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I. THE BEIIAGN REQUEST

1. The request by the Government of Belgium for a waiverfrcom the obligations of
Article XI with respect to a number of agricultural products was submitted in
May 1955 in document L/357 and was supported by data submitted in Addenda 1 and 2
to that document. The request was examined by the Intersessional Comnittee and
the Cmrmittees report (L/372) has been available to the Working Party. Moreover,
following the request by the Intersessional Committee, the Belgian Government sub-
mitted in October further information (L/e57Aidd.3), statistical data (L/357A,dd.4)
and the texts of various protocols and agreements (L/357AMdd.5).

2. The request of the Belgian Govenrment was for a waiver underAkrtil2e XXV. It
washowever; the general view that the natter should be xamnined in accordance with
the provisions of the Decision of 5 March 1955 on Problmes Raised for Contracting
Parties in Eliminating Import Restrictions Naintained During a Period of Balance-
of-Payemnts Difficulties. Belgium agreed to co-operate in the effort to bring its
request for a waiver within the framework of that Decision and the Wokirng Party
has examined it in the terns of the Decision. In the course of the examination by
the Intersessional Cm0mittee, Belgium withdrew the following items which the request
had originally included: fresh or chilled mutton and lamb, preservedmxilk and cra$m
in powder without addition of sugar. preserved milk and cecam in powder or condensed
with addition of sugar, and"twitloo"' endives. At the present Session Belgium with-
drew some further items (see paragraph 5 below) in order to bring the request into
conformity with the requirements of the Decision.

3. The Decision of 5 March 1955 requires that an application for concurrence in
the maintenance of restrictions emet a number of requirements, and that the appli-
cant contracting party accept a certain number of undertkilng.e Accordingly, the
Working Party examined the Belgian request in the light of these requirements and
undertaiLngs with respect to each product involved.

4. Regarding the question whether the restrictions which the Goecrnment of Belgium
wish to maintain met the exceptional circmswtances described in the Preamble of the
Decision, the Working Party took note of the fact that the CONTRACTING PARTIES had
accepted at the Ninth Session the statement contained in paragraph 79 of the Reprzt
of the Wokling Party relating to the review of the provisions r elating to quantitative
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restrictions (see BISD, Third Supplement, page 192) that "nothing in the
Decision would prevent a country in the position of Belgium from availing itself
of the facilities of the Decision, in accordance with its provisions".

5. The first requirement to be met under paragraph 2 of the Decision is that
the restrictions for which a waiver is applied should have been continuously in
force since 1 January 1955. The Working Party noted that, in the case of some
products (ponies of a height between 110 cm. and 145 cm.; fresh herrings;
salted, dried or smoked herrings and sprats; eggs not in shell; and sugar),
the legal basis for restricting imports had existed continuously but actual
restrictions had in fact not been applied since 1 January 1955. In view of the
doubts expressed by the Working Party regarding the eligibility of such restrict-
ions under paragraph 2(a) of the Decision, the Government of Belgium agreed to
withdraw its application concerning tho products listed above. The Working
Party was satisfied that for the other products, the restrictions (including
seasonal restrictions) had been continuously in force since 1 January 1955.

6. The second requirement to be mot is that the suddenremoval of the
restrictions would result in serious injury to the domestic industry concerned.
As the more existence of a quantitative restriction for a number of years could
not be considered as sufficient evidence that its removal would injure the
industry substantially, the Working Party proceded to a detailed examination
of the injury which might result from the removal of the various restrictions
at the present juncture.

7. The representative of Belgium indicated that Belgian agriculture is com-
posed mainly of very small enterprises and that the average area of the holdings
is tho smallest in Western Europe. Nearly all these farms are of the family
type and there is almost no short-term opportunity for substitution of other
types of agricultural production for those which have to be protected. It is
not easily practicable to shift this population to manufacturing industry which,
in spite of the high level of business activity, does not lack manpower. The
cost and price structure of Belgian agriculture exceeds that of foreign
competitors by a substantial percentage In order to maintain the livelihood
of the farming community, the Governnent of Belgium fixes normative prices
called "prix de direction". The Governement seeks to maintain these prices by
protective measures. In order to avoid a rise in the cost of living, the
Government sees to it, however, that domestic prices do not exceed these
normative prices. Even with the maintenance of the restrictive measures, the
income from Belgian agriculture is inadequate and, in most cases, the farmer
does not receive an income equal to that of an agricultural or industrial worker.
The abandonment at this timeof therestrictions would probably lower the prices
paid to farmers by at least 20 per cent, and would oblige the farmers to run
theirfarms at a loss without reducing the volume of production,

