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INTRODUCTION

The Ministry of Commerce, Government of Pakistan, deputed the following officers for a two week attachment with the Permanent Mission of Pakistan to the World Trade Organization (WTO), Geneva, Switzerland under Public Sector Capacity Building Programme.  
· Mr. Tajammal Hussain

    
Deputy Director, Trade Development Authority of Pakistan, Karachi

· Mr. Muhammad Naseer,

  
  Deputy Director, Trade Development Authority of Pakistan, Lahore

2.
The objective of the attachment was to give direct exposure to 
i. The regular meetings servicing existing WTO Agreements.

ii.  The special sessions dealing with the on-going multilateral negotiations under the umbrella of WTO.

iii. The work of the WTO Mission, Geneva and getting acquainted with Pakistan’s   stance on different trade issues in WTO.

iv. Commercial and export promotional work undertaken by Mission

  3.
The officers were provided an opportunity to participate in both formal and informal meetings of negotiating councils, groups, committees, on various trade related issues, which  is a process  leading to final   recommendations for eventual agreements acceptable to the entire WTO membership. The role of informal meetings in the consensus building process was particularly appreciated 

4.
On completion of the attachment (w.e.f 23rd Sep to 7th October, 2007) the officers as per requirement have prepared a report which may kindly be perused below. 

REPORT

BRIEFINGS BY OFFICERS OF THE MISSION

5.  
The Permanent Mission devised a well structured programme for the attachment. The officers paid a courtesy call on H.E. Ambassador of Pakistan, Dr. Manzoor Ahmad who  spoke at length, about working of the Mission and  about overall functioning of WTO system i.e multilateral negotiations, implementation of agreements, dispute settlements , TPR,  etc from Pakistan’s perspective. The officers also called on Mr. Zafar Iqbal Qadir, DPR, who briefed about Anti Dumping, RTAs, and Trade Policy Review Mechanism.   Ms Shaista Sohail, Economic Counselor, gave a comprehensive presentation on GATS, its importance to attract foreign investment and   role of services for Pakistan’s economy. She elaborated the contents of Pakistan’s initial offer furnished in 2005 and also about how revised offer is being developed in consultation with stake holders. As regards NAMA , Dr. Muhammad Saeed, Commercial Counselor, explained  WTO’s, July 17, 2007 proposal, which has suggested a coefficient of 8-9 for developed countries and 19-23 for developing countries in Swiss Formula for reduction of tariffs. According to him, recent NAMA proposal if implemented will reduce duties for most tariff lines in our principal export sectors i.e. textiles and leather sector, in E.U. and USA to 4-7% from current 5-32%. Mr. Ahmad Mukhtar, Commercial Secretary, explained AOA and its three pillars i.e. market access, domestic support and export competition. He also elaborated positions of Pakistan and other different groups such as G10, G20, G33, Cairns Group, ACP and C4 on these issues.  July, 2007 proposal on Agriculture also came into discussion. He also briefed about TRIPS Agreement and current negotiations encompassing geographical indications, biodiversity, and enforcement issues. Ms Shandana Gulzar Khan, Legal officer, briefed the officers about Dispute Settlement Mechanism of WTO. 

6.
The officers were provided opportunities to attend formal and informal meetings of various WTO bodies including Cairns Group, Committee on Agriculture, G20, Dispute Settlement, NAMA, Trade Facilitation etc.


Before discussing the current situation on multilateral trade issues, report will briefly give an overview of the trade rounds (1948 - 1995)  

TRADE ROUNDS

7.
From 1948-1995, General Agreement on Trade and Tariffs (GATT) provided framework for rules of international trade with a view to liberalize  and promote  international  trade and reduce trade disputes between trading nations. This led to following rounds 
	Round
	Subjects covered
	Developed countries  
	Developing countries  

	Dillon

(1947-1961)
	Tariff, 
	Request / offer
	-

	Kennedy

(1964-1967)
	Tariffs and anti-dumping measures
	Linear cut formula (50% cut), but allowed less than formula cuts for a few products
	Request/offer

	Tokyo

(1973-1979)
	Tariffs non-tariff measure, frame work agreements
	“Swiss formula” with coefficient of 14 and 16 was used, some exceptions allowed (peaks generally reduced) 
	Request/offer

	Uruguay

(1986-1994)
	Tariffs non tariff measures, rules, services, intellectual property, dispute settlements, textile, agriculture and creation of WTO. 
	Targeted simple average reduction (33.3% AVG) plus some sectoral agreements (zero for zero and harmonization)
	Request/offer

Ceiling bindings 


8.
GATT was able to ensure continual reduction of tariffs, for industrial goods, but Uruguay Round also included Agriculture, Textile and Services sectors, in Trade negotiations and agreements, Uruguay round (1986-1994),   negotiations gave birth to multilateral trading system operated by WTO which has following basic principles.  
· Without discrimination – a country should not discriminate between its trading partners (giving them equally “most-favoured-nation” status) 

· It should not discriminate between its own and foreign products, services or nationals (giving them “national treatment”) 

· Freer – barriers  both tariff and non tariff coming down through negotiations

· Predictable – foreign companies investors and governments should be confident that trade barriers (including tariffs and non-tariff barriers) should not be raised arbitrarily; tariff rates and market opening commitments are “bound” in the WTO;

· More competitive – discouraging “unfair” practices such as export subsidies and dumping products at below cost to gain market share;

· More beneficial for less developed countries – giving them more time to adjust, greater flexibility, and special privileges. 

9. The main legal instruments negotiated in the Uruguay Round.

A. Marrakesh Agreement Establishing the World Trade Organization

B. Multilateral agreements

I.
Trade in goods

General Agreement on tariffs and trade (GATT 1994)

Associate Agreements

a. Agreement on Customs Valuation

b. Agreement on Pre-shipment Inspection (PSI)

c. Agreement on technical barriers to trade (TBT)

d. Agreement on Sanitary and Phytosanitary measures (SPS)

e. Agreement on import licensing procedures

f. Agreement on safeguards

g. Agreement on subsidies and countervailing measures (SCM)

h. Agreement on Anti-dumping (ADP)

i. Agreement on Trade related investment measures (TRIMs)

j. Agreement on textile and clothing (ATC)

k. Agreement on Agriculture

l. Agreement on Rules of Origin


Understanding and decisions:

a. Understanding on balance of payment 

b. Decision Regarding Cases where Customs Administrations Have reasons to doubt the truth of Accuracy of the declared value (decisions on shifting the burden of proof)

c. Understanding on the interpretation of Article XVII of GATT 1994 (state trading enterprises)

d. Understanding on rules and procedure governing  settlement of disputes

e. Understanding on binding of tariff concessions

f. Decision on trade and environment

g. Trade policy review mechanism

II.
Trade in Services



General Agreement on Trade in Services (GATS)

III.
Intellectual Property Rights (IPRs)

Agreement on trade related aspects of intellectual property rights (TRIPS)

C. Plurilateral trade agreements

a. Agreement on Trade in civil aircraft

b. Agreement on government procurement 

10.
WTO is the umbrella organization responsible for the implementation of WTO agreements and legal instruments. It also provides a system for settlement of disputes so as to ensure that multilateral trading system function properly without any dispute. The establishment of a dispute settlement mechanism is very significant achievement of UR because earlier GATT system did not have any dispute resolution system. WTO also undertakes Trade Policy Review for its member countries to ensure that the members conform to the commitments and do not violate any of the agreements. WTO, thus, is a watchdog to ensure that its rules are followed in letter and spirit. After establishment of WTO, it was decided to launch new negotiations for: 

· Liberalization of trade through reduction of tariffs, elimination of NTB and trade distortion measures. 

· Issue and problems faced during implementation

· Provisions in agreements built - in agenda

· New subjects such as, Trade and Investment, Trade and Competition Policy, Trade Facilitation, Transparency  in Government procurement, Trade and Environment and Electronic Commerce. 

DOHA ROUND

11.
 Since inception of WTO in 1995, developing countries complained that they are not getting benefits from liberalization due   to slow pace of implementation of WTO agreements.  They were not particularly happy on low Market Access   in developed world and also over trade  distortions caused in Agriculture sector due to   massive exports subsidies and colossal domestic support provided by EC, USA, Japan and other developed countries. Developing countries also claimed that developed countries have tariff peaks and tariff escalation in the sectors and products of their export interest, which practically curtails whatever market access available and their valued added product diversification. Conversely, the latter called for opening of markets for non-agriculture industrial goods by developing countries especially Brazil, India, South Africa etc (which are otherwise sizeable and rapidly growing economies). Developed countries also want developing countries to liberalize   their Services sectors On the other hand ,developing countries are apprehensive of opening their markets significantly   for  industrial goods and Services   as they feel that their nascent industrial and Services sectors may not compete with their counterparts in developed countries . Hence,  they seek certain flexibilities /exemptions from tariff cuts for their sensitive lines   Moreover , they call for reduction of Non tariff barriers for export of industrial and agri goods to developed countries. They   also   demand reduction of Tariff peaks and tariff escalation (higher tariff on high value processed items) by developed countries on products/lines that are important to developing countries.  In Nutshell, developing countries ask for liberalization of agriculture sector by developed countries   in return for reduction in industrial tariffs and opening of Services sectors, demanded by developed countries. 

