 7: Analysis of the Canadian Model..........cccoooeiiiiiiiiiiii e 25
Table 8: Analysis of the Turkish model .............coeiiiiiiii e 26
Table 9: Analysis of the SWISS MOUEl...........ouiiiiiiiiii e 27
Table 10: Analysis of the Norwegian Mmodel ..., 28
Table 11: Analysis of the five post-Brexit trade SCEeNarios ............c.ccccccceeeeieeeeeieeviiiiiee e, 29
Table 12: All CAP payments by funding stream, 2019, € million ...............coooiiiiiennnen, 34
Table 13: Access to UK waters before and after BreXit ..........couvvvvvvvviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieieee, 36
Table 14: Post-Brexit 0ptioNs fOr PEN .........coiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeee e 50
Table 15: Price effects of the WTO mModel.........ccooiiiiiiiiiiiiiiii e 52




List of Abbreviations

BIP
CAP
CFP
cu
DEFRA
ECJ
EEA
EEZ
EFSA
EFTA
F&B
FSA
FTA
GMO
GVA
MFN
PFN
S|
SME
SPS
TFEU
TRQ

WTO

Border Inspection Post

Common Agricultural Policy
Common Fisheries Policy
Customs Union

Department for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs
European Court of Justice
European Economic Area
Exclusive Economic Zone
European Food Safety Agency
European Free Trade Association
Food and Beverage

Food Standards Agency

Free Trade Agreement
Genetically Modified Organism
Gross Value Added

Most Favoured Nations
Protected Food Names

Statutory Instruments

Small and Medium Enterprise
Sanitary and phytosanitary
Treaty on the Functioning of the European Union
Tariff Rate Quotas

World Trade Organization




Abstract

There are various scenarios for trade with the EU after the UK's withdrawal. Five selected
models were examined in this paper for their key features and then for their impacts and
consequences on the UK agri-food sector and trade in agricultural products. The analysis
showed that all models (Norway, Switzerland, Turkey, Canada, and WTO) restrict access
to the EU single market, as raw agricultural products are excluded from the free move-
ment of goods in all models and thus are subject to tariffs. In all models, there are also
non-tariff barriers like rules of origin, customs checks and regulatory divergences, but to
varying degrees. All models would also have the effect that the UK would have to leave
the CAP and CFP and develop its own new agricultural and fisheries policy. Another effect
is that, depending on the model, the free movement of persons no longer applies in the
UK. This could be critical for the UK agri-food sector as it is highly dependent on the avail-
ability of EU migrants, especially seasonal workers. The consequences that can occur for
trade in agricultural products are mainly caused by tariff barriers and non-tariff trade barri-
ers. Exports to the EU will become more expensive due to the introduced tariffs and they
would become uncompetitive on the EU market. Price for imports would also rise due to
the additional costs for border controls and documentation requirements. The resulting de-
lays and capacity utilisation would have a negative impact on the availability of food. In
summary, all models represent for the factors trade-barriers and non-trade barriers a dete-
rioration to EU membership and have far-reaching consequences. By leaving the CAP
and CFP, which is the case in all scenarios, there could be an opportunity for improve-
ment for the UK. Norway and Switzerland grant the free movement of persons. However, it
is questionable whether it is politically desirable for the free movement of persons to be

granted after Brexit.

1 Introduction

The UK has been a member of the EU since 1993 and, before that, the European Commu-
nities since 1973. The UK has always had a special role in the history of European integra-
tion since its accession to the European Communities. This is evident from the specific
British political culture or the fact that the citizens of the UK voted to leave again in 1975,
less than two years after joining the European Communities, and the numerous exceptions
that the British have negotiated with the other EU member states over the years (von
Ondorza, 2016). Moreover, and more importantly, the UK will be the first member state in
the history of the EU to leave the union of stated because of a referendum. On June 23™

2016, British voters were expected to answer the question “Should the United Kingdom




remain a member of the European Union?”. The UK voted narrowly by 51.9% to 48.1% to
leave the EU (McCulloch, 2019, p. 2).

In this thesis, the term “Brexit”, consisting of the words “Britain” and “exit”, is used to refer
to the withdrawal of the UK from the EU.

The UK’s withdrawal from the EU will have wide-reaching consequences for the UK and the
remaining 27 member states. There is little doubt that the UK agri-food sector is one of the
sectors most seriously affected by Brexit: for almost half a century, the UK’s agri-food sector
has been intrinsically and intricately linked to its membership of the European Community
and, subsequently, the EU. The UK’s food system is shaped by EU agricultural policy (which
influences what and how food is grown), UK regulatory policy (which is shaped by EU stand-
ards for food safety, quality, and the environment) and EU trade agreements and associated
tariffs. It is not only dependent on trade relations with the EU and other nations around the

globe, but it is also dependent on migrant labour.

1.1 Scope of research and research questions

The aim of this research is to provide a better understanding of possible consequences of
the Brexit on both, the UK agri-food sector and trade. Thus, an analysis of selected post-

Brexit trade scenarios is performed.

At the time of writing, it is unclear how exactly this withdrawal will take shape. In current
debate, however, various scenarios have already been proposed that are based on existing

country models. The scenarios are as follows:

The World Trade Organization (WTO) model
The Canadian model (Comprehensive Economic and Trade Agreement [CETA])
The Turkish model (Customs Union [CU])

The Swiss model (Negotiated Bilateral agreement)

a kc wnh e

The Norwegian model (European Economic Area [EEA])
The following research questions were developed:

1. What are the impacts of the selected post-Brexit trade scenarios on the UK agri-food
sector?

2. What are the consequences of the selected post-Brexit trade scenarios for trade in ag-
ricultural products?

3. How are the selected scenarios assessed in terms of their impacts on the UK agri-food
sector and trade in agricultural products, especially in comparison with the baseline sce-

nario of EU membership?




To answer these questions, this study is structured as follows:

To give the context of this research, the legal basis of Brexit and the withdrawal process
are first described in more detail. To highlight the importance of the close relationship be-
tween the EU and the UK the subsequent chapters provide an overview of the UK agri-food
sector and agri-food trade, with a focus on trade with agricultural products. Thereafter the
five post-Brexit trade scenarios in relation to selected key features are presented to provide
a better understanding of the analysis of possible impacts of Brexit. Chapter three analyses
the impacts on the UK agri-food sector and agri-food trade derived from the key features of
the post-Brexit trade scenarios also analyses the resulting consequences for trade in agri-
cultural products. The final chapter concludes this thesis with a summary of the findings and

an outlook.

1.2 Withdrawal from the European Union

The UK will be the first member state in the history of the EU to leave. The withdrawal

process, including its legal basis, will be outlined below to provide the context of this work.

1.2.1 Legal basis

Article 50 of the Treaty on European Union (TEU) allows a member state unilaterally to

leave the EU in accordance with its own constitutional requirements:

“2. A Member State which decides to withdraw shall notify the European Council of its
intention. In the light of the guidelines provided by the European Council, the Union shall
negotiate and conclude an agreement with that State, setting out the arrangements for
its withdrawal, taking account of the framework for its future relationship with the Union.
That agreement shall be negotiated in accordance with Article 218(3) of the Treaty on
the Functioning of the European Union. It shall be concluded on behalf of the Union by
the Council, acting by a qualified majority, after obtaining the consent of the European
Union.” (Art. 50 TEU)

A state wishing to withdraw must notify the European Council, which will consider the matter
and set out negotiating guidelines. The Union conducts negotiations with the State based
on the European Council Guidelines, and concludes an agreement setting out the arrange-
ments for withdrawal and considering “the framework for its future relationship with the Un-
ion” (Art. 50 TEU). The negotiating period can be extended if all other 27 member states

agree (Bowers, et al., 2016, p. 6).

The negotiations take place in accordance with Article 218(3) of the Treaty on the Function-
ing of the European Union (TFEU). The European Commission, considering the European

Council’s guidelines, submits a recommendation to the Council, which adopts a decision
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authorising the opening of the negotiations and nominates the Union negotiator or the head
of the EU’s negotiation team. During negotiation, the withdrawing member state continues

to participate in other EU business activities as usual (Bowers, et al., 2016, p. 6).

Article 50(4) deprives the UK of a vote on the terms of the withdrawal agreement and of the
right to take part in discussions about that agreement in the European Council. Article 50(5)
regulates a possible re-entrance, should the UK want to rejoin the EU in the future. In this
case the UK will have to re-apply under the procedure referred to in Article 49 TEU (Bowers,
et al., 2016, p. 7).

1.2.2 Withdrawal process in the UK

The UK voted narrowly by 51.9% to 48.1% in a June 2016 referendum to leave the EU.
David Cameron, who had campaigned to remain in the EU, resigned as Prime Minister of
the UK immediately after the result. Theresa May replaced David Cameron as Prime Min-
ister in July 2016. Theresa May’s government announces to claim the rights to leave the
EU granted by Article 50 to leave the EU in March 2017. May’s government then negotiated
the Withdrawal Agreement and Political Declaration with the EU. The EU signed a With-
drawal Agreement in October 2018. However, Theresa May was unable to pass her with-
drawal agreement through parliament. The EU granted Theresa May’s request for an ex-
tension of Article 50 until October 31t 2019. Without a withdrawal deal, the UK would crash
out of the EU at the end of March 2019. Theresa May resigned as Prime Minister on May
24™ 2019 based on her Government’s failure to ratify a withdrawal agreement in parliament,
due to poor UK local election results for the Conservative Party, and continued opposition

within her parliamentary party (McCulloch, 2019, p. 2).

In July 2019, Boris Johnson was elected leader of the Conservative Party and appointed
Prime Minister of the UK. Boris Johnson agreed a draft withdrawal deal with the EU on
October 17 2019. On October 19" parliament voted to withhold approval for the govern-
ment’s withdrawal deal. It meant that Boris Johnson was forced to write to the EU to request
another extension of Article 50 until January 315 2020, when the UK would leave the EU
and enter a transition period (McCulloch, 2019, pp. 2-3). In the transition period the UK is
no longer a member of the EU but remains a member of the single market and CU. During

that time, it will continue to be subject to EU rules (Institute for Government, 2020).

The withdrawal agreement entered into force upon the UK's exit from the EU, on December

31%2020. The UK is no longer an EU member state and is considered a third country.




2 Status quo of the UK agri-food sector and agri-food trade

To be able to relate the UK agri-food sector to Brexit in the further course of this work, this
chapter describes the structure of the UK agri-food sector and provides an overview of agri-
food trade.

2.1 Structure of the UK agri-food sector

The UK food sector consist of food manufacturing, food wholesaling, food retailing and non-
residential catering. The agri-food sector combines the food sector, agriculture and fishing
(DEFRA, 2020d).

In 2018, the agri-food sector contributed £120 billion to the economy, 6.3% of the national
gross value added (GVA) (DEFRA, 2020a, p. 140). Figure 1 shows how each sector has
contributed to GVA.

Agriculture and Fishing
F&B Wholesaling

F&B Manufacturing

F&B Retailing 0
Non-Residential Catering

Total Food Sector 109,6

=
!E
iy
w
N N B
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=
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20 40 60 80 100 120 140
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Figure 1: Contribution of the agri-food sectors to the GVA in 2018. Adapted from: DEFRA, 2020c

In the fourth quarter of 2019, the agri-food sector employed four million people, or 13% of
all employees in GB (DEFRA, 2020a, p. 145). Figure 2 shows the breakdown between the

individual sub-sectors:




4,05
3,62

m Million employees

Figure 2: Agri-food sector employees (GB), Q4 2019. Adapted from: DEFRA, 2020c

2.1.1 Food and Beverage sector

As demonstrated in Figure 3 the F&B sector is dominated by small and medium enterprises
(SMEs), who make up 99% of the industry.

96,6% 99,0% 99,8% 99,6% 99,5%
0,
| 3,4% ‘ 1,0% 0.2% 0,4% 0,5%
| — R S
Manufacturing Wholesale Retail Hospitality UK economy

m Proportion of SMEs (%) = Proportion of large businesses (%)

Figure 3: SMEs representation across the F&B sector in 2018. Adapted from: The Food and Drink Sector
Council, 2019, p.19

SMEs also account for a large proportion of turnover in the industry. The exception to this
is F&B manufacturing, where 97% of businesses are SMEs, but the majority of turnover is
attributed to large businesses. On average across the supply chain, SMEs contribute over
50% of turnover, as seen in Table 1 (The Food and Drink Sector Council, 2019, p. 19).




Sub-Sector Turnover
SME (%) | Large (%)
Manufacturing 25% 75%
Wholesale 59% 41%
Retail 75% 25%
Hospitality 51% 49%
UK economy 97% 3%

Table 1: SMEs vs. large enterprises in the sector in 2018. Adapted from: The Food and Drink Sector council,
p. 19

The sector offers a wide variety of job roles across all levels and skills, with varying hours
and contract types in over 100 different areas, ranging from production managers, directors,
scientists, biochemists, programmers, fishmongers, agricultural machinery drivers and
packers (The Food and Drink Sector Council, 2019, p. 19).

The provision of part-time roles can act as an indicator of the flexibility of employers. Official
data highlight that the food industry has a higher availability of part-time work (53%) than
the average across all UK industries, which was 27% in 2017 (Office for National Statistics,
2017, as citied in The Food and Drink Sector Council, 2019, p. 19). Figure 4 shows that the

proportions vary depending on sub-sector.

Food and drink hospitality 0,39
Food and drink retail 0,33
Food and drink wholesale 0,87
Food and drink manufacturing 0,89

m Full-time employees = Part-time employees

Figure 4: UK employment by part-time vs. full-time in 2017. Adapted from: The Food and Drink Sector Council,
p.19

EU nationals are an important part of the food industry, working across a variety of roles

and skills levels, but also have different contract types.




EEA nationals represent 12% of total employment in the sector (420.000 employees in
2017). The industry employs almost one fifth of all EU27 nationals in the UK economy (The
Food and Drink Sector Council, 2019, p. 20). The number of seasonal workers with EU
nationality in F&B sector is estimated to be 67.000, representing 16% of all EEA nationals
working in the sector, and 66% of all seasonal workers employed in the economy (Office
for National Statistics, 2021).

EU nationals are required for a large variety of roles — but primarly factory-based roles, as
Figure 5 demonstrates (FDF, 2017, p. 11).

Sales

R&D
Procurement

Product development

23%

24%

24%

Food preparations e.g. meat/fish.. 28%
Back office functions (e.g. finance, HR, legal,...) 40%
Engineering 42%
Machinery driver 42%
Production management 48%
Supply chain/logistics 48%
Process operative 53%
Machine operative 59%
Packhouse and distribution 60%

Technical/quality control 67%

Factory worker 69%

Figure 5: Job roles currently performed by non-UK EU nationals in British F&B Industry in 2017. Adapted from:
The Food and Drink Sector Council, p. 21

2.1.2 Agricultural sector

In 2019, the number of agricultural holdings in the UK amounted to 219.000. The average
area that each holding owns is 81 hectares with an average croppable area of 64 hectares
(DEFRA, 2020a, p. 20). The majority of farms in the UK are smaller than 100 hectares,
namely 80% (DEFRA, 2020a, p. 21). Since 2005, the number of smaller farms shrunk,
causing the average size of a farm holding to increase from 69 to 80 hectares. In general,
larger farms cultivate crops while smaller farms keep livestock (Lightfoot, et al., 2017, pp.
34-35).




In 2019, the total agricultural workforce in the UK was estimated to consist of approximately
476.000 employees, with around 30% being full-time farmers, business partners, directors
or their spouses, and about 32% working part-time. On top of the farmers themselves, there
are also around 177.000 regular employees, salaried managers and casual workers
(DEFRA, 2019, p. 17).

Freedom of movement has enabled EU nationals from other member states to take up sea-
sonal as well as permanent jobs throughout the agri-food supply chain across the UK
(European Union Committee, 2017a). The agriculture sector is further depending on a large
seasonal workforce to supplement regular, full-time staff. According to DEFRA, there were
64.200 seasonal workers in 2017 (DEFRA, 2017). Approximately 98% of this number are
recruited from elsewhere in the EU (McGuiness & Garton Grimwood, 2017, p. 3).

EU nationals make up a substantial proportion of the workforce across all agriculture sectors
in the UK:

e On average, non-UK born labour accounts for around 11% of the processing workforce
in the UK dairy sector.

o Approximately 40% of staff on egg farms and nearly 50% of staff in egg packing centres
were EU nationals.

o Of the 35.900 direct employees in the British poultry meat industry, around 60% are
migrant workers.

¢ Around 63% of the workforce of the British red and white meat processing sector indus-

try are from other EU member states (McGuiness & Garton Grimwood, 2017, p. 6).

Overall, it is difficult to find accurate or reliable figures for EU migrant workers. The figures
mentioned above probably underestimate the true extent of EU migrant workers. Turning to
seasonal labour, the United Nations definition of an immigrant is someone who resides in
another country for at least twelve months (United Nations, 1998, p. 10). The ONS, the
recognised national statistical institute of the UK, uses this definition and so immigration
statistics exclude seasonal workers who stay only for a few months (Office for National
Statistics, 2019).

2.1.3 Fishing sector

Industrial classification divides the UK fishing sector into three sectors:

e The fish processing industry, which is a food manufacturing industry that prepares and
preserves fish for food consumption and animal feed. In 2018 there were 353 seafood
processing sites in the UK which derived over 50% of their turnover from fish processing.

Fish processing sites accounted for 19.179 full-time equivalent jobs; 17.065 of them in

9



majority sea fish processing sites and the remainder in salmon and trout only processing
sites (Cowie & Witteveen, 2019, p. 6). The UK fishing processing industry is, together
with Spain (€6.1 billion) and France (€4.5 billion), a major contributor to the total turnover
of the EU fish processing industry of €31 billion. In 2017, turnover of the seafood pro-
cessing sector in the UK was €4.0 billion (European Commission, 2020, p. 28).

e The fishing industry encompasses the collection for human consumption of all wild
aquatic life, including fish, crustaceans, and molluscs. In 2019, there were 5.911 regis-
tered fishing vessels (Marine Management Organisation, 2020, p. 4), compared to 2018,
where the UK fishing fleet had 6.036 fishing vessels, the seven highest number in the
EU (Greece had the highest with 14.934). In terms of capacity, in 2018 the UK fleet had
a gross tonnage of 191.000 gross tonnes, the second largest capacity in the EU (Spain
had by far the largest in the EU: 332.000 gross tonnes) (Marine Management
Organisation, 2019, p. 9). The total number of fishers on UK registered vessels has
hovered around 12.000 for the past decade (Marine Management Organisation, 2020,
p. 13).

e The aquaculture or aquafarming sector is the farming of aquatic life, including fish, mol-
luscs, crustaceans, and aquatics plants such as seaweed (Uberoi, et al., 2020, p. 4).
The aquaculture industry in the UK produced 185 Mt of fish in 2018 (Eurostat, 2021),
compared to 483 Mt of fish landed in UK ports (Marine Management Organisation, 2019,
p. 46), so approximately 38% of all fish produced in the UK stems from aquaculture.
The UK’s aquaculture industry was the second largest in the EU in 2018 by tonnage —
just behind France which produced 187 Mt. No data was available for 2018 for Spain,
which topped the list in 2017 with 315 Mt (Eurostat, 2021).

The fishing sector is characterised by a higher than average proportion of SMEs, as shown
in Table 2.

Number | % with 0-9 employees
Fishing 3.765 98%
Aquaculture 580 87%
Fish processing 360 49%
Total fishing sector 4.705 93%
All UK businesses | 3.2 million 84%

Table 2: Businesses in the UK fishing sector, 2019. Source: Office for National Statistics, UK Business Counts
— local units by industry and employment size band, 2019, via NOMIS database

In the whole fishing sector 93% of businesses have a maximum of 9 employees, compared
to 84% in the UK economy. In the fishing industry specifically, this proportion is even higher:
98% of businesses have fewer than 9 employees (Office for National Statistics, 2019). This

is explained by the large number of vessels that are registered as businesses with their
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crew as the only employees. The fish processing industry has a smaller than average pro-
portion of businesses with less than five employees: 49% (Office for National Statistics,
2019). The processing industry is labour intensive and typically involves businesses with

lots of employees (Ares, 2019b, p. 8).

The non-departmental public body “Seafish” conducts annual surveys to collect information

on the composition of the seafood processing sector’s and the fishing fleet's workforce.

Their surveys showed that EU workers represented 51% of the total surveyed workforce
employed in the seafood processing sector in 2018. 8% were from the UK and 1% were
from non-EU countries. The survey covered nearly 11.000 employees in the seafood pro-

cessing sector (Cowie & Witteveen, 2019, p. 3).

The 2018 Seafood survey gathered employment data on 291 UK fishing vessels and 730
jobs. The survey collected data on the nationality of workers in 707 jobs in the sample.
Nearly 85% of the jobs in the sample were filled by UK citizens. A further 8% of jobs were
filled by citizens of other EU/EEA countries and 7% were filled by citizens of non-EU coun-
tries. The survey sampled approximately 7% of the UK fishing fleet (Seafish, 2019, pp. 9-
13).

2.2 Overview of current UK agri-food trade

The future trade relationship with the EU will have a strong impact on trade with agricultural
products. To understand further implications, this section examines trade in food, in partic-
ular trade with agricultural products. The import and export data for the respective product

categories can be found in Appendix I.

2.2.1 Imports

The UK imported £47.5 billion worth of F&B products in 2019 (UK Trade Info, 2020). It also
has been running a trade deficit for every year since record began in 1996 (The

Manufacturer's Organsiation, 2017, p. 6).

The UK runs a trade deficit in every food category. The largest deficit is found in processed
and preserved fruit and vegetables at - £10.2 billion in 2019, while the smallest is in sugar
products at - £0.8 million. Conversely, the UK ran a modest trade surplus in beverage prod-
ucts of £1.3 billion in 2019 (UK Trade Info, 2020).

