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tissues under negotiations in the various
Sdreas — agriculture, NAMA, services, etc.

Members’ positions on the key issues

e The Way forward




. e
Jhe DDA Negotiationsass

R Round Iaunched in Doha (Qatar) at Fourth

C \J J N U | J "

s failure in Seattle, USA in December 1999

cerns of developing countries — marginalisation

—intl e MTS, lack of transparency and inclusiveness

—*’Members resolved to place needs and interests of
_ developing countries at heart of negotiations

® Work Programme: 2 tracks — negotiating issues
under the TNC, and non-negotiating issues under
the General Council — work eing carried out in
various WTO bodies




Arez Unaer The Negotiationsis
SMAgrcultUre (IncludingrCotton) =

2 Sarvices

SN EIEAGIIcUlulrall Market Access
SIRIPSN(Gls Register)

SO RUles (AD, Subsidies, RTAs)

= D _'_'- > outside Single-Undertaking

e~
-h-_'

"’-i"l'rade and Environment
® Special and Differential Treatment
¢ [rade Facilitation

*Single Undertaking — Nothing is agreed until
everything is agreed

g




DAINEthlatlons Key Reference_

_ng Kong Declaration (WT/MIN(05)/DEC)

'-'.._r

- ‘-_

~+ Draft Agriculture Modalities (TN/AG/W/4:
August 2007)

* Draft NAMA Modalities (Job(07)/126; 17 July
2007)




SSState of'Pla

fiations were supposed to.have been =
dded by 1 January 2005

Or ac o 'and NAMA were to -

DeEen agreed by March 2003

Jline was missed. Efforts to agree on the

I|t|es In Cancun, Mexico in September
3 also failed
.‘-‘5__;.....

> A framework agreement reached in July 2004

> Efforts to reach agreement on full modalities in
July 2005 failed

> Objective to achieve full modalities also proved
elusive at the Hong Kong Ministerial Conference
in December 2005

I.




SSSState oftPlay

PYEhsive consultations<ifehe first
‘of 2006, the negotiations were
2Nded In July 2000

ere resumed in Feb 2007, but
gement on modalities for agriculture
d NAMA have still proved elusive

fﬁ«?‘embers positions on the key issues in
~— agriculture and NAMA have not
significantly evolved preventing progress
across the board

> Currently no deadline for the conclusion of
the negotiations 7
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WIEYIISSUES in Agriculture upder:
thertanee pill

pe—

SMCIEL ACCESS

: ch estlc Support

:'E.'r-"?—

-
g

_- ".'0-I’_E“‘>'<'port Competition
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Ne |cu|ture Market Access ..

SESHpStaRtEMPIeOVEMERE o a

gl tUal proatcts

WAgreement ini HK that a tiered formula
e ld e Used to reduce tariffs — 4 tiers

mgresswﬁy higher tariffs to be
reduced by a greater percentage

® | ack of progress on the tariff bands
(thresholds) and the cuts to be made
within each band




percent

701

60

50+

40

30+

20+

World Average Tariffs

NIANANANANIN

MFN

Applied

O Agriculture

O Industrial
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Market Access — Tariffs
Chair’s Draft Modalities

Band Thresholds Developed Countries | Developing Countries
Developed Developing Cuts cuts

0=20%0 ‘ 32% - 35%

2050-50%0 50~8050 55-6056 570 - 4050

5006-750 80-1302% 652-65% 219 - 43%

4 /5%+ 130+ 66-73% 44% - 49%

11




~ Other Market Access Issues —
Members Positions s
o [res rr ent of SENSITIVE PRODUCTS

- 1Y% alAS BliaZ]

- 5Y%)3 E EC

- ,LJ G10

> Frer ment off SPECIAL PRODUCTS
== < 20% of tariff lines: G-33

= US — |imited flexibility for developing countries;
“only a few tariff lines

" - Intermediate positions: Pakistan, Thailand,
Malaysia

- TRQs: should it be based on domestic
consumption or current import volumes and the
cuts to be made 12