8. On the basis of information at its disposal, the Working Party concluded
that the serious injury requirement had also been met for the products listed
in the Belgian application as revised.
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9. The working Party then considered whether it would be practicable at
this time for the Government of Belgium to resort to measures consistent
with the provisions of the General Agreement in lieu of the quantitative
restrictions now in force. The Working Party considered in particular the
extent to which subsidies and tariffs could be applied. It noted the
Belgian. statements that, in view of the fact that in most cases domestic
production represented the bulk of supply, subsidies would be too heavy a
charge on the budget,and that Belgiums freedom to adjust her tariffs was
limited by her arrangements with her Benelux partners. The working Party
concluded that in the light of the statements and documents submitted and in
view of the participation of Belgium in the Benelux Customs Union, it did
not appear to be practicable, at the present juncture, to apply alternative
measures for the products concerned.

10. In this connection the Working Party noted that some of the restrictions
had been applied primarily to protect domestic producers against imports
under abnormal trading conditions, in particular when the sales were made
on consignment. The Working Party considered that problems of dealing
with abnormal trading were different from problems associated with normal
trade, and expressed the view that it should be possible to replace most, if
not all, of these restrictions by other measures consistent with the General
Agreement in a relatively short time.

11. In the course of arriving at its conclusions in-paragraphs 8 and 9,
the Working Party notedthat among the products for which a waiver .was
requested were eggs and pork of which Belgium exported some quantities,
The representative of Belgium indicated that these exports were only occasional.
Eggs exported were of a size which could not easily be marketed in Belgium.
Belgium was at times an importer of pork and at times an exporter because
of cyclical variations in the production of pigs. The Working Partty concluded
that there was no great risk of such exports creating serious dis rf':i.
on export markets and thus affecting the interests of other countriess.

12. The working Party then proceeded to examine whether there was a reasonable
prospect of eliminating the restrictions over a comparatively short period of
time as required in paragraph 2(c) of the Decision of 5 March 1955. In this
respect, the working Party agreed that important-factors were the Agreement
of 3 May 1955 entered into by the Government of Belgium with
the Netherlands providing for the harmonization of the agricultural policies
of the two countries during a period of seven years from the date of that
Agreement: the enartment on 29 July. 1955 of the Act esablishing an
Agricultural Fund forthe purpose of making Belgian agriculture more
competitive and the recent establishment of administrative machinery to implement
both the Agreement and the Agricultural Fund Act. The Working Party also
noted the intention of the Government of Belgium to submit more precise and
detailed information as soon as practicable after 3 May 1956 on the measures
to be developed for the elimination of the restrictions. Under the arrangements
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agreed between Belgium and the Netherlands, working plans would
be developed each year; accordingly a permanent commission had been set up to
carry out this work. Details of these working plans for the first year would
become available at some time soon after 3 May 1956. In view of the foregoing,
the Working Party concluded that there was a reasonable prospect of eliminating
the restrictions over a comparatively short period of time.

13, The Working Party then considered the undertakings set forth in
paragraph 3 of the Decision, The Belgian representative indicated that his
Government accepted these undertakings.
14, The Working Party noted that the Government of Belgium was prepared
to eliminate the restrictions within a period of seven years.

15. The Belgian Government has also undertaken to grant to other
contracting parties, as contemplated in paragraph 3(b) of the Decision, a fair
and reasonable share of the Belgian market in the products concerned. The
Belgian representative expressed the intention of his Government not to restrict
access to the Belgian market beyond the degree of restriction new being
applied. Tho Working Party did not attempt to pass judgment on the question
whether the existing measures of control, were such as to satisfy the require-
ments of Section A, paragraph 3(b) relating to the provision by Belgium of a
fair and reasonable share of the market to other contracting parties. Under
the terms of the waiver Belgium would undertake to provide such a share, and
the question as to whether particular arrangements governing the various
commodities satisfied this undertaking from. time to time would, were necessary,
be a matter for discussion between Belgium and those contracting parties
having an interest in the commodities concerned, In the event of disagreement
the facilities of the CONTRACTING PARTIES would be available for assisting in
a settlement of the matter.

