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1. Subsidies - action under Article XVI:k (W.17/3)

The CHAIRMAN pointed out that the provisions of Article XVI:4 envisaged
that contracting parties would agree to the prohibition of subsidies on the
export of products other than primery products. Up to the preseat, however,
this prohibition had not been introduced and an arrangement had been made year
by year wherseby many of the contracting parties had agreed to a "standstill"
arrangement oh the export subsidies which they had been granting on such
products, Thoe Government of France had now proposed that the prohibition shouid
be made effective, The French proposal,which had been distributed in document = -
1/1260, had received preliminary consideration by the Council at its meeting
in September and opirion in the Council generally favoured miore effective action
than in the past., Accordingly, the Council proposed that means to achieve this
end should be considered at the seventeenth session of the CONTRACTING PARTIES
and instructed the Executive Secretary to prepare a draft declarajion on thqa
lines of the French proposal for consideration. The draft proposed by the’
Exesutive Secretary would be found in Amnnex A of document W.17/3. '~ Even though
the CONTRACTING PARTIES should decide o open for accepbance a declaration
providing for the prohibition of subsidies on the sxport of non-primary products,
it would still be desirable.that those governments whi{ch could not agree to abolish
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such subsidies should accept a "standstill! on the scope of their existing
gybsidies, Aceordingly, a draft declaration extending the "standstill!
provisions had been included in Annex B of the same document and it was
proposed that both these declarations be opened for acceptance.

Mr. PHILIP (France) said his Government had submitted its proposal
to the CONTRACTING P»RTIES atv the time when discussions were going on in
Paris on the question of the maintenance Q¥ abrogaticn of the OEEC provisions
on trade matters in general and on subsidies on exports in particular, His
Government'!s attitude rested on three principles and on three facts, The
principles were first, that the existence of different sets of rules in
several distinctinter-governmente&l organizations was in every way undesirable;
seccndly, that, even if these rules were identical, the fact that they
existed in several inter-governmentdl organizations would weaken their real
scope in each of the organizations concerned; +thirdly, it was always
desirable that provisions of an international character should be applied
by the greatest number of countries, The relevant facts were, first, that
the GATT rules undoubtedly differed from those at present in force in the
OZEC; secondly, GATT on the one hand, and the OEEC or the future OECD on
the other, were two distinet organizationg; and, thirdly, the membership
of GATT was twice as great as that of the OEEC or the OECD. Two logical
conclusions flowed from these considerations, Tirst, that a single inter-
national set of rules relating to subsidies or aids to exports on both
industrial . and agricultural products was desirable and urgent; and, secondly,
that these rules should only come within the framework of the General Agree-
ment, which should have priority, and that they should not figure among the
provisions of the QOEEG or the OZCD, Conmenting on these conclusions
Mr, Philip said that, recognizing the value of the OEEC cormitments relating
to aids vo exports, which were in fect more strict than those under the
GATT at present, it was necessary t0 give GATT means of action at least
equal to those of the OELC by putting into effect the relevant provisions of
the General Agreement. This proposal, which meant not the modification
but the implementation of an existing provision of Article XVI, in no way
detracted from the compromise reached at the Review Session, Likewise,
the list of prohibited practices suggested in the French proposal was
intended to be purely illustrative in character and, while several contract-
ing parties saw advantage in having such a list, its inclusion was not
essential if it presented difficulties for many other contracting parties.

Mr. Philip went on to point out that the subsidization of exports of
none-agricultural primary products was tolerated in GATT but prohibited in
the CEEC; here again the French delegation would be prepared to accept that
the same prohibition should apply in GATT, In reference to the guestion
of the definition of agricultural products on which subsidies were permitted,
Mr, Philip seid that, in his delegation's view, it was important that the
obligations put into effeect under GATT should not Ji€for in substance
from those at present in force in the OQEEC. On the question of universality
of application, Mr, Philip said that thig would clearly be met if all
contracting parties now aggepted the entry into force of the provision of
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Article XVI under discussion, Acceptance by onlv some of the contracting
narties would, however, give rise to certain prcblems. If contracting
parties which were OMHC members were the only ones to accept, it would be
difficult to oppose the meintenance de jure of the O0ZEC nrovisions; - it was
therefore desirable h&u @ large number, if not all, of the contracting
partizs other than OEEC members snould accept the °uggﬂqtea entry into
force. Further, it was necessary to envisege thet those contracting parties
not accenting prohivition of thc subsidies would accept a firm Ystandstill!
commitment. Some special procecdure could then he worked out within the
frameworlk of&rticlob4¢IL and XXIIT in respcct of subsicies applied by
contracting partices which only accepted the '"standstill' commitment,