-




_ Other Market Access Issues — -
Chair's Draft Modalities=

e SIEINSINIVIS RO

— N ,_er: [4] [6] or [6] [8] per cent of tariff lines
Whene over 30% ofi tariff lines in the top band.
DEV 2leping countries can designate one-third more

m——

-

:.'reatment 1/3 - 2/3 of reduction for developed
: '_-J countries and not less than 2/3 by developing

- countries;

= Q_Tariff Rate Quota (TRQ): [4][6] per cent or [3][5] per
cent of domestic consumption depending on the
deviation

i

— Higher levels envisaged if the member chooses to
have a higher number of sensitive products E




Other Market Access Issues —

/A
Gl

-F.. -

—

SINDIMBENE 5-6 per cent of tariff lines

= No"f I drait text — each developing-
GOl ntry Vlember has right to self-designate
a proprlate number of tariff lines as special

- l"-

== prod UCts

|
= —

—DeS|gnat|on to be guided by: food security,
livelihood security, rural development
(verification)

— Higher level for SVEs

14

Chair’s Draft Modalities =
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_ Other Market Access Issues -
Chair's Draft Modalities

- [ ]
W AW 2 a aVae | a ] .
| 4

ped-country Members after end of
mentation period (IP). 50% of tariff lines to be
*at start of IP and the rest in equal instalments;

= —

S OR
mmtam SSG for tariff lines equivalent in number to

__..H—-— e i

-:-

= entitlement under sensitive product provision — volume
trigger to be set at 25%; maximum of additional 1/3 of
applied tariff

}, |

15
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= - leellhood security
| - 2 distinct triggers: Price and Quantity
- NOT to provide protection for preferential suppliers
— s0 NO preferential trade counted in trigger
[Chair’s recommendations. No draft text as yet]

16




| ~Ot1ﬂarket Access Issues —
Chair’s Draft Modalities

= *‘Fullest Liberalisation™ to be given meaning
— If top band cut for developed countries is

[66] [73]%, then cuts for tropical products will be at
least this

o7,




_ Other Market Access Issues -
Chair's Draft Modalities

e
specific language in text, because positions far

_;£= ; intensive work required

= g ticket” items (bananas and sugar) at heart of
" issue

_.;:

Need to recognize that preference erosion will occur

_._

= '*_ -~ as result of negotiations

— — Important not to focus on mathematical inevitability
but on precise products where genuine impact

-  Lengthening of implementation period; also non-trade
based solutions

18




) tM‘arket Access Issues -

==\ \eed to keep focus on demonstrable and quantifiable

) .__.

— ~cases (so don't get lost in abstract chains of value

e

= added)
- Possible de facto threshold benchmark — proxy
measure for more egregious cases

19




Other Market Access Issues —

,'verse effects of tariff escalation not
_'i_nated by tiered formula, Members to

"'untries to find solution

- —
-h-_'
i

= Tariff escalation reductions in identified
~ _ products (by developed countries and others
who can)

-
i —
™
'-"-.
p—

- Possibility of joint action through commodity
agreements

20




_Other Market Access Issues —
Chair’s Draft Modalities =~

- - R

'_required to undertake tariff reductions

- s

: -QF for all LDC products by 2008 or start of

= mplementatlon period; where difficulties, 97% at
:-;fstart to increase gradually to 100%

- _‘._

= —

- Ensure preferential rules of origin

- Cotton Market Access: DFQF for LDCs from start of

Implementation period 5




Other Market Access Issues — -

S 'Lhoderate tiered formula tariff cuts

= Entitled to moderate the two-thirds cut by a further
{10] ad valorem points in each band (para. 51)

—

o
- —-_._',_
______'-_'.

