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CONTRACTING PARTIES
Tenth Session

SUMMARY RECORD OF THE SEVENTEENTH MEETING

* Held at. the Palais des Nations, Geneva, -
on Friday, 25 November 1955, at 2.30 p.m.

Chairmsn: Mr. F. Garois Oldini (Chile).

Subjects disoussed: 1. Date for closing the session
2, Italy/Libya walver: Working Party report
3,  Status of Agreement and Protocols
4s Procedures for elections _
5. Anti-dumping and sountervailing dutiea '
6. Australia/Papua-New Guinea waiver:
: Working Party Report
7 United States dairy produots

1. Clesing Date for the Segsien

The EXECUTIVE SECRETARY said thst it was riacessary ab this stage to fix a
date for closing the Session and that it would be realistic to aim at mid-day
on 3 Depember, This would be possible only with the maximum of ooopemtimirm

‘delegations in ensuring the speedy conduct of business,

It was agreed that the olosing date would be December.

Mr, AZIZ AHMAD (Pakistan) Chairman of the Worlking Party, introduded the
report and called attention, in partiaqular, to the concern of the Working Party
'to ensure that the special treatment accorded to Libyan exports would not lead
.to a growing dependence on the Italian market, but rather to such development as
would enable Libya to participate in international trade on a competitive basis,
~ The Working Party was sympathetic to the prepssal to extend the waiver and had

drawn up a Decision to that effect for approval by the CONTRACTING PARTIES.,
This Decision contained oertain ohangea :!.n the schedule of produota annoxed to

the original waiver.
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Mr. DONNE (France) referred to the support of his/Govermment in 1952 for
the granting of the waiver. The annual reperts submitted by Libya and Italy
showed that the effects had been favourable. In,the hope that Libya would be
successful in pursuing its efforts for economic development, the French
Government supported the recommendation of the Working Party for an extension

of the waiver,

The Decision .to extend the waiver for the application by Italy of special
customs treatment to certain prnducts of Libya was adopted by 27 votes in favour

to none against.

Mr. VARGAS GOHEZ (Cuba) said that his delegation felt it useless to vote
against decisions on waivers from article I, but wished to record their dis—
satisfaction with the extension and vrowing use of such waivers which weakened

the structure of the General.Agreement.

The renresentatives of uibya and Italy thankqd the CONTRACTING PAﬁTIES
the former gave assurances of the continuing intention of his Goverrment to

forward all information required in the annual reports and that he would
transmit the observatlons made during the. course of the discussion to his

Government.,

3. Status of Agreement ahd Protocols'§W=lDZIZ)

Definlitive nggllcation of the Aﬁreement

The CHAIRMAN stated that Burma was the only contracting party which had
not notified its accegtance of the Resolution. of .7 March 1955. The Executive
Secretary had communicated again with the Government in Rangoon in this-

connexion,
Protocols of Amendment

The CHAIRMAN referred to the status of the three protocols of amendment
as to.signatures which was set out in document W.10/17:. At the Ninth Session,
15 November 1955 had .been fixed as the date by which these protocols should
‘be signed, The first two of these had been signed by eleven countries,
signed . ad referendum by two and subject. to ratification by one. The Protocol
-of Organizational Amendments had been 'signed by eight countries, ad referendum
by two and subject to ratification by one, .Several delegations had indicated
a wish for postprnement of that date and the Executive Secretary suggested that
the date by which the protocols-.should be -signed be fixed at the.end of the-
second week following the opening of the Eleventh Session,
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The Cheirmen referred to the rectifications that would be required in
ths protoccls of amendment end the Executive Secretary's suggestion that
these might be effocted by a procds-verbal, a draft of which hed been -
ciroulated (W.10/19)., If this procedure were sgreed to, the countries which
had already signed the protocols should sign the procés-verbal, ir possi'ble,
before the close of the Session,. and the other contracting partiea would sign

it at the time they signed the protocoleo

My, HOCKIN S'Ganada) reserved the position of his delegation on the text of
the Procés Verbal, . ,

. Agreemsnt on the Orgz.;_ization for Trande Cooperation

. The CHAIRMAN stated that this Agreemsnt had been signed by Greece, Haiti,
end India, signed ad referendum by four countries, and signed subject to approval

by two., No ﬁnal date haod been fixed for signature of this Agreement. He

 referred to the first meeting of the Session (SR.10/1, pages 4~8) at which

time Germeny, Jepan, Luxemburg, the United Kingdom and the Un:l.ted Sta.tee had
1nd1cated their intentions with regard to thisAgreement.