Mr, HiiTOGH (Netherlands), specking on behalf of the lcmber States of
the guLOpean Zconomic Community, sunported the proposals put forward by the
French delegation. He added thet it asppeared clear that the proposed
list cof prohibited practices shoulc be considered es essentially illustrative

in character.

Vir, SV Ti0T0. (Indie) recalled that when the proposal for a "standstill!
was first before the CONTRACTING P.aRTIRS his delegation had rescrved the
Indien Goverrment's position on two frounds. First, although as a lcss-
developed country its financial resources would not enable it to subsidiz
its products on any significant scule, India could not accept a Tirm
commitment not to subsidize as long as otker countrics were iree to maintain
in force subsidy measuvres introduced by them earlicr. Secondly, if they
were bound by the "standstill" arrangement, countries like India would
have difficulty in meeting competition from non-GATT countrices which were
free to subsidize their exports. His CGovernment would, therefore, wish
to reserve its position for the pressnt until further progress had been
made in tie elimination of subsidy measures currently operated by the more
industrialized countriss. In addition, it woul:d hope that more countries
at present outside GATT would become contracting parties, so as to reduce
India's concern about subsidization by countries whose trading policies
were not subject to the GATT discipline.

The French proposal, on the other hand, was of & more far-reaching

character and had a wider scopo than might be at Tirst apparent. It
sou ht to prohibit policies anr practices which might not have a place in

rade between highly-developed countries, but their exclusion in the trade
of less-developed countries could cause substantial and avoidable damage
to the economic and trade structure of these countries. Mr. Swaminathan
erdlained how the export esrnings of the less-developed countries could be
adversely affected by such action. He went on to say that, even as
regards experts from the industrialized to the less-developed countries, the
prohibition of a practice which enabled thce industriclizecd countries to
grant export credits at lower than so-called commorcial terms could make a
sienificant cdifforence to the capacity of developing countries to finance
imports of capital goods and equipment. These examples were illlustrative
of the kind of difficulties that could arise. IMr. Swaminathan concluded
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deleogati vould, however, be willing to look at the

by saving tdﬂt e io
it n d been ub seted to a full and sezarching examination.

his
proposal ag alfter

Mr, THRAWZ (Denmark) said that, in earlier GATT discussions, Denmarx
had consistently favoured strong rules against export subsidies and its
attitude ‘towards thc proposals at presen

ent before the CULTRACTILG P..RTILS
was  also fevourable. Neverthelcess, it was necessary to draw attention again
to the imbalance between the GATT rules relating to export subsidies on non-
primer:r products and those relpting to cxport subsidies on primary products
the Tormer were considerably stronger than the latter and the present proyosals,
if adopted, would only increase this imbzlance. What was desirsble was for
the tightening-up cf the rulcs of non-primerv products tc be accompanied by
a tightening-up of the rules on prim:ry products. He ruco~n1 ed that the
egenda item related oznly to article XvI:L dbut, in vicw oi the approaching
review of Article XVI itsel?, he wished =zt tnl stagy to inpress on
delcaations the nsed for comparable progress to be mads in the fisld of export
subsidiecs on primerv products. liany possibilities might be forescen.
Although the matter would nced tho i consideration, & possible starting
point miegnt be the adoption of & M"et.adstill! arrangcment for primeryv products
and he put forward this idsa for consideration by delegaticns and governments
Curing the snterim period before the review of articls VI took place.