12.
Addressing these concerns of developing countries, Ministerial declaration adopted on 14th November 2001, called for a new round of Trade negotiations called Doha Development Agenda, with the purpose to adopt measures in different trade issues that must surely result in economic development of developing countries.  
 13. 
Though, there is almost consensus amongst economists about virtues and benefits   of Free Trade but it is a fact, that each country (rather its political or economic elites) depending upon its strengths and weaknesses in respective sub sectors of Agricultures/ industrial/services, adopts offensive or defensive stance, in trade negotiations. For example, 4 African cotton exporting countries i.e Benin, Boekna  Faso, Mali, though very small players in global cotton production and exports,  are highly   dependent on cotton exports and  hence call for drastic  reduction of domestic support and export subsidies ,  mainly by US as same depresses the  global cotton prices. Similarly, big Agricultural exporters such as   Brazil, Argentina, Australia, South Africa, New Zealand take offensive position in Agriculture. USA calls for greater market access in Agriculture for its exports while trying to maintain domestic support in agriculture, to accommodate its agricultural lobby.  Same is case of EC which is providing huge export subsidies to its Dairy, Sugar and other sectors. This is true for all other developed and developing countries who takes offensive or defensive stance in all trade issues i.e  market access, domestic subsidies, export competition, flexibilities, safeguard mechanism ,  Tariff peaks, Tariff escalation, Tariff dispersion, Preference Erosion , in each  sector and sub sector of Agriculture, Industrial goods and Services. 

14. 
Quite naturally, various proposals were put forth by different groups and countries and discussed in the aftermath of Doha round launched in 2001.  To have more understanding of these proposals, it will be useful if we know about main groups (Annexure A) and their declared position on different trade issues as per their vested interests which lead to their stance on respective issues. 

15.     After failure of Cancun Ministerial in 2003, due to aggressive   position adopted by African countries and other developing countries on Agriculture, WTO issued new proposals in July 2004, trying to satisfy both developing and developed countries, for trade liberalization in agricultural, industrial goods and Services. Hong Kong Ministerial 2005 broadly reaffirmed July 2004 proposals. Though, negotiations continued after Hong Kong Ministerial, however, no compromise   could be achieved and Mr. Pascal Lamey Director General WTO, in July 2006 announced a deadlock in the negotiations. After series of trade diplomacy, Agriculture and NAMA Chairs have put forth new proposals in July 17, 2007 which are currently being discussed by both developing and developed countries. There are complex issues both in agriculture and industrial goods. While discussing, these proposals   briefly, this report will concisely, highlight basic issues pertaining to Agriculture, NAMA, Services, Dispute Settlement, Trade Facilitation, etc along with Pakistan’s position and that of different countries /groups in developing and developed countries  
AGRICULTURE:

16.
As already mentioned, there are 3 main issues in Agriculture Trade i.e. Domestic Support, Market Access and Export Competition where developing and developed countries, Net Food Import Countries (NIC), big Agri importers and exporters have divergent views.

Domestic Support:  
17.
Developed countries such as USA, E.U. Japan, and Switzerland etc. provide domestic support to their agriculture. These support/subsidies are categorized as under. 

Green Box:  All subsidies that have no or almost minimal trade distorting effect on production and do not have the effect of providing price support to producers are subsidies which are allowed, hence called Green Box subsidies. A list of Green Box subsidies, as provided in Annexure-2 of AOA, is given as under:

· Government expenditure on agricultural research, pest control, inspection and grading of particular products, marketing and promotion Services. 

· Financial participation by governments in income insurance and income safety-net programmes.

· Payments for natural disaster

· Structural adjustment assistance provided through: 

· Producer retirement programmes designed to facilitate the retirement of persons engaged in marketable agricultural production;

· Resource retirement programmes designed to remove land and other resources, including livestock, from agricultureal production;

· Investment aids designed to assist the financial or physical restructuring of a producer’s operation.

· Payment under environmental programmes

· Payments under regional assistance programmes 
18.
Naturally, these are kind of subsidies, Pakistan should be interested in. Developed counties, in contrast to, developing countries can afford, huge amount in Green Box and are thus heavily subsidizing Agriculture sector in Green Box category. For example, USA is increasing its expenditure in green box as is evident from following table:  

	Year
	*Amount of subsidy in Green Box granted by USA (Billion US$)

	2001
	50

	2002
	58.3

	2003
	64.1

	2004
	67.4

	2005
	71.8


* US notification (G/AG/N/USA/60) is available at http: //docsonline.wto.org 

Quite understandably, developing countries including G-20 demand tightening of green box criteria so that subsidies under this box, if granted, may not lead to trade distortions and un-equal level of competition. For example, Brazil has complained that USA has included its direct payments in Green Box “even though WTO ruling on cotton, declared that these can not be categorized in Green Box”.
19.
Developing countries also think that payment such as direct income support, insurance against income loss and investment should be permissible only for individual farmers whose income falls to a specific level. Domestic support should not be available to wealthy farmers and corporations. July 2007 proposal has suggested amendments in Annexure-II (Green Box) of the Agreement on Agriculture which are under discussions amongst member countries.    

Blue Box:  There are special categories of subsidies permitted under AOA. It include payments that are linked to  production but with provisions to limit production through production quotas or requirement to set aside land from production. These are allowed provided that 

· such payments are based on fixed  areas  or yields, 
· such payments are made on 85% or less of the base level of  production and 
· live stock payments made on a fixed number of head.
20.
The July 2007 proposal also suggested capping of blue box at 2.5 percent of production for developed countries and 5 percent for developing countries. However, G-20 and Cairns Group maintained that proposal will continue to facilitate box shifting practices and concentration of support in few products. This limit will apply from the commencement of the implementation period. This means that EC will have to reduce its Blue Box spending by 70% which is same as its AMS reduction.   

Amber Box:  It includes measures that heavily distort production and trade and are linked to prices of production levels.. The draft also spells out reductions for each of the components that make up a country’s OTDS. For the Amber Box, which comprises the most trade distorting support, according to July 2007 proposal, the EC would cut its current ceiling by 70 percent (from Euro: 67.16 billion to Euro: 20.1 billion) and the US by 60 percent (from US$ 19.1 billion to US$ 7.6 billion). The ceiling would be lowered by 65 percent for developed countries whose Amber Box support exceeds 40 percent of the value of their agricultural production, while other developed countries would make a 45-percent cut. Developing countries would cut their Amber Box support by two third of the normal cut. Amber box support for individual products must not exceed the average actual payments provided from 1995 to 2000, although the US may take into account the entire period from 1995 to 2004, when its payment were higher. USDA, has recently disclosed that USA paid US$ 9.6 billion in 2002, US$ 6.9 billion in 2003, US$ 11.6 billion in 2004, and US$ 12.9 billion in 2005 under Amber Box, which remained below the 19.1 billion US$ ceiling in its WTO obligation. (US notification (G/AG/N/USA/60) is available at http: //docsonline.wto.org) 

Aggregate Measures of Support (AMS):  AOA places a ceiling on total domestic support, calculated as AMS which is calculated on a product by product basis through formula 

     AMS=(Av external reference price – its applied administered price)* quantity produced.

Further, non product specific domestic subsidies are added to total subsidies calculated on a product by product basis. “de-minimus” (minimal support) are excluded from reduction commitment. De-minimus for developed countries is 5% of Agriculture products, 10% of Agri production for developing countries. Subsidies under blue box and green box are not included in AMS Major subsidizing countries who crossed minimus level, committed in UR to reduce these subsidies by 2001 as per detail given below-
Reductions in domestic support (in millions of United States Dollars)

	Participants
	Base*
	Final
	Reduction (%)

	Total
	197,721
	162,497
	18

	E C
	92,390
	76,903
	17

	Japan
	35,472
	28,378
	20

	United States
	23,879
	19,103
	20

	Mexico
	9,669
	8,387
	13

	Canada
	4,650
	3,720
	20

	Finland
	4,186
	3,349
	20

	Poland
	4,160
	3,329
	20

	Republic of Korea
	4,086
	3,543
	13

	Switzerland
	3,769
	3,016
	20

	Sweden
	3,429
	2,743
	20

	Austria
	2,534
	2,027
	20

	Norway
	2,247
	1,797
	20

	Venezuela
	1,305
	1,131
	13

	Brazil
	1,053
	912
	13


 * Subsidies granted in 1986-88

Source: Business Guide to the World Trading System (ITC)

21.
Though, the developed countries were bound to reduce these subsidies but actually they did not. e.g. USA, provided following subsidies from 1995 till 2003. 
                        







 (US Million $)
	Year
	Conservation subsidies
	Disaster subsidies
	Commodities Subsidies 
	Total

	1995
	1904.45
	657.973
	4679.76
	7,242,190,859

	1996
	1804.02
	147.62
	5322.15
	7,273,800,864

	1997
	1732.82
	105.93
	5616.33
	7,455,101,106

	1998
	1548.03
	42.39
	10767.22
	12,357,652,154

	1999
	1584.29
	2263.99
	17723.99
	21,572,285,472

	2000
	1735.41
	1437.48
	20372.05
	23,544,923,274

	2001
	1970.06
	2388.702
	18104.88
	22,463,655,475

	2002
	1991.57
	1327.667
	9644.80
	12,964,052,282

	2003
	2022.35
	2929.498
	11487.29
	16,439,154,184

	Total
	16,293.05
	11,301.26
	103,718.49
	131,312,815,670


Source: A presentation by Mr. Charit Tingsabadh, Director Centre for European studies thairt@chula.ac.th 
22.
On the other hand, developing countries were not happy with the above reduction commitments and instead, wanted more drastic reduction. Agriculture Chair has now proposed following support levels for Overall Trade Distorting Domestic Support and Aggregate Measure of Support. 