- —

=— Enhanced improvements in market access by
developed countries and others able (advanced

developing countries) to do so

22
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Pomestic Support .

| veIs of support by develope countrles
loping CC les provide subsidies -

Ints prowded by most developing

rles not substantial- justified as de

] m/5 or under Article 6.2 of the Agreement

Agrlculture
'-f“Agreement in HK that there will be three bands

for the reduction of Overall Trade-distorting
Domestic Support (OTDS) — EC in top band,
Japan and US in second band, all others

(including developing-country Members) in third
band 23




’-Ebmestic Stpport
——
ase Overall Trade- Dlstortlng Domestic

be the sum.of the Final Bound
AMS +10 per cent of value of production
1995 2000 base period (5% of product-
ific and 5% of non-product-specific AMS) +
hlgher of existing average Blue Box
ﬁé’yments or 5% of the average total value of

— agricultural production, in the 1995-2000 base
 period

e Agreement that OTDS will be reduced by 20%
in the first year

c—

fr=
=

24
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A=

=

0

o

S

=)

L
1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001
1 Green 19 22 18 19 20 22 20.7
I Blue 21 22 20 20 20 22 23.7
[ Amber 51 52 51 47 48 44 39.3
——WTO limit| 78.7 /6.4 /4.1 71.8 69.5 67.2 67.2

25




Domestic Support - United States

5 1
1 s e R s S
c
Q40 4| | b i e
i
o 30 | i b e e
n
S 204 [ T T L
10 (e
7 7
1995 2000 2001
== Green 46 51.8 513 498 497 50 50.1
EEE Blue 7 0 0 0 0 0 0
De minimis | 1.6 1.2 0.8 4.8 7.4 7.3 7
= Amber 6.2 5.9 6.2 10.4 16.9 16.8 14.4
—A—WTO limit | 23.1 22.3 215 207 19.9 19.1 19.1
=4
=

26




Chair’s draft modalities - OTDS

Bands

Range

Proposed Cuts

1-EC

= 60 billion

[75] [85] Y%

2 — US and Japan

=10 billion and <

[66] [73] %

60 billion
3 —Others — < 10 billion [50] [60] %
Developed and
Developing

27




DOMESTIC SUPPORT
Chair’s Draft Modalities

'!7\‘:-4\
G

* Under the Chairman’s proposal, US OTDS will be
reduced from $48.2 billion to between $13 and
$16.4 billion. Under its own proposal, it will be

reduced to $22.5 billion

* According to the recent notification by the US, its
payments on OTDS amounted to $ 16.3 billion in
2002, $10.2 billion in 2003, $18.1 billion in 2004
and $18.9 billion in 2005

« Estimated that because of high commodity prices
last year, the US payments on OTDS amounted to
$11 billion. Figure not confirmed by the US

WTO OMC
28
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Chair’s Proposed Draft

Modalities - AMS

Bands Range Proposed Cuts
1 = 40 billion [70] %
2 >15 billion and < | [60] %
40 billion
3 < 15 billion [45] %

29




Domestic Support
Chairman’s proposals

* Under the Chairman’s proposal, the amber box limit
of the US will be reduced from $19.1 billion to $7.6
billion

* According to figures provided by the US, AMS
payments for 2002, 2003, 2004 and 2005 were $9.6
billion, $6.9 billion, $11.6 billion and 12.9 billion,
respectively.

* Brazil and Canada are alleging in the dispute
settlement proceedings that the US exceeded its
WTO limits for most of these years, a claim the US
denies.

—=)
"

‘//
WTO OMC

30




Domestic Support

. PRODUCT-SPECIFIC AMS CAPS — average applied during
the UR implementation period (1995-2000)

« Forthe US — average between 1995-2004 and 1995-2000

« S&D for developing countries — base period (1995-2000 or
1995-2004)

 DE MINIMIS: to be reduced by [50] [60] per cent by developed
countries.

« S&D for developing countries: some exempted, others to make
two-thirds of the cuts of developed countries

« BLUE BOX: maximum permitted value not to exceed 2.5 per
cent of the average total value of agricultural production

« Lesser cut if over 40% of Member’s support placed in the blue
2 pox
"w>PDeeper cut in AMS support for cotton 31




~ Export Competition —
air's Draft Modalities

N asrms of exnort subsidies b 013.
tary outlays- 50% reduction by 2010 and the rest
1a 3l instalments

I ction commitments also on quantity of exported
dL cts

,ﬁ&D for developing countries. Developing countries to
= benefit from the provisions of Article 9.4 until 5 yrs after
the end of the implementation period

—

* Proposed strengthened disciplines on agricultural
exporting STEs and international food aid