The UK'’s top trading partners in import in 2019 are shown in Figure 6 below.
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Figure 6: The UK's top import trading partners in 2019. Adapted from: UK Trade Info, 2020

From the Netherlands mainly vegetables, fruits and meat are imported, from Ireland also
meat. Imports from Germany are predominantly meat, coffee, tea and cocoa, from France
cereals and dairy products are imported. Imports from Spain are by a large margin mainly
vegetables and fruit (UK Trade Info, 2020). The top nine are all EU members states; the
United States, from which mainly fruits and vegetables are imported, is the only non-EU

country in the top ten.

Dairy

In the last decade, imports of dairy products remained relatively steady, averaging at just
under 1.3 Mt a year. The EU is the key trading partner, with nearly all (99%) dairy imports
sourced from the bloc (IHS Maritime & Trade, as citied in: AHDB, 2021a).

Cheese and curd are the most imported dairy products. Around a third of imported dairy
products comes from Ireland. Between 2015 and 2019, the UK imported on average 72 kt

per year of dairy products from Ireland (IHS Maritime & Trade, as citied in: AHDB, 2021a).

Beef

The UK imported an average of 286 kt of beef between 2015 and 2019. Imports from the
EU accounted for an average of around 94% of the UK’s total beef import (2015-2019).
Ireland is the dominant supplier. Some of these imports from Ireland are beef that is pro-
duced there but exported for further processing (IHS Maritime & Trade, as citied in: AHDB,
2021Db).

Fresh beef and veal made up the majority of imports (an average of 67%) between 2015
and 2019 (IHS Maritime & Trade, as citied in: AHDB, 2021Db).
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Sheep meat

UK sheep meat imports are dominated by shipments from Oceania. In recent years, imports
from New Zealand have accounted for an average of 70% of all sheep meat imports. Im-
ports from the EU only averaged out at 16% from 2015 to 2019, with Ireland being the main
European supplier. Sheep meat legs comprise a considerable portion of sheep meat im-
ports, reflecting that domestic production is insufficient to satisfy UK consumption levels.
Most sheep meat imports are frozen products. On average (2015-2019), 54% of sheep meat
imports were frozen goods (IHS Maritime & Trade, as citied in: AHDB, 2021c).

Pork

The UK is a net importer of pork and processed products. Between 2015 and 2019, the UK
on average imported 874 kt of pig meat, with over 99% sourced from the EU (IHS Maritime
& Trade, as citied in: AHDB, 2021d).

Processed products have accounted for just over half of total pork imports, with bacon,
sausages and hams cumulatively accounting for over 90% in the category of processed
products. This reflects the British pork industry, as it does not have the processing capacity
or the herd size to satisfy domestic demand for these products. On average, fresh and
frozen pork accounted for 46% of total imports between 2015 and 2019 (IHS Maritime &
Trade, as citied in: AHDB, 2021d).

Poultry meat

For poultry meat, no current data is available at this time of this study, therefore, older data

is analysed.

Between 2013 and 2017, the UK imported an average of 419 000 tonnes of poultry meat
and offal. The EU was the main origin, accounting for 95% of all imports (AHDB, 2019a, p.
40).

The UK is even more reliant on processed poultry meat imports. Between 2013 and 2017,
an average of 328 kt of processed poultry meat was imported, while an average of just 44
kt was exported. More than half of processed poultry meat imports were sourced from non-
EU origins, particularly Thailand and Brazil (AHDB, 2019a, p. 40).

Cereals, oilseeds and oilseed products

UK wheat imports have averaged around 767 kt (2015-2019), with 69% of these imports
originating from the EU. However, the share of non-EU imports has grown in recent years,
reaching 64% in 2019, compared with 40% in 2013. Virtually all UK barley imports are
sourced from the EU (IHS Maritime & Trade, as citied in: AHDB, 2021e).
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The UK is, typically, a net importer of milling wheat, while any surplus in feed wheat is
exported. Feed wheat faces competition from maize imports, mainly for animal feed de-
mand. Between 2015 and 2019, the UK imported around 996 kt of maize per annum, with
almost 58% of this sourced from the EU (IHS Maritime & Trade, as citied in: AHDB, 2021e).

In the following, only import products that are relevant in terms of quantity are presented:
Rapeseed, soya cake, sunflower oil and palm oil. The UK also imports other oilseeds and
oilseeds products, but only in very small quantities (e.g. 16 kt of linseeds or 38 kt sun-
flower seeds in 2019) (IHS Maritime & Trade, as citied in: AHDB, 2021f).

Rapeseed imports are mainly imported from the EU, although in some seasons, imports
from Australia outweighed total imports form the EU due to the Australian prices being more

competitive than European prices (AHDB, 2019b, p. 8).

The UK has imported an average of 2 Mt of soya cake between 2015 and 2020, primarily
for use as protein animal feed. Typically, 77% of UK soya cake imports are from non-EU
origins (IHS Maritime & Trade, as citied in: AHDB, 2021f).

Between 2015 and 2019, 245 kt of sunflower oil was imported into the UK on average, with
78% of this sourced from the EU. Over the same time period, an average of 408 kt of palm
oil was imported, with 414 kt imported in 2019. The majority (73% on average) of palm oil
imports were sourced from non-EU countries, predominantly Indonesia and Malaysia (IHS
Maritime & Trade, as citied in: AHDB, 2021f).

Potatoes

Frozen potato products are the main category of UK potato imports. Virtually all (99%) fro-
zen potato product imports in recent years have originated from the EU (AHDB, 2019c, p.
7).

The UK is typically a net importer of fresh/chilled potatoes. The EU is the main source for
its imports (68% average from 2015-2019), while Israel is the main non-EU source (IHS
Maritime & Trade, as citied in: AHDB, 2021g).

Fruits and vegetables

UK fruit imports have experienced steady growth in recent years, reaching 3.6 Mt in 2019.
Between 2015 and 2019, UK fruit imports were worth an average of £3.6 billion as Figure 7
shows. The three key imported fruits in 2019 were bananas (Colombia and Costa Rica) with
1.07 Mt, apples with 336 kt (France and South Africa) and grapes (South Africa and Spain)
with 282 kt (DEFRA, 2020e, pp. 7-8).
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Figure 7: UK imports of vegetables and fruit. Adapted from: DEFRA, 2020, p.7

UK vegetables imports (excluding potatoes) were worth £2.5 billion in 2019. Around 80% of
vegetable imports are from the EU, particularly Spain and the Netherlands (DEFRA, 2020e,
p. 8). The three key imported vegetables in 2019 were onions (457 kt), tomatoes (406 kt)
and lettuce (215 kt) (DEFRA, 2020f).

2.2.2 Exports

In 2019 the UK exported £23.6 billion of food, feed and beverages, up 4.5% on the previous
year (FDF, 2020, p. 1). Figure 8 shows the top ten UK export markets in 2019 for food, feed

and beverages — seven of them are EU members.
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Figure 8: The UK's top trading export partners in 2019. Adapted from: UK Trade Info, 2020
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In terms of products, F&B is the only category where the UK is running a trade surplus with
the rest of the world. Moreover, the UK is the 2™ largest exporter of beverages in the world.
This is mainly down to its specialisation in alcoholic beverages and particularly exports of
whisky (The Manufacturer's Organsiation, 2017, p. 8), where the UK is the leading exporter
globally, generating over £4.91 billion in export sales in 2019 (Scotch Whisky Association,
2020). The UK also exports a large amount of food products, as shown in Table 3.

Food Product Value
Whisky £5.0 bn
Salmon £832.6 m

Chocolate £775.7 m
Cheese £707.7 m

Gin £674.9 m

Wine £661.0 m

Beef £584.7 m

Pork £583.1 m

Beer £500.1 m
Breakfast cereals £483.5m

Table 3: Top ten of exported food product categories in 2019. Adapted from: FDF, 2020, p. 1
Dairy
Between 2015 and 2019, the UK on average exported 1.2 Mt of dairy products per year.
During this period, more than 90% of exports were shipped to the EU, highlighting the sig-
nificance of the EU market to the UK dairy industry. While the UK is generally a net importer
of dairy products overall, it is a net exporter of fresh milk, cream, and milk powder (IHS
Maritime & Trade, as citied in: AHDB, 2021a).

In volume terms, fresh milk and cream are the most significant export products for the UK
dairy sector. Between 2015 and 2019, the UK exported on average 781 kt of liquid milk and
cream per year, however, most of this (737 kt i.e. 94%) comprises movement across the
Irish border (IHS Maritime & Trade, as citied in: AHDB, 2021a).

In value terms, cheese is the most significant export product for the UK dairy sector. The
UK on average (2015-2019) exported 177 kt per year, with a value of £590 million (IHS
Maritime & Trade, as citied in: AHDB, 2021a). This trade is also dominated by the EU, with

Ireland and the Netherlands the main export destinations.
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Beef

The UK exported an average of over 156 kt of beef and beef products per year between
2015 and 2019, equating to an average value of £463 million. Over this period, exports to
the EU accounted for an average of 79% of all beef exports, highlighting the significance of
the EU market to the UK beef industry. Ireland and the Netherlands are the key export
destinations for UK beef, accounting for just over 49% of total exports (2015-2019 average).
Hong Kong has been growing as a key export outlet in recent years, with exports having
increased from 4 kt in 2013 to 15 kt in 2019 (IHS Maritime & Trade, as citied in: AHDB,
2021Db).

Sheep meat

For UK sheep meat exports, the EU is the main destination, accounting for an average of
93% of total exports between 2015 and 2019. In this regard France and Germany are the
UK’s main EU trading partners. The main non-EU export market for UK sheep meat is Hong-
Kong, accounting for an average of 62% of all non-EU export (2015-2019) (IHS Maritime &
Trade, as citied in: AHDB, 2021c).

Pork
Between 2015 and 2019, exports of pork increased by 35% to stand at 350 kt in 2019.

During this period, the value of exports grew by 90%, increasing from £291 million in 2015
to £5653 million in 2019. Exports of fresh and frozen pork have accounted for the majority
(62% in volume terms) of overall pig meat exports between 2015 and 2019 (IHS Maritime
& Trade, as citied in: AHDB, 2021d).

The volume wise proportion of exports shipped to the EU has been in decline in recent
years. While in 2013, 71% of pig meat exports were to EU member states. Exports to the
EU plummeted to 50% by 2019. Thus, there seems to be a growing importance of exports
to non-EU destinations (IHS Maritime & Trade, as citied in: AHDB, 2021d).

Within the EU, Ireland, Germany and the Netherlands are the main destinations for UK pork.
Exports to China accounted for over a quarter of all exports in 2019, of which 57% were
frozen products. In 2013, China accounted for 13% of UK pig meat exports, highlighting its
importance as an emerging market. Also exports to the Philippines and the USA have grown
sharply over the past few years. In 2019, the UK exported nearly 14 kt of pork and offal to
the Philippines, making it the ninth largest export outlet (IHS Maritime & Trade, as citied in:
AHDB, 2021d).
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Poultry meat

For poultry meat, no current data is available at this time of this study, therefore, older data

is analysed.

The UK exported 327 kt of poultry meat (including offal) on average between 2013 and
2017, meaning that the UK is a net importer of poultry meat. As with imports, the EU is the
UK’s major trading partner, accounting for an average of 73% of all UK poultry meat exports
(2013-2017). The main non-EU destination is Hong Kong.

Cereals, oilseeds and oilseed products

Between 2015 and 2019, the UK exported an average of 596 kt of wheat. On average, in
this period, 89% of UK wheat exports were sent to the EU. The other important non-EU
markets for wheat exports, with a high export volume in 2015, 2016 and 2019, include Al-
geria and Morocco (IHS Maritime & Trade, as citied in: AHDB, 2021e).

UK barley exports to the EU from 2015 to 2019 averaged 91%. In recent years the UK has
consistently been a net exporter of barley. Key non-EU importers of UK barley were Algeria,
Saudi Arabia and Tunisia (IHS Maritime & Trade, as citied in: AHDB, 2021e).

UK flour is traded almost entirely within the EU, with exports to the Republic of Ireland par-
ticularly important. The UK is a net exporter of malt, most of which is shipped to non-EU
destinations (AHDB, 2019a, p. 46).

On average, 97% of UK rapeseed exports were destined for the EU, mainly for use in bio-
diesel production (AHDB, 2019b, p. 8).

The UK is usually a net exporter of rapeseed oil (net exports between 2015 and 2020 have
averaged 172 kt, with 83% shipped to the EU) (IHS Maritime & Trade, as citied in: AHDB,
2021f).

The UK also exports other oilseeds and oilseeds products, but only in very small quantities,
e.g. 9 kt of sunflower seeds and 14 kt of linseeds in 2019 (IHS Maritime & Trade, as citied
in: AHDB, 2021f).

Potatoes

The UK’s main activity in potato exports is for seed potatoes. Average UK seed potato ex-
ports (2015-2019) were 99 kt (IHS Maritime & Trade, as citied in: AHDB, 2021g).

Seed potato exports are primarily destined for non-EU countries. Over the last years, Egypt
has accounted for almost half of all UK seed potato exports. From 2015 to 2019, the share
of non-EU exports increased by 29% (IHS Maritime & Trade, as citied in: AHDB, 2021g).
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Processed potato products, such as crisps, are another key export area in the potato sector.
Compared with seed potatoes, UK crisp exports increased between 2015 and 2019. The
UK crisp market is saturated and so crisp manufactures have increasingly turned their at-
tention to overseas markets (AHDB, 2019c, p. 4). The EU is the main destination for UK
crisp exports, accounting for an average of 87% of all exports between 2015 and 2019.
Ireland is the main customer of UK crisps, with shipments averaging out at 55% of total
exports (IHS Maritime & Trade, as citied in: AHDB, 2021g).

Fruits and vegetables

In 2019, the fruits and vegetables exports amounted to 303 kt. Vegetable exports were
worth £128 million in 2019, fruit exports £155 million (DEFRA, 2020e, p. 8). On average,
153 kt of fruit and 145 kt of vegetables were exported per year between 2015 and 2019.
Among fruits, oranges (30 kt), bananas (40 kt) and apples (20 kt) were reported for the
largest share of exports in terms of volume. Bananas and oranges were re-exports. In the
case of vegetables, it was carrots and turnips with 28 kt on average between the years 2015
and 2019 (DEFRA, 2020f).

2.3 Summarising overview

In summary, the agri-food sector contributes only a small share to the UK economy with a
GVA of 6.3% and employs four million people, out of a UK workforce of more than 32 million
(Office for National Statistics, 2020). Nevertheless, the agricultural and fisheries sector may
be significantly affected by Brexit, firstly if the availability of EU workers is restricted, and
secondly because these two sectors are heavily regulated by EU policy. The outlook for
these sectors will depend on what policy the government puts in place to replace the EU

policies.

The high number of SMEs present in the sector may also become a critical factor. After
Brexit, there will be a period of uncertainty as businesses in the agri-food sector figure out
how the new rules (related to new regulations on labelling, import and export conditions,
new distribution of official responsibilities, etc.) will be implemented. This could be a chal-
lenge for SMEs, as the implementation involves a certain financial effort that enterprises
cannot afford. It is also questionable whether where is enough staff and thus know-how

available in such enterprises to drive the implementation forward.

A closer look at the import situation shows that the largest trading partners are all from the
EU. Especially in the product categories where the UK is a net importer, restrictions in trade

with the EU can have a far-reaching impact. The critical product categories are those in
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which trade deficits are high (trade deficits in selected product categories are shown in

Figure 9) and where self-sufficiency or domestic production is low.

Beverages Cereals
£1,3bn -£18bn
Sugar Coffee, tea, cocoa
-£0,8bn -£23bn
Dairy Meat
-£1,3bn -£4,5bn
Fish Vegetables & fruit
-£13bn -£10,2bn

Figure 9: UK trade deficit (2019) in selected product categories. Source: UK Trade Info, 2020

This is particularly true for the horticulture sector, especially for fruits, for which domestic
production is very low due to climatic conditions (for example bananas and oranges)
(DEFRA, 2020f). Due to Brexit or the UK’s status as a third country, significantly higher
tariffs on the import of vegetables and fruits may occur (see section 3.3.3). A resulting
problem can be an increase in prices (more details in section 3.3.1). Also critical is the
meat sector, especially pork products. Since the UK does not have the capacity to meet
domestic demand, it relies on imports. If tariffs are imposed on imports due to Brexit, this
would again mean an increase in prices for consumer. However, it could also be an incen-
tive for British industry to increase domestic production to avoid the higher import prices.
Another critical meat product is sheep meat, especially legs. However, if domestic de-
mand for individual animal parts like sheep meat legs is high, production of these should
not necessarily be increased, as this would also produce other parts of the animal for

which there is only little demand. In this case, imports should be increased.

Not all imports are used to meet domestic demand. For example, beef products are im-
ported from Ireland to be exported again for further processing. The critical aspect here is
how trade relations with Ireland will be post-Brexit. Restrictions and additional trade costs
may also lead to increased domestic production, but it is questionable whether domestic

and foreign demand can be met as a result.

When analysing the export situation, several critical factors are identified. If tariffs are im-
posed on exports to the EU in the wake of Brexit, this will primarily have an impact on the
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product categories in which the UK is a net exporter. The UK is a net exporter of barley,
malt and rapeseed oil. If export tariffs are in place on these products after Brexit, this
would lower the domestic prices by the amount of the tariff, which could have a negative

impact on the profit margins for processing these products.

As Ireland is the one of the top trading partners of the UK, any restrictions at the border
and tariffs on exports have a negative impact on trade. Large volumes of raw milk in the
UK are exported for processing in the Irish Republic and proportion of the processed prod-
uct is then exported back to the UK (AHDB, 2019a, p. 10). Tariffs on UK exports to the EU
and/or UK imports from the EU would likely make this trade with Ireland uneconomical.

More details on this can be found in section 3.3.2.

A critical issue, not only for the trade with Ireland, will be the future requirements for trade
in products of animal origin. Although the UK is a net exporter of only a few animal prod-
ucts (fresh milk, cream, and milk powder), the quantities of animal products traded are not
small. The Export of products of animal origin to the EU could be slowed down of the nec-
essary export health certification process is slow or cumbersome. This plus additional tar-
iffs and trade costs would limit trade in products of animal origin and make British prod-

ucts unattractive on the international market due to their reduced price competitiveness.

A deeper analysis of the consequences for trade in agricultural products can be found in

section 3.3.

3 Analysis of Brexit impacts on the UK agri-food sector and trade

There are several models of how the EU can relate to non-member states. In the following
section, five of these models will be analysed in more detail to determine their advantages

and disadvantages in comparison with EU membership.

3.1 Presentation of the post-Brexit trade scenarios

The possible terms of a future relationship between the UK and the EU can be characterised
as five “harder” or “softer” variants, as Figure 10 shows. These variants and the baseline

scenario, the EU membership, are briefly presented and then analysed in the following sec-

WTO Canada Turkey Swiss Norway

tion according to their key features.

Harder Brexit | | Softer Brexit

Figure 10: Brexit variants. Adapted from: Hix, 2018, p. 2
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The decisive key feature in this assessment is access to the EU single market. The more
restricted the market access, the “harder” the respective scenario is assessed. Other im-
portant key features are also analysed. An overview of all key features and their meanings

is shown in Table 4.

Key feature Meanings

Access to the | » Free movement of goods: Full preferential access (all goods traded

EU single between the country in question and EU member states are free

market from tariffs) or partial access (some goods, normally agricultural
products, are subject to tariffs).

» Free movement of persons: The rights for EU nationals to enter, live
and work in another EU member state

Non-EU mar- | The trade with countries outside the EU and the possibility to negotiate
kets and conclude (free) trade agreements with these countries.

Requirements

Financial con- | Contribution to the EU budget.
tribution

EU rules and | Implementation of EU rules concerning the single market and compli-
legal system | ance with EU rules and legislation when exporting to the single market.

Influence over | The ability and/or obligation to be consulted on EU rules and legislation
EU rules and | and the possibility to influence EU laws or legislation.
legislation

Table 4: Key features of the post-Brexit trade scenarios

3.1.1 Baseline scenario: EU-Membership

The EU is an international organisation formed by 28 countries, with a combined population
of 508 million people. The UK joined in 1973 alongside Ireland and Denmark (HM
Government, 2016c, p. 7). Until December 315 2020, the terms of the UK’s trade are pred-
icated on its membership of the EU. The analysis of the EU-Membership is presented in
Table 5.

EU-Membership

Access to the EU sin- | » Free movement of goods:
gle market ¢ No customs barriers, tariffs, quotas, or duties be-
tween the EU countries
e Common set of rules
» Free movement of persons: All EU citizens can live and
work anywhere within the EU area

Non-EU markets » No permission to negotiate other bilateral trade deals
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» Part of the EU’s existing Free Trade Agreements (FTAS)
covering 53 markets

Requirements

Financial contribution | > “Membership fee” to the EU, which supports several EU
policies and programmes, including the CAP

» The UK receives funding from these programmes and a re-
bate on its net contribution

EU rules and legal | EU directives are legally binding, but member states must pass
system their own laws to put them into practice

Influence over EU | The UK is represented in all the EU institutions which take de-
rules and legislation | cisions and approve laws that apply to the UK

Table 5: Analysis of the key features of EU membership. Adapted from: HM Government, 2016c, p. 7-29

3.1.2 Scenario 1: WTO model

The UK was an original contracting partner to the General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade
in 1947 and a founding member of the WTO. As a result, the UK is and will remain a WTO
member, regardless of its relationship with the EU or other countries. The WTO agreements

will continue to apply to the UK’s trade relations worldwide (Molinuevo, 2018, p. 601).

The WTO provides a global framework for trade relations between its 162 members. In the
absence of any other arrangements between the UK and the remaining EU countries, the
UK would fall back on its WTO membership as the basis of its trading relationship with the
EU in the same way as, for example, Brazil or Russia. The WTO rules represent a minimum
threshold for trade to take place (HM Government, 2016b, p. 92). Were the UK to default to
WTO rules, tariffs on UK exports to the EU would be based on the EU’s standard most
favoured nation (MFN) tariffs, which the EU currently applies to third countries. This would
contrast with a 0% tariff on trade with the EU at present (HM Government, 2016b, p. 95).
The analysis of the WTO model is presented in Table 6.