daz
Mr. Ga.dDY (Carade), whils recogcnizing the validity oi the corments
oi the rerresantative of \cnmark resoarding the imbalance betweer the G:IT

rules relating to export subsidics on norn~-primery products wnd thcse on
orimary products, folit it would be wise ot the moment to concentrats on the
ruvles affecting non-primery productc vinere there was o« chance of teking a
real step forward. In refsrence to the exemination of certain tcchnical
questions by & pansl or working pzrty, I ranty seid that his delogation
attached importance to the guestion of the defin 1tlon of "primery product'.
Further, thecy would not wish to zse the proposed list of prohibitcd practices
1ncluacc in ¢ declaration without very carcful consicdcerution being given

to the problems that might arise.

Yr, PHILLIPS (australia), commienting on the statement of the re-
presentstive of Denmark, sazid his delegation could well understand Demmark!s
conecern as an qgrlculcural exporter, ifor once agaln the General Agresment was
proving effcctive 1. dealing with trede in the industricl sector while major
problems remained unsolved in the agricultural sector. Both in the past
and at the proscnt time australials export trade had suffered as a rosult of
the use of cxnor subsidies by other countrics, This was a major problen
for the GATT from Australia's point of vicw and was one on which something
would nave to be done. The Panel on Subsidies was preparing the basic
material for the review of Article XVI scheduled for next vear znd austrrlic
would wrnt th~t reviuew to be as thorough =nd as full cs possible. One issue
which would reguire detailed excminction was the quevtion ol the dispority
of t c;tmcnb setirgen industriel and rgricultural products which hud been
eferred to by the represcntrtive of Denmark.

H
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Mr. RIZA (Pakistan) said thet,while this did not necesserily mean thet
Pekistan intended to grant subsidies, his Govermment was not ineclined, at
the present stage of Pakistan!s development, +0 accept limitctions on its
ability to do so, even in the case of menufectured goods, In the view of
his delegation, acceptance of the declaration extending the “stzndstill!
shouid be at the option of contracting parties, at least so far as the less~
developed ccuntries were concerned.

Mr. TAYLOR (New Zealand)‘ seid his delegation were prepared to support
in primeciple the French proposals. This, however, should not be taken as
indicating any change in New Zealand'!'s fundemental positior which continued
t0 be that the distinction at present made in the General Agreement between
subsidies on industrial products and subsidies on agricultural products should
be eliminated. Furthermore, New Zealand considered that subsidies which had
the effect of reducing imports were =lso inconsistent with the principles of
GATT and should receive the same attention as export subsidies.

Mr. TOWNLEY (Rhodesia and Nyasaland) said that his delegation likewise
were able to support in principle the French proposal. He went on to say
thet he would like to put on record, for the consideration of any working
party which might exemine the question of the definition of "“primary producth,
the view of his Government that such an examination should result in the most
limited definition possitle, thereby restricting the area where subsidies
coulda be applied.

Mr. WIIKS (United Kingdom) said his delegation supported the French
proposal. He pointed out that the aim of the proposal was only to put an
existing provision into effect and not to amend it and it was, therefore, .
difficult to sse how the proposal prejudiced the compromise reached at the
Review Session. The ban under Article XVI:L was complete, but his delegation
were nevertheless prepared to support the inclusion of the OEEC list of
prohibited practices as illustrating the kind of export subsidies covered
by Article XIV:L.

The CHAIRMAN, at the conclusion of the discussion, proposed that a working
party should be established with the following terms of reference and composition:

Terms of reference:

To consider, in the light of the discussion by the CONTRACTING PARTIES
and on the basis of the proposals contained in document W.17/3, what steps
should be taken by the CONTRACTING PaRTIES t0 implement the provisions of
paragraph 4 of Article XVI, and to report to the CONTRACTING PARTIES.