* Elimination of all forms of export subsidies for cotton.
32




T aeneral Reactions to.
|

i
~ Chair’s draft mod

Y OSIV EHIPErS WEICOMIEC tIE oleziitiion e
zir)c) ~_id could be basis for further work

[
—_—

> Ykl ket access most difficult pillar: not
= enough clarity on flexibilities to allow

.—'-..._-—

.r._.__r

— *assessment of ambition

* More positive reaction than to NAMA draft
modalities text (circulated at same time)

33




ext Steps Agrlmlgaré“ ——

Jnrer Sive consultations /negotiations
oruo' J
REVIS ioniof draft modalities text (mid-

Nr\‘ PEr?)
= ;_Based on Intensive consultations, but

_._

— ‘Fﬂa Chair’s text
—— Tlmlng critical

* Need to coordinate with timing of texts in
other areas — linkages

34
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NAMA ="Chairs Draft Modalities
SMNEVAISSUES - il

SCINIUIE O E PPIIEARSIVI or
SWISSELYPE fiormula (ABL formula)

Brieatment of unbound tariffs — non-linear
merkeup

=Elexibilities for developing countries —

= paragraph 8 flexibilities

= —Flexibilities for paragraph 6 countries, i.e.

-~ countries which have bound less than

35% of tariff lines
—Sectoral approach
—NTBs
— Flexibilities for LDCs, SVEs, RAMS 35




S Formula -

—
VAGOPLION of a S|m]3le Swiss Formula
iGN GNCOE S :

—”w Hier developed countries; and
9-23 for developing countries

=P =@duct coverage to be comprehensive
W|thout a prori exclusions

® Reductions or elimination on the basis
of bound rates

36




SEeRmMUla — lreatment of _
Unbound tariffsg™

L For U bound rates,, ar constant non-linear
Elsall eI 2056 tortneE M EN appliedirate in
igENIESE Vear (14 Nevember 2001)
SAEGNVErSIon of non ad-valorem duties into ad
- va joremiequivalents

ference period for import data: 1999-2001

e Reductlons for developed-country and
developing-country Members in 5 and 9
eqgual instalments, respectively

-

37




f”lfﬁ‘fe Or develeping countkes

Lo formula; —para'8'ﬁ€>?|blllt|es
yinGNESStisaNiermUIBicUtSHoRUPIte »

chapters

e Alternatively, where flexibility not used,
developing-country Member can apply a
coefficient of b + 3 in the formula 38




exibilitiesifor developing countries
With low:binding covergge

ASEREXCEPLIBN, PANICIPaN ith a binding

sOVEade oirnen-agriculttral arh iInes off Iess

prenrsSIpercent would belexempt from making

enireductions through the formula. Instead,

"rhggi‘v expected to bind 90 percent of non-

o gricultural tariff lines at an average level that

= ‘:does not exceed the overall average of bound

~_ tanffs for all developing countries after full
implementation of current concessions which is at

28.5%.

( Developing Members concerned are: Cameroon; Congo, Cote

d'Ivoire; Cuba; Ghana; Kenya; Macao, China; Mauritius; Nigeria; Srl
Lanka; Suriname; and Zimbabwe.)




_ “tariff binding commitments in accordance with
thelr individual development objectives.

_0 Duty-free, quota-free access for LDCs —
transparency ( Hong Kong Declaration)

40




__ Flexibilities for DCs

Acce raingly, by the time Members submlt thelr
somprEEnsivEdiafinsehedUIEs 6fi CONGESSIONS, -
rleveli ped-country’ Members shall, and

,,, opIRg-country: Members declaring themselves
m 05|t|on to do so should:

form trie WO of the products that are currently
mmred under duty free and guota free market access
= JorLDCs;

- notify the internal procedures by which they will
implement the Decision,; and

- provide an indication of the possible time frame
wiithin which they intend to fully implement the
Decisfon as agreed. 41




~ FEXiDility for Small'Vulnerable =

an Economiessme
J Serr ehi for: benchmarks of vulnerability.
apanEened. Singlereligiviity” criterion based
oNvallie of NAMA trade from 1999-2001:
0. 1%
SO options: a formula tariff reduction with
a-.xpanded flexibilities or a target average
“tariff reduction as proposed by SVES