16. While any question of a fair share of the Belgian market for a
particular product would be dealt with as in paragraph 15 above, the Working
Party noted, in regard to paragraph 3(c) of the Docision, that the Belgian
Government proposed to eliminate completely in some years the restrictions on
selected products; that it would progressively rolax the restrictions on
other products; whilst in some cases those methods might bo combined.

17. Having satisfied itself that the Belgian request met the requirements
of paragraph 2 of the Decision of 5 March 1955 and that Belgium was propared
to accept the undertakings set forth in paragraph 3 of the Decision, and that
the Decision was therefore applicable, the Working Party addressed itself to
the question of the conditions and limitations to which the concurrence of the
CONRACTIN PARTIES should be subject, in accordance with Section B of the
Decision. It did not wish to propose any conditions or limitations other than
those set out in Section B.

18. Paragraph 2 of Section B of the Decision of 5 March 1955 provides th.t
no restriction authorized under it should be administered in a way inconsistent
with the provisions of the General Agreement relating to the non-discriminatory
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application of quantitative restrictions. The Working Party noted the
assurances given by the representative of Belgium that even in the cases
where bilateral commitments had been entered into for the administration of
quotas, such commitments would not prevent the Government of Belgium from
observing the relevant provisions of the General Agreement. Som members of
the Working Party noted that some goods originating in the Netherlands or
Luxemburg entering Belgiiw were subject to the saie import restrictions as
like goods originating in other countries that other such goods were subject
to some, but not as much restriction as like goods originating in other
countries and that a third class of such goods were entirely free of restric-
tion, while the entry into Belgium of like goods originating in other countries
remained restricted. They felt that this raised questions withregard to the
non-discriminatory application of restrictions maintained under the Decision,
but the Working Party did not regard it as necessary or practicable to resolve
such questions at this time. Furthermore, however the provisions of the
General Agreement and the Decision might ultimately be interpreted, the Working
Party did not consider, in view of the circumstances of the case, that Belgium
should be required to reimpose or intensify restrictions on imports from the
Netherlands of products covered by the proposed waiver. It was also agreed
that the adoption by the CONTRACTING PARTIESS of the draft Decision annexed to
this report should not be regarded as carrying any implications one way or
the other with regard to the interpretation of the provisions of the General
Agreement and the Decision in this connexion. The Working Party considered
that in view of the Belgian Government's statement that it might be expected
that the process of harmonization agreed on with the Government of the
Netherlands constitutes a safeguard for the removal of restrictions against
imports from other contracting parties, it, may be expected that these latter
restrictions will be reduced and removed as rapidly as the restrictions against
similar imported from the Netherlands.

19. Finally, the Working party wishes to place on record that the provisions
of paragraphs 3, 4 and 5 of Section B. as well as of Section C, of the Decision
of 5 March 1955 apply to the waiver to be granted to the Government of Belgium.
The Working Party assumes that reports under Section B-3 will include details
of any bilateral arrangement affecting products covered by the waiver.

20. The Working Party then considered for what period the concurrence of the
CONTRACTING PARTIES should be given. As it was agreed that the waiver should
be granted under the Decision of 5 March 1955, the Working Party noted that the
period could not exceed flve years, as is expressly provided for in that
Decision. It recognized, however, that the Governnent of Belgium, in the
application of measures designed to eliminate the restrictions, might meet
particular difficulties as a rcsult of its association with other contracting
parties in the Benelux Customs Union. Its policy would have to be harmonized
with the agricultural policies of those countries and, principally for that
reason, the Working Party was prepared to recommend that these circumstances
should be considered by the CONTRCTING PARTIES as being exceptional and
deserving consideration under the provisions of paragraph 5(a) of Article XXV
of the General Agreement.
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21. This conclusion led the working Party to recommend that the waiver be
extended for a period of to years under paragraph 5(a) of Article XXV on
the understanding, that this extension would apply only to those restrictions
which, for the reasons explained in paragraph 19, would not have been
eliminated by December 1960. The working Party expects these to be few in
number. It is understood that all restrictions will be eliminated as soon as
practicable without waiting for the end of the first period of five years, or
until the end of 1962 for the remaining ones. The Working Party points out
that this part of the Decision would have to secure the majority required
under paragraph 5(a) of Article X. It also points out that, if its recommend-
ations are accepted by the CONTRACTING PARTIES, all restrictions maintained by
Belgium on agricultural products would be finally eliminated at a time when
any restrictions which other contracting parties might be authorized to main-
tain under the Decision of 5 March 1955 would also have to be discontinued.
It is also proposed that the extension of the waiver until 1962 would be
subject to all the conditions and limitations which are applied under the
Decision of 5 March 1955 during the initial five-year period. The Danish and
Italian representatives were not able to accept the conclusion of the Working
Party on duration of the waiver. The representative of Dennark further stated
that his Government would be prepared to accept the granting of a waiver for
five years under the Decision of 5 March 1955, but could not agree to an
extension of the concurrence beyond a period of five years.