Overall trade distorting domestic support:

23.
According to July 2007 Draft, Base Overall Trade-Distorting Domestic Support shall be the sum of (i) the Final Bound Total AMS as defined in Article 1(h) of the Agreement on Agriculture plus (ii)  permitted de-minimis i.e 10% of value of production in their 1995-2000 base period (this being composed of 5% of VOP for product specific and non-product specific AMS, respectively; plus (iii) the higher of existing average Blue Box payments, or 5 percent of the average total value of agricultural production, in the 1995-2000, base period. 

24.
Just to give an example, US payment on OTDS amounted to US$ 16.3 billion in 2002, 10.2 billion in 2003, and 18.1 billion in 2004 and 18.9 billion in 2005. Though, these are considerably lower than 48 billion US$ committed by US under WTO and also within the spending gap of 22.5 billion formally tabled by US in Doha round, developing countries consider these OTDS level quite high. 

25.
Reductions proposed by July 2007 Draft in comparison to those proposed by E.U., US and G-20 are tabulated below:  

July 2007 Modalities versus EC, G-20 and US Proposals for Reduction in Overall Trade Distorting Domestic Support in Developed Countries

	Bands (US$)
	Reductions (Percent) 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	Modalities Jul-07
	EC Proposal Oct-05
	G-20 proposal Oct-05
	US Proposal  Oct-05

	>$ 60 billion
	[75] [85]
	70
	80
	75

	$ 10-$60 billion
	[66] [73]
	60
	75
	53

	<$ 10 billion
	[50] [60]
	50
	70
	31


26.
According to July 7, proposal, the text sets out two potential levels of ambition for reducing WTO members overall trade distorting support (OTDS). The EC’s current spending ceiling would be cut by 85 or 75 percent, and that of the US by 73 or 66 percent.  US needs to cap OTDS between 13 billion and 16.4 billion whereas G-20 countries want the subsidies in low teens i.e. 11-12 billion dollar. In a recent G-4 meeting, US has indicated to curtail OTDS to US$ 17 billion. Quite naturally, Pakistan wants sizeable reduction in OTDS. As US payment under OTDS depend upon the commodity price level, current high commodity prices will preclude the possibility of intersecting even US$ 13 billion unless commodity prices fall substantially. Hence, G-20 supports reduction of OTDS to low team. Japan would cut OTDS’s by 79 or 70.5 percent, and other developed countries by 60 or 50 percent. Developing countries would as a rule reduce their OTDS limit by a third less than developed countries.  

27.
  Another point of conflict is the base level determination of these commitments. EC and US have proposed years 2000-2004 wherein this spending was highest. G-20 and Cairns Group suggest 1995-2000, being a more representative period. 

28.
The proposed reduction is similar to G-20 but a bit higher than what EC and US proposed for themselves. Net Food Importing Developing Countries including Pakistan shall be exempt from reduction commitments. 

29.
The proposal has also suggested time frame for reduction. As the first installment of overall reduction, in the first year and throughout implementation period, the sum of all trade distorting support shall not exceed 80% of the base level of OTDS. The remaining reductions shall be implemented in equal steps to the end of the implementation period. 

30.
For Aggregate Measure of Support, reduction proposed in July 7, (given in table below), is lower than G-20 proposal but is more in line with the proposals put forth by EC and USA.   
July 2007 Modalities versus G-20, US, and EC Proposals for Reduction in Aggregate Measure of Support in Developed Countries

	Bands (US$)
	Reductions (percent)
	 
	 
	 

	 
	Modalities July,  2007        
	 G-20 Proposal
	US proposal
	EC proposal 

	>$ 40 billion
	[70]                       
	 80
	83
	70

	$15-$40 billion
	[60]                          
	 70
	60
	60

	<$ 15 billion
	[45]                          
	 60
	37
	50


31.
July 2007, proposal has tried to strike a compromise between the respective positions of main players, however it will not result into significant reduction in AMS and hence, G-20 proposal of 80%, 70% and 60% cut, will be more appropriate from us as reduction in domestic support will be beneficial for us especially for cotton. 

32.
The selection of a particular base period also needs to be resolved. Two base periods are being suggested i.e. 1995-2000 for developing countries and developed countries demand 1999-2001.


33.
De-minimis level shall be reduced by 50-60% for developed countries. Developing countries will not be required to undertake reduction in De-minimis. Pakistan, being an NFIDC is not required to make any reduction.  G-20 suggested 80% reduction and Pakistan should support this level. 

34.
Major domestic support and export subsidies providing countries  do not notify their spending to WTO regularly and hence it become difficult to analyze the domestic support levels and also their composition. For example, USA notified its domestic support payment performance for year 2002-05 on 4th October 2007. (US notification (G/AG/N/USA/60) is available at http: //docsonline.wto.org) 

Market Access:
35.
Agreement on Agriculture require members to

· reduce tariff

·  eliminate Non-Tariff Barriers (NTB), such as quantitative restrictions, discretionary licensing and variable levies. 

Reduction in Tariffs:  

36.
July 2007 has proposed tiered formula for tariff reduction. Proposed reduction rate along with the proposal of G-20 are given below. 

Developed Countries
	Bound Duties %
	July 7 proposal % cut
	G-20 proposal

	0-20
	48-52
	45%

	20-50
	55-60
	55%

	50-75
	62-65
	65%

	Greater than 75
	66-73
	75%


Developing Countries:

	Bound Duties %
	July 7 proposal
	G-20 proposal

	0-30
	32-34
	25%

	30-80
	36-39
	30%

	80-130
	41-43
	35%

	Greater than 130
	44-48
	40%


37.
G-20 has proposed that developed countries should undertake a formula cut of at least 50% on average while developing countries would be subject to a maximum tariff cut of 36% on average. July 2007 proposal has proposed cut slightly lesser than the one proposed by G-20 for developed countries and a slightly more cut than those proposed by G-10, countries. EC is offering 50% cut, while USA is not even supporting 50% cut by G-20 and instead demand for higher average cut. In the top tier G-20 and Cairns Group proposed a cut of 75%, USA is asking for 85% but EC and G-10 do not accept a cut beyond 60%.   Pakistan, being an agriculture country is taking an offensive stance and call for substantial reduction in tariffs. Pakistan should support G-20 and Cairns in this regard. For Pakistan, tariff cuts would be 41-43%, resulting in new bound levels of 57-59%. 

38.
July 2007, proposal limits average tariff reduction to 36-40% for developing countries. This means that Pakistan average cut would be slightly lower than 41-43% mentioned above.

39.
 No tariff caps are suggested. However G-20 suggests tariff caps of 100% for developed world and 150% for developing countries which is supported by EC and US and Cairns group. However, G-10 (Japan and Switzerland) and ACP are against capping tariffs. 
 

40.
Tariff Escalation: This means levying high duty on processed products as compared on primary products. This is of particular interest to Pakistan because Pakistan would like to increase export of processed food products and fruits and vegetables including juices. July 07, proposal has not provided any formula for their elimination, though, it has emphasized upon need to reduce tariff escalation. 

41.
Tariffs Simplification:   Developing countries mainly agricultural exporters such as G-20 and Cairns group call for simplification of tariffs to advalorem basis and want elimination of Complex Matrix Tariffs. This issue is being negotiated. 

42.
In-quota-Tariffs:  Chair proposed that these rates should be reduced to a level with ensures that trade will be capable of flowing effectively over them. Pakistan should support that these tariffs be reduced in line with the relevant tariff reduction tier. Further, Pakistan should call for better quota administration.

43.
Special products:  Developing countries based on their food security, livelihood security and rural development needs, are allowed to declare appropriate number of tariff lines as special product which will not be subjected to formula tariff reductions.  G-33 has suggested that 20% tariff line be designated at special products. However, some developing countries and US is opposing this proposal. Pakistan presented a middle ground proposal whereby special product be selected on indicator based approach that must be supported by relevant data. G-33 has suggested some indicators such as share of domestic production in total national consumption of a product and a product share in farm house-hold income or the total value of agriculture production, for determination of special products,. July 07 has supported G-33 proposals if the indicators are supported by relevant data. Recent discussions held in September 2007 has by and large supported the indictor based approach of G-33. 
44.
Special Safeguard Mechanism:  Agreement on Agriculture provides special safeguard to importing countries, if the imports surge rapidly. SSM allows imposition of an additional tariff if there is rapid surge in imports (volume trigger) or on a shipment by shipment basis, a fall of the import price, below a specified reference price (price trigger). In case of volume trigger, high duties can be applied until the end of the year. For price triggers, additional duties can be imposed on shipment concerned. July 2007 proposal call for using SSM to respond to the need of farmers in developing countries i.e. rural development, food security, and livelihood security needs. G-33, main proponent of SSM is of the view that they need an instrument to protect domestic producers against sudden import surges or price drops.  It has proposed that all products be covered under SSM and a trigger point be surge of 105% in volumes. Agricultural exporters are not supporting this proposal considering it a Market Access Barrier. Two issues, in particular still remain unresolved. The first is whether safeguard duties could be imposed only when a price decrease coincides with a surge in imports.  Secondly, can the safeguard duty exceed the imposing country’s bound tariff at the WTO.  Major agriculture exporters oppose allowing tariff increases in excess of current maximum bound levels while, G-33 argue that this might be sometimes, be necessary. In Pakistan’s case we have sufficient water between bound and applied tariff rates and hence Pakistan may not require SP & SSM provisions. 