The WTO model

Access to the | » Free movement of goods:

EU single mar- e Each member must apply the same tariffs to all

ket ¢ No automatic provision for preferential access to the Sin-
gle Market: The EU must impose a common external tariff
on exports from non-EU member states

¢ EU MFN tariffs to UK agri-food exports
» Free movement of persons: no provision for free movement of
persons

23



Non-EU markets

This key feature does not apply in this scenario, as the UK would
become a non-EU or third country.

Requirements

Financial contri-
bution

None

EU rules and le-

» Exporters must comply with EU rules and regulations when ex-

gal system porting to the single market
» WTO members are not subject to the European Court of Justice
(ECJ) rulings
Influence over | WTO members have no formal ability to influence over EU laws or
EU rules and | regulations
legislation

Table 6: Analysis of the WTO model. Adapted from: Dhingra & Sampson, 2016, pp.7-9; HM Government,
20164, p. 37; HM Government, 2016b, p.93; PwC UK, 2016, pp. 16-17

3.1.3 Scenario 2: Canadian model

An FTA is an agreement between two or more countries that aims to liberalise the trade of
goods and/or services. Rather than providing completely free trade, FTAs provide prefer-
ential market access relative to a situation in which no such agreement exists. The main
benefit of FTAs is lower tariffs than those prescribed by the WTO: FTAs reduce or eliminate
tariffs and remove quotas on imported and exported goods (HM Government, 2016b, p. 36).

The agreement between the EU and Canada goes further than any existing EU trade deal.
Negotiations between the EU and Canada took seven years and were concluded in 2014.
CETA has been provisionally applied since September 2017. This, however, applied only
to those chapters for which the EU undisputedly has sole responsibility. The agreement
now needs to be ratified by the parliaments of all 28 EU member states before it can fully
enter into force (Federal Ministry for Economic Affairs and Energy, n.d.). The analysis of the

Canadian model is presented in Table 7.

The Canadian model

Access to the
EU single mar-
ket >

» Free movement of goods: 98% of EU goods enter Canada free of
tariffs and duties

Agricultural tariffs are eliminated in most areas, but trade in beef,
pork, poultry and fruit and vegetables are subject to tariff rate quo-
tas (TRQs), beyond which they will be subject to the EU’'s MFN
tariffs

» Free movement of persons: no obligation to accept free movement

of persons
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Non-EU mar-
kets

» Not part of the EU’s existing FTAs
» Canada is free to negotiate and agree free trade deals with other
countries

Requirements

Financial con- | None

tribution

EU rules and | » Exporters must comply with EU rules and regulations when export-
legal system ing to the single market

» No subject to ECJ rulings

Influence over
EU rules and
legislation

Canada has no formal ability to influence EU laws or regulations

Table 7: Analysis of the Canadian model. Adapted from: European Commission, 2016. pp. 2-7; HM Govern-
ment, 2016a, p. 30-34; Matthes & Busch, 2016, pp. 12-14; PwC UK, 2016, p.16

3.1.4 Scenario 3: Turkish model

The CU with Turkey has been in force since 1995 and is based on the 1963 Ankara Agree-

ment and its Additional Protocol (1970). It provides, inter alia, for free circulation between

the two parts of the CU for goods which are either wholly manufactured or released for free

circulation after importation from third countries into Turkey or the EC and for the alignment

of Turkey with the Community’s Common Custom Tariff including preferential arrangements

and harmonisation of commercial policy measures (European Commission, n.d.b). The

analysis of the Turkish model is presented in Table 8,

The Turkish model

Access to the
EU single mar-
ket

» Free movement of goods:
e Access to the EU market in industrial and processed agri-
cultural products: no tariffs, quotas or duties are placed
e The CU does not apply to raw agricultural products on
which third-country tariffs and TRQs are levied
Free movement of persons: no obligation to accept free move-
ment of persons

Non-EU
kets

mar-

Not part of the EU’s existing FTAs

Turkey can negotiate and agree trade agreements with other non-
EU countries, but its external tariffs must be aligned with the EU’s
external tariff

Requirements
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Financial contri-
bution

None

EU rules and le-
gal system

In areas where Turkey has access to the EU market, it is required to
enforce rules that are equivalent to those in the EU, like competition,
product and environmental rules

Influence over
EU rules and
legislation

Turkey has no formal ability to influence EU laws or regulations

Table 8: Analysis of the Turkish model. Adapted from: HM Government, 2016a, pp.29-30; HM Government

2016b, p.91; Piris, 2016, p.9; Matthes & Busch, 2016, p. 15

3.1.5 Scenario 4: Swiss model

Switzerland has a closer economic relationship with the EU than any other country outside

the European Economic Area (EEA). This relationship is based upon a series of bilateral

treaties governing Switzerland-EU relations (Dhingra, et al., 2017, p. 6). Overall, more than

100 bilateral agreements currently exist between the EU and Switzerland. Bilaterals | signed

in 1999 included an agreement on agriculture and Bilaterals Il signed in 2004 included an

agreement on processed agricultural products (Farmer Scientist Network, 2016, p. 34). Be-

ing a member of the European Free Trade Association (EFTA), Swiss trade agreements

are usually concluded in the EFTA framework. The EFTA is the intergovernmental organi-

sation of Iceland, Liechtenstein, Norway and Switzerland (European Commission, 2021b).

The analysis of the Swiss model is presented in Table 9.

The Swiss model

the EU single
market

Access to | » Free movement of goods:

e Access to the Single Market in all non-agricultural products,
agricultural products are subject to customs duties and TRQs

e The agreement on trade in agricultural products regulate the
dismantling of tariff and non-tariff barriers. Currently there are
tariff concessions in the following areas in particular: fruit,
vegetables and meat and wine specialities

e Not a member of the EU CU, so there are customs checks
between Switzerland and EU member states

Free movement of persons:

e Switzerland has a Free Movement of Persons Treaty with the

EU

Non-EU mar- | >
kets >

Not part of the EU’s existing FTAs

Switzerland has the right to conclude its own bilateral agreements
with non-EU member states.

It can also negotiate free trade agreements as part of the EFTA
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Requirements

Financial Pay a fee to participate in EU programmes.
contribution

EU rules and | » Switzerland must adapt domestic regulations to reflect EU laws and

legal system regulation relating to those parts of the single market in which it par-
ticipates

» Itis not formally bound by rulings of the ECJ, although in some areas
ECJ rulings apply

Influence » Switzerland has no formal right to be consulted on EU legislation and
over EU rules very limited informal influence over them

and legisla- | > Itis not represented as a member within EU institutions

tion

Table 9: Analysis of the Swiss model. Adapted from: Bowers, et al., 2016, p.30; HM Government, 2016a, p.26;
HM Government, 2016b, p.90; Matthes & Busch, 2016, pp. 11-12; Schweizerische Eidgenossenschaft, 2019a,
p.1; Schweizerische Eidgenossenschaft, 2019b

3.1.6 Scenario 5: Norwegian model

Staying in the EEA but exiting the EU CU is often referred to as the Norwegian model. The
EEA was established in 1994 to give countries that are not part of the EU a way to join the
single market. The EEA comprises all members of the EU together with three non-EU coun-
tries: Iceland, Liechtenstein, and Norway. There is free movement of goods, services, per-
sons and capital within the EEA and, since EEA members belong to the single market, they
must abide by the EU’s economic rules including legislation regarding employment, con-
sumer protection, product standards, environmental and competition policy (Dhingra, et al.,
2017, p. 5). The EEA agreement provides for a high degree of trade liberalisation in most
sectors. However, agriculture and fisheries are not covered by the EEA agreement. Never-
theless, Article 19 of the EEA Agreement underlines the obligation of the contracting parties
to progressively liberalise agricultural trade by concluding separate agreements on this ba-
sis. As a result, the EU and Norway came in 2017 to an agreement which will facilitate
bilateral trade in agricultural products (European Commission, 2017). The analysis of the

Norway model is presented in Table 10.

The Norway model

Access to the | » Free movement of goods:

EU single o Considerable but not unlimited access to the Single Market

market in industrial goods — with some restrictions on agricultural
products: meat, dairy, grains, vegetables and cereals are
subject to TRQs
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¢ No member of the EU CU so there are customs checks be-
tween Norway and EU member states

» Free movement of persons:
o free movement of persons within the EU and EEA areas
Non-EU mar- | » Not part of the EU’s existing FTAs
kets » It has the right to conclude its own bilateral free trade agreements
with non-EU member states
> Norway can also negotiate free trade agreements as part of the Eu-
ropean Free Trade Association
Requirements
Financial con- | » Norway makes a significant contribution to the EU budget including
tribution research programmes and education
» Does not contribute to the CAP funding
EU rules and | » All EEA members must automatically implement all EU rules con-
legal system cerning the Single Market
» All must comply with ruling of the EFTA court — in most cases these
rulings follow ECJ principles
Influence over | » EEA members have the right to be consulted on laws and regula-
EU rules and tions but there are limited channels for formal influence
legislation » Norway is not represented as a member within EU institutions

Table 10: Analysis of the Norwegian model. Adapted from: HM Government, 2016a, pp. 18-19; HM Govern-
ment, 2016b, p.89; Matthes & Busch, 2016, pp. 7-8; PwC UK, 2016, p. 17

3.1.7 Summarising overview

In the following, the key features of the five post-Brexit trade scenarios are briefly summa-

rised and then analysed in terms of their advantages and disadvantages compared to EU

membership. Table 11 breaks down the key features of each scenario.

Key features Scenarios
Norway Swiss | Turkey | Canada | WTO

Access to the EU single market

Free movement of goods Largely | Largely | Largely | Largely No

Free movement of persons Yes Yes No No No
Renegotiation of FTAS Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Loss of co-decision rights in the Very Yes Yes Yes Yes
EU largely
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Obligation to adopt EU regula- Very Largely | Partly Partly No

tions largely

Financial contribution to the EU Very Largely No No No
largely

Independent negotiation of trade Yes Yes | Limited Yes Yes

deals

Table 11: Analysis of the five post-Brexit trade scenarios

Based upon a comparison of key features, as presented in Table 11, an agreement based
on the Norwegian model would come closest to EU membership (especially free access to
the Single Market). Norway is part of the EU single market (although there are exceptions
for some agricultural products) but not a member of the CU. This means that trade in indus-
trial goods is not subject to customs duties but is subject to costly customs clearance regu-
lations and rules of origin (Matthes & Busch, 2016, p. 7). There is also free movement of
goods, services, people and capital within the EEA. Due to the free movement of people
migrant workers from EU can work in agriculture. This aspect would be of particular interest
to the Eurosceptics, as the lack of control over migration has been one of their main objec-

tions to British membership of the EU.

The EEA agreement means that EU laws in areas such as employment, environmental
policy and competition policy continue to apply, although the CAP is not included in the
EEA. Norway has its own domestic farm policy instruments and provides a higher level of
support for producers that within the CAP (Farmer Scientist Network, 2016). Leaving the

CAP leads to the UK having to develop a new agricultural policy.

Norway is also to conclude trade agreements independently of the EU. However, FTAs with
third countries negotiated by the EU would no longer apply to the UK, so they would all have
to be renegotiated. This could be problematic as it is a time-consuming process, and the

UK might not be able to conclude FTAs with the same terms as negotiated by the EU.

One criticism of the Norway model is “integration without representation”. As a member of
the EEA the UK must implement EU single market policies, but without representation in
EU decision making. Norway’s influence on the further development of the legislation is very
limited. The country has only a non-binding right of consultation in the further development
of the EU’s single market legislation and can at best attempt to exert influence at a very
early stage (Matthes & Busch, 2016, p. 8). Moreover, Norway also pays a member fee to
be part of the single market. They do this by contributing to the EU’s regional development
funds and contributing to the costs of the EU programmes in which they participate (Dhingra,
et al., 2017, p. 5).
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Switzerland is not a member of the EU or the EEA. Instead, it has negotiated a series of
bilateral treaties governing its relations with the EU. Usually, each treaty provides for Swit-
zerland to participate in a particular EU policy or programme. Switzerland is also a member
of EFTA, which provides for free trade with the EU in all non-agricultural goods and allows
Switzerland to negotiate FTAs independently of the EU. The bilateral treaty approach allows
Switzerland the ability to choose the EU initiatives in which it wishes to participate. Through
EFTA membership and an agreement covering technical barriers to trade, Switzerland has
achieved a similar level of goods market integration with the EU as EEA countries (Dhingra
& Sampson, 2016, pp. 5-6). Rules of origin apply to trade, but there are cost savings through
simplified and harmonised rules (e.g. cumulation in the (Pan-European) Mediterranean re-
gion) (Matthes & Busch, 2016, p. 10).

Bilateral | also include the agreement on the free movement of persons, which entered into
force in 2002 and which Switzerland largely grants to EU citizens (Schweizerische
Eidgenossenschaft, 2019b). The bilateral agreements require Switzerland to adopt EU
rules, but it, like the EEA states, has no say in the EU’s decision-making process on new
regulations and can only try to exert influence in the early decision-making stage. Switzer-
land also makes payments to the EU: it participates financially in the EU's cohesion policy
(Matthes & Busch, 2016, p. 11).

Switzerland is not a member of the CAP either, so it had to develop its own agricultural
policy. Switzerland provides a higher level of domestic agricultural support than the EU.
Together with Norway, South Korea and Japan, Switzerland is one of the countries where
more than half of agricultural revenues are attributable to policy measures (OECD, 2015, p.
14).

Unlike Norway and Switzerland, the EU and Turkey form a CU. This has the advantage that
the free movement of goods, except for certain agricultural products, is not hindered by
rules of origin, as both comply a common external tariff for imports from third countries.
However, access to the EU’s free movement of goods is limited in one important respect.
Turkish companies wishing to export to the EU must comply with EU rules and product
regulations, and thus may have to produce different product variants than for the Turkish
market, at great cost (Matthes & Busch, 2016, p. 14). The Agreement with Turkey provides
some limited migration rights for Turkish nationals to reside in the EU (HM Government,
2016a, p. 29), Turkey itself does not grant EU citizens free movement of persons (Matthes
& Busch, 2016, p. 15).

While Turkey can agree trade agreements with countries outside the EU, as part of the CU,

Turkey’s external tariffs must be aligned with EU tariffs. When the EU signs a trade
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agreement with a third country, such as South Korea, Turkey must give that country access
to its own market on the same terms. But this obligation is not reciprocal. The third country
is not required to open its market on the same terms to Turkish exports. Instead, Turkey

must negotiate separate trade deals with these countries (HM Government, 2016a, p. 30).

Turkey has no role in EU-decision making and does not contribute to the EU budget but
receives payments from the EU (HM Government, 2016a, p. 30).

In the Canadian model 98% of EU goods enter Canada free of tariffs and duties (except for
certain agricultural products). Canadian exports to the EU are subject to rules of origin and
costly customs clearance procedures but these are to be reduced through improved coop-
eration between the authorities (Matthes & Busch, 2016, p. 13). They also must comply with
EU rules such as technical regulations, health, food or phytosanitary rules (European
Commission, 2016, p. 8). Trade between the EU and Canada is bound by rules of origin.
Canadian companies have to prove that a sufficient proportion of the product was originally
made in Canada in order to qualify for preferential tariff rates (HM Government, 2016a, p.
31). In favour of the model is the fact that no financial contribution must be paid to the EU
and that Canada predominantly retains national sovereignty in setting regulations (Matthes
& Busch, 2016, p. 14). Regarding the free movement of persons, Canada must (like the EU)
in future allow the right of temporary entry for EU workers (European Commission, 2016, p.
11).

The “hardest” variant, the WTO model, would mean the loss of both the free movement of
goods and persons. The UK would also lose preferential market access to more than 50
countries with which the EU has trade agreements. They could seek to negotiate new agree-
ments, but this would be very time consuming, and they might not be able to replicate the
conditions that applied before Brexit. The WTO model involves the fewest direct obligations
to the EU. WTO countries which do not have preferential trade agreements with the EU are
not required to implement EU legislation and to contribute to EU budget. However, UK busi-
nesses would still have to comply with EU rules to trade with the single market (HM
Government, 2016a, p. 37).

In summary, none of the five models provided access to the EU single market to the extent
that EU membership does. Especially on agricultural products, all models impose specific
tariffs at different levels, while in the EU there is duty-free trade. In addition, there are non-
tariff trade barriers such as SPS-checks, rules of origin, etc. None of the models offer the
benefits of EU-negotiated trade agreements (an overview of the EU’s current trade agree-

ments is provided in Appendix Il). All trade agreements would have to be renegotiated,
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which is likely to be very time-consuming, and it is also unclear whether the UK is likely to

be able to negotiate the agreements on EU terms due its reduced bargaining power.

All scenarios have in common that the agreements with the EU do not cover CAP and CFP,
which means that the UK will withdraw from them. However, this could be advantage for the
UK. These two policies are considered bureaucratic and outdated (more details in sections
3.2.1 and 3.2.2). The UK could therefore use this opportunity to adapt these policies to the
UK'’s needs. However, this process is fraught with uncertainty for farmers and fishermen,
as they depend on the financial support of the CAP and the CFP and the amount of this

subsidies must first be renegotiated.

As far as the free movement of persons is concerned, this element is not present in every
scenario. On this point, it is questionable to what extent the UK is willing to make conces-
sions as immigration and the free movement of persons within the EU have been key as-
pects of the Brexit debate (NFU, 2017, p. 5). The analysis of the five scenarios showed that
the models with free movement of persons also had the largest access to the EU single
market. It can therefore be concluded that the UK will have to compromise on the extent of
access to the EU single market in the negotiations with the EU if it wants to forego the free

movement of persons.

A tabular overview of the pros and cons of the respective post-Brexit trade scenarios can

be found in Appendix IlI.

Through the analysis of the five post-Brexit trade scenarios, five factors can be identified

that could impact the UK agri-food sector and trade in agricultural products:

e Withdrawal from the CAP
e Withdrawal from the CFP
¢ Availability of EU labour
e Tariff barriers

e Non-tariff trade barriers

How exactly the impacts of these factors will play out is analysed in more detail in the next

two sections.

3.2 Analysis of the impacts on the UK agri-food sector and agri-food trade

The impacts of the factors identified in the previous section are now analysed in more detail.
The UK must withdraw from the CAP and CFP, as the agreements with the UK do not cover

this policy area. The availability of EU labour is affected by the free movement of persons,
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a key feature not included in every scenario. Tariff and non-tariff trade barriers come from

limited or non-existent access to the single market.

3.2.1 Withdrawal from the CAP

The CAP is one of the EU’s oldest policies. Launched in 1962, the original purpose of the
CAP was to encourage better productivity in the food supply chain in the years following
World War Il, thereby providing a fair standard of living for the agricultural community, sta-
bilising the market, and ensuring the availability of food to European consumers at reason-

able prices (European Union Committee, 2017a, p. 10).

The EU’s powers to legislate in respect of agriculture are set out in Articles 38 to 44 of the
TFEU. These provide that the EU must implement a CAP which extends the single market
to agriculture and trade in agricultural products, subject to special rules which do not apply
to other products traded in the single market. Article 40(2) of the TFEU provides that these
special rules may include “[...] regulation of prices, aids for the production and marketing of
the various products, storage and carryover arrangements and common machinery for sta-
bilising imports and exports.” (Art.40(2) TFEU). In Appendix IV the main components of the

CAP are shown in detail.

CAP has undergone significant changes through a series of reforms since 1992, but its

basic two-pillar architecture remains unchanged:

¢ Pillar one payments are direct income support payments to farmers (through the Basic
Payment Scheme). To remove any incentive to overproduce, payment is based on the
amount of land a farmer owns, not how much they produce. To qualify for payment,
farmers must meet certain standards on environmental management, animal welfare
standards and traceability (Lightfoot, et al., 2017, pp. 19-20). Member states can also
apply market support measures in certain conditions. These measures are part of the
Common Market Organisation regulation (CMO). This is the set of rules used to organ-
ise the single market for agricultural products. The rules cover a wide range of provisions
from market safety nets such as public intervention, exceptional measures in the case
of market disturbances such as animal disease outbreaks, marketing standards, trade
provisions and various operational programmes for particular sectors, e.g. fruits and
vegetables, wine and hops (Coe S. D., 2018, p. 17). The principal EU legislation which
governs direct payments under pillar one is regulation (EU) 1307/2013 of the European
parliament and of the council.

e Pillar two subsidies are for specific rural development and environmental programmes
and require co-financing from member states. The EU describes the purposes of this

as: fostering the competitiveness of agriculture ensuring the sustainable management
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efraof natural resources, combating climate change, and creating employment in rural
communities (Lightfoot, et al., 2017, pp. 19-20). The principal EU legislation which gov-
erns the rural developments regime is regulation (EU) 1305/2013 of the European par-

liament and of the council.

CAP spending has shrunk over the last decades, but it still represents 37.8% of total EU
expenditure. Most of it is allocated to direct payments, which make up approximately 70%
of the CAP budget and more than a quarter of the EU budget. Pillar two spending accounts
for 8.8% of total EU spending (Policy Department for Structural and Cohesion Policies ,
2017, p. 25).

In the 2019 CAP financial year (the CAP financial year begins on the preceding 16" of Oc-
tober and ends 15" of October), total expenditure on CAP schemes in the UK came to €4.2
billion as shown in Table 12. Most of this was on direct aids under pillar one of the CAP and
was funded entirely from the EU budget. Expenditure on pillar two was shared between the
EU budget (€776k) and the UK HM Treasury (€267k) under the co-financing rules.