22. Finally, the Working Party wishes to draw the attention of the
CONTRACTING PARTIES to some statements and comments which it appears useful
to place formally on record.

23. The Working Party indicated in paragraph 5 above that.the Belgian
representative agreed to remove from the request a number of items which, in
the Wiorking Party's opinion, could not be considered as.having been continuously
in force since 1 January 1955. The Belgian representative withdrew these
requcsts on the consideration that possibilities of protection against
unforeseen difficulties exist under various provisions of the General agreement,

24. In this connexion, some members of the Working Party stated that the
withdrawal by the Belgian Government of these items from its application had
facilitated their. support of the Working Party's conclusion.

25. The Danish representative pointed out that a combination of quantitative
restrictions and internal price support measures implied an incentive to the
domestic production and might even lead to the creation of export surpluses.
The statistics presented by Belgium showed that this country had been a net
exporter of eggs and pork in recent years. The Danish Government could not
agree to grant a waiver, which might contribute to an aggravation of the
surplus problem and would not, for reasons of principle, find it advisable that
the waiver should apply to products of which the applicant. country was a not
exporter.
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26. The Italian representative was not oonvinced that the condition set out
in paragraph 2(a) of the Decision of 5 March 1955 applied to all the products
for which Belgium was requesting a waiver. He was not convinced that, if
Belgium abolished the existing restrictions (seasonal restrictions) for
agricultural products that were admitted freely and without customs duty when
originating in the Netherlands, Belgian production would be exposed to serious
injury. Moreover, he was not convinced that for certain products the Belgian
Government had no possibility of recourse to measures compatible with the
General Agreement (as provided in paragraph 2(b) of the Decision) instead of
maintaining the restrictions in question; it could, for perishable products,
Lix specific minima along with the ad velorem duties which would inlarge measure
prevent a complete fall in prices in periods of full production.

27. Havin- regard to the provisions of articlee XXIV, the Working Party
considers that the CONTRACTING PARTIES should record their view that the
granting of a waiver to Belgium on the basis of its application would not
later constitute a justification for extension of the same or comparable
restrictions on imports into the Netherlands or Bonelux as a whole for the
protection of the Netherlands production and that any request by the Netherlands,
or by Beneluxas a whole, for restrictions for that purpose would have to be
examined on its merits in the light of the requirements of the Decision of
5 March 1955. Questions which might arise out of the application of restric-
tions by the Netherlands for the purpose of implementing the restrictions
which Belgium would be permitted to maintain under this waiver were not
examined by the Working Party, On the understanding that the CONTRACTING
PARTIES would be given an opportunity of considering such questions before
any restrictions solely for implementing, the Belgian restrictions were applied
by the Netherlands the Working Party felt that it was not necessary to resolve
these questions at present.

28. As a result of its examination of the Belian request in the light of the
terms of the Decision of 5 March 1955, he Working Party submits to the
CONTRACTING PARTIESa draft Docision for consideration and approval (Appendix I).

II. THE LUXEMBURG REQUEST

29. The request by th Government of Luxemburg for a waiver from the
obligations of Article XI with respect to a number agricultural products
was submitted in May 1955 in document L/358. Additional data were submitted
in Addenda 1, 2 and 3 to that document. Moreover, the Luxemburg Government
submitted in October further additional information (L/358/Add.4) in reply to
the questionnaire drafted by the Intersessional Working Party.