Composition  Chairman: Mr. A.F.K. HARTOGH (Netherlands)

Australia - - Federal Republic of Germany Japan
Austria France New Zealand
Belgium Greece Pakistan
Brazil India Sweden
Canada Israel Switzerland
Denmark ' Italy United States

United Kingdom
This was agreed.
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2 Anti-dumping and countervailing duties

The CHATRMAN recelled that, at the sixteenthb session, when the CONTRACTING
PARTIES adopted the second report of the Group of Experts on anti-dumping duties,
it was suggested that consideration might be given at the seventeenth session
to the question of whether the CONTRACTING PARTIES should undertake further
activities in this field and, in particular, whether the Group of Experts should
be asked to underteke further work. The Chairman said that this question was
considered by the Council in September, when some members had suggested that
the Group of Expcrts should be retained as a kind of standing committee which
could be convened as required to deal with technicel problems. A majority of
the Council members, however, had felt that the Group of Experts should not be
retained and that if any contracting party should wish to railse further
rroblems it would be free t0 make proposals at any time.

Mr. SWARD (Sweden) pointed out that, with the removal of obstacles o
trade, domestic industries were being subjected to increasing competition
from industries abroad and tended to press governments to0 maeke fuller use of
anti-dumping duties. A4rticle VI had grown in importance and it was most
desirable that the interpretation of its provisions should be clear and
uniform. Sweden was satisfied with the results achieved by the Group of
Experts so far and had hoped that the Group would tz retained, but the Council
hed not approved this proposal. Sweden would expect however that, if any
problems were brought forward by contracting parties, the Group of Experts
eculd be convened without any complicated procedure being necessary before

this could be done.

In the absence of further discussion, the CCNTRACTING PARTIZS gpproved
the recommendation of the Council that the Group of Experts should not be
retained but that should any contracting party wish to raise further problems

it would be free to make proposals at any time.

3. New Zealand schedule (L/1298)

The CHAIRMAN said that, in document L/1298, the Government of New
Zealand had requested an extension, until the end of 1961, of the waiver
grented in the Decision of 4 June 1960. .

Mr. TAYIOR (New Zealand) said there was little he could add o the
information provided by his Government and contained in document L/1298,
He pointed out that his delegetion had explained at the sixteenth session
that it would be necessary to0 request an extension of the waiver at the
seventeasnth session. :

The CHATRMAN proposed that the New Zealand request should be granted
end that the Executive Secretary should distribute e& draft deeigion for
consideration at a later msetling.

This was agreed.
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Le German import restrictions (1/1331 and MCT(60)75)

The CHAIRMAN said that, under paregraph 3 of the Decision of 30 Mey 1959,
the Government of the Federal Republic of Germany undertook t¢ consult annually
with the CUNTRACTING PARTILS regerding the application of the Decision and to
"report on the progress achieved in the relaxation or elimination of the
restrictions maintained". The second annual report by the Federal Government
was contained in decument L/1331 and related statistical information had been
distributed in document MGT(60)75. .

Mr. KLEIN (Federal Republic of Germany) said that the measures taken in
implementation of the liberalization programme provided for in the Decision had
been carried cut by the dates fixed ia the programme. Having referred to the
statement he had mede at the sixteenth session (SR.16/8) in regard to measures
which the Federal Govermment would take as a result of the consultations it had
had with cexrtain contracting parties on products listed in Annex A, Section D,
Mr. Xlein said that the report before the CONTRACTING PARTIES indicated the
steps that had been teken to implement these measures. He went on to outline
some of the other festures of the report. Section I, paragraphs 2 to 4, showed
that a major number of products would be fully liberalized as of 1 January 1961,
Section I, paragraph 5, enumerated the products listed in Annex A, Section D,
of the Decision for which full liberalizaetion could not yet be decided, but
for which a licensing system had been introduced as a result of consultations
with interested exporting countries; the liberalization of these products was
under continuous consideration by the Federal Covernmemt. Section I, paragraph 6,
referred to the remsining srmll number of products enumerated in Anmex A,
Section D, which were still subject to global quotas; Mr. Klein recalled that
he had announced at the sixteenth session the dates for the liberslization of
most of these products. 4s regards agricultural products still subject to
quantitative restrictions pursuant to the Decision, the statistics annexed to
the report indicated the effects of his Government's policy of granting import

opportunities in the largest possible volume.