UK England Wales Scotland NI
Pillar one 3.228 2.100 324 539 324
Direct Aids | 3.186 2.058 324 539 324

Market price support 42 42 - - -

Pillar two 1.001 572 132 245 52
EU funded 776 502 93 159 22

UK funded 225 70 39 86 30
Total 4.229 2.672 397 784 376

Table 12: All CAP payments by funding stream, 2019, € million. Source: DEFRA, 2020a, p.106

After Brexit (and the transition period) UK agriculture will be operating outside of the EU’s
CAP, regardless of the Brexit scenario. This is because the CAP is not open to association
with third countries (Cabinet Office, 2018, p. 10). The fact that the UK will no longer be a
contributor to the above-mentioned funds means uncertainty as to the size of these budgets
after 2020. In 2019/20, the basic payment accounted for a substantial proportion of average
farm business income for all farm types (DEFRA, 2020b, p. 11). Any reduction in payments
made to farmers under either scheme may impact the agriculture sector, especially if com-
bined with less competitive agri-food exports. Particularly reduced payments would put

pressure on smaller farmers, so that they could no longer be viable. Negative effects could
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also impact the UK economy, due to the reduced spending power in rural communities
(Hederman & Durkin, 2018, p. 3).

Departure from the CAP after Brexit requires the formulation of a new British agriculture
policy. Currently, EU CAP funding is allocated by the UK government to the devolved ad-
ministrations and the basis for this is set out at the beginning of each seven-year CAP
“round”. The UK government has guaranteed current levels of funding until 2022 across the
UK which will continue to be ring-fenced for agriculture and the rural economy (Downing &
Coe, 2018, p. 16). The need of a new domestic agriculture policy gives the UK Government
and devolved legislation the opportunity to revise farm subsidies and incentives and the
general operating environment for farm businesses. What support for agriculture looks like

in other non-EU countries is shown in Appendix V.

In 2018, the Agriculture Bill has already been passed, which contains 25 delegated powers,
five of which allow ministers to amend primary legislation. This 2018 Bill aims to help most
parts of the UK to develop their approaches to supporting farm businesses whilst meeting

international trading obligations (Coe S. D., 2018, p. 4).

3.2.2 Withdrawal from the CFP

Following Brexit, the UK will no longer be part of the CFP. This will have several implications
for fisheries as will be shown in this section. An overview of the main components of the

CFP is presented in Appendix VI.

Being no longer a part of the CFP, the UK will become an independent coastal state and be
fully responsible for managing fisheries in the UK’s exclusive economic area (EEZ) as can
be seen in Figure 11. This will include setting total allowable catches, distributing quotas
and determining who has access to fisheries, following Art. 61 (1) of the UN Convention on
the Law of the Sea: “The coastal State shall determine the allowable catch of the living

resources in its exclusive economic zone” (Art. 61(1) UNCLOS).
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ICELAND FAROE ISLANDS

ki

Figure 11: The UK 200 nautical miles EEZ. Source: Carpenter, 2017, p.11

Declaring an EEZ would most directly impact on which fishing vessels can access these

waters, as described in Table 13:

6-12 Nautical Miles 12-200 Nautical Miles
Before | Fishing by non-UK vessels is re- | EU vessels and vessels from coun-
Brexit | stricted to those with historic rights, | tries with which the EU has agree-
subject to quota, under CFP exemp- | ments, have access subject to quota
tions (Art. 5 (2) Reg. (EU) No | (Art. 5 (1) Reg. (EU) No 1380/2013).
1380/2013).
After | These historic rights may remain un- | The UK will assume control of its EEZ
Brexit | der the London Convention 1964. and be able to control access. UK
vessels’ access to EU waters will de-
pend on negotiations.

Table 13: Access to UK waters before and after Brexit. Adapted from: Kenyon, 2017, p.11

The key question is to what extent the UK will grant the EU access to UK EEZ and vice
versa. Enabling the UK to exclude EU fishers from the UK’s EEZ could result in the amount
of fish available to UK fishers. The NAFC Marine Centre examines how much fish and shell-
fish is caught within the UK’s EEZ by EU fishing boats, and by UK boats in other areas of
the EU EEZ. The results indicate that over the five-year period from 2011 to 2015:

e Less than half of the fish and shellfish landed from the UK EEZ by EU fishing boats
(43% by weight) was caught by UK boats.
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¢ If landings by non-EU (Faroese and Norwegian) fishing boats are included, UK boats’
share of the total landings from the UK EEZ falls to less than one-third of the total (32%
by weight).

¢ Non-UK EU fishing boats landed about 700,000 tonnes of fish and shellfish, worth al-
most £530 million, from the UK EEZ each year on average.

e UK fishing boats landed 92,000 tonnes of fish and shellfish, worth about £110 million,
from other areas of the EU EEZ each year on average.

e Non-UK EU fishing boats therefore landed almost eight times more fish and shellfish
(by weight) from the UK EEZ than UK boats did from other areas of the EU EEZ, or
almost five times more by value (Napier, 2017, p. 7).

Further issues could also include possible exclusion of UK vessels from EU waters, the
implications of damaging fish trading relationships with Europe and the capacity of marine
enforcement services to monitor, patrol and exclude EU fishing boats from the entirety of
the UK’s EEZ (Hirst, 2017, p. 12).

As a future independent coastal state the UK will be responsible for co-operating with other
coastal states to manage shared fish stocks. The sharing of quota is a potential impact with
significant implications for economic performance. Cooperation on sharing stocks is re-
quired as many fish stocks are migratory and therefore cross EEZ boundaries. Fish popu-
lations could be damaged if countries failed to coordinate on fishing effort. Most of the fish
stocks found in the waters of the UK are shared with the EU, Norway, the Faroe Islands or,
in some cases, all three (European Union Committee, 2017c, p. 14). The current relative
stability mechanism favoured by the EU is perceived as unfair by the UK fishing sector, as
the fishing opportunities it regulates are based on historic rights under the 1964 London
Convention. The UK fishing sector is advocating reclaiming UK waters for UK vessels,
termed “zonal attachment”. Zonal attachment is a principle in which shared fish stocks
should be divided between the parties based on the proportion of fish stock present in each
EEZ. As there are certain fish stocks that are found within the UK EEZ that the UK fleet
does not target, zonal attachment might be a possible outcome, but on the basis that quota
shares are renegotiated based on the priority stocks for each side. This concept is already
used in the EU-Norway agreement for the sharing of total allowable catches for joint stocks
(Walmsley, 2016, p. 3).

Withdrawal from the Common Fisheries Policy (CFP) will mean that existing fisheries man-
agement practices need to be reviewed and adapted to the UK. For example, fisheries
management measures could be fishing with sustainable limits through a quota system.

Nevertheless, Brexit management will need to be well-coordinated with the EU given the
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extent to which stocks are shared. It could be that the UK will have less influence over the
management measures of some stocks, as it may have less ability to participate in discus-
sions with EU member states (Hirst, 2017, pp. 16-17).

As outlined in section 2.1.3, the UK fishing industry employs a significant number of non-
UK nationals. Leaving the EU thus creates potential problems both in terms of the existing

migrants working in the EU fishing industry as well as attracting EU migrants in the future.

In terms of economic impacts for the UK fishing fleet, the ending of free movement of EU
labour would be expected to increase crew wages to attract local workers and as a result,

decrease profibility.

After the Fisheries Bill, which contained powers for the government to set and distribute
fishing opportunities and provided powers for the government to set and distribute fishing
opportunities and exclude foreign vessels from UK waters, failed to get past the committee
stage in the House of Commons, the government set out its intention to bring forward a new
Fisheries Bill (Ares, 2019a, p. 3).

Just as with the CAP, withdrawal from the CFP will occur under each of the five post-Brexit

trade scenarios.

3.2.3 Availability of EU labour

As already made clear in section 2.1, the agri-food sector and especially the agricultural
sector is heavily dependent on EU labour. This dependency has increased in recent years

due to the seasonal nature of demand and falling unemployment in the UK.

Control of immigration was one of the key objectives of the “Vote Leave” campaign, so it
would seem unlikely that free movement of persons between the EU and UK will remain in
place beyond Brexit. The existing models of EU association without full membership illus-
trate that accepting the principle of free movement of labour may be the price the UK has
to pay to gain free access to EU markets. Without an agreement on this matter, it may be
that the UK is unable to access the free market on the same terms as for example, Norway
or Switzerland. Restricting free movement would mean that the UK economy could react
differently to growth opportunities. If unilateral trade agreements opened new potential mar-
ket for agricultural produce, a shortage of appropriate labour could mean that higher wages
and the resulting increased cost of production would have negative impact on the UK’s
productivity and competitiveness. If this happened at the same time the UK opened to free
trade and new low-cost competition from emerging markets, some UK-based businesses
may find it even harder to complete (AHDB, 2016b, p. 3).
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There are several options for ensuring that the agricultural sector has the workforce it needs
post-Brexit. One option is schemes to maintain the current availability of migrant labour
(AHDB, 2016b, p. 10). The first Seasonal Agricultural Workers Scheme was introduced in
1945 in response to labour shortages after World War 2. Initially an exchange programme
encouraging students to work in UK agriculture during harvest times, it evolved as a flexible
tool to meet changing labour demands in the agricultural sector. In its last phase the scheme
allowed fruit and vegetable growers to employ migrant workers from Bulgaria and Romania
to do short-term, low-skilled agricultural work for a maximum of six months. The Seasonal
Agricultural Workers Scheme was closed at the end of 2013 upon the lifting of restrictions
on the free movement rights of Bulgarian and Romanian citizens (McGuiness & Garton
Grimwood, 2017, p. 3).

The UK already runs a five tier points-based style system for immigration for non-EU na-

tionals:

e Tier 1 — Entrepreneurs, investors, exceptional talent

e Tier 2 — Highly skilled workers

e Tier 3 — Low-skilled workers filling specific temporary labour shortages
e Tier 4 — All student visas

e Tier 5— Temporary workers and youth mobility

Tier 3 is currently suspended by the Government. A strong supply of labour from the EEA,
members of which do not require visas to work in the UK, has meant is has not been re-

quired since the points-based system was implemented in 2008 (AHDB, 2016b, p. 11).

Currently, 96% of migrants employed on UK farms would fail entry under the UK system.
This is because the vacancies being filled would not meet the requirements for Tier 1 or 2.
A new developed scheme, specific to agriculture, could be used to maintain labour supply
(AHDB, 2016b, p. 11).

The National Farmers Union (NFU) has developed a new framework for a new SAWS

scheme, with the following key features:

¢ An international scheme which is open to workers from any countries with returns ar-
rangements in place with the UK.

e The permission to work and remain in the UK could be restricted to a defined period,
but not restricted to a specified window to accommodate all crop harvest patterns.

e Retaining special elements of free movement, so EU citizens can enter, settle in the UK

and work without a work permit. Some restrictions could apply, for instance requiring
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them to have a definite job offer before coming to the UK or establishing numerical limits
on the people allowed in for work purposes.

e Under the existing UK points-based system, the UK could adopt the same system for
all people wishing to come to the UK without differentiating EEA and non-EEA migrant
(NFU, 2017, p. 11).

So, due to unattractiveness of agricultural jobs, low wages and other factors, UK farmers
already face labour shortages and rely heavily on EU migration. Therefore, expected
changes to immigration control, ending the free movement of EU workers to the UK, will
exacerbate the problems and will make labour shortages even more acute. For these rea-
sons it is important for the UK to establish a system which will provide the easy and sufficient
inflow of EU workers to fill demand on farms even after Brexit. Without any solutions, it can
be expected that many agricultural businesses will collapse, and the prices of fruits and

vegetables will significantly rise (Barathova, 2018, p. 11).

The impact of the five post-Brexit trade scenarios on the availability of EU labour can be
summarised as follows: In the Norway and Switzerland models, the free movement of per-

sons is guaranteed, whereas this is not the case in the Turkey, Canada and WTO models.

3.2.4 Tariff barriers

Tariffs (or customs duties) are a state levy imposed on goods crossing from one customs
territory to another. Tariffs can be imposed on exports and imports. There are no tariffs on
products traded between the EU member states, and its Common Customs Tariff (erga
omnes tariff) applies to all goods imported from third countries (with some exceptions e.g.
TRQs). As soon as the UK leaves the EU CU, both UK exports to the EU, and EU exports
to the UK will be potentially subject to tariff barriers. In the absence of a free trade agree-
ment with the EU or CU agreement, the UK and the EU will trade under the default frame-
work governed by the WTO (Environment, Food and Rural Affairs Committee, 2018, p. 7).

The existence of tariffs post-Brexit, and the level they are set, will depend on any agreement
on future relations, including trade, that the UK reaches with the EU. In the Norway, Swit-
zerland, Turkey and Canada scenarios, there are tariff barriers on agricultural products, but
the respective countries have agreed in corresponding agreements with the EU to dismantle
these over times and to liberalise trade. The UK Government is seeking such an FTA with
the EU, which could result in a continuation of the no-tariffs status quo at the end of the
transition period. If an FTA is not in place by ending of the transition period, then UK-EU
trade would take place under the default framework governed by the WTO. This would

oblige the UK to treat imports from the EU in the same way as imports from any other
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country, including imposing the same tariffs on food imported from the EU as from outside
the EU (European Union Committee, 2018, pp. 6-7).

3.2.4.1 Tariffs on UK imports and exports

As part of the CU, the UK imposes a common level of tariffs on products imported from
outside the EU, under WTO schedules adopted for the EU. Outside of the EU CU the UK
would be free to set its own tariffs, subject to WTO requirements. The terms of any FTA
with a particular country/block would set tariffs for products imported from there, but under
other circumstances tariffs would be applied using the UK schedules lodged with the WTO.
The UK can set its tariffs up to the maximum level it has proposed in these schedules,
provided the MFN non-discrimination rule is applied (the same tariffs must be applied to all
countries) (Coe & Ward, 2019, pp. 25-26).

If no trade deal with the EU is struck, any food or agricultural product that they need to
import from the EU will be subject to UK tariffs. The UK would need to set out its own
schedule of tariffs and TRQs at the WTO. The two scenarios focus on applying WTO tariffs
on imports or trade liberalisation with low/no tariff on imports. The first scenario would lead
to increased costs for importers, leading to higher costs for consumers. On the other side
high tariffs on imports offered an opportunity for import substitution. Price rises on imported
products could give an opportunity to British products, making them more to domestic con-
sumers with the potential to displace imports. This was particularly significant for certain
sectors with high levels of imports (see section 2.2.1) (Environment, Food and Rural Affairs
Committee, 2018, pp. 9-10) An example for this scenario gives Norway which shields the
Norwegian agri-food market with high import tariffs. The agricultural raw products meat,
milk, cheese and grain are subject to the highest tariffs. In these product categories, the
Norwegian government wants to support and protect its domestic farmers in particular
(Ministry of Agriculture and Food, 2016). In second scenario the UK government could de-
cide to remove all tariffs on imports into the UK. This would lower the cost of imported goods,
leading to reduced prices for UK consumer. But it would also mean that he removal of tariffs
would result in the UK market being flooded with imports produced to different and by infer-
ence, lower welfare, environmental and health standards (see section 3.2.5). It would also
reduce the competitiveness of British products, which could be more expensive compared

to imported products (Environment, Food and Rural Affairs Committee, 2018, pp. 12-14).

WTO negotiations produce general rules that apply to all members, and specific commit-
ments made by individual member governments which are listed in “schedules of conces-
sions” (WTO, n.d.b). Schedules include the maximum tariff levels that will be imposed on a

particular product, as well as tariff rate quotas (which allow for a product to be imported at
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a lower tariff, up to a set quota), limits on export subsidies and some kinds of domestic
support. The EU has a single schedule for all its member states. The UK does not currently
have its own tariff schedule, and the government’s wishes, the easiest way would be to
adopt the WTO-agreed EU tariff schedule for tariffs on non-EU imports (known as the EU
MFEN tariff) (European Union Committee, 2018, pp. 6-7).

The EU’s WTO tariffs vary considerable by product but tend to be considerably higher for
agri-food products that for other goods. The average EU MFN tariff on agricultural products
was 11.4% in 2019 compared with 4.2% for non-agricultural products (WTO, ITC, UNCTAD,
2020, p. 90), with a significant variation depending on the type of food. The weighted aver-
age EU MFN tariff on whole milk is equal to 70 %, but 36% on low fat milk; beef is subject
to a 56% average tariff, but the tariff on poultry is 14%. Sugar is subject to high EU tariffs
(75%), but salt, spices and culinary herbs face lower tariffs (3%) (Serwicka, 2018).

3.2.4.2 Tariff Rate Quotas

TRQs are a means by which non-EU suppliers of agri-food products can be given preferen-
tial access to EU markets within a regulated framework of quotas at tariff rated below the
MFN rates bound in the General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade. TRQs are common in
governing trade in the meat and dairy sectors of the EU, although they apply to a wide range
of other agricultural commodity and processed agri-food products (Revell, 2017, p. 17). The
EU-28 has around 87 TRQ schemes for agricultural, F&B products which, depending on
how they are counted, comprise over 120 individual tariff quotas. This compares with 54
TRQs in the USA and 21 in Canada (Revell, 2017, p. 10).

Brexit poses a complex set of problems regarding TRQs in terms of how the respective
parties should divide up jointly undertaken commitments within the WTO, since TRQs have
been negotiated by the European Commission on behalf of all EU member states, so there
will be the need to separate the current EU-28 TRQ commitments into UK and EU-27 com-
ponents. This will require agreement not only between the EU-27 and the UK, but also with
third country exporters, both current and potential, regarding market access. The process
of establishing an independent UK schedule of tariff commitments and TRQs within the
WTO is primarily a legal matter. As there is no directly comparable precedent (only one for
new WTO members, whereas the UK is already a WTO member), potential solutions remain

the subject of legal opinion and debate (Revell, 2017, p. 11).

The analysis of the different post-Brexit trade scenarios showed that all models exclude raw
agricultural products from the preferential trade and thus all under the EU’s third-country
tariffs and TRQs. Only Canada has been able to negotiate tariff preferences in its agree-

ment with the EU. This is quite crucial for trade in agricultural products, as it means that
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should the UK negotiate a trade agreement along the lines of one of the models presented,
it will no longer be able to trade duty-free as it did as an EU member. What exactly third-
country tariffs and TRQs mean for the individual product categories is discussed in section
3.3.3.

3.2.5 Non-tariff trade barriers

Non-tariff trade barriers include requirements for goods to be inspected, for them to be la-
belled in a certain way and for them to meet certain standards, as well as documentation
requirements. UK membership of the EU single market and CU means that food imported
from the EU to the UK is not currently subject to non-tariff barriers (European Union
Committee, 2018, p. 12).

The UN Conference on Trade and Development classifies 16 types of non-tariff barriers
(United Nations Conference on Trade and Development, 2019). An overview of the 16 types

is shown in Appendix VII.

The EU Commission’s draft withdrawal agreement allows for the current customs arrange-
ments for food imported from the EU to remain in place until the end of the transition period.
After this time non-tariff barriers will be determined by any agreement reached between the
UK and the EU. If no agreement is reached, the UK government will need to decide what
customs and border arrangements to put in place on food imported from the EU. These

would need to comply with WTO requirements (European Union Committee, 2018, p. 12).

However, non-tariff barriers can also arise from standards and regulations if they are not
consistent or equivalent between the trading partners. This creates an increased regulatory

divergence that makes trade more difficult.
3.2.5.1 Customs checks

UK membership of the EU means that there are no custom duties inside the union and there
is no need for UK traders to prove the origin of their goods at internal borders. Trade in food
products of animal origin for human consumption between member states takes place with-
out certification or controls at borders between the different member states. There are no
charges or any specific hygiene inspections on these consignments (Environment, Food
and Rural Affairs Committee, 2018, p. 18).

Leaving the single market will have great implications for trade because it will require sani-
tary and phytosanitary (SPS) checks on cross border trade as well as checks for compliance
with technical regulations, such as nutrition labelling and organic certification, at the EU

border for products entering the EU or UK, respectively. The requirements that UK exports
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to the EU will have to meet will be the standard requirements which will apply to imports
from any non-EU country, unless these requirements are modified in a future FTA
(Matthews, 2017, p. 29). An overview of the requirements for trade with third countries is
given in Appendix VIII. For example, exporters of products of animal origin will need to go

through the following steps:

1. Register with the EU as a third country company that is authorised to export animal
products in the EU

2. Apply for relevant import licences along with documentary proof of the product’s country
of origin

3. Apply and pay for veterinary certificates to show that the product meets EU public health
standards
Notify the relevant border inspection post in advance of the arrival of the goods
Arrive at the first point of entry into the EU only at an approved EU border inspection
post

6. Submit the goods for veterinary inspection before the consignment is permitted to freely
move on its destination within the EU (Environment, Food and Rural Affairs Committee,
2018, p. 19).

At the border inspection post there are 100% documentation and identity checks as well as
risk-based physical checks of a proportion of all consignments. All these checks would add
significant additional costs for UK exporters (Matthews, 2017, p. 30).

3.2.5.2 Farm animal welfare

The impact of Brexit on total animal welfare will be determined by its impact on farm animals.
This is due to the large number of farm animals. In the UK, every year approximately 2.6
million cattle, 10 million pigs, 14.5 million sheep and lambs, 80 million fish and 950 million
birds are slaughtered for human consumption (Humane Slaughter Association, n.d.). For
comparison, in 2019, for research 3.4 million procedures were carried out involving living
animals (Home Office, 2020, p. 1). In the UK there are around 12.5 million pet dogs, 12.2
million pet cats and 1.3 million indoor birds (Pet Food Manufactures Association, n.d.). To

put these figures in context, the human population is around 67 million (ONS, 2021).