® Chair’s recommendation: tariff average
approach, in 3 tiers based on average
bound tariffs, and including a minimum
line-by-line tariff reduction &

i




Sxibility for'Small Vulnerable Economies

g
SVigereruhe SVE hasibeund 50%’3rﬁ-e— of Its

LeldliIRES) ItS overaII tariff dVerage shiall net
EXCEEW" Z22Y/0x =ISPECIaI"CONSIEEration on
deeplntiofrits low: level of binding coverage and
tr)e fi st that SVES will be expected to bind 100%

or tnjelif tariff lines

=Rl ere the SVE has bound between 30% and
%% of its tariff lines, its overall tariff average
- snall not exceed 18%

s \Where the SVE has bound less than 30% of its
tariff lines, its overall tariff average shall not
exceed 14%

® SVEs to make a minimum tariff reduction of 10%
for 95 per cent of their tariff lines




_-‘_

For unbound tariff lines, SVE to determine
e levellofi the initial binding of those tariff lines

errall binding target average to be made
~ effective at the end of the implementation period
through 9 equal rate reductions. First reduction
to be made 1 year after the implementation of the
DDA results

® All'duties to be bound on an ad-valorem basis




———

=E) 'ill'm‘Recently Acceded Members

SRPGELentialilist off RAMSirEcuador, Bllgaria,

MEIgEelie, Panania, Kyidyz Republic, Jerdan,
EEOIE I AlanIa; Omean, Croatia), Meldeva, Chlna,
ShINESe Tlaipei, Armenia, Former Yugoslav
REPUIIC of Macedonia, Saudi Arabia, Vietnam and
TQ-

SSERAMS have to apply the formula, with the

= &xception off Armenia, Former Yugoslav Republic

- of Macedonia, Saudi Arabia, Vietnam and Tonga

® A grace period of 2 years shall apply on a line-by-
line basis and shall begin as of the date of full
Implementation of the accession commitment on
that tariff line 45

g
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F 'ill‘m‘Recently Acceded Memlers

- on perod/or 2 equal
SARREXtEnded Implementation perioarei*2 egual
BeNeductions te implement commitments (I.e. In
add]t]q OItRETST o 9 egualiinstalments foreseen)

Sisreduction to be implemented on 1 January of
't y rar jellowing the entry into force of the DDA
5L its With the exception of those tariff lines

&= Covered above

-

e

e

= 1n respect of those tariff lines, the first reduction
- shall be implemented on 1 January of the year
following completion of the grace period

® [n both cases, each successive reduction to be
made effective on 1 January of each of the
following years 46




e R ,
' Sectorals ..
S EVelement in'ﬁﬂfilling tne Doha

[flzlflelelis
F2iticipation on anon-mandatory basis

PADIsclssions to date have focussed on
eﬁnlng critical mass, scope of product

= boverage implementation period and

- SDT for developing countries

e Members participating in sectorals to
Intensify their work

-

47




INBR=reciprocal preferences

SIS Asment of therscope of the preference

Ig) i ﬁlllng the Doha mandate

=

ggested possible solutions:

E'Ei = Ajd-for-Trade to address the underlying challenges
~  faced by beneficiary countries — diversification of
exports and strengthening competitiveness;

- Possible longer implementation periods;

- Correction coefficient — opposed by several Members,
who argue that trade measures are not apposite for
addressing the problem 48




a—

P—— .
R\ GNR-reciprocal preferences
P — P ——

tlon thatiMEN! liberalization will
re Erences

ztion of: tariff on eligible products to be
"n' mented In 7 equal rate reductions

_ iead of 5 eqgual rate reductions by
%eference -giving countries

- o Eifst reduction to be implemented on 1
January of the year following the entry into
force off DDA results

e

49




?Th"é_gotiations; resolution of bilateral

~ reguests; intensification of work

e Capacity-building measures

® Non-agricultural environmental goods

50




 (GEnenal reactions to Chair’s,. .«
* draft Modalitiesss

SEVE]E evelom counties particulany those
oeJonJJG GRNAIVIA areror theview thatleveloi™
ZIRIIGRNS teoNIgh when compared to the