Mr. Klein went on to say that the considerable increase in German imports
of the products in question was an indication of his Government'!s efforts to
apply the remaining restrictions in as liberal a manner as possible. When
global import quantities had been divided up between individuel countries, the
Federal Government had endeavoured to ensure that all interested countries had
a fair share of the market. He believed that, on the whole, contracting parties
should be setisfied with the development of their exports to the Federal Republice
Commenting on the statistics of imports in the agricultural sector, Mr. Klein
said that these showed in some cases greater increases in the case of products
subject to quotes than in the case of products which had been liberalized. In
gome instances, there was a reduction in imports of liberalized products. This
might justify the conclusion that the development of sales in the German mexket
was not wholly a comsequence of the Government!s import policy, but was also

due to other factors.
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Mr. SATO (Japan) in congratulating the Federal Republic on the progress
made s0 far, expressed Japan's satisfaction that its consultations with the
Federal Republic had been duly completed. It was 0 be hoped that the Federal
Republic would contiunue to explore the possibility of lifting or relaxing the
remaining restrictions with a view to achieving full liberalizetion in the
near future.

Mr. SWAMINATHAN (India), in likewise congretulating the German delegetion, -
expressed his Govermment's satisfaction that liberalization had been accelerated
in the case of some products. In reference 0 counsultctions on items under
Annsx A, Section D, between India and the Federal Renublic, Mr. Swaminathan
said that while his GOvernment hed received some satisfaction 1t was 00 early
tO assess the final effects of the measures which had been taken. Mr. Swaminathan
then commented on ‘the statistics in document MGT(60)75 releting to imporss of
products listed in Annex A, Section D, of the Decision. The figures from page 28
onwards in this document revealed that, in the crse of some products, there had
been a satisfactory incresse in the proportion of German imports from GATT
countries other than EEC countries, In the case of other products the reverse
was true, which meant an increase in exports from EEC countries to0 the Federsl
Republic. In yet other cases, there had actually been a reduction of imports
from GATT countries other than EEC countries in 1959 as compared with 1958.

In reference to the commodities listed from page 32 of document MGT(60)75
onwards, compering figures for the first half of 1959 with those for the same
pericd of 1960, Mr. Swaminathen said it would be helpful if these figures could
be broken down to show imports from GATT countries vwhich were not members of

the EEC. This would facilitate an exemination of what factors other than the
Federal Republic's restrictions might have been responsible for the disappointing
rerformance of some exports t0 the Federal Republic from contracting parties
other than EEC countries. In conclusion, Mr. Swaminathan referred $o the -
considerable imbalance in trade between India and the Federal Republic which

was a source of serious concern t0 the Indian Goverament.

Mr. FHILLIPS (Australia) said thet comtracting parties would recall that,
when the Decision had been adopted at the fourteenth session, the . - :tralian
delegation had stated in some detail Australials reasons for accepting the
Decision. A major factor was that the arrangement represented a statement of
intent by the Federal Republic to move from a position which was guite untenable
under the General agreement t0 one more lilzly to grow into accord with the
Agreement. Moreoveir, Australia hed honii that the Federal Republic would find
it possible to make greater progress in the elimination of the restrictions
than the striet letter of the waiver required. In this c¢mnrexion the
importance of the annusl consultations with Germany was emphasized; now that
the half-way mark in the Decision was being approached, these consultations
were of real importance. Mr.-Phillips went on to say that there were really
two major elements in the waiver, first, provision for increased access and,
secondly, non-discriminatory treatment for imporits. Although the report sub-
mitted by the Federal Republic tended to show a general increase in access
for products covered by the waiver, it also showed thet ths smallsst increase
had been for the major agricultural commodities. This confirmed his delegationsis
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original contention that the concession granted to the Federal Republic by
countries like Australia in accepting the waiver was a substantial one.

In respect of the bulk of egricultural commodities covered by the marketing
laws the Decision provided that the Federal Republic would endeavour 10
establish conditions which would afford increasing opportunities of access.
In the consultations, his delegation would be interested to learn of the
progress achieved so far in that direction.