Mr, MACHADO {Brazil) seid that the .Agreement hed been submitted to the
Brazilien Congress and he wns not in a position to say when Congreas would
act upon it Nevertheleas, ‘he thought & time-limit should be fixed for the
signature, at the end of wliich if the Agroemont had not entered 1nto forod
the CONTRACTING PARTIES would review the situation, The date sugsested for
the emendment protocols would be suitable, and the agende for the Eleventh -
Bession could contein an item for the review of the situation with respect
to the Organizntional Agreemsnt. It would be most undesirable to continue
mdeﬂnitely the present situation of uncer’cain by and proviaional applicatien.

Protocols of Rectifieatiqne and Hodifieattons

. The CHAIRMAN sa:ld that the 118t of oounrbriea which had not sie,ned tha
and,ard and 4th protocols of rectifications and modificaticns was contaiped in -
document W.10/17. He rominded delegations from those countries .- Austria,
(vnchoslevakia, Dominican Republic, France, Germany, Haiti, Nicaragua, Pem
and 'l‘urkey that these protocols could not em;er into foroe unlesp they

were eimed by all contract:lns parties:a

Protocol of Rect*fications t.o the French Text

_ The GHAIRMAN said that the lis* of countries which had not signed thie
pretoeol was, also: ‘given in W.J.O/l’h +this protocol tco. required signature by
all contmcting parties before it could enter into roree. L

Deolare.tion on the C«mtinued Ag;g 1catien or Schedulea

'.l‘he GHAIRMAN recalled that the Declaration o:f.‘ 10 March had beeun aimed
by twenty--six contrecting parties; six other controcting parties had undextaken
to observe its provisions, and thus thirty-two contracting parties had givea
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etfect to its provisions. Greoccs had requested that the poriod fixed for.
signature bo prolonged until 15 December. Thus, only Nicaragua and the
Federation of Rhodesia and Nyasaland would, aftor that date, still not have
~ acceptod tho Beclaration. Any government which had not yet signed the
Daclnration, or had accoptod it subjoct to confirmation, could at any time
_request a prolongation of the time fixed for signature which, under the inter-
scssional arrangements, would be submittod to the other signatories and if no
objection were rcceived within thirty days, the Declaration would be open to
signature by tho requesting government. :

He roforred to the negotiations under Article XXVIII and tho fact that
a certain number of signatoriecs of the Declaration had informed the
Intersessional Committoe in Septembor that thoy would not be ablo to complete
negotiations before 30 September and requested that they be authorized, in
~ aocordance with paragraph 2(a) of the Declaration, to continue their negotia.-
~ tions under the procedures and conditions of Articlo XXVIII:4 as amended. The
Commlttec had judged that these were cases of special circumstance and had.
authorized the govermments to pursue their uncomploted’hegd ons, Most of
these nogotiations had by now been completed and for those which. still
continued thorc were no provisions fixing a date for termination. Howover,
Lrticlo XXVIIIs4(c) provided that if no agroement were reached within sixty
days, the contracting party wishing to modify or withdraw a concession .could
bring the mattor before the CONTRACTING PARTIES. It would be necesaary to.
authorize the Intersessionnl Conunittee to doal with any such qucstions which
utsht ard.ae. ,

" Mr. FINNMARK (Sweden) stated that both the revised General A.greemen'b a.nd
the Agreomont aon the Organization required ratification by the Swedish
Parliament, tho first opportunity for which would be during the spring session
‘beginning in January. In the meantime, the vechnical arrangements to prepare -
the appropriate bills werc being made. Hts delegation supported the establish-
mont £ & time~limit for rotifications up to the Eleventh Session. The Swedish
Government and Parliament when considering the question would have bafore them
a report drawn vp by a Royal Committee. That report concluded that, ‘8l though
no substantinl changes had been mado in' the presont Agreemnt, the proposed
amcndments would contribute to & further consolidation of the Agreement and
give the contracting parties better guorantees for the integral a.ppncat.ton of
its rulos. It was also hoped that the rovised Agreement would contribute =
‘towards the maintenance of tariff stability, from which point of view thers'
would be advantage in its carly entering into force. The report expressed the
“hope that the new Organization would play 2 useful réle as o more permanent
forum for deliberations on problems of international trade and tariff policy.
On the other hand, the Royal Committee axpressed its regret (in the terms put
forvard by the Swedish dolegation at tho close of the Ninth Seasion) that so
1ittle had been achieved in the fiold of tariff roductiocn and levelling tha
presont disparities in tariff levels, The roport noted with disappointment the
fact that so many countrios, among thom leading trading nations, did not feel
it possible to respond more positively to proposals by the lcw-tariff countries
tending to guarsntce a real and continuous reduction of tariffs. Tho lack of
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reciprocity between the obligations and achievements in the field of tariff
reduction, on the one hand, and the rules regarding quantitative restrioctions,
on the other, had always ‘been & source of weakness of the agreement and the
report noted that the weakness remained in the Agreement as revised, The
Committee report drew attention. to the. forthcoming tariff conference, and