Most UK legislation on the welfare of farm animals is based on EU law. Eighteen of the
suites of 44 EU animal welfare laws, by far the largest part of the acquis on animal welfare,
relate to the welfare of farmed animals. EU directives lay down minimum standards for the
protection of animals bred or kept for farming purposes (Wildlife and Countryside Link, and
UK Centre for Animal Law, 2018, p. 23).
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In some instances the UK has implemented higher regulatory standards than the baseline
set by the EU. For example, UK law prohibits the use of sow stalls throughout the sow’s
pregnancy (Welfare of Farmed Animals (England) Regulations, Schedule 8, paragraphs 5
& 6), whereas the EU permits the use of stalls during the first four weeks of pregnancy
(Council Directive 2008/120/EC, Articles 3.3 & 3.4). UK law also requires all calves to be
given bedding (Welfare of Farmed Animals (England) Regulations, Schedule 6, paragraph
8), while EU law only requires the provision of bedding the for the first two weeks of life
(Council Directive 2008/119/EEC, Annex 1, paragraph 10). Additionally, slightly higher
stocking densities for broilers are permitted by the EU law (Council Directive 98/58/EC,
Article 3) than in most UK law (Welfare of Farmed Animals (England) Regulations, Schedule
5A, paragraph 3). In some case there are differences in welfare provisions between the four
devolved areas (e.g. Northern Ireland has a maximum permitted broiler stocking density of
42 kg/m2, compared to 29 kg/m2 in the rest of the UK (Welfare of Farmed Animals Regu-
lations (Northern Ireland), Schedule 5, paragraph 14)).

A major threat of Brexit is the importation of lower animal welfare products, for instance
from the US. If, after Brexit, the UK is unable to prevent the import of lower welfare products,
UK farmers are likely to oppose any strengthening of domestic farm animal welfare. When
negotiating a new trade agreement with the EU, the US, or others, it is vital that the govern-
ment insists on an inclusion of a clause permitting it to require that imports meet UK animal
welfare and health standards. An alternative would be for the UK to press for the ability to
place differential tariff on imports. For example, imports that do not conform to UK welfare
standards would be subject to tariffs that are sufficiently high to safeguard farmers; imports
that meet UK welfare standards would benefit from a low or zero tariff (Wildlife and
Countryside Link, and UK Centre for Animal Law, 2018, p. 24). However, it is questionable
whether such a procedure would be practical to implement, as the threat of customs checks
is already very extensive (see previous section). Traders wishing to import such goods into
the UK would have to be able to prove that their goods meet the standards. This procedure
could also ensure that additional non-European markets are not opened, as many markets
have lower standards (such as the US). The UK market would thus lose further attractive-

ness.

Where the UK does not conclude trade agreements (with either the EU or other countries),
trade will be governed by the rules of the WTO. It is questionable whether animal welfare
can be used as a rationale to restrict imports from other countries under WTO rules
(European Union Committee, 2017b, p. 18). However, recent developments in WTO case
law suggest that such restrictions are allowed: A number of WTO Panel and Appellate Body

rulings suggest that a WTO member country may be able to require imports to meet welfare
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standards equivalent to its own provided that there is no element of discrimination that fa-
vours domestic producers and no discrimination between different would-be exporting coun-

tries (European Union Committee, 2017a, p. 41).

Another factor which is decisive in determining the post-Brexit level of animal welfare is the
arrangements for farm support payments that replace the CAP. This factor has already been

explained in more detail in section 3.2.1.
3.2.5.3 Food safety legislation

The Food Standards Agency (FSA) is the central authority in the field of food safety in Eng-
land, Wales and Northern Ireland. Food Standards Scotland (FSS) was established by the
Food (Scotland) Act 2015. The Department for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs (DE-
FRA) is the government department responsible for environmental protection, food produc-

tion and standards, agriculture, fisheries, and rural communities (BfR, 2017, pp. 104-105).

The EU Withdrawal Act repeals the European Communities Act 1972 on the day the UK
leaves the EU, which means that this will happen regardless of the post-Brexit trade sce-
nario. The act ends the supremacy of EU law in UK law, and convert European law as it
was in force immediately before the withdrawal date into UK law. UK ministers are granted
wide powers to enact secondary legislation — in the form of statutory instruments (SI) — to
correct so-called “defects” in this retained EU law, e.g., where a provision no longer has
practical application by reference to an EU institution (Department for Exiting the European
Union, 2018, pp. 28-30).

DEFRA has produced 25% of all Sls, or about 100 in total. Detaching UK food safety regu-
lation from EU bodies, while maintaining agricultural and food systems that are no less
harmful to the environment and public health than those provided by the EU’s regime, is a
challenging task, even if the SIs merely transfer all the provisions of the status quo. This is
because the UK must develop capacities, competencies and procedures that have not been
required or available domestically for many years (Lydgate, Anthony, & Milstone, 2019, p.
3).

In the following, core food safety Sls are compared with the original EU legislation.
Pesticide approvals and maximum residue levels in food and feed

EU law regulates the use of pesticides, the approval of active ingredients in pesticide prod-
ucts and maximum residue levels of pesticide in food and feed (European Commission,
n.d.f). The EC is responsible for the approval of active ingredients and for setting maximum

residue levels. This is subject to a scrutiny procedure involving the European Food Safety
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Authority (EFSA), and the Standing Committee for Food Chain and Animal Health com-
posed of representatives from member states. The UK’s Health and Safety Executive, and
its Chemical Regulatory Division, currently assesses pesticide products, but not their active
ingredients. The Expert Committee on Pesticides advises the Health and Safety Executive
and the Expert Committee Pesticides Residue on Food monitors pesticide residues
(Lydgate, Anthony, & Milstone, 2019, p. 4).

The UK government’s approach is to replace the roles of the EFSA, the Standing Committee
and the EC with discretionary powers for UK ministers to amend, revoke or make pesticide
regulations and issue guidance on how approval processes for new pesticides and maxi-
mum residue levels are to be carried out (PPP Sl, reg 12(6); MRL SI, regs 4(3) and 7(10)).
These Sl create a new legal framework for pesticides by consolidating powers to a single
entity in each UK nation and removing requirements for oversight and scrutiny of changes
to pesticide regulation (Lydgate, Anthony, & Milstone, 2019, p. 4). Provision in EU law for
the integration of independent scientific assessments is replaced with discretion for minis-
ters to decide whether to obtain independent scientific advice (PPP Sl reg 4(29)(e); MRL SI
regs 4(9), 7(6), 7(8) and 9(2)). New powers are given to UK ministers allowing them to issue
or amend guidance on approvals and assessments of pesticide products and maximum
residue levels, including the coordination of compliance checks, by statutory instrument ra-
ther than primary legislation (PPP Sl reg 12(6); MRL Sl reg 9(4)).

Genetically modified organism authorisations and labelling

The EU has established a legal framework for the risk assessment and authorisation of
genetically maodified organisms (GMO), as well as their labelling to ensure consumer choice
and traceability (European Commission, n.d.e). The Brexit S| pertaining to GMO transfers
powers to UK ministers to amend GMO law by secondary legislation, albeit after consulta-
tion with the FSA, replacing the legislative functions of the European commission, the
Standing Committee and EU reference laboratories (The Environment, Food and Rural Af-
fairs (Amendment) (EU Exit) Regulations 2019 SI 2019/778).

With respect to GMO authorisations, the Sl replaces:

e EFSA with food safety authorities in each nation

e The European commission and the Standing Committee roles for authorisations and
amending non-essential elements of the legislation with UK ministers

e The European commission’s role in administration of the regime with the FSA for sub-

mission of monitoring reports
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e The European Union Reference Laboratories with a reference laboratory or “public an-
alyst” at the ministers discretion (The Genetically Modified Food and Feed (Amendment
etc) (EU Exit) Regulations 2019 2019/705).

Food additive authorisations and monitoring

The EU operates a system of authorisation of food additives with conditions of use based
on safety assessments, the technological need for the additive, and standards on the pro-
vision of consumer information (European Commission, n.d.d). Brexit SI concerned with
food additives transfer many of the provisions of the EU’s regime into UK law, but they make
several key changes: They revoke EU provisions requiring re-evaluations, monitoring and
reporting the scale and patterns of the consumption of additives, as well as substantive
changes to the requirements for certain types of additives. The Brexit S| dealing with
amendments to the food additives enforcement regime evokes the EU regulation on re-
evaluation of approved food additives (The Food Additives, Flavourings, Enzymes and Ex-
traction (EU Exit) Regulations 2019/860, reg 170).

This Brexit Sl also omits key provisions of the EU regime which provide for a harmonised
system of monitoring consumption and use of food additives using a risk-based approach.
Further changes to EU law are the omitting of references to enzymes wine-making practices
and the amending of EU regulations on smoke flavourings in food, omitting the stipulation
that applications for authorisation and opinions from authorities should be accessible to the
public (The Food Additives, Flavourings, Enzymes and Extraction (EU Exit) Regulations
2019/860, reg 170).

Micro-biological food safety

EU legislation stipulates that only water can be used to wash animal carcasses, except for
lactic acid solution that can be used on beef carcasses, providing the infamous prohibition
on “chlorinated chicken” (Regulation (EC) No. 853/2004). If an EU member state wishes to
use another substance, they must seek approval by the European commission which is
assisted by a regulatory committee composed of member states. Article 12(2) of the legis-
lation specifies that the substance must be approved in accordance with Articles 5 and 7 of
Council Decision 1999/468/EC. In the Brexit Sl, businesses can use any substance author-
ised by the UK FSA. The Sl then specifies that “those measures, designed to amend [...]
elements of this Regulation by, among other things, supplementing it, shall be prescribed
by the appropriate authority” (The Specific Food Hygiene (Amendment etc.) (EU Exit) Reg-
ulations 2019, SI 2019/640 part 2 reg 6.). This suggests that ministers can prescribe
changes in the substances to wash animal carcasses without the checks and balances pro-
vided in the EU legislation (Lydgate, Anthony, & Milstone, 2019, p. 7).
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Brexit Sl also revoke UK participation in the EU-wide Rapid Alert System for Food and Feed
(General Food Law (Amendment etc.) (EU Exit) Regulations 2019 S| 2019/614.). The Rapid
Alert System for Food and Feed system permits participant member states to receive rapid
notification of unsafe and rejected consignments of food and feed products (European
Commission, n.d.f). The loss of the RASFF would create an increased risk unsafe foods
and drinks coming into the UK, and EU member states will not hear of UK rejections and
may become less enthusiastic about buying UK food products (Lydgate, Anthony, &
Milstone, 2019, p. 7).

The above-described Sls confer powers to amend and make future laws to UK Government
and they permit a regulatory divergence. Empowering devolved nations to change food
safety legislation could complicate trade in agricultural and food products within the UK.
This could also lead to the introduction of internal UK regulatory controls and border checks
to ensure that products comply with divergent jurisdictional requirements what could com-
plicate the flows of agricultural and food products within the UK (Lydgate, Anthony, &
Milstone, 2019, pp. 7-8).

A list of selected food-related EU institutions and agri-food policies affected by Brexit is
provided in Appendices IX and X.

3.2.5.4 Protected Food Names

Since the creation of EU protected food name (PFN) schemes in 1992, the three EU “qual-
ity” certifications or “marks” legally recognise and protect agri-food products from imitation.
This protection is awarded in recognition of a product’s quality attributes, links to a specific
region or place, and/or traditional, artisanal production methods. PFNs are often referred to
as geographical indications, which was the more common terminology when they were orig-

inally incepted (Owen, et al., 2018, pp. 7-8).

There are three EU PFN schemes, each requiring different production, processing, and
geographical criteria to be adhered to. The three schemes and the UK registered products
are presented in Appendix XI. Under the EU quality system, a hamed food or beverage
originating either from the EU or from outside the EU, once registered at European level,
will be given legal protection against imitation throughout the EU. Any individual food pro-

ducer or group of food producers can apply for EU PFN (AHDB, 20164, p. 5).

Protection of EU registered PFNs is also offered outside the EU by bilateral agreements.
For example, EU protected geographical indications are protected through agreements with
countries such as South Korea, Ukraine, Moldovia, and Georgia (AHDB, 2016a, p. 10).
Table 14 shows the options for PFN after the Brexit.
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Existing PFN Future food names to be protected

Protec- | Remains protected, provided | Could still benefit from EU protection, pro-
tionin |there is a reciprocal agree- | vided they are already protected under pro-
the EU | ment on existing geographical | tected food name status in the UK, which
indications. would need to be established.

Once protected at national level, EU protec-
tion would have to be applied for.

Protec- | Protection currently results | It is unlikely that there will be many applica-
tion in | from EU law regulation. tions until there is protected food name sta-
the UK tus in the UK.

Need for a new regime for pro-
tected food names.

Table 14: Post-Brexit options for PFN. Adapted from: AHDB, 2016, p. 10

If the UK wishes to register PFN post-Brexit with the EU, it will first need to set up its own
national approval scheme. Only when products have been approved by a non-EU country’s
own national scheme they can be considered for approval under the EU protected food
scheme. These products would also be protected by countries which have an FTA or bilat-
eral agreement with the EU (AHDB, 20164, p. 13).

3.2.5.5 Rules of Origin

Rules of origin are the criteria needed to determine the national source of a product. Their
importance is derived from the fact that duties and restrictions in several cases depend
upon the source of duties (WTO, 2017).

Origin requirements can be met in two basic ways:

e by showing that a product “wholly originates” in a particular market; or

e by showing that the components of a product on that market have been sufficiently
transformed to produce the product, they constitute a local or “originating” product (FDF,
2018, p. 6).

Countries can, as with tariffs, adopt different rules where trade preference agreements,
such as a CU, are in place. When the UK leaves the CU, producers will need to meet what-
ever origin regime is put in place. This will apply even if a trade agreement is reached, as
producers will need to demonstrate their product is eligible for preferential trade terms

(European Union Committee, 2018, p. 13).
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Rules of origin can be problematic for products that have inputs from different countries;
depending on the approach taken to origin requirement products could be excluded from
the benefits of any free trade agreement negotiated. The Food and Drink Federation gave
the example of a frozen pizza made in the Republic of Ireland, but with flour milled in the
UK from grains bought from Canadian, US and UK growers. Failing to meet origin require-
ments would mean the flour would be subject to EU MFN tariffs when imported from the
UK; the pizza would then also be subject to tariffs if exported for sale to the UK (FDF, 2018,
pp. 17-18).

As shown in section 2.2, the UK’s trade is highly globalised, often bringing basic commodi-
ties or produce from around the world to process and manufacture in the UK into finished
products. UK manufacturing businesses use global commodities such as cereals, sugar,
coffee, or chocolate in producing a wide range of manufactured products for both the local
market and export. The rules of origin could pose a big challenge facing businesses, large
and small, when they find themselves shut out of preferential trade between the EU and the
UK (FDF, 2018, p. 3).

Rules of origin apply in all models, but in different levels. For example, the handling of rules
of origin in the Canadian and Swiss models is to be facilitated by harmonised rules and

improved cooperation between the authorities (Matthes & Busch, 2016, p. 13).

3.3 Consequences for trade in agricultural products

Agricultural products are traded extensively. EU membership currently provides the frame-
work for the UK’s trade in agricultural products not just within the EU, but with third countries
with which the EU has negotiated preferential trade agreements. Once outside the EU the
UK must develop its own external tariff and may find itself subject to the high external tariffs
applied by the EU to agricultural products unless a preferential trade agreement is agreed.

The introduction of customs checks and increased tariffs has consequences for the availa-
bility of food and pricing, which is described in this section. Brexit also has especially far-

reaching consequences for Ireland, which are described in this chapter, too.

Furthermore, this section analyses the impact of the introduction of third-country tariffs.
These tariffs apply to all models and will also apply to the UK, as it is already clear that they

will leave the EU single market and customs union.

3.3.1 Effects on food availability and prices

Upon entry of the WTO model, the UK is obliged to impose the same tariffs on their mutual

trade as they impose on imports from the third countries (those not covered by preferential
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trade agreements). If the UK imposes the EU’s current MFN tariffs on UK imports from the
EU, tariff-induced price rises were likely to be more pronounced for food than for other
products, ranging from an 8.1% increase for dairy products, to a 1.5% for fish as shown in
Table 15. Overall, the EU shares of UK imports are high in many food sectors — partly
reflecting the high tariffs and other barriers levied by the EU against imports from the rest
of the world (Clarke, 2017, pp. 13-14).

Change in tariff and EU share of im- | Price change
trade costs (%) ports (%) (%)
Bread & cereals 18.0 92.7 1.8
Meat 37.0 78.4 5.8
Fish 13.3 28.3 1.5
Dairy products 44.6 98.1 8.1
Oils and fats 18.1 56.7 7.8
Fruit 10.6 44.1 3.1
Vegetables 14.8 71.6 4.0
Sugar, jam and con- 10.6 89.9 2.3

fectionery

Other food products 9.5 83.6 5.5

Table 15: Price effects of the WTO model. Adapted from: Clarke, 2017, pp. 14-15

To counteract all this the government could cut tariffs on all food imports, EU and non-EU,
but this would pose a serious risk of undermining UK food producers who could not compete

on price (European Union Committee, 2018, p. 3).

Calculations showed that UK imports via these agreements made up more than 11% of all
UK food and beverage imports in 2017. It will be important for the UK to secure FTAs with
each third country, as loss of preferential access to these markets threatens the ability to

import ingredients and raw materials (European Union Committee, 2018, p. 9).

UK membership of the EU CU means that there are no customs duties inside the union and
there is no need for UK traders to prove the origin of their goods at internal borders. Trade
in agricultural products of animal origin for human consumption between member states
takes place without certification or controls at borders between the different member states.
There are no charges or any specific hygiene inspections on these consignments (Brooks,
2017, p. 1).
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If no agreement is reached, either post-Brexit trade scenario will result in some additional
border checks and documentation requirements for food imported from the EU because of
the status of the UK as a third country. This will have an impact on the price and availability

of food:

e Delays: Delays due to border controls will reduce the shelf life of perishable products.
This can lead to increased food waste, or, in the worst cases meaning it is unproductive
to put it into store. Also the UK retailers apply strict delivery time slots. If a delivery
arrives late at the retailer, it cannot be unloaded on the same day and unloading will be
delayed by a day or more (KPMG, 2018, p. 45).

e Costs: Non-tariff barriers not only cause delays and shorten the shelf life of products,
but also represent additional costs for businesses. Because of the delays the busi-
nesses will have to make more frequent use of “last minute “carriers charging premium
rates, which would mean an additional 20-25% of transport costs. Another example is
the additional inspection of containers and associated inspection fees (KPMG, 2018, p.
45).

e Capacity: UK ports and borders are not designed for the increased number of checks
and vehicles. The lack of adequate infrastructure as well as a possible lack of staff and
capacity in existing inspection facilities could lead to significant disruptions. Another
problem is the fact that no existing IT system can cope with the expected increase in

the number of customs declarations (European Union Committee, 2018, pp. 13-16).

European businesses will also face additional non-tariff barriers when exporting food to the
UK. Depending on the product, this could include completing export declarations, and ob-
taining veterinary health and phytosanitary certificates. It seems likely that the associated

costs will affect the price of food in the UK (European Union Committee, 2018, p. 18).

If a combination of tariff and non-tariff barriers results in food imported from the EU becom-
ing more expensive post-Brexit, or in less food being imported, this could stimulate the UK
to produce more of its own food. The UK’s self-sufficiency in food has been decreasing over
the past 30 years as Figure 12 demonstrates. Domestic production will expand under all
Brexit scenarios, with this growth in domestic production ranging from 0.9% under the Nor-
way model to 9.2% under the WTO model (Serwicka, 2018). The impact on the price of food
depends on the type. An increasing domestic production of fruit and vegetables could lead
in cheaper products for the consumer in the long run, a potentially more stable supply and,
given the perishable nature of fresh produce, could also lead to fewer food miles and better
product quality (Food Foundation, 2018). Other foodstuffs, on the other hand, could become

more expensive, as a lack of access to EU workers could result in an increase in recruitment
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and overtime costs, or alternatively food producers could seek to attract additional domestic
workers by paying higher wages. Such cost increases may need to be passed on to con-
sumers, otherwise some businesses will no longer be viable, limiting the UK’s ability to
produce its own food, which in turn may affect availability to consumers (European Union
Committee, 2018, p. 33).
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Figure 12: Food production to supply ratio. Adapted from: DEFRA, 2020a, p. 146

The consequences for the British population can also be far-reaching. There is already re-
search that has found that nutrient-rich foods such as fruits and vegetables will become
more expensive and harder to find in low-income areas compared to processed foods. This
leads to a decline in the consumption of fruit and vegetables, which has been linked to

increased mortality from cardiovascular disease (Barons & Aspinall, 2020, p. 6).

3.3.2 Effects on the Irish trade with agricultural products

The prospect of the UK leaving both the single market and the EU CU and the nature of any
future trade agreement between the two partners could profound consequences for the Irish
agri-food exports. Agriculture is Ireland’s largest indigenous sector, F&B accounting for
9.5% of exports (worth €14.5 billion in 2019), 7.1% of total employment and 4.3% of econ-
omy wide GVA (DAFM, 2020).

The UK remains the key destination for Irish F&B exports. However, in 2019, the UK was
the destination for 34% of F&B exports, the rest of the EU account for 35%, with international
markets accounting for 31% as illustrated in Figure 13. This is also the first year that a larger
proportion of Irish F&B export went to continental EU than those that went to the UK (Bord
Bia, 2020, p. 10).
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Figure 13: Market distribution of Irish F&B exports. Adapted from: Bord Bia, 2020, p.11

For specific sub-sectors the UK market accounts for an even greater share of exports, in-

cluding prepared consumer foods at 67%, poultry at 71% and mushrooms at 99%.

Any potential trade barriers, including tariffs and customs posts at the Northern Ireland-
Great Britain border, would have major implications for this trade like disruption of supply
chains and delays. Not revealed by these figures is the close integration of supply chains
for milk, lamb, live pigs, pig meat and other products across the Ireland — Northern Ireland
border on the island of Ireland. Also not revealed is the dependence of the transport of Irish
exports to other EU markets over the UK land-bridge. The land-bridge refers to the route
that connects the Republic of Ireland to the rest of the EU via Britain’s mainland road and
ports network (Jones, 2020). The route through Dublin and Calais takes approximately 20
hours, when time in port is included, comparable to the 40-hour roll-on roll-off sear route

and the 60-hour load-on load-off sea route (Breen, 2018, p. 13).