Quantitative Restrictions:
45.
Quantitative Restrictions have been abolished through a process called Tariffication whereby countries calculate and bind tariff equivalent on the basis of average world market price for the products subject to restrictions and its internal price in the importing countries. 
46.
Tariffication process resulted in prohibitive tariffs for lines where there was quantitative restrictions. AOA increased market access to such products through Tariff Rate Quotas which is a combination of an import tariff and an import quota in which imports below a specified quantity entered at a low or zero tariff and imports above that quantity enter at a higher tariff. The commitments call for establishment of tariff quotas equal to 3% of domestic consumption in base period 1998-1988 and rising to 5% by the end of 2000 for developed countries and 2004 for developing countries respectively. Lower rates (specified in the national schedules but generally not greater than 32% of the bound terrified rates) are applicable to imports up to the quota limits, while the higher rate resulting from tariffication apply to imports over quota limits. Products under this category are meat, dairy products, and specified fresh vegetables and fruits.  

47.
Tariff Quota Expansion: Cuts on these products will be smaller than those required by formula, but more market access must be provided by expanding tariff quotas. US, Cairns group and G-20 advocate 5-6% of domestic consumption for TRQ expansion of the concerned product, whereas EC and G-10 want the current level of TRQ to be taken as basis for expansion. Members are still divided on the level of restriction in designating sensitive products. EC and G10 want to go up to 8 digits which will help them pick the products of their choice. On the other hand, big agriculture exporters suggest 6 digit levels. All members now (Sept 2007) have agreed to use the share of import in domestic consumption as the base line for quota expansion rather than previous import levels. 
48.
So far, Pakistan has not been able to avail of any tariff rate quota except the one agreed with Sri Lanka during FTA. So, Pakistan should advocate increased access under tariff rate quota and also on transparent administration of tariff quotas.  As these TRQs cover a high proportion of agriculture trade. Expansion should be on MFN basis. 

49.
Sensitive products: There are certain tariff line, which are sensitive to certain importing countries. As such, importing countries offered minimum market access for such lines. Furthermore,. July, 2007 proposal has allowed developed countries to declare 4-6% of tariff lines at HS4 level. Countries with high average tariffs, or have commitments at the HS-6 level, could designate up to 6-8% of tariff lines at sensitive products. Developing countries could designate one-third of tariff lines as sensitive.  Pakistan wants that a minimum quantity of tariff line be designated as sensitive product by developed countries and has proposed a figure of 1% of tariff lines to be declared as sensitive. On the other hand, EC and G-10 demand 15% for sensitive products.

50.
Tropical and diversification products:  Most developing countries want maximum liberalization of trade in tropical and diversification products, meaning drastic reduction in tariffs on these products because these are their major export items. They also don’t want them in the list of sensitive products. The EC and the G-10 countries however, support a formula approach. They are also of the opinion that they should have the option to self designate the tariff lines in question and that these may be declared as sensitive or special products and should be treated as such. The proposal by Cairns group is centerpiece of the discussions on this issues, however, EC and G-10 want to take Uruguay round list as the basis. Pakistan aligns with the Cairns group proposal because almost all of the products of our export interest are in this list. 
51.
Cotton:  Some African countries such as Mali, Benin, Burkino Faso, Senegal have small economies which are mostly dependent upon cotton exports. Though, they are very small players in world cotton production but the livelihood of its farmers depends upon income from cotton. They complain that the international prices of cotton remain depressed due to heavy export subsidies   and domestic support provided by USA. On the other hand, big agricultural countries such as Brazil and Australia are also against USA for its excessive trade distorting subsidies and support and in fact, Brazil won a ruling against USA from WTO on this issue. Two members of EC, are also supporting its cotton farmers. 

52.
July 2007 proposal has suggested a formula for reduction of AMS support for cotton.  

Rc = Rg + (100-Rg)*100

                 3 * Rg


Rc = Specific reduction  applicable to cotton as a percentage


Rg = General reduction in AMS as a percentage.

This will be applied to the base value of support calculated as the arithmetic average of the amounts notified by Members for cotton in supporting tables DS: 4 from 1995 to 2000. The Blue Box Cap applicable to cotton shall amount to one third of the product-specific cap that would, otherwise, have been the resultant from the methodology generally applicable above. The reductions for trade-distorting domestic support on cotton shall be implemented over a period which is one third of implementation period. 

53.
Reduction of subsidies and domestic support, on cotton is also important from Pakistan’s point of view as Pakistan is a major cotton producer and major textile exporter. Economic models have suggested that international cotton prices can go up by 10-15%, if the trade distorting, domestic support and export subsidies are eliminated.  Pakistan should aggressively support reduction in cotton subsidies as it will benefit its farmers and textile exporters.  
Export Competition

54.
 Export competition envisages all form of subsidies, export credits, International Food Aid, government support to agricultural exporting state trading enterprises. 

Export Subsidies:

55. 
AOA, Article 9:1 provides six basic categories of export subsidies which are as under:
· The provision of direct subsidies by governments that are contingent on export performance

· The sale of non commercial (public owned) stock of agricultural products by governments at a price lower than the comparable price charged for the like products to buyers in the domestic market

· Payments on the export of an agricultural product that are financed by virtue of government action whether or not a charge on the public account is involved, including payments financed from the proceeds of a levy imposed on the product concerned or on an agricultural product from which the export product is derived
· The provision of subsidies to reduce the costs of marketing exports of agricultural products (other than widely available export promotion and advisory services) including handling, upgrading and other processing costs, and the cost of international transport and freight
· International transport and freight charges on export shipments on terms more favorable than for domestic shipments; and
· Subsidies on agricultural products contingent upon their incorporation in exported products
56.
Under Agreement on Agriculture, in UR, major export subsidy providing countries committed to reduce their subsidies as per detail given below: 
EXPORT SUBSIDY REDUCTION COMMITMENTS BY MAJOR COUNTRIES (IN MILLION OF US DOLLAR)
	Participant
	 Export Subsidies
	 
	 
	Pro        Product composition of export subsidies

	 
	Base
	Final
	Change
	 

	E C
	13274
	8496
	0.36
	Bovine meat(19%), wheat (17%) Coarse grains (13%) Butter(13%) other milk product (10%)

	Australia
	1235
	790
	0.36
	Live animals(45%)whet(14%)bovine meat(14%) Cheese (12%)

	United States 
	929
	594
	0.36
	Wheat (61%) skim milk powder(14%)

	Poland
	774
	493
	0.36
	Meat prep (39%)fruit & vegetable(21%

	Mexico
	748
	553
	0.26
	Sugar (76%) cereal Prep(21%)

	Finland
	708
	453
	0.36
	Butter (25%)coarse grains(22%)other milk products(13%)

	Sweden
	572
	366
	0.36
	Pigment(21%) wheat (21%) Coarse grains(17%)

	Canada
	567
	363
	0.36
	Wheat (47%) coarse grains (18%)

	Switzerland
	487
	312
	0.36
	Other daily products (65%)

	Colombia
	371
	287
	0.23
	Rice(32%)cotton(20%)fruits & vegetable(23%)

	South Africa
	319
	204
	0.36
	Fruit & vegetable(24%) cereal prep(14%) Wheat (13%) sugar (10%)

	Hungary
	312
	200
	0.36
	Poultrymeat(30%)pigmeat(26%)wheat (11%) fruits & vegetable 19%

	Czech Republic
	164
	105
	0.36
	Other milk products(38%)fruits & vegetable (10%)

	Turkey
	157
	98
	0.37
	Fruits & vegetables (36%) wheat (23%)

	New Zealand
	133
	0
	0.100
	Not available

	Norway
	112
	72
	0.36
	Cheese(54%)pigmeat(19%)butter(12%)

	Australia
	107
	69
	0.36
	Other milk products(32%) skim milk powder(27%) cheese (25%) butter (16%)

	Brazil
	96
	73
	0.24
	Sugar(56%) fruits & vegetable(30%)


Source: Business Guide to the World Trading System (ITC)

57.
As is evident from above table, EC, USA, Switzerland, Finland, Sweden, Canada, South Africa etc grant export subsidies to make their uncompetitive agriculture products export in the world market. This results in reduction of global agricultural prices and thus affects farming community of the developing countries. As such, these are highly trade distorting. Similar to industrial products, WTO, does not support grant of subsidies. July 2004 frame work declared that all export subsidies will be eliminated by 2013. The schedule for elimination of export subsidies is being considered, whereby the G-20 has proposed that at least 50% subsidies be eliminated at the start of the implementation period and an overall reduction of 80% by 2010, with full elimination by 2013 as agreed at Hong Kong. Apart from elimination of subsidies, export credits and guarantee programs, STEs and Food Aid, Export Credit Guarantee and Insurance programs; are the issues that are being negotiated. July 2007 proposal under its Annexure-D provide specific terms and conditions proposed for export credit, credit guarantee and insurance. The proposed self financing period would be 4-5 years and for developing countries it will be 6-7.5 years. It has been agreed to eliminate programs of more than 180 days, though  US is seeking certain exceptions to this principle, while EC is totally averse to the idea of any such exceptions. There seems to be little convergence on the disciplines for programs of less than 180 days. The most contentious issues revolve around the question of conforming to the terms of export credits to those in commercial practices including self financing repayment terms.  Pakistan aligns with Cairns group proposal on this issue. 

58.
As regards,  State Trading Enterprises (STEs) exporting agricultural products, USA and EC oppose their monopolistic functioning, while Canada, Australia, New Zealand and China do not agree with the above and are of the opinion that only the three current practices of STEs  i.e. export subsidies, government financing and the underwriting of losses need to be eliminated.  Annexure-E of the July 2007 proposal discusses the specific terms and conditions and restrictions on the working of STEs dealing with agricultural exports. The July 2007 proposal provides for monitoring and surveillance of agricultural exporting STE which will notified to committee on agriculture, on an annual basis about enterprise nature and operations. 