On the question of the elimination of discrimination, Mr. Phillips said
it had always been Australia!s conte.tion that, in the light of the trading
policies adopted by the Federal Republic, under which a significant proportion
of the German market was pre-empted for countries with which the Federal
Republic had bilateral agreements, it was virtually impossible for the Federal
Republic to give Australia the kind of import treatment that non-discrimination
truly required. However, in an endeavour to reach a working arrangement,
Australia had had discussions with the Federal Republic subseque:ti to 30 May 1959
- which hed the offect of giving Australia some assured access on a number of
products. At the fifteenth session he hed recorded the satisfaction of the
Austrelian Government with the measure of progress made in these discussions,
modest though thet was, and its concern that this progress should be :>ontinued.
Mr. Phillips said that, at the moment, he could only restate Australia'!s con-
cern. Consultetions had been arranged in Bonn shortly after the sixteenth
session, to enable the degree of access for the year commencing 30 June to be
determined. No effective comsultations had occurred, however, as the Federal
Republic wes not in s position to determine the degree of access to be permitted
until it had a better idea of domestie production levels for a number of key
commodities. As a result, Australisn exporters still had no clear idea of the
opportunities they could expect even though a third of the year had passed.
Uncertainty in itself could be a very serious barrier to the development of
international trade. Nevertheless, he was hopeful that, before the Working
Brtyl!s examination of the report was completed, he would be in a position to
advise that this uncertainty had been removed following consultations scheduled
to teke place in Benn late in the following week.

In conclusion, Mr. Phillips said that the forthcoming consultations with
the Federzl Republic during the present session were of the greatest importance.
Towards the end of the session, and in the light of the progress made irn the
Bonn talks, he might need to refer again to the whole question of the waiver

granted to the Federal Republic.

Mr. LACARTE (Uruguay) said that his delegation welcomed the progress to
which the representative of the Federal Republic had referred and which was
confirmed by the report which was before the CONTRaCTING PARTIES. The Govern-—
ment of Uruguay, Mr. Lacarte continued, looked with great concern at the overall
problem caused to countries like Uruguay, which were suppliers of foodstuffs
and raew materials, by any application of import restrictions on their export
items. The restrictions imposed by the Federal Republic of Germany were of
particular importence to Uruguay the more so as, at the present time, Uruguay
was running a significant imbzlance in its balance of payments with the Federal
Republic. The Decision of 30 May 1959 in one way or the other covered practically
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every item of Importance to Uruguay as an exporter., with the exception of raw
and scoured wool. It was to be hoped, therefore, that the progress reported
by the Federal Republic would be substantially accelerated, particularly in
view of the very high degree of esonomic activity in the Federal Republic and
the equally favourable state of the Federal Republic's balance of paymentsS.
Having referred to Uruguay's own efforts in the field of liberalization,

Mr. Lacarte said it was reasonable to hope for and expect more progress on the
part of the Federal Republic, Liberalization of trade was, after all, the
purpose of GATT end the essential principles whicl. were the raison d'8tre of
GATT must not be lost sight of.

Mr. lacarte went on to say that Urugu ;- had been having bilsteral dis~
cussions with the Federal Republic on the items of particular concern to
Uruguay, namely meat and processed and partially processed wool; these con~
sultations had been going on for a period of many months and had not given
results, Without prejudice to the future course of these bilateral coasultations,
his Govermnent attached the highest importance to the results of the consulta-
tions with the Federal Republic to be carried out jn the Working Party at the
present session.