Mr, Finnmark expressed the hope of: his delegation that during that conference
substantial progress would be made towards the reduction of tariffs and gradual
elimination of present disparities, :

Mr, POUMPOURAS (Greece) said that Greece had signed all the instruments
except the Declaration; he recalled the resérvation made by his delegation at
the meeting of 7 March 1955 (SR,9/47) to the effect that Greece would be
prepared to sign the Declaration when they had completed the bilateral
negotiations undertaken under Article XXVIII, They had now concluded and
slgned agreements with all countries with which they were negotiating with the
excéption of France and the United Kingdom, where agreement had been reached
in prineiple, and with Austria, where negotiations still continued. He hoped
therefore that there would be no objection to a prolongation of the date far
signature until the end of February, by which time the 1atter negotiations

‘wculd have been concluded.
The CONTRACTING P.iTIES agreed:

1. That the closing date for signature of the three protocols of
amendment should be the end of the second week following the
' opening of the Eleventh Seassion;

2, That there should be a review of the status of these protocols
and the Organizational Agreement at the Eleventh Session;

3. That the errorg in the protocols of amendﬁent‘should be corrected
by means of a procés-verbal, the text of which had been distributed;

be | That Greece be aﬁthorized co sign the Declaration on the Continued
Application of Schedules up to 29 February 1956

5. . That the Intersesaional Committee be authorized to deal with any
matters raised by contracting parties carrying on negotiations
under-article XXVIII:4 (revised), in accordance with the

‘provisions of that Articlev.,

h. ;
L Mry AZIZ AHMAD (Pakist.an) stated that the propésal by his delegation was
1ntended to apply %o the ‘election of the Intersessional Committee and to such
other electione as were contested. - In the latter case the application of the
proposal should be at the ‘discrétion of any contracting party. His delegation
‘was led to make this proposal because it appeared that the CONrR&OTING PARTIES
had now reached the stage where there was a need for a. collective body to take
the place of thé one or two 1ndividuals who had perforce to discharge certain
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responsibilities connccted with such eloctions in the past. It scemed to his
dolegation that the most appropriate mochinery would be a committee of Heads of
Dolegations meoting informally with no rocords and presided over by the
Chairman of the CONTRACTING PARTIES. In most international organizations some
such machinory existed either in the form of a nominating committee or a :
comittee of Hoads of Delegations. In connexion with the Intersaasional
Committce, cortain important criterie had to be fulfilled as to the type of
reprosontation, and before those could be applied there should be some forum
where the matter could be discussed. In addition to the criteria, there was
also an wndorstanding in rospoct of the mumber of countries to be elected from
each region of the world, It was cssential that there should be some means of
discussing those matters beforce the .actual elections were held, Moreovor,
Ecior to the holding of elections cortain rogional understandings might have
boen roached to the satisfaction of all concerned in a particular region, and
all tho contracting parties outside the region would doubtless wish to be
informed of such understandings. With regard to other olections whilch wore
likely to bo contosted, if any contracting partics wished that they first be
discussed by o committece of Hoads of Delegations; the result might be to
conduct the actual election with dignity and to obviate the need for nomination
speechos at the election stage; any such speeches that were felt necessary
could bo made in the committce of Hoads of Delegations. Mr. Ahmad emphasized
thot his proposal was put forward as a basls for discussion; his delegation
felt that in the clrcumstances of the GATT the most appropriate sort of body
would be a committee of all delogations, -

Mr. MACHADO (Brezil) supported the proposal with only the modification
that the meeting be open not only to the Head of each delegation in person
but, in the abscnce of the Hoad, to a deputy appointed by him., Moreover, that
adoption of such procedurc could of course only commit the CONTRACTING PARTIES,
not the futuxe Organization. _

Dr. STANDENAT (Austria) felt the suggestion merited 'stucly. Its general
1lines wers acceptable to him but he wished to emphasize that any factual note
prepared by the secretariat could only refer to & description of the.pest.