59.
Annexure-F of the July 2007 proposals discusses specific terms and conditions, and restrictions on international food aid. 
WTO MEETINGS ATTENDED RELATING TO AGRICULTURE
60. 
On 25th September 2004, officers attended a meeting called by the Cairns Group. Australian proposal for market access of sensitive product was discussed in the meeting. It was proposed by Australia that major developed importing countries intending to  designate  sensitive products  shall provide an advance set of consumption data and tariff line coverage for Bovine meat, butter, cheese, poultry, rice, sugar, milk products etc. A certain percentage of tariff lines would be permitted as sensitive products both for developed and developing countries. Only lines subject to existing TRQ commitments shall be eligible to be designated as sensitive. Domestic consumption data will be provided by countries for each sensitive Product. A communication from EC on tropical products was also discussed. For determination of Tariff Rate Quota, EC proposal was discussed; however, it was decided to determine EC consumption at eight digit level.

61.
In the meeting of Committee on Agriculture held on 26 September 2007, the members went through answers to over 20 sets of questions on how countries were implementing their obligations under the AOA. Many of these were based on the 39 notifications received since the regular Agriculture Committee’s previous meeting in March, 07. The questions and answers were about clarifying domestic support programmes under the Green Box, which do not distort trade or cause minimal distortion and are, therefore, allowed without restriction. China replied to questions from the US on value-added tax rebates and tariff quota administration under its annual review (required for a period under its membership agreement).Cuba demanded for a 720-day repayment period for export credits offered to least-developed and net-food-importing developing countries. In the end, the Chair urged the members to furnish their replies to the outstanding queries.

62.
G-20 held a meeting on 27th September 2007 wherein issue of Tariff escalation for agri products was discussed. A list of primary products and their corresponding processed products was tabled. For reduction of tariff two proposals i.e. the bound tariff for the processed products shall be reduced by applying a factor of {1.3} to the reduction which would otherwise have been required under the tiered formula, or the bound tariff for the processed products shall be reduced by applying the cut of the top band for developed countries (75%). Argentina proposed that a spread of 5% between primary and processed be applied. Pakistan suggested including rice products, orange juice, mango/guava pulp and juice and ethanol as processed products. Uruguay pointed out anomaly that certain products such as meat had been treated as primary product on one place and referred to as processed product in the second list. The Chair requested members to give their input to address this anomaly. 

63.
On September 28 2007, G-33 held a meeting wherein legal issues pertaining to Special Products and SSM were discussed. It was stressed that members should determine quantitative thresholds with obligations.

64.
A meeting on Food Safety Inspection and Implications for Developing Country Market Access was held on 2nd October 2007. Mr. Steve Suppen of United States Institute of Agriculture and Trade Policy explained US food inspection regime which will be put in place by end of 2007. He explained four stages of Food inspection, MOU with USDA, Equivalency and MOU with Customs, as a Strategy to export to USA.

Non Agricultural Market Access:
Importance:

65.
NAMA is an important area of multilateral trade negotiations as it deals with trade issues of all industrial products and the products not covered by AOA. As such, NAMA envisages trade of manufacturing products, fuels and mining products, fisheries and forestry products. It is extremely important subject as almost 90% of the world merchandise exports are covered under NAMA .Developed countries want more access for these products into developing countries and call for drastic reduction of industrial tariffs by all developing countries especially by rapidly growing economies such as India, Australia, Brazil , South Africa etc.  
66.
Uruguay round produced significant improvement in the market access for NAMA products as average applied tariffs were cut on industrial products to following levels.    

· 6.3 to 3.8% in developed countries

· 15.3 to 12.3% in developing countries
· 8.6 to 6% in transitional economies 
67.
Uruguay round called for binding of tariff lines, beyond which member countries can not increase the duties.  Member countries also increased binding percentage for their tariff lines which are given as under:
	 

	Before (%)
	After (%)

	Developed countries
	78
	99

	Developing countries
	21
	73

	Transition economies
	73
	98

	Pakistan
	
	98


(These are tariff lines, so percentages are not weighted according to trade volume or value.)
68.
Though, tariffs have been considerably reduced and percentage of tariff lines where binding has been notified level, have increased, yet there are number of problems in market access of industrial products, which are as under:

a)
Binding of un-bound tariff lines:  Many countries have still many tariff lines which are un-bound which need to be bound. In this regard, July 2007 proposal has suggested that a figure of 20 be added in existing applied rates to get a base rate on which formula for tariff reduction will be applied.  

b)
High Binding Tariffs: Further, many countries have still very high binding rates, (shown in the following table) which needs to be scaled down: 

	Country
	Average Bound Tariff %

	Argentina
	30.6

	Brazil
	29.8

	China
	9

	India
	43.7

	South Africa
	18.6

	E.U.
	4

	Japan
	3.8

	U. S. 
	4





                     Source: WTO Secretariat 

c)
Difference between applied and bound MFN tariffs:  This difference between bound and applied tariffs is more pronounced, in case of developing countries and LDC’s as shown in the given table: 

	
	Average Bound Rates (%)
	Average Applied Rates (%)

	Developed countries
	12.3
	5.5

	Developing countries
	29.4
	11.6

	LDC’s countries
	45.2
	12.6

	Pakistan (2004)
	
	15.5


d)
Further reduction in tariffs:  Above table show that though the average applied rates for all developing countries have reduced but there are still many big developing countries which have high bound and applied rates. Hence, multilateral trade round aims at reduction of both bound and applied tariffs. 

e)
Tariff Peaks:  Countries impose high tariff rates on certain tariff lines which are sensitive to them in order to protect these sectors from outside competition. Normally, tariff peaks are defined as individual tariff that exceed three times the national weighted average tariff. Developed countries normally apply tariff peaks to the sectors that are of export interest to developing countries. For example, fish and fish products, textiles and clothing, travel goods, footwear and leather products, transport equipment and ceramics.  This issue is equally important for Pakistan as Pakistan faces tariff peaks in its textiles. (In EC 12% versus 4% and USA up to 32% verses 3%).  

f)
Tariff Escalation:  Some members especially developed countries have high tariffs on value added items and less tariff on raw materials. Tariff escalation occurs when tariff levels increase with the degree of value addition and processing. Through, tariff escalation developed countries protect their value added sector and thus it hinders export diversification in developing countries, thereby, forcing them to remain dependent on export of basic commodities raw materials and other non value items which are otherwise less price fetching, more prone to price fluctuations. Following table, given an idea of tariff escalation in developed countries. 

TARIFF ESCALATION FOR INDUSTRIAL TARIFFS
                                                                                                   (Tariff %)
	
	Low value
	Intermediate value
	High value

	Developed countries
	0.5
	3.3
	3.6

	Developing countries
	3.2
	9.4
	8

	Less developed countries
	1.2
	17.2
	12.3


There has been studies that EC, Japan and USA applies tariff escalation of 60.1%, 110% and 109% on the import of live crustacean with respect to tariff on prepared or preserved crustacean. Similarly, USA and EC observes tariff escalation for leather clothes, of 141% and 29%. Furthermore, on leather footwear, US has 83.2% tariff escalation and EC 52.5%. 

g)
Harmonization: It means that high tariff lines be cut more than the low rates. This is necessary to reduce tariff peaks and tariff escalation. It also reduces tariff rate dispersion within schedules. 

h)
Non-Tariff Barriers:  Developed countries often observed high technical standards, complicated procedures, and other NTBs to discourage import from developing countries. 

i)
Flexibilities:   It means that developing countries are provided longer implementation period and less than formula cuts for their sensitive tariff lines. July 2004 Framework, developing countries would enjoy longer implementation; periods for their tariff reductions; and choose between (i) less than formula cuts for up to 10% of their tariff lines representing up to 10% of their import value or (ii) not apply formula cuts, or leave unbound tariff lines, for up to 5% of their tariff lines representing up to 5% of their import value. 

j)
LDC’s:  Lease developed countries were originally not expected to undertake any tariff cut and bind their tariff lines.  Most of them were enjoying almost 0% duty on almost 100% of their tariff lines, into USA, EC and other developed countries.  Some developing countries especially Pakistan were not happy with this situation as these LDCs were competing with their principal export items in USA and EC.  Upon Pakistan’s objection Hong Kong Ministerial decreased the facility of 0% duty from 100% tariff line to 97% tariff lines. LDCs want that they be consulted in selection of 3% tariff lines.  

k)
Preferential Access:  Certain developing countries and LDCs enjoy preferential access to their products in developed countries especially EC and USA.  On the other hand, this hurts some developing countries including Pakistan whose principal exports pertain to these tariff lines, and face MFN duties. Hence, latter  demand for preference erosion and application of MFN to all tariff lines. 

l)
Less than reciprocity: This means that developing countries will apply reduction to tariffs less than the rates applied by developed countries. Developing countries especially NAMA 11 are demanding that this principle be strictly applied to tariff cuts during NAMA negotiations.  On the other hand, EC and the US argue that such tariff cuts would not be deep enough to ‘bite’ into developing countries’ applied duties – which are much lower than their bound ceiling rates – to create new trade flows. They say above principle if implemented, would result into higher tariff ceiling for developed countries. 
m)
Tariff dispersion:  Member countries have bound tariff which has high rate of dispersion i.e. standard deviation from average bound tariff is very high. This needs to be scaled down, so as to have more uniform tariff rates on all sectors/tariff lines. 
Importance for Pakistan

69.
NAMA negotiations are very much important for Pakistan as more than 80% of our exports comprise industrial goods, e.g. textile and clothing, (66%) leather and leather products and other industrial goods. Hence, lowering of import duties in our principal markets in EC and USA will be very beneficial for our exports. This is especially important when we are facing stiff competition from competitors such as Bangladesh, Sri Lanka, in EU and etc. and from Jordan, Vietnam, and Honduras, in US has preferential trading arrangements. Pakistan also facing tariff peaks for textile and clothing, in EC, 12% versus 4% and US up to 32% versus 3%. This is hurting Pakistan textile and clothing exports a lot ,both in USA and EC. Since, Pakistan can not increase its export of agriculture and services sectors beyond a certain level, at the moment and immediate rise in export can only be achieved in NAMA products especially in textile and clothing. 