ZEEHlltRe text

AREr@ciober 2007 General Council, South Africa

m rpf dliced a new proposal on behalf of the ACP,

zan Group, NAMA-11 and SVEs. Some LDCs
Xpressed support for the South African text

=—: I\/Ialn demands: Structure of the text has to change.
Ambition in NAMA must be comparable to
agrlculture as foreseen in para 24 of the HK
Declaration; formula must reflect less than full
reciprocity in reduction commitments from
developing countries

51




INAVAS=SRtrinsic. Problems and

next stepsw
| hard-line stance i developed country

ermg that two thirds of membership say
le of cuts not acceptable

ate balance Ag-NAMA: e.g., reportedly
= early June India-US deal on agrlculture
”—f&;di sappeared with US/EC hard line on NAMA

" e Continued intensive work:
® Impact of South African paper?

® Revision of Chairman’s draft modalities text
(November?)

® Timing critical due to linkages 52

.




SR Services

aber of offers on the table quite” e
sfactory, but problem is their quality. In

2 o offers do not match prevailing
SS granted by countries

fissue is how to get improved offers. Will

s plurilateral request/offer approach deliver

= —:'—. l ?
= proved offers:

—e Proposal of developed countries that there
should be a plurilateral component committing

Members to a certain level of ambition

® Some developed-country Members would want
an express linkage to the level of ambition in
services to those in agriculture and NAMA =

il




. Services

d by developed-country Members that =
S ould be a m|n|ster|al S|gnaII|ng exercise

A modalities
ction to the proposals by most developing-
ntry Members who insist that any multilateral

: --.--"13? should respect faithfully the agreed guidelines
the negotiations

= Issues of concern to developing countries: Mode
4 (Temporary movement of persons)

* GATS rules — progress on domestic regulation
disciplines — draft being discussed by Members

* Draft text to be circulated (When?)— link with
timing of other texts %




Rules
rahsparency mechanism agreed Th%ggember

_ﬁ;regards antidumping, work has advanced. Members
~— —have tabled proposals on a number of subjects, including
~ product under investigation/ consideration, like product,

domestic injury, dumped imports, standing rules,
determination of normal value, constructed export price,
conditions under which export price can be disregarded,
cumulative assessment of imports, price undertakings,
lesser duty rule, public notice and period of data coIIectlon

for investiaations

w—




S Rules

2gards subsidies, the proposals-have focussed =~
on the foIIowmg issues: cIarlﬂcatlon and

drovisions, definition
S|dy and caIcuIatlon methodology, prohibited
dies — export and import substitution subsidies,

2dies for prohibited subsidies, export credits, serious
fejudice, non-actionable subsidies, subsidy

'—'-;- tifications, SDT, natural resource and energy pricing,
-f"t?:'rxatlon

~» As regards fisheries subsidies, substantial progress has
been made since the resumption of negotiations in
February 2007

® Broad agreement that subsidies which contribute to

overfishing, overcapacity and depletion of global stocks
shotilld be nrohibited




_— Rules

ic approaches — O —
r the “top-down” approach favoured by the Friends of
lumping (Argentina, Australia, Chile, Ecuador, Iceland,
aland, Peru, Philippines, United States) and other

e s there WI|| be a broad prohibition of all fisheries
s ‘and a negotiated list of exemptions

er the “bottom-up” approach favoured by Korea, Japan

1 Chlnese Taipei there will be a positive list of prohlblted
= S|d|es which would be identified on a case-by-case basis
taklng into account their harmful effects on trade and
environment

e Under the third approach advocated by Indonesia, the
disciplines should closely follow existing SCM disciplines.
Apart from export and import substitution subsidies, all
fisheries subsidies unless otherwise specified should be
classified as actionable subsidies 57