Another impact is the further depreciation of sterling in the future. The value of GBP against
the EUR has already affected the Irish agri-food sector. In the immediate aftermath of the
Brexit referendum, the value of the GBP against the EUR immediately dropped and has yet
to fully recover. The direct impact of this is that Irish exports are now less competitive to UK
importers and Irish exporters’ sales have declined meaning that Irish exporters are taking
home less money. This has already had the effect of reducing the profit margins of many

Irish agri-food producers (Hederman & Durkin, 2018, p. 27).

Higher trade costs when either exporting to or importing from the UK because of required
SPS checks on cross-border trade as well as checks for compliance with technical regula-

tions are a further factor that is likely to affect Irish agri-food trade (Matthews, 2017, p. 29).
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Another impact of the withdrawal from the EU CU is the loss of the protected price premiums
that Irish exporters currently enjoy on their sales on the UK market. As joint members of the
EU CU, Irish agri-food exporters to the UK currently benefit from a preferential trade rent.
This is the difference between the prices that now prevail on the UK market behind this tariff
protection and the prices that Irish exporters will receive once the Ireland accesses the UK
market as a third country. Reducing the current UK tariff protection would lead to lower

prices with a simultaneous increase in trading costs (Matthews, 2017, p. 27).

Thus, the Brexit will have significant structural implications for Irish agri-food exports. Re-
gardless of what the future trade deal between the UK and the EU looks like, the UK market
will lose value for Irish agri-food exporters.

3.3.3 Trade with agricultural products after Brexit

The following section describes the expected EU import tariff rates on agricultural prod-
ucts as well as the allocation of TRQs between the EU and the UK. Appendix XII shows
the EU and Canada import tariff rates and TRQs of selected main raw and processed ag-
ricultural products exported by the UK to the EU. For the Norway, Switzerland and Turkey
models, the EU MFN tariffs apply. Canada has identified certain tariff preferences in its

trade agreement, which are also listed in Appendix XII.

Dairy

Most dairy products imported into the EU are subject to tariffs, which are usually fixed based
on the product weight or weight of lactic matter in the product. The tariffs effectively mean
that most non-EU exports are uncompetitive on the EU market. Under the WTO model, the
UK would also be subject to these tariffs, which is likely to reduce the competitiveness of
British products on the European market. With more than 90% of dairy-products exports
destined for the EU, this would significantly impact the UK industry (AHDB, 2019a, p. 16).

Appendix XII shows the EU and UK import tariffs rates for selected dairy products. How
much the tariffs would impact prices is influenced by several factors, including the unit price
and exchange rates (AHDB, 2019a, p. 16).

The EU does have several TRQs, mainly covering butter and cheese, which allow limited
volumes of product to enter from non-EU countries at significantly reduced tariff levels.
When the UK leaves the EU, existing TRQs will be split between the two. Most dairy-product
TRQ would be split in favour of the EU, except for the New Zealand cheese for processing
TRQ (4 kt) and Canadian Cheddar TRQ (4 kt). Comparing the typical level of UK cheese
imports with the TRQ that may be available, it is possible that most UK cheese and butter
imports would be subjected to the full tariff rates (Reg. (EU) 2019/216, Annex, Part A).
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Beef

Most beef imports into the EU are subject to ad valorem tariffs* of 12.8%, plus an additional
fixed amount that can range from €1.414 to €3.041 per tonne, depending on the product
(see Appendix XII). Under the third-country tariffs, UK exports could be subject to these
tariffs, which would limit access to the EU market (AHDB, 2019a, p. 23).

There is also a range of non-tariff barriers that may limit market access into the EU — SPS
measures being the main non-tariff trade barrier. For example, there is a ban in Europe on
beef from animals that have been treated with hormones, which is a common practice in

some exporting nations (AHDB, 2019a, p. 23).

When the UK leaves the EU, existing TRQs will be split between the two. The EU will have
access to the largest proportion of most beef TRQs. However, the Australian TRQ (7.15 kt)
is split 65% in favour of the UK and the erga omnes TRQ (63.7 kt bone in weight) is spilt
69% in favour of the UK (Reg. (EU) 2019/216, Annex, Part A). Given that the UK typically
imports around 400 kt of beef carcasses weight equivalent, it is likely that a considerable
portion of imports would be subject to full tariff levels out of quota (AHDB, 2019a, p. 23).

Sheep meat

Tariffs impose on sheep meat (out of quota) consist of an ad valorem tariff of 12.8%, plus a

fixed amount which varies according to the product (AHDB, 2019a, p. 30).

For sheep meat imported from New Zealand, the TRQ will be split evenly between the UK
and the EU, while the UK will be allocated 80% of the TRQ for sheep meat import from
Australia (Reg. (EU) 2019/216, Annex, Part A).

Outside TRQs, and if there is no trade deal in place, sheep meat exports will be subject to
tariffs under third-country basis, which would make it uneconomical for the UK to supply
sheep meat to the EU. As a result, higher supplies of sheep meat on the domestic market
will put downward pressure on UK prices. Market access to non-EU countries is likely to be

difficult, based on the competition from top exporters, Australia and New Zealand.

1an ad valorem tariff means that the customs duty is calculated as a percentage of the value of the
product (WTO, n.d.a)
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Moreover, UK sheep meat exports could face prohibitive tariffs. Additionally, there is also
the issue of having recognised export health certification in place post-Brexit (AHDB, 2019a,
p. 30).

Pork

The trade of pork between the UK and EU member states is largely unrestricted under the
single market. Imports from pork and processed pork products from third countries are sub-
ject to sizeable tariffs. Some major export nations outside of the EU have considerably lower
average costs of production, but the high tariffs effectively mean that the imported pork is
uncompetitive (AHDB, 2019a, p. 37). Nevertheless, there are TRQs available which allow
imports into the EU at reduced or zero tariffs. The EU will have access to the largest pro-
portion of all pork TRQs, except for boneless loins, hams and sausages. Although the UK
will be entitled to 94.5% of the 3 kt erga omnes TRQ for sausages, this only represents a

small proportion of the volume of UK sausage import (Reg. (EU) 2019/216, Annex, Part A).

If the UK were to leave the EU without a trade deal, the UK could be subject to full tariff
rates, making UK exports uncompetitive on the European market at least until a deal is
struck. As a result, domestic prices would have to fall to be competitive. As over half of UK
pig meat exports are shipped to the EU, this would have a significant impact on the UK pork
industry (AHDB, 2019a, p. 38).

Appendix Xl demonstrates the effect that tariffs could have if the UK adopted similar tariff
levels to those currently set by the EU. For example, one of the UK’s most significant ex-
ported pork products, fresh/chilled boneless pork, could be subject to a tariff of €869 per

tonne tariff (European Commission, n.d.a).

Without a deal that ensures free trade, export of sow carcasses would be a particular area
of concern. With little domestic value, most sow carcasses are exported to Germany. How-
ever, under the WTO model, carcases could be subject to a tariff of €536 per tonne, which
again could erode producer margins. In this instance, exports of the sow carcasses would
be uneconomical, and with no demand or value domestically, it may be challenging to find
an outlet (AHDB, 2019a, p. 38).

Poultry meat

EU WTO tariffs on poultry meat range from €187 to €1.283 per tonne. In the event of tariffs,
it is likely that the UK could incur additional costs for exporting to the EU market. If the UK
decides to impose tariffs on imports from the EU, this could raise prices for consumers by
a considerable amount. Free trade deals with other countries such as Brazil and the USA

could be an option, but non-tariff issues are likely to be a major point of contention,
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particularly animal welfare standards and chlorinated chicken. This could push further de-

mand for red meat such as pork and beef, at the expense of poultry (AHDB, 2019a, p. 42).

The use of TRQs would allow poultry imports into the UK at lower tariffs. The division of all
poultry meat TRQs is in the favour of the EU, mostly ranging from 85% to 100%, except for
chicken carcasses, where the split is 65% in favour of the EU. For processed poultry meat
products, there is generally a more even split of TRQs between the UK and EU (Reg. (EU)
2019/216, Annex, Part A).

Cereals & Oilseeds

Tariffs on cereals depend on the commaodity, grade, and origin. Existing TRQs could play
an important role if tariffs are placed on UK exports/imports to and from the EU. For exam-
ple, in-quota imports of common wheat are subject to a tariff of €12 per tonne (erga omnes),

whereas out-of-quota the tariff is prohibitive €95 per tonne (AHDB, 2019a, p. 50).

Appendix XII shows that Rapeseed and other oilseeds, such as soya beans, are tariff-free
under the WTO MFN tariffs adopted by the EU. Oilseed cakes are generally also tariff-free.
EU MFN tariffs on vegetable oils have variable rates (generally under 10%). The tariff for
importing crude rapeseed oil for use on food is 6.4%, while the tariff for refined rapeseed oil

for use in food applications is 9.6% (European Commission, n.d.a).

If export tariffs are in place on rapeseed oil after Brexit, this would lower the domestic price
of rapeseed oil by the amount of the tariff. An import tariff would serve to increase the do-
mestic price, but as the UK is typically a net exporter of the oil, the export tariff would be
expected to have a larger influence. While other factors, such as currency movements, may
to some extent mitigate the effect of tariffs, a lower domestic price of rapeseed oil could
negatively impact UK rapeseed crush margins and so, indirectly, rapeseed prices (AHDB,
2019a, p. 50).

Additionally, the UK imports other vegetable oils, which would become more expensive for
processors if import tariffs were in place. Sunflower oils imports could potentially see a big-
ger difference in terms of importing costs. Ukraine is the world’s top sunflower oil producer
and the EU has an agreement with Ukraine, allowing tariff-free access for sunflower oil
imports (AHDB, 2019a, p. 50).

Potatoes

Egypt and Morocco impose WTO third-country tariffs at 2% and 2.5% respectively on seed
potatoes imports. However, neither imposes tariffs on imports from the EU, so, post-Brexit,
the UK would have to incur extra costs on seed potato exports to these key destinations if

there is no trade agreement in place. Imports of fresh/chilled potatoes into the EU are
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subject to a WTO third-country tariff of 11.5%. However, under a preferential agreement,
EU imports of fresh/chilled potatoes from Israel are tariff-free. Given that most non-EU fresh
potato imports into the UK are from Israel, the UK may need to negotiate its own agreement
with Israel (AHDB, 2019a, p. 57).

For crisp imports, the EU imposes a third-country tariff of 14.1% (European Commission,
n.d.a). This could have a considerable impact on UK crisp exports, given that the majority
are shipped to the EU market. To remain price-competitive on the export market, domestic
crisp prices may have to fall (AHDB, 2019a, p. 57).

EU tariffs on frozen potato product imports range from 14.4-17.7% (European Commission,
n.d.a), which could increase the cost of shipments into the UK and raise prices if the UK

decided to impose tariffs at a similar level (AHDB, 2019a, p. 57).

The erga omnes TRQ for fresh potato imports into the EU is approximately 4.3 kt, which is
around 2% of the quantity of fresh potatoes the UK imports on average (European
Commission, n.d.a). Post-Brexit, the EU will have access to 99.9% of the erga omnes quota,
although from a UK point of view, this is insignificant given the small quantity of the TRQ
(Reg. (EU) 2019/216, Annex, Part A). This means that most UK fresh potato imports could
be subject to a tariff of 11.5% (European Commission, n.d.a).

Horticulture

The EU imposes a third-country duty of €114 per tonne on fresh banana imports. There are
instances where there is a lower tariff for certain countries due to trade agreements (e.qg.
banana imports from Colombia are subject to a tariff of €89 per tonne) (European
Commission, n.d.a). If the UK adopts the EU’s third-country tariff rate on banana imports,
then this could lead to higher prices for consumers, at least other trade deals or arrange-
ments are made (AHDB, 2019a, p. 62).

Although apples are produced domestically, they are imported in high numbers as already
mentioned in section 2.2.1. However, if tariffs are imposed, this may influence import sub-

stitution by producing more domestically (AHDB, 2019a, p. 62).

Tomatoes and onions, which comprise around a quarter of all vegetable imports, may be
subjected to variable tariffs and a tariff of 9.6% respectively if the UK dets similar import

tariffs as the EU (European Commission, n.d.a).

3.3.4 Summarising overview

The five impacts selected all have the potential to bring about profound changes in the

UK's agri-food sector and trade with agricultural products. When asked which impacts
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could bring the most critical changes, the answer is clearly tariff-barriers and non-tariff
barriers. Tariffs on agricultural products will be imposed in any model, just at different lev-
els, which will above all be a big difference to the hitherto tariff-free trade as a member of
the EU. This could increase trade costs for UK exporters, which could lead them to reflect
this cost increase in selling prices. This reduces the competitiveness of British products —
both on the European and on the global market. The supply of certain foods to the UK
population could also be affected, particularly exotic fruits. Increased prices for bananas
could lead to the low-income part of the population no longer being able to afford them.
The introduction of non-tariff barriers can also lead to a restriction of the availability of food
as the additional border checks and documentation requirements lead to delays and ca-
pacity problems. This can lead to difficulties, especially with perishable products as a
longer delivery time shortens the shelf life. The elaborate and time-consuming SPS
checks that must be carried at the border, especially for products of animal origin, also
shorten the shelf life of the products. The rules on origin ensure that trade with third coun-
tries is made more difficult by the fact that they must prove the origin of their products in

an elaborate way.

The next critical factor is the availability of EU-migrants after Brexit. As already shown in
chapter 2, the agri-food sector is highly dependent on the labour of EU-migrant, especially
seasonal workers are needed. Restrictions or even the elimination of these workers could
lead to supply shortages. In the longer term, food prices could rise again if entrepreneurs
had to pay higher wages because low-skilled workers were no longer available or be-

cause they tried to compensate for the lack of workers by using technology.

The withdrawal from the CAP and the CFP are considered the least critical factors, it may
even be an opportunity to develop improved policies tailored to the UK. Nevertheless,
there will be a period of uncertainty about the level of financial support, especially for
farmers and fishermen. Although the UK government has pledged to continue the current
payments for a certain time, these payments will be renegotiated and it is still unclear at

what level they will be compared to the payments from the EU.

4 Conclusion

To answer the first the first research question, five factors that could impact the UK agri-

food sector and trade in agricultural products were identified.

In the case of the withdrawal from the CAP and CFP, the individual post-Brexit trade sce-
nario is irrelevant; all that matters here is the fact that the UK is leaving the EU and thus

withdraws from the CAP and CFP. At the same time, in all scenarios, the UK will have the
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opportunity to adopt a new agricultural and fisheries policy. UK governments have always
been strong critics of the CAP, especially of its income support policy. According to them
the CAP imposes substantial costs on consumers and taxpayers but is inefficient in deliv-
ering support to farmers (HM Treasury & DEFRA, 2005, p. 9). Similarly, much of the CAP,
especially the high market price support, has encouraged farmers to intensify agricultural
production which has exacerbated agriculture’s contribution to diffuse water pollution and
the negative impacts on biodiversity and wildlife (HM Treasury & DEFRA, 2005, p. 15). In
this case, leaving the EU creates the opportunity to improve a heavily criticised policy and
to adapt it to the UK in the best possible way.

The CFP was also criticised for the mismanagement of stocks, incentivising overfishing,
fleet overcapacity and much more (HM Government, 2014, p. 24). To many in the fishing
industry Brexit is therefore a “sea of opportunities” (Scottish Fishermen's Federation, 2016).
The UK government can adopt a new fisheries management regime, tailored to UK condi-

tions.

Should a post-Brexit agreement be agreed that resembles the key features of the Norway
and Switzerland models, the free movement of persons will continue to be granted, thus
ensuring the availability of EU labour. This is not the case with the other models. Ending
the free movement of persons will mean that the agricultural sector will face labour short-
ages. As labour availability is an important factor influencing the competitiveness of the
agricultural sector, solutions need to be found for post-Brexit (such as making the sector
more attractive for UK workers or new technologies) to remain competitive, especially as

new markets could be opened by Brexit.

It will be decisive for the tariff barriers what kind of trade agreement is negotiated between
the EU and the UK. Tariff barriers in agricultural products exist in all scenarios, but the
parties have agreed through (preferential) agreements to phase them out to achieve trade
liberalisation in agricultural products. This does not apply to the WTO model, where prefer-

ential agreements do not exist.

Non-tariff barriers like customs checks, regulations and standards and rules of origin are
part of every scenario. For some of them, like the regulations and standards on farm animal
welfare, food safety legislation and PFN, new systems and schemes must be developed to
convert them into UK law. This happens independently of the occurring post-Brexit trade
scenario. Customs checks are part of every scenario except for the Turkey model, since
here the checks are not applicable due to membership in the CU. In the CU, the rules of
origin also omitted; in the other scenarios, they do exist, but they are regulated individually

for each scenario.
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The second research question dealt with the consequences for trade in agricultural prod-
ucts. The consequences are that exports to the EU will become more expensive due to new
introduced tariffs. The product categories most affected here are those where EU third-
country tariffs are very high (dairy and meat) and where the share of exports to the EU is
very high. These include certain dairy products, wheat, barley, sheep meat and beef. These
exports would become uncompetitive on the EU market and the producer prices could also

decrease, so that many companies would face financial constraints.

Prices for imports will also rise due to additional costs for border controls and documentation
requirements. The resulting delays and capacity utilisation have serious consequences for
food availability. Critical are especially perishable products, as longer delivery times lead to
a shortening of the shelf life. Food prices will also increase due to the additional costs men-

tioned above and an increased domestic production due to the potential lack of EU workers.

The third research question addresses the assessment of the five post-Brexit trade scenar-
ios in terms of their impacts on the UK agri-food sector and trade in agricultural products in

comparison with EU membership.

In answering the question, several factors need to be considered. Probably the most im-
portant factor is the fact that no model includes duty-free trade in agricultural products, as

is the case in the EU. So, in the case of trade barriers, therefore, no scenario is preferable.

The non-tariff trade barriers occur in all models: Exporters must comply with EU rules and
regulations in all scenarios when exporting to the EU. Compared to EU-Membership, either

model would imply a deterioration of trade conditions.

On the factor of the availability of EU migrants, there are models that grant free movement
of persons, as in the EU, namely Norway and Switzerland. From an economic point of view,
the availability of EU migrants is very important for the UK agri-food sector as it is highly
dependent on them. However, it is questionable whether it is politically desirable that the

free movement of persons will still be granted after Brexit.

By leaving the CAP and CFP, which is the case in all scenarios, there could be an oppor-
tunity for improvement for the UK after Brexit. It is questionable whether the UK government

will manage to develop a policy that offers an improvement on the European version.

Compared to EU membership, all scenarios imply a deterioration of the terms of trade with
the EU. Otherwise, the assessment of the scenarios depends on how the UK wants to
weight certain factors. If it places a lot of emphasis on not contributing to the EU budget,
the Norway and Switzerland models are not suitable. If the UK wants to continue to be a

voice in the EU decision-making process, all models are a downgrade. If the UK values
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independent negotiation of trade agreements, all models except Turkey are actually an im-
provement. With regard to the most critical impact, name trade barriers, the Canadian model
would fit best, as the vast majority of tariffs on agricultural products have been abolished
here. But otherwise, it cannot be clearly said that one model is best for the UK. It is still
questionable whether a model that comes closest to EU membership would even be the
best choice for the UK. The numerous exceptions that the British have negotiated with the
other EU member states over the years and other factors suggest that the UK, through its
Eurosceptic nature, is not aiming to negotiate an agreement that comes as close as possible

to EU membership.