70.
Having discussed the basic issues that are being discussed during NAMA negotiations, the report will now discuss the current proposal on NAMA put forth by chair in July 2007. 

TARIFF REDUCTION:

71.
There had been two approaches to tariff reduction  (i) linear cut formula which applied to all tariff line by a simple percentage  (adopted by Kennedy Round 1964-1967)  (ii) Non linear cut formula whereby tariff lines are cut by un-equal percentage (Swiss formula) which leads to harmonization  of tariffs. It could have same coefficient for all members which lead to harmonization across schedule i.e. higher average cut for schedule with higher rates, or different coefficient for different members which allows to control harmonization across schedule. 

72.
Reduction of tariff through formula has following benefits: 

· It is transparent as every member will know how the other will reduce the tariff. 

· It is efficient as it is simpler process than request/offer approach

· It ensure equity as reduction depends on rules rather than bargaining power

· It is predictable because it is easy to foresee the results of the negotiations.

73.
Two different variants of Swiss formulas were considered for tariff reduction.

 
i)
Simple Swiss formula (with two coefficient) 



T1 = To *A / To + A 



T1= Final Tariff



To = Initial tariff



A = is the coefficient 

There was a consensus emerged in Hong Kong declaration that there will be two coefficient, the lower for developed countries, and higher for the developing countries.


ii)
Swiss (Girad formula) 



T1 = B*Ta*To / B*Ta + To 



T1= Final Tariff



To = Initial tariff



Ta = Tariff average 



B = is the coefficient 

This was put forth by Argentina, Brazil and India and was called ABI formula. 

74.
July 2007 proposal has suggested adoption of simple Swiss formula with two coefficients i.e. 8-9 coefficient for developed members, and 19-23 for developing countries. This is more in line with Pakistan’s proposal (2006) where, Pakistan suggested two coefficients i.e. 6 for developed countries and 30 for developing countries.  Mathematical function of formula suggest that lower is the coefficient, the lesser is the percentage reduction and higher is the coefficient, higher is the percentage reduction. Following hypothetical calculations are given, just to give reader, an idea how the Swiss formula, when applied to developed and developing countries, with different coefficient work and result into reduction of tariff. 

DEVELOPED COUNTRIES

TARIFF REDUCTION SIMULATION WITH COEFFICIENT 5
	Initial duty
	Coefficient
	Final duty
	 % decrease 

	 to 
	 a 
	 T1 
	 

	          2.00 
	          5.00 
	          1.43 
	           28.57 

	          4.00 
	          5.00 
	          2.22 
	           44.44 

	          6.00 
	          5.00 
	          2.73 
	           54.55 

	          8.00 
	          5.00 
	          3.08 
	           61.54 

	        10.00 
	          5.00 
	          3.33 
	           66.67 

	        12.00 
	          5.00 
	          3.53 
	           70.59 

	        14.00 
	          5.00 
	          3.68 
	           73.68 

	        16.00 
	          5.00 
	          3.81 
	           76.19 

	        18.00 
	          5.00 
	          3.91 
	           78.26 

	        20.00 
	          5.00 
	          4.00 
	           80.00 

	        22.00 
	          5.00 
	          4.07 
	           81.48 

	        32.00 
	          5.00 
	          4.32 
	           86.49 


DEVELOPED COUNTRIES

TARIFF REDUCTION SIMULATION WITH COEFFICIENT 9

	Initial duty
	Coefficient
	Final duty
	 % decrease 

	 to 
	 a 
	 T1 
	 

	          2.00 
	       9.00 
	       1.64 
	          18.18 

	          4.00 
	       9.00 
	       2.77 
	          30.77 

	          6.00 
	       9.00 
	       3.60 
	          40.00 

	          8.00 
	       9.00 
	       4.24 
	          47.06 

	         10.00 
	       9.00 
	       4.74 
	          52.63 

	         12.00 
	       9.00 
	       5.14 
	          57.14 

	         14.00 
	       9.00 
	       5.48 
	          60.87 

	         16.00 
	       9.00 
	       5.76 
	          64.00 

	         18.00 
	       9.00 
	       6.00 
	          66.67 

	         20.00 
	       9.00 
	       6.21 
	          68.97 

	         22.00 
	       9.00 
	       6.39 
	          70.97 

	         32.00 
	       9.00 
	       7.02 
	          78.05 


DEVELOPED COUNTRIES

TARIFF REDUCTION SIMULATION WITH COEFFICIENT 8
	Initial duty
	Coefficient
	Final duty
	 % decrease 

	 to 
	 a 
	 T1 
	 

	               2.00 
	                 8.00 
	                 1.60 
	                   20.00 

	               4.00 
	                 8.00 
	                 2.67 
	                   33.33 

	               6.00 
	                 8.00 
	                 3.43 
	                   42.86 

	               8.00 
	                 8.00 
	                 4.00 
	                   50.00 

	             10.00 
	                 8.00 
	                 4.44 
	                   55.56 

	             12.00 
	                 8.00 
	                 4.80 
	                   60.00 

	             14.00 
	                 8.00 
	                 5.09 
	                   63.64 

	             16.00 
	                 8.00 
	                 5.33 
	                   66.67 

	             18.00 
	                 8.00 
	                 5.54 
	                   69.23 

	             20.00 
	                 8.00 
	                 5.71 
	                   71.43 

	             29.04 
	                 8.00 
	                 6.27 
	                   78.40 

	             32.00 
	                 8.00 
	                 6.40 
	                   80.00 


DEVELOPED COUNTRIES

TARIFF REDUCTION SIMULATION WITH COEFFICIENT 10
	Initial duty
	Coefficient
	Final duty
	 % decrease 

	 to 
	 a 
	 T1 
	 

	          2.00 
	     10.00 
	       1.67 
	          16.67 

	          4.00 
	     10.00 
	       2.86 
	          28.57 

	          6.00 
	     10.00 
	       3.75 
	          37.50 

	          8.00 
	     10.00 
	       4.44 
	          44.44 

	         10.00 
	     10.00 
	       5.00 
	          50.00 

	         12.00 
	     10.00 
	       5.45 
	          54.55 

	         14.00 
	     10.00 
	       5.83 
	          58.33 

	         16.00 
	     10.00 
	       6.15 
	          61.54 

	         18.00 
	     10.00 
	       6.43 
	          64.29 

	         20.00 
	     10.00 
	       6.67 
	          66.67 

	         22.00 
	     10.00 
	       6.88 
	          68.75 

	         32.00 
	     10.00 
	       7.62 
	          76.19 


DEVELOPING COUNTRIES

TARIFF REDUCTION SIMULATION WITH COEFFICIENT 1 9

	Initial duty
	Coefficient
	Final duty
	 % decrease 

	 to 
	 a 
	 T1 
	 

	            5.00 
	   19.00 
	         3.96 
	      20.83 

	            8.00 
	   19.00 
	         5.63 
	      29.63 

	         10.00 
	   19.00 
	         6.55 
	      34.48 

	         15.00 
	   19.00 
	         8.38 
	      44.12 

	         18.00 
	   19.00 
	         9.24 
	      48.65 

	         20.00 
	   19.00 
	         9.74 
	      51.28 

	         25.00 
	   19.00 
	       10.80 
	      56.82 

	         28.00 
	   19.00 
	       11.32 
	      59.57 

	         30.00 
	   19.00 
	       11.63 
	      61.22 

	         32.00 
	   19.00 
	       11.92 
	      62.75 

	         35.00 
	   19.00 
	       12.31 
	      64.81 

	         40.00 
	   19.00 
	       12.88 
	      67.80 


DEVELOPING COUNTRIES

TARIFF REDUCTION SIMULATION WITH COEFFICIENT 23
	Initial duty
	Coefficient
	Final duty
	 % decrease 

	 to 
	 a 
	 T1 
	 

	          5.00 
	     23.00 
	         4.11 
	     17.86 

	          8.00 
	     23.00 
	         5.94 
	     25.81 

	       10.00 
	     23.00 
	         6.97 
	     30.30 

	       15.00 
	     23.00 
	         9.08 
	     39.47 

	       18.00 
	     23.00 
	       10.10 
	     43.90 

	       20.00 
	     23.00 
	       10.70 
	     46.51 

	       25.00 
	     23.00 
	       11.98 
	     52.08 

	       28.00 
	     23.00 
	       12.63 
	     54.90 

	       30.00 
	     23.00 
	       13.02 
	     56.60 

	       32.00 
	     23.00 
	       13.38 
	     58.18 

	       35.00 
	     23.00 
	       13.88 
	     60.34 

	       40.00 
	     23.00 
	       14.60 
	     63.49 


DEVELOPING COUNTRIES

TARIFF REDUCTION SIMULATION WITH COEFFICIENT 26
	Initial duty
	Coefficient
	Final duty
	 % decrease 