Mr, IEDDY (United States) saw no obgections to the proposal being applied
to elections for the Intersessional Commlttee and to contested elections,
provided that the latter could be defined. As it was drawn up, however, it
appearsd to apply to all elections, including the Chairman and Vice-Chairmen
of the CONTR.ICTING PARTIES, and the resull might be somewhat cumbe.x’soma. :
Sone thought might be given perhaps to the method of determining )
what was a contested election, possibly by a nominating committee.

Mr, TAHA CARIM (Turkey) thougkt the proposal did fill a gep in the procedures
of the CONTRACTING PARTIES but that to draw up a series of procedures was
perhaps & somswhat rigid method in the light of what the elections themselves
consisted of. He thought it would be useful to have a private meeting before
any election to the Intersessional Committee or any contested elestiom, bub
suggested tant more thought be given to the proposal with the a:i.m :
simplifying it before adoption by the CONTRACTHNGBARTTES,
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Mr. ANNIS (Canada) end Mr, SWAMINATHAN (India) sgreed with the remarks
of the Turkish repx\osentative.

Mr. WARUIOK SMI'JH (Australia) sympathized with the Pakisten proposal but
_shared the view that more time for comsideration should elapse before &
definite decision was taken., Among the considerations to be borne in mind
were the possibility :of appointing a nominations committee, end rules as to
the time bhoetween nomination and election, . It should be possible to make
. arrengemonts for the elections @t this stssior, which nced not nccuvssarily be
permanent. The metter could be reviewed during the 1ntereessiona1 pexriod

end at the next session.

Mr. PHILLIFS (United Kingdom) questioned the need to distinguish a Heads
of Delegations meeting from & reguler plenary beyond the omission of the record.

Mr. MACHADO (Brazil) observed that if the system proposed by Pekistan
were adopted, whioh was his hope, it should in fact determine the elections -
' thare should be no separate outaide diacuasions of these matters.

Mr, AZTZ AHMAD (Pakisten), replying to various comments, pseid that i;heir
intention was that tho Hoads of Dolegations should settle everything relating
to en eleetion, end the conduct of the election should then be in eccordance
with the consensus of views reached at that meeting. Apert from clections
for the Intersessional Committee, his delegation only visualized that the
proceduro would bo used for contested eloctions and it.seemed to them that any
contracting party should be free to ask that .an election be subject to that
procedure. He aegroed that tho meeting should be attended by the effective
Hesd of Delegation. The only information that would be eirculated by the
secrotariet would be factual information, and thet seemsd to him cloar from
the warding of tha propoaal. It was clearly more satisfactory that such a
meoting be distinguished from an ordinary plonery &nd a more useful Hiscussden could
teke place in a relatively limited group with & ra:lrly informal atmosphere

and no recorda.

The GHAIRW&N said there seemed a genoral desire to study the mtter mrther and
a feelin; that it would be useful to charge the Intersessional Committee
with considering ‘the propoaal, with a view to drawing up & generel procedure
for use in the future.  In the meentime, the Intorsessional Commitisce smst
be elected at .this. scss:!.on and he would su:, et that bofore'its slection a
meeting of the Hoads of Dalegations he he’d end the genewal lines of bhn
mmtm proposal be t‘ollowed. : : ‘

, I'b was mmed to i’ollow the procedure suggest;ea by the E’akistan delegation
in relation to the forthooming election of the Intersessional Committes, end
to cherge that body with studying tho propoaal with a view itc drawing up &

plen for olections in future,
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5. Anti-dumping duties (L/409. W,10/10)

The CHAIRMAN recalled the earlier discussion of this item (SR.10/7)
when the CONTRACTING PaAiTIES had approved a proposal that governments be
invited to send to the secretariat a copy of their laws and regulations
concerning the imposition of anti-dmnping and countervailing duties, and
the application of all other measures having similar effects,

Mr. KOHT (Norway) suggested some changes in the note by the Executive
Secretary regarding the request to be addressed to contracting parties in

erder to obviate any possibility of interpreting it as covering a wider
field than was intended, ' It was not intended that this inquiry shewld énter

into the question of valuation or action taken under Article XIX or other
Articles of the Agreement, :