So which model will occur at the end of the transition period cannot be predicted. In the best
case, the UK will be able to negotiate an agreement that will avert the described deteriora-
tion of trading conditions. However, the UK would also have to be prepared to make some
compromises. However, there are limits to the validity of the statements made here. More
explicit statements could be made by applying mathematical models. Furthermore, not all
impacts that Brexit could have on the UK agri-food sector and trade in agricultural products
could be considered. A selection of influences was analysed that only represent a fraction
of what could occur because of Brexit. Nor the UK will adopt any of the models here pre-
sented here on a one-to-one basis. All models were negotiated country-specially and with
regard to the respective situation at the time (for example, Turkey was still a candidate for
EU membership when it joined the CU). Rather, the UK will want to put together a combi-
nation of certain elements from the models. To what extent the EU or both sides are pre-

pared to compromise remains to be seen.
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Treaties
Consolidated Version of the Treaty on European Union (OJ C 326, 26.10.2012, p. 13-390)

Consolidated Version of the Treaty on the Functioning of the European Union (OJ C 326,
26.10.2012, p.47-390)

United Nations Convention on the Law of Sea (1982)
Directives

Council Directive 2008/120/EC of 18 December 2008 laying down minimum standards for
the protection of pigs (OJ L 047, 18.2.2009, p. 5)

Council Directive 2008/119/EC of 18 December 2008 laying down minimum standards for
the protection of calves (OJ L 010, 15.1.2009, p.7)

Council Directive 98/58/EC of 20 July 1998 concerning the protection of animals kept for
farming purposes (OJ L 221 8.8.1998, p. 23)

Regulations

Regulation (EC) No. 853/2004 of the European Parliament and of the Council laying down
specific hygiene rules for food of animal origin (OJ L 139 30.4.2004, p. 55)

Regulation (EU) 2019/216 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 30 January
2019 on the apportionment of tariff rate quotas included in the WTO schedule of the Union
following the withdrawal of the United Kingdom from the Union, and amending Council
Regulation (EC) No 32/2000 (OJ L 038 8.2.2019, p. 1)

Statutory Instruments
The Welfare of Farmed Animals (England) Regulations 2007 No.2078
Welfare of Farmed Animals Regulations (Northern Ireland) 2012 No. 156

The Plant Protection Products (Miscellaneous Amendments) (EU Exit) Regulations 2019
No. 556 The Pesticides (Maximum Residue Levels) (Amendment etc.) (EU Exit) Regula-
tions 2019 No. 557

The Specific Food Hygiene (Amendment etc.) (EU Exit) Regulations 2019 No. 640

The General Food Law (Amendment etc.) (EU Exit) Regulations 2019 No. 641
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The Genetically Modified Food and Feed (Amendment etc.) (EU Exit) Regulations 2019
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The Environment, Food and Rural Affairs (Amendment) (EU Exit) Regulations 2019
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The Food Additives, Flavourings, Enzymes and Extraction Solvents (Amendment etc.)
(EU Exit) Regulations 2019 No. 860

77



Appendices

List of Appendices

Appendix I: UK imports and exports per product category between 2015-2019............ VIII
Appendix II: State of play of EU trade agreements ...........cooviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieie e XI
Appendix IIl: Pros and Cons of the selected post-Brexit trade scenarios..................... XVI
Appendix IV: Main components 0f the CAP......... i XV
Appendix V: Agriculture support in selected non-EU countries..............cocvviiiiinnnn. XIX
Appendix VI: Main components of the CFP.........ooiiiiiiii XX
Appendix VII: Classification of non-tariff measures. ..o XXI
Appendix VIII: Requirements to trade with third countries..............ccocooiviiiiiiininen.. XXl

Appendix 1X: Selected major food-related formal EU institutions whose functions must be

repatriated or abOliSNed. ... ... XX
Appendix X: Selected key Agri-Food Policies which must be addressed in Brexit.......... XXV
Appendix XI: PFN schemes and UK registered products.............ccccooeeiiiiiiiiiininnnen, XXVII

Appendix Xll: EU and Canada import tariff rates and TRQS of selected main raw and pro-

cessed agricultural products exported by the UKtothe EU.............cooiiiiiiiiiiinnnn, XXXI

VII



Appendix I: UK imports and exports per product category between 2015-2019

Imports
Volume in tonnes
Product 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
category EU NES' Total EU NES' Total EU Né’S' Total EU NEOS' Total EU NES' Total
Dairy 1277.924 | 8033 | 1285957 | 1.256.214 | 9563 | 1.265.777 | 1382.133 | 4055 | 1.386.188 | 1.465.870 | 3.150 | 1469.020 | 1.362.779 | 2.940 | 1.365.719
Cheeéﬁrﬁ 490.678 3.608 494286 | 483.948 6.025 489.973 | 491.886 1.987 493.873 | 520622 2.302 522,024 | 534.278 1639 535.917
Beef 222439 | 23.183 | 245622 | 217.874 | 19.668 | 237.561 | 236536 | 13.588 | 250.124 | 250.396 | 15.495 265.801 | 217.223 | 10111 | 227.334
Fresh | 167.742 | 15741 | 183.483 | 160080 | 12.045 | 172.125 | 168578 9.782 178360 | 169.557 8.800 178.366 | 150.982 6.369 157.351
Frozen | 54.607 7.442 62.139 57.793 7.643 65.436 67.958 3.805 71.764 80.839 6.686 87.525 66.241 3.742 69.983
Sheep meat 8.270 76.069 84.338 8.705 73.443 82.148 13.244 60.116 73.360 13.708 56.934 70.642 13.822 43317 57.139
Fresh | 3690 28.396 32.086 3.898 27.605 31.502 6.753 24.200 30.954 6.235 21.708 27.943 7312 17.831 25.143
Frozen | 4.580 47.672 52.252 4.808 45.838 50.646 6.491 35.916 42.407 7.474 35.226 42.699 6.510 25.486 31.99
Pig meat 819.189 1.399 820588 | 876.783 1539 878.322 | 916.476 1639 918.115 | 907.537 1.429 908.966 | 844.110 1.599 845.709
Pork | 338.459 839 330208 | 395.956 885 396.841 | 428.455 888 429343 | 420.724 817 421540 | 410.741 807 411548
Bacon/Ham | 229.237 - 229237 | 219.660 - 219660 | 202.588 - 202.588 | 198.308 ; 108.308 | 179.074 - 179.074
Processed
Hams/Shoul- | 127.971 : 127.971 | 134540 - 134540 | 143.881 ; 143.881 | 146.389 5 146.394 | 111.352 ; .z
ders
Sausages | 111.785 560 112345 | 111.898 654 112552 | 124683 751 125434 | 127.711 607 128318 | 127.056 792 127.848
Offal | 11737 - 11.737 14.729 - 14.729 16.869 - 16.869 14.405 - 14.405 15.887 - 15.887
Poultry meat * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *
Cereals &
el 3.860.339 | 4.493.297 | 8362.635 | 4.211.978 | 5.302.520 | 9.514.498 | 4318.720 | 4.987.550 | 9.306.270 | 4.239.752 | 6.222.500 | 10.462.252 | 4.005.223 | 5.318.368 | 9.323.591
Wheat | 932244 | 493784 | 1.426.028 | 1.181.500 | 626.774 | 1.808.274 | 1.108.120 | 582.498 | 1690.617 | 1.129.830 | 657.454 | 1.787.284 | 462.002 | 524127 | 986.219
Maize | 1.038.508 | 634.998 | 1.673.596 | 1.066.141 | 940.919 | 2.007.059 | 1096.529 | 927.251 | 2.023.781 | 873.167 | 1.952.208 | 2.825.465 | 978.660 | 1.397.389 | 2.376.048
Rapeseeds | 57.231 24 57.255 | 111504 | 121549 | 233.054 | 210934 10 210044 | 204.924 15 204939 | 273078 | 121190 | 394.268
Soya cake | 581.960 | 1.661.312 | 2243.272 | 423.437 | 1.622.760 | 2.046.196 | 305.587 | 1565.366 | 1.870.953 | 439.869 | 1575884 | 2.015.753 | 616.992 | 1.611.635 | 2.228.626
Sunflower oil - 79.207 79297 | 116691 | 82746 | 199436 | 224605 | 75871 | 300476 | 211.012 | 118.758 | 320.770 | 217.264 | 99252 | 316515
Palmoil | 56319 | 327.174 | 383492 | 89.352 | 313.604 | 402956 | 142.381 | 280189 | 422570 | 132.009 | 285153 | 417.161 | 140532 | 273.758 | 414.290
Potatoes 821857 | 68.658 | 890515 | 895469 | 59.830 | 955299 | 887.847 | 53081 | 940928 | 969.310 | 50.108 | 1010418 | 995628 | 49.439 | 1.045.067
Fresh | 102057 | 64536 | 166593 | 126385 | 56.020 | 182.405 | 80.859 49.188 | 130.047 | 79.468 45433 124901 | 160.063 | 43280 | 203.343
Frozen | 564.752 929 565.681 | 614.166 1164 615.330 | 646.493 252 646.745 | 713.447 136 713583 | 660.630 182 660.812
Fruits * * 3.705.000 « * 3.867.000 * « 4.013.000 * * 3.661.000 * « 3.636.000
Bananas * * 1.152.000 * * 1.211.000 * * 1.235.000 * * 1.074.000 * * 1.074.000
Grapes * * 258.000 * * 275.000 * . 271.000 * * 274.000 * * 282.000
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382.000

525.000

372.000

336.000

286.000

292.000

287.000

271.000

265.000

2 256.000

2.369.000

2.184.000

2.268.000

2.309.000

402.300

402.500

398.300

410.900

405.500

390.700

394.900

342.000

399.700

457.000

Apples §
Oranges *
Vegetables *
Tomatoes *
Onions *
Lettuce *

207.400

221.400

192.200

215.600

214.900

Table A-1: UK imports per product category between 2015 and 2019. Source: IHS Maritime & Trade, as citied in: AHDB, 2021a, 2021b, 2021c, 2021d, 2021e, 2021g; DEFRA,

* no data available




Exports

Volume in tonnes
Product cate- 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
gory EU NES' Total EU NES' Total EU Né’S' Total EU NES' Total EU NEOS' Total
Dairy 1.014.150 | 112.820 1.126.970 | 984.465 109.798 | 1.094.263 | 1.207.465 | 102.602 | 1.310.067 | 1.260.324 | 107.279 | 1.367.603 | 1.327.797 | 130.767 | 1.458.564
Cheese & curd | 125.705 26.007 151.712 128.832 34.884 163.676 139.489 32.002 171.692 154 550 35.723 190.272 170.551 37.459 208.009
Milk & cream | 644.795 20.140 664.935 624.996 21.632 646.627 835.180 14.996 850 536 871.487 10.049 881.536 853.585 8.431 862.016
Beef 83.272 7.429 90.701 89.245 10.932 100.177 82.924 12.392 96.316 89.222 11.639 100.861 103.373 22.328 125.701
Sheep meat 136.845 7.550 144.395 132.722 5.898 138.620 149.043 9.613 158.656 140 251 7.659 147.910 162.071 9.928 171.999
Pig meat 164.839 94.232 259.071 165.574 127.618 | 293.192 175.614 129.865 | 305.479 179 579 140.002 | 319.581 175.749 173.614 | 349.363
Pork | 120.032 51.835 171.868 120.492 69.953 190.445 126.932 70.083 197 015 127.789 73.842 201.631 119.765 107.057 | 226.822
Offal | 11.165 40.875 52.040 14.644 56.271 70.915 16.665 58.328 74.993 17.550 63.740 81.290 23.333 63.180 86.513
Poultry meat ¥ ¥ ¥ 5 5 5 7 = 5 5 7 m m m +
Cereals & 4.808.009 | 1.710.245 | 6518.254 | 3.080.484 | 723.613 | 3.804.097 | 2.614.881 | 418.471 | 3.033.352 | 2.413.436 | 358.239 | 2.771.675 | 3.421.014 | 958.696 | 4.379.710
oilseeds
Wheat | 2.267.035 | 565.665 2832.700 | 1.140.534 | 297.083 | 1.437.617 | 443.020 1.925 444 945 330 942 27.132 358.074 959.045 245894 | 1.204.939
Barley | 1.308.043 | 656.237 1964.280 | 977.212 49.012 1.026.224 | 1.022.851 | 78.574 1.101.425 | 812.620 50.339 862.958 1.387.105 | 402.762 | 1.789.867
Elour | 222.017 6.523 228.540 251.629 6.350 257.979 217.220 6.366 223 586 240 323 5.831 246.154 207.106 4.724 211.830
Malt | 10.523 168.624 179.147 14.754 190.077 | 204.831 28.045 181.885 | 209 930 30.543 150.691 | 181.234 24.802 128.709 | 153.510
Rapeseeds | 418.773 24.756 443530 186.895 157 187.052 114.148 197 114 345 105 392 34 105.426 73.911 101 74.012
Rapeseed oil | 142.295 42.180 184.475 46.392 39.422 85.814 138.617 18.338 156 955 226.124 22.321 248.446 160.903 21.712 182.615
Potatoes 252.146 101.371 353517 267.431 108.932 | 376.363 317.896 107.726 | 425.622 339 587 104.697 | 444.284 286.797 112.999 | 399.796
Seed | 23573 72.461 96.034 23.115 76.998 100.113 34.649 67.854 102 503 26.740 64.817 91.557 25.228 77.180 102.408
Crisp | 17.696 2.706 20.402 21.255 3.740 24.995 23.894 2.765 26.659 23.361 2.891 26.252 21.665 3.479 25.144
Fruits * * 130.000 * * 142.000 * * 177 000 * * 156.000 * * 161.000
Oranges | * * 29.000 * * 30.000 * * 31.000 * * 29.000 * * 33.000
Bananas | * * 32.000 * * 55.000 * * 59.000 * * 29.000 * * 33.000
Apples | * * 20.000 * * 17.000 * * 26.000 * * 22.000 * * 19.000
Vegetables * * 153.300 * * 155.200 * * 129.400 * * 145.400 * * 141.700
Carrots & tur- | * * 38.500 * * 21.100 * * 22.700 * * 29.000 * * 30.300
nips

Table A-2: UK imports per product category between 2015 and 2019. Source: IHS Maritime & Trade, as citied in: AHDB, 2021a, 2021b, 2021c, 2021d, 2021e, 2021g; DEFRA,
2020d

* no data available




Appendix Il: State of play of EU trade agreements

Types of EU trade agreement

There are three main types of agreement:

1. Customs Unions

e eliminate customs duties in bilateral trade, and
e establish a joint customs tariff for foreign importers.
2. Association Agreements, Stabilisation Agreements, (Deep and Comprehensive) Free Trade Agreements and Economic Partnership Agree-

ments

e remove or reduce customs tariffs in bilateral trade.
3. Partnership and Cooperation Agreements

e provide a general framework for bilateral economic relations, and

e |eave customs tariffs as they are.

Agreements in place (not listed are agreements, that are still being adopted, ratified or negotiated)

Trade partner

Type of agreement

In force since

Stabilisation and Association

Albania (Western Balkans) A 2009
greement
Algeria Association Agreement 2005
Andorra Customs Union 1991
Antigua and Barbuda (CARI- Economic Partnership Agree- - . .
FORUM) ment Provisionally applied since 2008
: Comprehensive and Enhanced - : :
Armenia Partnership Provisionally applies since 2018
.. Partnership and Cooperation In force since 1999, negotiations on modernisation began in 2017, on
Azerbaijan :
Agreement hold since 2019
Bahamas (CARIFORUM) SEUITIIE PE;:LnIirSh'p A Provisionally applied since 2008
Barbados (CARIFORUM) SECEIME P?nr?ne:'[rshlp R Provisionally applied since 2008
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Belize (CARIFORUM)

Economic Partnership Agree-

Provisionally applied since 2008

ment
Bosnia and Herzegovina Stabilisation and Association 2015
(Western Balkans) Agreement
Botswana (SADC) 2Bl P?r:glrirshlp R Provisionally applied since 2016
Cameroon (Central Africa) WD E(XJnomlc P Provisionally applied since 2014
greement

Comprehensive Economic and

Canada Trade Agreement Provisionally applied since 2017
: Association Agreement and Addi- In force since 2003, negotiations on modernisation began in 2017, on
Chile . :
tional Protocol hold since 2019
SofEsl (vl\:/)lg;ulicuador e Trade Agreement Provisionally applied since 2013

Comoros (ESA)

Interim Economic Partnership
Agreement

Provisionally applied since 2019, negotiations on modernisation began in
2019

Costa Rica (Central America)

Association Agreement with a
strong trade component

Provisionally applied since 2013

Céte d’lvoire (West Africa)

Steppingstone Economic Part-
nership Agreement

Provisionally applied since 2016

Dominica (CARIFORUM)

Economic Partnership Agree-

Provisionally applied since 2008

ment
Dominican Republic (CARI- Economic Partnership Agree- . . .
FORUM) ment Provisionally applied since 2008
EEUERIDT (Wg;ri())lomb'a e Trade Agreement Provisionally applied since 2013
Egypt Association Agreement 2004
El Salvador (Central Amer- Association Agreement with a - . ,
, Provisionally applied since 2013
ica) strong trade component

Eswatini (SADC)

Economic Partnership Agree-
ment

Provisionally applied since 2016

Faroe Islands

Agreement

1997

Fiji (Pacific)

Interim Partnership Agreement

Provisionally applied since 2014
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Georgia

Association Agreement

2016

Ghana (West Africa)

Steppingstone Economic Part-
nership Agreement

Provisionally applied since 2016

Grenada (CARIFORUM)

Economic Partnership Agree-
ment

Provisionally applied since 2008

Guatemala (Central America)

Association Agreement with a
strong trade component

Provisionally applied since 2013

Guyana (CARIFORUM)

Economic Partnership Agree-
ment

Provisionally applied since 2008

Honduras (Central America)

Association Agreement with a
strong trade component

Provisionally applied since 2013

Iceland Economic Area Agreement Provisionally applied since 2008
Israel Association Agreement 2000
Iraq PERINEFEE ) CoepErier Provisionally applied since 2012
Agreement
Jamaica (CARIFORUM) SEUTEIE P?r:g]rirsmp ReEE- Provisionally applied since 2008
Japan Global agreement 2019
Jordan Association Agreement 2002
Kazakhstan EFINEMEEE Eartnershlp i L Provisionally applied since 2016
eration Agreement
KOSOVO Stabilisation and Association 2016
Agreement
Lebanon Association Agreement 2006
Lesotho (SADC SCEIellIE Per;:t;rirshlp R Provisionally applied since 2016
Liechtenstein Economic Area Agreement 1995
Madagascar (ESA) Economic P?nr?netrshlp Agree- Provisionally applied since 2012, r;%gl%tlatlons on modernisation began in
Mauritius (ESA) Economic Perlrz?rirshlp Agree- Provisionally applied since 2012, nz%glogtlatlons on modernisation began in

Mexico

Global Agreement

In force since 2000, negotiations on modernisation began in 2016,
‘Agreement in principle’ on the trade part reached in 2018

X1l



Moldova Association Agreement 2016
Montenegro (Western Bal- Stabilisation and Association 2010
kans) Agreement
Morocco Association Agreement In force since 2000, negotiations on modernisation began in 2013, on

hold since 2014

Mozambique (SADC)

Economic Partnership Agree-
ment

Provisionally applied since 2016

Namibia (SADC)

Economic Partnership Agree-
ment

Provisionally applied since 2016

Nicaragua (Central America)

Association Agreement with a
strong trade component

Provisionally applied since 2013

North Macedonia (Western

Stabilisation and Association

2004

Balkans) Agreement
Norway Economic Area Agreement 1994
Palestinian Authority Interim Association Agreement 1997

Papua New Guinea (with Fiji)

Interim Partnership Agreement

Provisionally applied since 2013

Madagascar (ESA)

Economic Partnership Agree-
ment

Provisionally applied since 2009

Peru (with Colombia and Ec-
uador)

Trade Agreement

Provisionally applied since 2013

Samoa (Pacific)

Economic Partnership Agree-
ment

Provisionally applied since 2018

San Marino Customs Union 1991
Serbia (Western Balkans) Stablllsat'lb?n and Association 2013
greement
Seychelles (ESA) Economic Partnership Agree- Provisionally applied since 2012, negotiations on modernisation began in
ment 2019
Singapore Free Trade Agreement 2019

Solomon Islands (Pacific)

Economic Partnership Agree-
ment

Provisionally applied since 2020

South Africa

Economic Partnership Agree-
ment

Provisionally applied since 2016

South Korea

Free Trade Agreement

2015
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St Kitts and Nevis (CARIFO-

Economic Partnership Agree-

Provisionally applied since 2008

RUM) ment
St Lucia (CARIFORUM) SEUEE Pexglrirshlp A Provisionally applied since 2008
St Vincent and the Grena- Economic Partnership Agree- - . .
dines (CARIFEORUM) ment Provisionally applied since 2008
Suriname (CARIFORUM) SEUEE Pexglrirshlp A Provisionally applied since 2008
Switzerland Agreement 1973
Trinidad and Tobago (CARI- Economic Partnership Agree- i , ,
FORUM) ment Provisionally applied since 2008
. . In force since 1998, negotiations on modernisation began in 2015, on
Tunisia Association Agreement 3
hold since 2019
Turkey Customs Union 1995
Deep and Comprehensive Free
Ukraine Trade Agreement Provisionally applied since 2016
Association Agreement
Vietnam Free Trade Agreement 2020
Zimbabwe (ESA) Economic P?nr?r:etrshlp Agree- Provisionally applied since 2012, r;%gltz)tlatlons on modernisation began in

Table A-3: Current EU trade agreements, as of March 29" 2021. Source: European Commission, 2021
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Appendix Ill: Pros and Cons of selected post-Brexit trade scenarios

Scenario

Pros

Cons

Norway (EEA)

Belong to the EU single market (four freedoms ap-
ply).

No longer subject to certain EU policies (especially
agriculture & fisheries).

Can negotiate trade deals independently of the
EU.

Must implement single market policies without representation
in EU decision making.

Must comply with rules of origins to the EU.

Must contribute to the EU budget.

Renegotiation of FTAs.

Swiss (bilateral
agreements)

Free trade in goods and free movement of people
with the EU.

No longer subject to certain EU policies (especially
agriculture & fisheries).

Can negotiate deals independently of the EU.

Adopt EU rules without representation in EU decision making.
Must comply with rules of origins to the EU (although weak-
ened).

Pay a fee to participate in EU programmes.

Renegotiation of FTAs.

Turkey (Cus-
toms Union)

Free movement of goods with the EU with no re-
quirement to adopt many EU regulations — no
rules of origin apply.

No longer subject to certain EU policies (especially
agriculture & fisheries).

No funding of the EU budget.

Required to adopt EU external trade policy for imports but not
able to access existing and future EU trade deals with third
countries for exports.

No free movement of people with the EU.

Renegotiation of FTAs

Canada (CETA)

No longer subject to certain EU policies (especially
agriculture & fisheries).

Can negotiate trade deals independently of the
EU.

No funding of the EU budget.

Exporters must comply with EU rules and regulations when
exporting to the Single Market.

Must comply with rules of origins to the EU (although weak-
ened).

Differing standards and rules may become non-tariff trade
barriers with the EU or others.

No free movement of people with the EU.

Renegotiation of FTAs

WTO

Not required to adopt EU policies and regulations.
No longer subject to certain EU policies (especially
agriculture & fisheries).

Can negotiate trade deals independently of the
EU.

Trade with EU subject to MFN tariffs and any non-tariff barri-
ers that comply with WTO agreements.

No free movement of people with the EU.

Exporters must comply with EU rules and regulations when
exporting to the Single Market.

XVI




No funding of the EU budget.

Must comply with rules of origins to the EU.
Renegotiation of FTAs

Table A-4: Pros and Cons of selected post-Brexit trade scenarios. Adapted from: Dhingra, Ottaviano, Rappoport, Sampson, & Thomas, 2018, p. 20
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Appendix IV: Main components of the CAP

CAP objectives (Art. 39 TFEU)

European Agricultural Guaran-
tee Fund (EAGF)

increase agricultural productivity by promoting
technical progress and ensuring the optimum use
of the factors of production, particular labour;
ensure a fair standard of living for farmers;
stabilise markets

assure the availability of supplies;

ensure reasonable prices for consumers.