	 to 
	 a 
	 T1 
	 

	            5.00 
	     26.00 
	           4.19 
	         16.13 

	            8.00 
	     26.00 
	           6.12 
	         23.53 

	         10.00 
	     26.00 
	           7.22 
	         27.78 

	         15.00 
	     26.00 
	           9.51 
	         36.59 

	         18.00 
	     26.00 
	         10.64 
	         40.91 

	         20.00 
	     26.00 
	         11.30 
	         43.48 

	         25.00 
	     26.00 
	         12.75 
	         49.02 

	         28.00 
	     26.00 
	         13.48 
	         51.85 

	         30.00 
	     26.00 
	         13.93 
	         53.57 

	         32.00 
	     26.00 
	         14.34 
	         55.17 

	         35.00 
	     26.00 
	         14.92 
	         57.38 

	         40.00 
	     26.00 
	         15.76 
	         60.61 


DEVELOPING COUNTRIES

TARIFF REDUCTION SIMULATION WITH COEFFICIENT30
	Initial duty
	Coefficient
	Final duty
	 % decrease 

	 to 
	 a 
	 T1 
	 

	          5.00 
	     30.00 
	         4.29 
	     14.29 

	          8.00 
	     30.00 
	         6.32 
	     21.05 

	       10.00 
	     30.00 
	         7.50 
	     25.00 

	       15.00 
	     30.00 
	       10.00 
	     33.33 

	       18.00 
	     30.00 
	       11.25 
	     37.50 

	       20.00 
	     30.00 
	       12.00 
	     40.00 

	       25.00 
	     30.00 
	       13.64 
	     45.45 

	       28.00 
	     30.00 
	       14.48 
	     48.28 

	       30.00 
	     30.00 
	       15.00 
	     50.00 

	       32.00 
	     30.00 
	       15.48 
	     51.61 

	       35.00 
	     30.00 
	       16.15 
	     53.85 

	       40.00 
	     30.00 
	       17.14 
	     57.14 


75.
Based upon above formula, July 2007 proposal will result in tariff reduction of roughly 40% for developed countries but would slash tariffs of developing countries such as Brazil and India etc. bound rate by at least 50-60%. NAMA 11 a group of developing countries with Argentina, Brazil, India and South Africa being its’ major countries, consider this proposal as too demanding of developing countries and too easy on industrialized nations. They argue that they should not be required to cut their bound manufacturing rate more deeply than industrialized nations. 

76.
There is an acute divergence of opinion amongst members about what should be coefficient, for developing countries and developed countries.  Developed countries demand more than 10 for themselves and not more than 15 for developing countries whereas developing countries demand as low than as 5 for developed countries and more than 30 for themselves. Furthermore, developing countries demand higher level of flexibilities to safeguard their sensitive products. 

77.
Recently, (October 2007), Canada has agreed to accept the coefficient of 5, while on the other hand a coefficient of 5 will slash US and EC’s bound tariff by almost 50-60% which is the level of slashing proposed to be applied to Brazil and India. For example, developed countries have mostly 2% duty on most of the manufactured products and through a coefficient of 5 it would be cut to 1.4% representing a cut of 60%. However, there are certain industrial tariff lines where developed countries impose tariff peaks in order to protect industries that are politically sensitive to them, for example textile and T-shirts which are on the other hand of special interest to developing countries. 

78.
Developing countries have average bound rates of 29.4%, and average applied rate of 11.6%. Formula reduction with coefficient of 19 and 23 when applied to average bound rate will result in final bound rate of 11.49% and 12.83% which is almost same as its current applied rate (in case of coefficient of 19) and slightly above their average applied rates in case of coefficient of 23. Apparently, it means that the application of formula will not significantly lower down applied tariffs for developing countries. However, it has to be noted that tariff cuts will apply to individual tariff lines rather than to averages. Hence, even though cuts in average bound rate may not be significant, there may still be an important impact on some individual sectors/tariff lines. This means that certain tariff lines which may be sensitive to some developing countries, will have the applied tariffs lowered, down which is of potential concern to certain political lobbies representing such industries. Trade unions in major developing countries such as Brazil, India, Argentina South Africa, representing industries pertaining to such tariff lines are raising their voice that the tariff reduction as proposed in July 2007, will result into closure of these industries and thus will create un-employment in these countries. This is why governments of these countries are not agreeing to July 2007 formula. 

79.
Another factor is that the currency of Brazil has appreciated almost 100% against US dollar during last five years. Similarly, the Indian Rupees has appreciated some 15% during last 2-3 years. This has made imports into their countries comparatively cheap. This is why they are not willing to lower down tariffs on their manufacturing sector. Lately, in October 2007,  India has put forth a proposal wherein coefficient 5 and 30 are suggested for developed and developing countries respectively provided enough flexibilities are granted to tariff lines that are sensitive to developing countries.  

80.
On the other hand, Pakistan will be happy if a coefficient of 8 or 9 is adopted by developed countries as tariffs for Pakistan’s textile and clothing in EC and USA are mostly in the range of 11-20%, though there are tariff    peaks of as high as 32% on some tariff lines. As such, tariff will be reduced to about 4-6%  (coefficient of 8) and to 4.5-6.5% (coefficient of 9) on most of the textile and clothing products in USA and EC. This is especially important as our competitors are enjoying preferential arrangements of GSP and FTA’s with EC and USA and thus having almost 0% duty in these countries. Thus, the dis-advantage level of Pakistan viz-a-viz its competitors in principal exports market will decrease. 

NAMA simulations by WTO Secretariat September 2007

81.
A simulation exercise carried by the WTO Secretariat in early September 2007, shows as to how the proposed coefficients and flexibilities affect the tariff cuts. The simulations employed different coefficients for developed and developing countries, as well as the flexibilities available in July 2004 framework agreement. Results for developed countries under coefficients of 8-9 suggested in the July 2007 draft modalities – differed only marginally. For developing countries, the simulations applied coefficients ranging from 19 to 26. The Secretariat’s simulations computed the impact of the flexibilities only for the range proposed in the July modalities draft, although many developing countries hold that these should be available independently of the coefficient eventually agreed upon. 

82.
Results show that applied tariffs of nations such as Brazil would be reduced even with a coefficient as high as 26. The greatest reduction for all developing countries would however, result from the application of a coefficient of 19 with no flexibilities. The table given below shows that the highest and lowest possible post Doha Round bound and applied tariffs that could result from the use of different coefficients and flexibilities. 
POSSIBLE OUTCOMES OF NAMA NEGOTIATIONS FOR SELECTED WTO MEMEBRS

	Country
	AVG Bound Tariff %
	New AVG Bound %1
	Reduct % per dutiable2 Bound
	AVG applied Tariff %
	New AVG applied %3
	Reduct. % per dutiable applied

	Argentina
	30.6
	11.6-13.9
	60.8-53.3
	10.4
	7.4-9.0
	16.7-9.0

	Brazil
	29.8
	11.4-13.8
	60.2-52.6
	11
	8.5-9.7
	15.6-7.5

	China
	9
	5.5-6.6
	31.7-25.2
	9
	5.5-6.5
	31.9-25.5

	India
	43.7
	12.4-19.1
	68.2-59.9
	19.4
	11.8-17.9
	18.6-7.0

	S. Africa
	18.6
	8.5-9.9
	48.8-40.9
	9.9
	5.6-6.4
	30.1-21.3

	E. U.
	4
	2.1-2.2
	38.1-35.6
	4
	2.1-2.2
	38.1-35.6

	Jap[an
	3.8
	1.8-1.9
	41.2-38.6
	3.4
	1.8-1.9
	40.3-37.6

	USA
	4
	1.9-2.0
	40.2-37.7
	3.9
	1.9-2.0
	40.2-37.7


1. The ranges of potential new tariffs correspond to coefficient from 19 to 26 for developing countries, and to coefficient 8 and  for developed country Members.

2. The calculation for dutiable tariff reductions leaves out products that are already duty-free

3. The figures for applied tariffs to the year 2005.

Source: NAMA Simulation by WTO Secretariat September 2007

83.
In a meeting of General Council on 9th October 2007 NAMA 11 and other developing countries demanded additional flexibilities to ‘preserve the common external tariff in customs unions’. South Africa, for instance, shares a Customs Union (SACU) with four neighbors not required to apply the tariff reduction formula. They will be disproportionately affected by a cut in their bloc’s external tariff. Furthermore, Brazil argued that Mercosur countries should also be given additional flexibilities in support of regional integration efforts. The US and the EU said that while they were prepared to consider specific and limited exemptions, but it could not be granted to Mercosur as a whole. The EU, however, recognized that special treatment could be considered for SACU, which – unlike the Latin American bloc – is a fully fledged Customs Union. 