T —

pECiEIRandidifiierential treatment for deyglgpmg —
sllgtESH Caribbean, Paciic andl Indiamn 6cean: coastal

i jve proposed that any eventual disciplines

IOt COVer the fellowingl fisheries activities i small
raﬁs coastal states: (1) revenue generation firom

ees for distant water fleets; (i) operations for
,,g)r N the EEZs and territorial sea — canneries, loining

| {domestlc processing facilities; and (iii) artisanal

heries within the territorial sea and the EEZ for

= domestic and export market

®; Argentina and Brazil have proposed that developing
countries should be allowed generally to develop their
fisheries resources. Should be allowed to subsidise the
construction and repair of fishing vessels, support fishing
fleets with fuel or ice provided not exploiting non-
endangered species, support for artisanal communities™

(—1
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!
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SSRules — Next steps -
ifman indicated that it was his intention
ioNGilelietesardrafistextijustareundsthe time
IENEVISEd agriculture and NAMA texts

e circulated

sinkages with Ag and NAMA: Without

= substantial progress on these two issues, it

= would be difficult to make progress in the
—rules negotiations

i

59




—_— . -
SPE jalland Diffferential Tire _‘gtment

SENGERmUCH priogress Since thelCancun Ministerial
SONIEHENCE

IIRPESSE OVer whether the 28 Agreement-specific
r)ror)r' agreed in Hong Kong should be

rmr\ Bsted or revisited to make them more
Sforceable?

ﬁfrlcan Group not in a hurry to adopt the decisions
~0n the grounds that they lack economic value

® [Pecisions on 5 Agreement-specific LDCs proposals
iIn HK, the most significant being the decision on
duty-free, guota-free access for products of export
Interest to LDCs

60




—
al and Differentiall Tre _tgtment

' . about implementation of the DFQF

—_
«c

* e 1T propesals — not much progress
relevant WTO bodies

[l Afrlcan Group wants the CTD Special
a%Séssmn to examine these proposals.
~ Opposed by developed-country Members

® 16 remaining category I and III proposals —
focus on 7/ proposals. New language
needed on the remaining 9 proposals as
Members’ positions are widely divergent ¢




“Srade Facilitation 0

¥ Goorl orogress in thenegotiations: —-t'r' —

_jtewde comments on draft rules/regulations,

= information on policy objectives, advance rulings,
~_appeals procedures and due process, impartiality and
non-discrimination, import/export fees and
documentation, consular transactions, cooperation
between customs authorities and relevant officials,

transit matters

62




Stade Facilitation

- —
REStom IR approachrhas 'Earovided the:@hairperson of the™
NG uts 70) prepare ardraiit text fer Members:

corisiclarzs

VEReralERge would beow! torcome: Up with effective
AISEIPIINESIWAIIE at the same time giving effect to the broad
PIeVIsSIeNson special and differential treatment for LDCs and
dEVEIOpIng countries. Will they be watertight or voluntary

-r._._

S ashiicias developing countries are concerned?

ﬁﬁmplementatlon of obligations, two approaches —
= Staged approach and' a tailor-made approach which takes
INtoraccount the circumstances of each developing-country
Member. Emphasis on building the technical and financial
capacities to implement any new disciplines

¢ Timing of the Chair’s text dependent on developments in
other areas — Ag, NAMA, Services, Rules etc
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S Other Issues

o
SIYISPIEISEtiement (eUside the single'ﬁhaéﬁlgl-wg) —
ProEness has been made onl the followingissues: third
PEItyATEhiSSEaUENcIngNEmendiatthonty) post=retaliation =
IinEreidrafit text based on developments in other areas
gptnENEgetiations, even though the DSU negotiations are
SISIGEIGLE single undertaking

J r felefd and Environment: Progress has been uneven. Work
= vanced on the preparation of lists of environmental
— ‘-goods and services

o TRIPS Issues — Extension of the additional protection
provided to wines and spirits to other products. Members’
positions are widely divergent. Progress dependent on the
results of the agriculture negotiations

e [RIPS Register — automatic legal effects or not and the
Issue of participation- should it be mandatory or voluntary




“*Process Forward —
prmodalitiesimAgrand NA

1

Prppar“ schedules pased on modalities

\/ermr tion ofi schedules
2 C _@ C ude negotiations in other areas including
- Sef jices, rules, development etc

[l
—

=7 Legal drafting

e Signing of Final Act

e Domestic ratification processes
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