With the EAGF, the CAP funds di-
rect payments to farmers and
measure to regulate agricultural
markets.

European agricultural fund for rural development

(EAFRD)

Import tariffs

The EAFRD finances the CAP’s contribution to the
EU’s rural development objectives. The objectives
are realised through national and regional rural devel-
opment programmes, which are co-financed by the
EAFRD and the national budgets of EU countries.
During 2014 to 2020, the EAFRD contributed €100

billion to rural development programmes.

Duties are charged on the importa-
tion of certain agricultural products
from non-EU countries, so they
protect EU produced goods by in-
creasing world prices in line with
EU prices, which are generally
higher.

Commission, 2019

Table A-5 Main components of the CAP. Source: EUR-Lex, n.d.; Matthews, 2020; gov.uk, 2016; European
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Appendix V: Agriculture support in selected non-EU countries

MELE Agriculture support
country
- Objectives for agriculture in a White Paper of 2012:
o food security
o agriculture throughout Norway
Norway o creati_ng za_qded value
o sustainability
- policy is characterised by large direct payments for income support (differ-
entiated by region and farm size) and tariffs at the border designed to
support prices
United - reformed its agricultural policies with the Farm Act 2014
States - _move away from direct payments and towards insurance-based support
- reformed agricultural policy in 2012: shifting from reactive income support
to protecting producers from market and natural disasters
- agricultural support consisting of layers of subsidised risk management
tools for farmers:
Canada : ;
o income insurance
o subsidised savings
o insurance against natural perils
o ad-hoc disaster assistance
- two agricultural ministries: one covering the commercial sector, and an-
other dealing with small-scale family farming
: - support consists of:
Brazil .
o price support
o rural credit
o agricultural insurance
- low levels of support for agriculture (reflect its position as a competitive
New Zea- S)(;;r)tzl;t)er: New Zealand is the world’s largest dairy and sheep meat ex-
e - support is limited to general service such as agricultural research and bi-
osecurity

Table A-6: Agriculture support in selected non-EU countries. Source: HM Government, 2014, p. 23
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Appendix VI: Main components of the CFP

Fisheries management

European Maritime and Fisheries Fund (EMFF)

ensuring that fish are
caught within their maxi-
mum sustainable yield
determining and allocat-
ing fishing quotas to
member states
technical regulations on
what kinds of gear can
be used

the landing obligation
which prohibits discard
of fish

control and enforcement

The EMFF supports sustainable fishing and helps coastal
communities. The UK was allocated €243.1 million in fisher-
ies funding from 2014-2020.

Common Organisation of
Markets

Import tariffs

common marketing
standards

common consumer in-
formation and competi-
tion rules

market intelligence

CFP allows import tariff reductions for certain fish and fish
products from outside the EU. This helps increase supply at
times when EU supply cannot meet the demand of fish pro-

cessors.

Table A-7: Main components of the CFP. Source: Hirst, 2017, p. 4
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Appendix VII: Classification of non-tariff measures

Sanitary and phytosanitary measures

Technical Technical barriers to trade

measures Pre-shipment inspection and other formalities

Contingent trade-protective measures

Non-automatic import licensing, quotas, prohibitions, quantity-

control measures and other restrictions not including sanitary

and phytosanitary measures or measures relating to technical
barriers to trade

Non-technical | Price-control measures, including additional taxes and charges

Im- measures Finance measures

ports Measures affecting competition

Trade-related investment measures

Distribution restrictions

Restrictions on post-sales services

Subsidies and other forms of support

Government procurement restrictions

Intellectual property

Rules of origin

Ex-

Export-related measures
ports

Table A-8 Classification of non-tariff measures. Source: United Nations Conference on Trade and Development,
2019, p. 8
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Appendix VIII: Requirements to trade with third countries

Live animals R Product of Ani- [ (not hu-
(not pets) uct (semen/em- | mal Origin (e.g. man food) Plants Seeds
bryos) meat)
EU needs to approve country as Some — Na- SEIEEES
Yes Yes Yes Yes tional Rules | tional Rules
an exporter?
apply apply
EU needs to approve the coun- . : : Not applica- | Not applica-
try’s residue plan? Not applicable Not applicable Yes Not applicable ble ble
. Yes — broader Yes — broader Yes — broader Yes — broader
EU to audit the country, by each h h ithi h h N N
trading commodity? scope than scope than within scope than scope than 0 0
) within the EU the EU within the EU within the EU
Each premises/manufacturer in Some — Na- | Some — Na-
the country needs to be ap- SO (il Yes Yes Yes tional Rules | tional Rules
centres only)
proved by the EU? apply apply
Passport required to export to | Only horses and : . : Yes — Plant | Yes — Plant
an EU country? cattle et arppleleie et eppiEElne et arpplielele Certificate Certificate
Yes — Export
: - e e Yes — Export Yes — Plant | Yes — Plant
? -
Requires official certification? Healtchagertlfl Health Certificate Yes Yes Certificate Certificate
NEEES PrETmovETEnt Yes Yes No Some Most Most
tests/checks?
Requires official inspection on Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
departure?
Movement is pre-notified on
EU’s TRACES system? Yes Yes Yes Yes No No
Need to enter EU via Border In- Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes, also via | Yes, also via
spection Post? postal hubs postal hubs

Table A-9: Requirements to trade with third countries. Source: HRMC, 2017
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Appendix IX: Selected major food-related formal EU institutions whose functions must be repatriated or abolished

Institution

Location

Function

UK public relevance

European Parliament

Brussels + Strasbourg

Co-decisions on EU policy; audit
function; European Parliament
committee system

Democratically elected; audits
Commission; audit national ac-
tions

Council of Ministers

Mostly in Brussels but occasion-
ally in country holding rotating
Chair of the Council

Direct member states ministerial
meetings

Negotiations of decisions

Makes policy decisions happen;

European Commission Brussels European civil service current ten priorities include jobs,
migration, justice and digital
: Implementation of farm and rural :
DG Agriculture & Rural Develop- Brussels policies (farm to food, environ- Overarchlr_lg framework for food
ment ) production to consumption
ment to quality)
DG Environment Brussels Overview of env_lronmental regu- | Key sensitivity with environmen-
lation tal NGOs
DG Health and Food Safety Brussels Overview of health and food sg‘g?suimg:rgg?itgﬁnforg,rnhgzﬁrr;i-
(SANTE) safety legislation Y, Il SR
crobials to contamination
Internal and external trade rela-
DG Trade Brussels Trade and investment tions. UK will this negotiate with

this on Brexit

Health and Food audits and anal-
ysis

Grange (Ireland)

Animal health overview

Safety, especially meat. Big im-

plications for both Food Stand-

ards Agency and the Animal &
Plant Health Agency

European Food Safety Authority

Parma (ltaly)

Food safety risk assessments

Safety is key consumer concern
since UK sparked food safety
scandals: BSE (1980s) to horse-
meat (2010s)

Joint Research Centre

Brussels, Geel, Ispra, Karlsruhe,
Petten, Seville

EU-owned research institution,
located at multiple sites

Equivalent to US CDC and USDA
research hubs
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European Medicines Agency

London

Human and veterinary medicines
marketing, safety, auditing, and
information

Underpinning human and animal
health

Rapid Alert System

Intergovernmental: EU-27 mem-
ber states food safety authorities,
Commission, EFSA, ESA, Nor-
way, Liechtenstein, Iceland &
Switzerland

Rapid Alert System for Food and
Feed (RASFF)

After Brexit, RASFF is not
needed

European Chemicals Agency

Helsinki, Finland

Chemicals regulation

Co-ordinates scientific infrastruc-
ture and harmonised standards,
e.g. REACH, the EU system of
registration, evaluation and au-
thorisation of chemical use, keep-
ing these to protect human and
environmental health

European Environment Agency

Copenhagen

Inform and advise EU environ-
ment policy-making

Impacts on environmental stand-
ards relating to food production
and waste disposal

Table A-10: Selected formal EU institutions whose functions must be repatriated or abolished. Source: Lang, Milstone, & Marsden, 2017, p. 60
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Appendix X: Selected key Agri-Food Policies which must be addressed in Brexit

Sector Issue EU element UK ‘partner’
Idnupslf[trigls' Agrichemicals REACH; pesticides Defra; Environment Agency
. : European Innovation Partnership for Agricultural Produc- | Dept. for Business, Energy and In-
Agricultural machinery L e .
tivity and Sustainability dustrial Strategy
_Flsher- Fisheries Common Fisheries Policy Defra/Wales, Scottish, Northern Ire-
ies/Sea land governments
Defra/Wales, Scottish, Northern Ire-
Inland seafood (e.g. trout, mus- : ;
: Water quality control land governments, Environment
sel and oyster farming) A
gency
. : . . . Defra/Wales, Scottish, Northern Ire-
Agriculture Farmland Directives on water, biodiversity land governments
Subsidies CAP subsidies HM Treasury
Labour (seasonal + specialists) Free movement within member states Defra and BIS
Agrichemicals Regulated Defra
GM EU legislation 2001ff Defra
Veterinarians EU regulated; membership of Food & Veterinary Office DL (D HEizllgr;:ubhc AGENT
Animal health EMA, EU Animal Law 2015 DEUEY P A h (MU A(S e ST
England
Antimicrobials EMA Defra; Public Health England
Food man- Abattoirs Meat inspection toughened post BSE/Food Safety White | Meat Hygiene Service of the FSA,
ufacture Paper 2000 Defra; Public Health England
Additives Approval system FSA and DH

Residues & contaminants

EU sets Maximum Residue Limits

FSA, DH & Defra

Nutrition & health claims

Food Regulations e.g. public register

Defra; Public Health England

Food labelling

Food labelling Regs 2014

Defra; Public Health England; Dept.
for Business, Energy & Industrial
Strategy
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Rapid Alert System for Food &
Feed

EU member states food safety collaboration

Defra; Public Health England; Dept.
for Business, Energy & Industrial
Strategy

Food law enforcement

UK system of Environmental Health Practitioners (EHP)
and Trading Standards Officers sits alongside continen-
tal use veterinarians

Defra; Public Health England; Dept.
for Business, Energy & Industrial
Strategy

Logistics Live Animals movement Regulation on live animal exports Animal & Plant Health Agency
Foods of Animal origin must en- " :
ter via Ports with Border inspec- EU Veterinary checks regulation SO RN AUITETNES, B AIE
tions Health Agency
Restrictions on food trades EU Foods with restrictions Plelie Azzlin E_n_gland, Port Health
Authorities, Defra
Food Retail Labelling EU consumer information (labelling) Defra
Food risk management EU EFRA Food risk toolbox S Pl gfeglégltEhngland, DL
Consumers Food supplements Directives 2004 to 2015 FSA and Dept of Health

Fortification

Directives 2006 to 2014

Public Health England

Food authenticity and integrity

Geographical indications (PGI, PDO, TSG) system

National Food Crime Unit in FSA

Food advertising and marketing

Freedom of advertising and consumer information

Advertising Standards Authority

Table A-11: Selected key Agri-Food Policies which must be addressed in Brexit. Source: Lang, Milstone, & Marsden, 2017, p. 62
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Appendix Xl: Protected food name schemes and UK registered products

Protected designation of origins: These are products that are
produces, processed and prepared in a specific geographical
area, using the recognised know-how of local producers and in-
gredients from the region concerned. The characteristics from

those products are linked to their geographical origin.

Frotected geographical indication: This identifies products
whose quality or reputation is linked to the place or region
where it is produced, processed or prepared, although the in-
gredients used to need not necessarily come from that geo-

graphical area.

Traditional speciality guaranteed: This identifies products of a
traditional character, either in the composition or means of pro-

duction, without a specific link to a particular geographical area.

Figure A-1: Description of protected food name schemes. Source: European Commission, n.d.g
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UK registered products (DEFRA, n.d.)

Protected food name with protected geographical indication:

Arbroath Smokies

Armagh Bramley Apples

Ayrshire New Potatoes /Ayrshire Earlies
Carmathen Ham

Cornish Pasty

Cornish Sardines

Dorser Blue Cheese

Exmoor Blue Cheese

Fenland Celery

Gloucestershire Cider

Gloucestershire Perry

Herefordshire Cider

Herefordshire Perry

Kentish Ale

Kentish Strong Ale

London Cure Smoked Salmon

Lough Neagh Eel

Melton Mowbray Pork Pie

New Season Comber Potatoes/Comber Earlies
Newmarket Sausage

Orkney Scottish Island Cheddar
Pembrokeshire Earlies/Pembrokeshire Early Potatoes
Rutland Bitter

Scotch Lamb

Scottish Farmed Salmon

Scottish Wild Salmon

Stornoway Black Pudding

Teviotdale Cheese

Traditional Ayrshire Dunlop
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Traditional Cumberland sausage
Traditional Grimsby Smoked Fish
Traditional Welsh Caerphilly/Traditional Welsh Caerffili
Traditional Welsh Cider

Traditional Welsh Perry

Vale of Evesham Asparagus

Welsh Beef

Welsh Lamb

West Country Beef

West Country Lamb

West Wales Coracle Caught Salmon
Whitstable Oysters

Worcestershire Cider

Worcestershire Perry

Yorkshire Wensleydale

Protected food name with protected designation of origin:
Anglesey Sea Salt/Halen Mén

Beacon Fell Traditional Lancashire Cheese
Bonchester Cheese

Buxton Blue

Conwy Mussels

Cornish Clotted Cream

Dovedale Cheese

East Kent Goldings

Fal Oyster

Isle of Man Manx Loaghtan Lamb

Isle of Man Queenies

Jersey Royal Potatoes

Lakeland Herdwick

Lough Neagh Pollan

Native Shetland Wool
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Orkney Beef

Orkney Lamb

Shetland Lamb

Single Gloucester

Staffordshire Cheese

Stilton Blue Cheese

Stilton White Cheese

Swaledale Cheese

Swaledale Ewes’ Cheese

The Vale of Clwyd Denbigh Plum
Welsh Laverbread

West Country Farmhouse Cheddar Cheese

Yorkshire Forced Rhubarb

Protected food name with traditional speciality guaranteed:

Traditional Bramley Apple Pie Filling
Traditional Farmfresh Turkey
Traditionally Farmed Gloucestershire Old Spots Pork

Traditionally Reared Pedigree Welsh Pork
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Appendix Xll: EU and Canada import tariff rates and TRQs of selected main raw and
processed agricultural products exported by the UK to the EU

Dairy
HS-Code Product Tariff rate TRQ
EU import tariff | Canada
Milk and cream, fat con- Tariff
__ R0 -
04012099 UEiE E=5070 €21.8/100kg | Prefer i
not concentrated or ence:
sweetened 0%
Milk and cream, fat con- Tariff
— 0, - -
04015039 | [€Nt21-45%, notcon- | gyng 4409 g | Prefer i
centrated or sweetened ence:
0%
Milk and cream in solid Tariff
04021019 | forms, unsweetened, fat €118.8/100 k prefer- gnﬁgip%%g
content <=1.5% ’ 9 ence: 68 53% 1) ’
0%
Milk and cream in solid . Tariff
04022919 forms, sweetened, fat €1.31/kg .Ofl lactic prefer-
content 1.5-27% € mz;ltena N ence: i
16.8/100 kg net 0%
e e Tarif
04041002 | Yoy <=15%, fat content €7.0/100 kg prefer_— -
<=1 5% ence:
' 0%
Natural butter, fat con- Tariff 94 80€/100 k
0405101920 | tent <=85% in packs of €189.6/100 kg prefer- . g
) (annual quota:
>1 kg ence: 11 360 1)
0%
Fats and oils derived Tariff
: 94.80€/100 kg
04059010 from mll_k, fat content €231.3/100 kg prefer_- (annual quota:
>=99.3% ence: 11 360 t
0% )
Fresh mozzarella pTr:;IefI— 13:00€100kg
0406103010 €185.2/100 kg ence: (annual quota:
0% 5360 t)
Unripened or uncured Tariff
04061080 cheese, fat content €221.2/100 kg prefer- el ST kg_
L . (annual quota:
>=40% ence: 5 360 1)
0%
"~ orated ot for pro- refer. | 21-00€/100 kg
0406902110 9 forp €167.1/100kg | P'¢'™ | (annual quota:
cessing) ence: 15 005 1)
0%

Table A-12: EU import tariff rates and TRQS for selected dairy products. Source: European Commission, n.d.a
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Meat

HS-Code Product _ Tariff rate TRQ
Sropei | canase
02011000 | Fresh/chilled cattle carcases €17162. gf’og kg F:Z];eairgizl: gﬂ)ﬁ =
02013000 | Fresh/chilled beef, boneless €36L§ ‘3(;/008 kg ﬁﬁ?[}iﬁg{ %%;Lff -
02023090 Frozen beef, boneless €301 42 18/()1A)08 kg F:Z];eairgizl: gﬂ)ﬁ glﬁdegg
02031110 Fresh/chilled pig carcases €53.6/100 kg Tg:ifgeergi - SII: d?a):j-
02031955 | Fresh/chilled pork, boneless | €86.9/100 kg ﬁ;ﬁf;ﬂg{g‘ tart | UK e
02041000 Fresh/chilled lamb carcases €1 71 12 :?/(;/008 kg Tiﬂfgeerggé - gllljdeé:j-
02042100 | Fresh/chilled sheep carcases €17112_ :?/Of)og kg Tzrrifg eergzz - glﬁdi)g
02042290 bgrzg-sigl,cglclzifdisr?; Short fore- 228 7D " ngfge?rg};ir' e
guarters, chines/best ends

02071310 | Fresh/chilled chicken, boneless | €102.4/100 kg €102.#'/F1ng kg + (L:Jlljdi)g
02071460 | Frozen bone-in chicken legs | €46.3/100 kg €46'341R08 kg + glﬁdi’g

Table A-13: EU import tariff rates and TRQS for selected meat products. Source: European Commission, n.d.a

Processed meat

HS-Code Product Tariff rate TRQ
Europallmport Coneila
tariff
Cooked sausages Tariff pref-
16010099 (excl. liver sausages) €100.5/100 kg erence: 0% UK excluded
Uncooked processed Tariff pref- | 63€/100 kg (annual
ez chicken (>=57% meat) szieahitlle erence: 0% quota: 15 800 t)
Cooked chicken Tariff pref-
16023219 (>=57% meat) €102.4/100 kg erence: 0% UK excluded
Processed chicken Tariff pref-
16023230 (25-57% meat) €276.5/100 kg erence: 0% UK excluded
Processed chicken Tariff pref-
16023290 (<25% meat) €276.5/100 kg erence: 0% UK excluded
Other cooked poultry Tariff pref- UK excluded
HelEgee meat (>=57% meat) sziesntlyg erence: 0%
Tariff pref- UK excluded
16024110 Processed hams €156.8/100 kg erence: 0%
Processed pig meat Tariff pref- UK excluded
16024950 (<40% meat) €54.3/100 kg erence: 0%
16025010 Uncooked processed €303.4/100 kg Tariff pref- i
beef erence: 0%

XXXII




16025095

Cooked beef (excl.
corned beef)

16.6%

Tariff pref-
erence: 0%

Table A-14 EU import tariff rates and TRQS for selected processed meat products. Source: European

Commission, n.d.a

Cereals
HS-Code Product Tariff rate TRQ
Europa im-
port tariff CEmREE
1001190012 | Durum wheat (excl. seed) €01t €0/t + TRQ t’lﬁ d?a);
10019120 Seed of wheat/meslin €95/t Tariff preference: 0% -
Wheat and meslin (excl. UK ex-
MRS seed and durum wheat) e Sl URE cluded
10031000 Seed of barley €93/t Tariff preference: 0% t:JIE dee):j_
Tariff preference: UK ex-
10039000 Barley (excl. seed) €93/t €34.875/1000 kg cluded
Tariff preference:
10041000 Seed of oats €89/t €33.375/1000 kg -
Tariff preference:
10049000 Oats (excl. seed) €89/t €33.375/1000 kg -
10059000 Maize (excl. seed) €0t Tariff preference: 0% t:JIE dee):j_
120110 Seed of soybean 0% 0% -
15141190 Crude Rapeseed oil 6.4% Tariff preference: 0% -
15149990 Refined rapeseed oil 9.6% Tariff preference: 0% -
10063098 silllieel lEngrereln Mo €175/t Tariff preference: 0% SIS
(excl. parboiled) cluded

Table A-15: EU import tariff rates and TRQS for selected cereal products. Source: European Commission, n.d.a

Vegetables
HS-Code Product Tariff rate TRQ
Europa
import Canada
tariff
Potatoes in thin slices, cooked in fat or oll, Tariff
20052020 Whe'_[her or qot salted or flavoured, in _alrtlght 14.10% prefer- i
packings, suitable for direct consumption, not _
f ence: 0%
rozen
Tariff
07011000 Seed potatoes 4.5% prefer- -
ence: 0%
Fresh/chilled potatoes, excluding new, seed VEL]
07019090 ' ' 11.5% prefer- -
and potatoes for manufacture of starch ,
ence: 0%
Tariff
07051900 Fresh/chilled lettuce 10.4% prefer- -
ence: 0%

XXX




07101000

Frozen potatoes, uncooked or boiled/steamed

Tariff

14.4% prefer-

ence: 0%

07142010

Whole fresh sweet potatoes

Tariff

3.8% prefer-

ence: 0%

Table A-16: EU import tariff rates and TRQS for selected vegetables. Source: European Commission, n.d.a

Fruits
HS-Code Product Tariff rate TRQ
Europa import tariff Canada
08039010 Bananas €114/t Tariff preference: 0%
0805108010 Oranges 16% Tariff preference: 0%
08071100 | Watermelons 8.8% Tariff preference: 0%
080400010 Avocados 4.00% Tariff preference: 0%
0804500010 Mangoes 0% 0%
080810 Apples 0% 0%

Table A-16: EU import tariff rates and TRQS for selected fruits. Source: European Commission, n.d.a
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