Mr. KLUSAK (Czechoslovakia) said his country had important trade exchunges
with the Federal Republic and could not accept discriminatory treatment and the
imposition of restrictions against its trade contrary to the GATT, Consultations
initiated with the Federal Republic delegabtion appeared to be making some
progress until, fellowing a Federal ministerial declaration, the Federal
authorities had introduced new restrictive measures and had increased the dis-
erimination against Czechoslovak -~»ods., His Government regarded this situation
with serious concern, Czechoslovakials economy was continuer 'y creating new
trading opportunities which were available to all contracting parties without
distinetion., The problem was t0 ensure that countries which did not discriminate
against Czechoslovakia's trade received a fair share of the growing trading
opportunities, undiminished by the unrestricted operation in the Czechoslovak
market of countries which did not accept their GATT obligations, His
Government would not hesitate to do whaht might be necessary to protect
Czechoslovakia's interests and those of the contracting parties which adhered
to the principles of equal treatment and non-discrimination,

Mr, ADATR (United States) welcomed the action taken by the Federal
Republic to implement its undertaking at the sixtesnth session to advance to
1 July 1960 the liberalization of g number of items listed in Annex A,
Section C, of the Decision which had not been schedulsd for liberalization
wntil 31 December 1960, This action was in keeping with the sgpirit of the
Federal Republic’s underteking to move towards further liberalization as rapidly
as possible, The progress made with respect to Annex A, Section D, items wes
also encouraging. At the same time it was important for the Federal Republic
t0 mske further progress towards liberalization within the framework of the
Decision, The Federal Republic, as a major trading country in a strong economic
and financial position, had a special responsibility for taking the initiative
in this regard, In particular, his delegation would urge the Federal Republic
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to consider the possibility of further accelerating the liberalization of items
in Annex A, Section C, to agree to the complete liberalization of Annex A,
Section D, items by a firm date and to relax further its other restrictions
including especially those on non-marketing law agriculiural products, Despite
the progress made to date by the Federal Republic, so large a portion of its
agricultural trede continued to be subjeet to restrictbions that valuable trade
interests of agricultural exporters were materially affected.

Mr, TAYLOR (New Zealand) said that New Zealand attached particular
importance to the clauses in the waiver calling on the Federal Republic to give
increased opportunities for access for certain products, including those of
interest to New Zealand's trade; in this connexion New Zealand would draw no
distinction between marketing law and non-marketing law products, While there
might have been an increase in 1959 in imports of some agricultural products
covered by the walver, there was no assurance that such opportunities would recur,
let alone expand, His delegation hoped that the representatives of the Federal
Republie would be able to give such an assurance.

Mr, GRANDY (Canada) associated himself fully with tho remarks made by the
representative of the United States., While recognizing the efforts made by the
Federal Republicto speed up the liberalization of a number of items, he had to
point out, as other representatives had already done, that the lack of progress
in the agricultural sector was most disappointing.

Mr, VALTADAO (Brazil) endorsing =me of the comments already made by other
representatives, and particularly by the representative of Uruguay, expressed
Brazil's disappointment at the lack of progress made by the Federal Republic in
the agricultural sector. The representative of Uruguay had referred to an
important principle. When a contracting party which was in a strong eeconomic
and finaneial position found it difficult to 1ift import restrictions on agri-
cultural products, some of which came from countries largely dependent on the
export of these products and having difficulty in finding foreign markets for
them, it would not be easy to criticize in GATT any action those countries
might. also have to take to overcome their difficultizs. While, therefore,
welcoming the progress already made by the Federal Republic, the delegation of
Brazil hoped that the next report would show significant progress particularly
in the agricultural sector.

At the conclusion of the discussion, the CHAIRMAN proposed that a Working
Party should be established with thc following terms of reference and composition:

Terms of reference:

'fo carry out the congsultation with the Govermment of the Federal Republic
of Gemany under paragraph 3 of the Decision of 30 liay 1959 and to submit a
roport to the CONTRACTING PARTIES,
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Composition: Chairman: Mr. 4, WEITNAUER (Switzerland)
Australia France

Austria Federal Republic of Germany
Brazil Greece

Canada India

Czechoslovakia Japan

Denmark Netherlands

This was ggreed.

New Zealand
Norway
Pakistan
Sweden

United Kingdom
United States

Uruguay
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5. French and German trade with the Saar (L/1306)

The CEATRMAN drew attention to document L/1306, which contained the annual
reports submitted by the Governments of France and the Federal Republic of
Germany under the Decision of 22 November 1957,

Mr. PHILIFP (France) outlined the main features of the report submitted by
his Government and stressed that only a small part of the tariff quotas permitted
under List A (French exports to the Saar) and under List B (Saar exports to
France) had been utilized during the period 6 Juiy 1959 to 30 June 1960.