Mr. FINNM:RK (Sweden) also had changes to suggest in the wording in so far
as it covered the suggestion by the Swedish representative at the earlier
discussion that information on governments' experience of anti~dumping legis-

lation also be supplied,

The CONTR.CTING P~RTIES agreed that contracting partieas be asked to submit

to the Executive Secretary (in English or French) not later than 30 June 1956,
extracts from their n:tlonal customs legislation and administrative regulations
providing for the levy of anti-dumping and countervailing duties, and other
supplementary duties and charges intendsd to protect domestic production ' ‘
against the competition of low-priced imports. Interested contracting parties.
might provide, if they would so wish, such comments as they would consider ’
to be useful on their experience in this field.  The CONTRACTING PARTIES also
agreed that the information submitted 5> placed before the Interaeasional
Committee, and an item relating to this question be included in the Agenda

for the Eleventh Session,

Mr, GARCIA OLDINI (Ghile) reserved the position of his Government on
this matter, v

6. (L/h57)

Mr, TAHA CaRI¥ (Turkey) Chairman of ‘the World.ng Party, introcmced the
report of the Working Party. The Working Party had examired ‘the new wa.:l.ver
requested by Australia and had been in agreement on the desirabllity of its
objective, They submitted a Decision in this regard for approval by the
CONTRACTING PAxTIES., The Working Party had then examined the second annual
report on the existing waiver and had a,greed that prwood be specifically
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included in the list of products in the new waiver in order to remove‘any
uncertainty which might exist with respect to the existing one.

The Report of the Working Party on Australian ireatment of preducts of
PapuawNew Guinea was adopted and the CONTRACTING PAATIES approved the draft
Decision regarding spscial customs treatment accorded by Australia to certain
forestry products of Papua New-~Guinea by twenty-four votes in favour, none

against.

7. United Stetes dairy products

Baron BBNTINCK (Kingdom of the Netherlands) referred to- the Reaolution
of 5 November 1954 on United States import restrictions on dairy products,
the first part of which had now, in fact, been taken over by the waiver of
5 March 1955 to the United. Statee in connexion with import restrictions
imposed under Section 22 of the igricultural Adjustment Act. In 1952 this
matter had been handled by two separate instruments, one dealing with the
import restrictions by thas United States and the other a determination
authorizing the Netherlands Government to suspend certain of its oblizations
under the Agreament in view of these restrictions, The 1955 waiver declared
explicitly that action under Article XAIII was not precluded.  The asuthoriza-
tion granted to ths Netherlands was, therefore, in their opinion unaffected,
It was for this reason that his Government had requested that a separate item

be included in the Agenda.

The Resolution of .5 November 1954 requested a report from the United
States Government, From a strict formal point of view, this obligation was
not fully complizd with by the presentalion of the report under the United
States walver, mainly because a report under the Resolution should cover a
period some months longer. His delegation did not wish to insist on such a
separate report but would like the CONTRACTING PA«TI=S to eonfirm that the
views he had expressed regarding the relationship of the Kesolution and the
waiver were correct., At the Same time it ssemed desirable that it be formally
deoided that the United States had, through its report undsr ths waiver,
sufficiently met the reporting requiraments of the Rlegolution, This might be

done by a riling frcm the Chair,

On the substantive side of this matter, Baron Bentinck referred to his
remarks when the United States import restrictions on dairy products were
discussed earlier in the Session (SR.10/9 page 92). The effect of the
restrictions on dairy products remained substantially unchanged from the
situation which prevalled at ths time of the Resoluticns of 8 Nevember 1952,
13 October 1953 and 5 November 1954, Consequently, the concessions granted
by the Unitad States to his country remained impaired in the sense of
Article XXIII to virtually the same degree. In view of this situatien he
was instructed to request an extension for another year of the authorization
granted to his Govarnment to apply & limit of 60,000 nmetric tons per annum gn
imports of wheat flour from the United States, In view of the inter-
relationship of this matter with ths problems under coneideration in the
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Working Party on the United States waiver, it might be advisa,ble for
) practio«l reasons that the present request be referred to that Working Party.

Mr. WAnWIGK SIETH (australia) supported the Netherla.nds' request a.nd
their procedural proposal.

Mr. KiSTOFT (Dermark) assoclated himself with the staterient by the
Netherlands! representative and referred to his own statement at the earlier
. discuasion of the United States report under the waiver (SR 10/9, Page. a)..

It was ggreed t.o refer the quesbions ‘raised by the Ngtherlands
representative to the Working Party on the Unitecz States waiver.

V.The_meeting- gdjou ed at 4 p.m.