84.
Since the announcement of July 2007 proposals by NAMA and Agriculture Chair wherein both the Chairs suggested proposals for various issues pertaining to NAMA and Agriculture, member countries have been negotiating intensively to strike a common ground and arrive at concrete decisions. Broadly speaking, developing countries are demanding drastic liberalization in agriculture sector whereas the developed countries especially US and EU are asking for significant break through   into NAMA as proposed by NAMA Chair proposed in July 2007. In addition, developed countries are demanding significant liberalization of Services Sector by developing countries. On the other hand, developing countries especially NAMA 11, are not willing to reduce their tariffs considerably and also demand higher level of flexibilities to protect their sensitive tariff lines. Intense negotiations are going on and it is expected that both the Chairs will come up with revised draft by the middle of November 2007. Analysts say that if not concluded now, things will be difficult as 2008 will be election year in USA followed by elections in India in 2009 and opposition of certain political pressure groups, will make it difficult for them to take hard decisions. If NAMA and Agriculture Chair are able to finalize the technical details in their drafts,  by mid November 2007, then political decisions can be undertaken, in Ministerial to be convened in December 2007 to announce the decisions of DDA.  
WTO Meeting Attended on NAMA:

85.
On 1St Oct,07, NG discussed a Ministerial  Decision  on procedures for facilitation of solutions to NTBs TN/.MA/W/88, put forward by EC, African group, LDC Group , Pakistan, Canada, New Zealand, Norway and Group of Developing countries. Procedures, appointment of facilitator, outcome and implementation came under discussion. The chair also discussed a communication from USA suggesting modifications to above decisions. Ambassador of Pakistan objected to Para 24 of the modification i.e  This decision shall not remain in effect for more than 5 years after that time Members agree by consensus to renew it .Thereafter,   Negotiating Group discussed following communications from China 

a) Harmonization of Firework standards and conformity assessment procedure. TN/MA/W/89

b) Harmonization of Lighter k standards and conformity assessment procedure. TN/MA/W/90

86.
Japan’s proposal for enhanced Transparency on Export restrictions was also discussed. Members expressed their opinions and Chair reserved its decisions.
87.
On 3rd October 2007 a meeting on the negotiating Group on Market Access was held in which Pakistan and New Zealand presented their new proposals addressing issue of Preference Erosion. In its proposal, Pakistan said that preferences should not hurt MFN suppliers. For the purposes of treatment, tariff lines be divided in two categories.   In category one,   all such tariff lines be included where one preference receiving country has its export concentration which is likely to be eroded.  Financial Assistance should be provided to these countries. In category two, it should contain all those tariff line where two or more countries have export concentration. For these tariff lines where additional time frame is proposed, the coefficient of preference granting countries should be (a-x) where a is the coefficient for developed countries and x is the number of additional years. This proposal received overwhelming appreciation from the member countries who termed it as logical and problem solving approach.

88.
New Zealand proposed that tariff lines which were classified as ‘Other’  should be refined through the creation of ex-outs so as to target any possible solution more directly on the products exported by preference beneficiaries while minimizing effects on other WTO members. They further reinforced that the member should examine in detail the trade situation of each tariff line concerned and the likely effect of formula cuts with a view to determining those tariff lines for which MFN liberalization during the course of the normal implementation period is likely in practice to create significant challenges for preference beneficiaries that require a multilateral solution.

Meeting attended on other issues

DISPUTE SETTELMENT

89.
A ‘Recorded session’ of DS 353 US vs. EC about measures affecting large civil air craft was held in WTO conference room on 28th September 2007 was played in a informal meeting. This case is about provision of state subsidies to Boeing and Air Bus, as claimed by both US and EC governments.  In the session, EC lawyers provided numerous instances where company specific subsidies were being provided to Boeing by various agencies of US government. They pointed out that the Kansas State was providing subsidy of US$4 billion in addition to property tax exemption. Long term tax benefits were also being provided along with lease agreement exception by city of Chicago. According to them, US Department of Defense spent US$ 2.4 billion on R&D conducted on areas specific to Boeing. Furthermore, the results of R&D conducted by NASA are only available for use of Boeing in its design and development of civil air crafts.

TRADE IN SERVICES 

90.
CTS held its meeting on 2Nd Oct, 07 for second review of Air Transport. Following items were discussed.

a) Developments in sector

b) Quantitative air Services agreement review

91.
CTS secretariat developed a comprehensive report on air transport which was circulated in the meeting.  As regards developments in sector, Plurilateral air Services agreements and the Economic and financial situation of scheduled  passenger  airlines was discussed. Furthermore , Economic and regulatory developments in specific areas such as low cost carriers, Chartered  air transport  Services, regional air transport Services, cargo Services , alliances and issue of ownership, were also discussed. Mainly, USA, EC, Australia and New Zealand participated in discussions and put forward their respective positions on different issues. Though, issues were not related to Pakistan but it was interesting to learn about financial, legal and regulatory issues about this industry which earns revenue   of about $400 billions globally.

TRADE FACILIATION 

92.
Turkey’s proposal on transit trade was discussed in a meeting of Trade Facilitation held on freedom of transit in Trade. Elimination of transit quotas in road transportation and elimination of other barriers in transit was discussed. Turkey proposed establishment of multilateral platform for Fair International Transit Regime.

93.
In another meeting of Trade Facilitation on October 1, 2007, India’s proposal on custom cooperation and custom compliance issues were discussed. India’s fourth Generation Draft about the confidentiality on information and authentication of documents was appreciated by the members.

TRADE AND ENVIROMMENT 

94.
Committee on Trade and Environment discussed   a note developed by secretariat through synthesis of Members submissions on environmental goods. Note discussed ‘List approach’ and ‘Integrated Approach’, to develop a list of environmental goods for greater market access. This paper has developed 12 categories of ‘Environmental Goods’ (EG) e.g Waste water management, Renewable energy plants etc. Paper has annexed a list of EG, based on Harmonization Codes (HS codes). 

95.
CTE also discussed a submission by Brazil who objected to omission of Bio fuel, a major EG which can replace fossil fuels that are a major source of pollution. Brazil also pointed out that organic products be included in EG products as these products, in addition to being EG and expensive, can alleviate poverty amongst small farmers. Besides above, submission also emphasized upon need to develop uniform standards for EG, in consultation with Codex to overcome NTB. Pakistan appreciated the proposal and urged to devise operational mechanism for implementation. 

WTO Public Forum 2007
96. 
The Forum is held to provide civil society, academics and the general public, and opportunity to debate how the WTO can best contribute to the cause of globalization.  This year, this forum held its session on 4-5 October 2007 in WTO building, Geneva. Members of civil society organize their own events during the Forum, and to structure those events around the topics that are of greatest interest to them. Trade and global governance, the contribution of the WTO to the construction of a coherent multilateral system and the interaction between trade and sustainable development were a few of this year's topics. 

97.

A total of 1741 persons registered on-line to participate in this year's Forum Approximately 750 registered participants picked up their badges and counting delegates and representatives from other intergovernmental organizations in Geneva, over 1200 participants actually attended the two-day event.  

98.
2007 Public Forum – “How Can the WTO Help Harness Globalization?” – was aimed at stimulating a frank debate on the role the WTO can play in using trade as an engine of development, and on how it can contribute to a better distribution of the benefits of trade in today's globalized economy. The Forum addressed the tools required to help harness globalization, and the need for cooperation amongst different international organizations. The following four sub-themes were discussed.
· Global Governance: The challenges that interdependence and globalization present and the role the WTO can play to ensure that globalization works to the benefit of all peoples;
· Coherence (a) the need for national and international coherence; and (B) the contribution of the WTO to the construction of a coherent multilateral system;
· Economic Growth: trade as a vehicle for growth and development;
· Sustainable Development : the interaction of trade and sustainable development. 

99.

Under theme of coherence, officiers attended following session on Oct 04, 2007

“WTO DISPUTE SETTLEMENT – ITS IMPACT ON THE MULTILATERAL TRADING SYSTEM AND ITS ROLE IN A GLOBALIZED WORLD”

100.
Following themes were discussed:

· What is the role of the WTO dispute settlement system within the multilateral trading system? What impact does it have on the other functions of the WTO?

· What is the role of adjudication in international relations? What are the consequences of judicialization for national sovereignty?

· How does WTO law and its dispute settlement system relate to other areas of international law and their corresponding mechanisms for dispute settlement? What are the consequences of the rapid development and growing specialization of international law and of the increasing number of international and regional adjudicative systems? Are divergence and potential conflicts an issue? How can coherence be achieved?

101.
The officers also apprised them of the commercial activities undertaken by the Mission.  A quarterly news letter “Pak-Swiss Info” is published by Mission providing useful information about Pakistan Swiss commercial and investment relations. Mission has conducted 15 market studies and also responded to over 400 trade enquiries. It has also developed a data base of 2500. Swiss companies in product categories of Pakistan’s interest to cater to the trade enquiries from the Pakistani exporters.   Mission also built relationship with Swiss Import Promotion Program. Mission is also undertaking direct marketing campaign to more than 200 Swiss companies. While, the focus of the Mmission is to increase bilateral trade between Pakistan and Switzerland, it has also started working on a Free Trade Agreement between Pakistan and EFTA countries. First high level meeting was held on October 2-3, 2007 wherein Mr. Asif Shah, Secretary Commerce, led Pakistan’s delegation and discussed issues relating to FTA with the high officials of EFTA. 

CONCLUSION

102.
This two week training attachment was not only informative and helpful to understand global trade issues in relation to national position but also provided a chance to know the decision making process of WTO. Moreover, it enabled development of an understanding of the WTO system and multilateral trade issues including on going Doha round and its impact on Pakistan’s economy. Additionally, it helped in comprehending use of WTO resources. This understanding of the Multilateral Trading System would be of use in preparing strategies to educate various stake holders like businesses for utilizing trade opportunities that will be available at the end of the current round for enhancing Pakistan’s trade. 

103.    As regards existing agreements, the training was useful in understanding of requirements that had to be complied with. In this context the SPS and TBT are mentioned. Similarly the right to seek remedies if confronted with unfair (dumping and subsidies) and fair (safe guards) trade practices exists in the WTO trade remedy laws. 

104.       This attachment programme provided an opportunity to understand obligations and rights as contained in the existing Agreements compiled as the WTO legal texts regarding for instance, notification requirements. The issues related to consensus building in the multilateral negotiations for seeking simultaneous market access in 152 member countries were dealt with through the informal processes, however, the lack of political will by major players was the main hindrance delaying the Doha round. 

105.    Lastly, it is recommended that this capacity building programme should continue and TDAP officers should be periodically exposed to the WTO working and negotiations processes. This, as explained above, will be of use in trade policy making. It will also help in strengthening coordination between the Mission and the different stake holders in developing negotiating stances.

106.   In the end, we are grateful to the H. E. Dr. Manzoor Ahmad and his team for the warm hospitality, guidance and affection for making this training highly informative, useful and also enjoyable.
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