Mr. KLEIN (Federal Republic of Germany) likewise briefly outlined the
contents of his Government's report.

The CCNTRACTING PARTIES took mote of the reports submitted by the
Governments of France and the Federal Republic of Germany.

6., Italian treatment of imports from Libya (L/1316, 1L/1296/Rev.l)

The CHAIRMAN drew attention to documents L/1316 and L/1296/Rev.l, which
contained the reports submitted by the Governments of Italy and Libya respec—
tively under the Decision of 9 Cctober 1952, as subsequently ameided.

Mr. PARBONI (Italy) said that, due mainly tc a reduction in the amount of
Libyan olive oil available for export following a mediocre olive crop, there
was & certain diminution in Italian imports of Libyan products during 1959.
However, it was Italy's view that, {aking overall the products covered by the
Decision, Italy's imports from Libya were developing normally without prejudice
to the export interests of other contracting parties.

Mr, IMUSA (Libya), having referred to the moderate 1959 olive crop and the
recent unfavourable forecasts for the 1960 crop, stressed that Libya's produc-
“tion and export of dlive oil, for which the Italian market was at present the
sole outlet, would become increasingly important, as more trees were coming
ennually into full production, Mr. Musa then outlined recent measures taken
by his Government to increase productivity and exports and to broaden the range
of exportable products. This had already brought some success, e.g. small
shipments of Libyan wine to Burone, but it would take time before the Govern-
ment's efforts could have sn appreciable effect on the total volume and value
of Libyals exports. Meanwhile, Italy continued to be Libya's largest customer
and the waiver was of great importance to Libyas

The CONTRACTING PARTIES took note of the reports by the Governments of
Itely and Libyaa
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Te Artlcle ZXVITI renegotiations - extension of closing date for
notifications (TN.60/SR.3 and 4)

The CHATRMAN said that, wlthin the scope of the present Tariff Conference,
a number of contracting parties had entered into renegotiations under the
provisions of paragraph 1 of Arvicle ZIVIII for the withdrairal or modification
of certain concessions contained in their schedules to GATT. The items
affected were to be notified by the end of September in accordance with the
rule laid down in the third Interpretative Note to paragraph 1 of Article XXVIII.
The Governments of Canada and the United States, however, had informed the
Tariff Negotiations Committee that they would wish to notify items for renego~
tiation up to 30 November and they had accordingly reguested an extension of the
time-limit referrsd to. The other contracting parties concerned had signified
through their representatives in the Cormittee that they would agree to receive
such notificatlions not later than 30 November. Accordingly, the Committee had
decided to report this agreement to the CONTRACTING PARTIES at the »resent

gession.

Mr. KRUGER (South Africa) referred to the list of items notified by his
Government for renegotiation under paragraph 1 of Article XVIII which was
circulated by the secretariat on 7 September 1960, Mr. Kruger said his
Covernment also wished to request an extension of time until 30 November so
as to add a few items to its list.

Mr. TREU (Austria) said that his Government might also wish to avail
itself of this facility.

The CONTRACTING PARTIES agreed to grant to the Governments of Austria,
Canada, South Africa and the United States an extension of time, up to
30 November 1960, to notify items for renegotiation under Article XXVIII duyiang
the current Tariff Conference. The Chairman said that if any other
contracting party should require an extension of time its request could be
considered by the CONTRACTING PARTIES; any such request submitted after the
close of thc session should be addresscd to the Tariff Negotiations Cormittses

8¢ Restrictive business practices

The CHATR!MAN announced that lir. Swaminathan (India), who had been
appointed at the sixteenth session as Chairman of the Working Party on
Restrictive Business Practices, had advised that he would not be able to serve
in this capacity. The Chairman proposed Mr. de la Fuente Locker (Peru) as
Chairman of the Working Party, which would meet-within & few days. -

This was agreed.

The meeting adjourned at 4.50 p.m.