30. The Working Party was satisfied that Iuxemburg agriculture, as regards
the production of the commodities for which a waiver was requested, was facing
exceptionally adverse conditions as a resualt of highly unfavourable natural
factors, The Working Party noted the statements of the representative of
Luxemburg that it was essential for his Government to maintain agricultural
production and the population engaged in such production and that it was
necessary for the Government of Luxemburg to take measures for the continued
existence and for the improvement ofthe conditions of this production. It
appeared that the removal at this time of the restrictions now in force in



L/467
Page 8

Luxemburg would result in serious injury to the producers in Luxemburg and to
the national interests of that country without afferding appreciable benefits
to the trade of other countries.

31. The Working Party also noted that the need for Luxemburg to provide
special assistance to its agriculture goes far back in Luxemburg's history
and that the restrictions in question are of long standing. The Luxemburg
representative indicated that special arrangements for the protection of
Luxemburg agriculture have been provided in all the customs and economic
unions to which Luxemburg has successively been a party since 1842, including
the customs union with Germany from 1842 to 1919, the economic union with
Belgium since 1921, and the customs unkon with Belgium and the Netharlands
since 1944.

32. The Working Party felt it was clear, therefore, that the considerations
which led the Luxemburg Government to maintain quantitative restrictions on
the import of the products concerned are not those which were contemplated
when the Decision of 5 March 1955 relating to problems raised for contracting
parties-in eliminating import restrictions maintained during a period of
balance-of-paymonts difficulties was approved by the CONTRACTING PARTIES.

33. The Working Party felt that the Luxemburg case was also exceptional
because of the narrowness of the Luxemburg market and because of the traditional
sources of supply for the products for which the waiver is being requested.
Belgium and the Netherlands are, of course, in a special position by virtue of
their customs union with Luxemburg. The Luxemaburg market, however, has never
represented a significant outlet for the exports of the products concerned
from other countries and is lilkely to remain of only marginal interest to
contracting parties. Under the present arrangements Luxemburg appears to be
largely self-sufficient for the products concerned but even if these arrange-
ments were terminated and Luxemburgs acriculture did not exist, the amounts
involved for the trade of other countries would be very small, since the
population of the Grand Duchy is only 300,000.

34, In view of the foregoing considerations, the Working Party concluded that
the conditions prevailing, in Iuxemburg constituted exceptional circumstances
which justified resort to the provisions of paragraph 5(a) of Article XXV. The
Danish representative, however., could not associate himself with this conclu-
sion. The Working Party further concluded that the Luxemburg, case was a unique
one; that the conditions prevailing in Luxemburg on the basis of which a waiver
under Article XXV:5(a) appears warranted, do not exist in any other country
now a party, or likely to become a partly to the General Agreement; and that
accordingly ,ranting a waiver in this instance to Luxemburg under Article XXV:5(a)
would in no way serve as a precedent for other countries.

35. The Working Party noted that the Government of Luxemburg is determained to
adopt all measures necessary to mako its agriculture more competitive and thus
enable it to relax the restrictions now in force in so far as practicable.
The Working Party felt that this policy of the Goverrnment of Luxemburg
constitutes an important consideration in granting Luxemburg a waiver.
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36. The Working Party was convinced of the persistent and deep-rooted
character of the Luxemburg problem. No easy, rapid, or perhaps even complete
solution can or should be expected. Nevertheless, the Working, Party considered
it unwise and unnecessary at this time to recommend a waiver which would not
provide in someway for a review of the situation within a specified time-limit.
Such a review would examine the underlying circumstances on the basis of which
thc waiver was granted. Should these circumstances remain substantially
unchanged despite the best efforts of the Government of Luxemburg to cope with
them, the waiver would presumably be continued.

37. Some doubts were expressed by certain members of the working party
regarding the appropriateness of granting a waiver covering products such as
beef, pork and butter of which Luxemburg had exported some quantities (to
Balgium and the Netherlands). The Working Party noted the statements of the
Luxemburg representative however, that the exports of beef were not the result
of a regular flow of trade but represented only an occasional type of export
which resulted from the governmental policy of reducing the number of cattle.
The exports of pork were spasmodic only. The Luxemburg representative
explained further that this kind of trade was not encouraged by his Government
and that Luxeniburg was a regular importer of veal and an occasional importer
of pork. As regards butter, he explained that the reports go exclusively
towards Belgium and are in the nature of a frontier traffic. He stated that
the policy of his Government was to increase the consumption of milk and butter
in the Grand Duchy and not to encourage exports, and that exports of butter as
well as of other agricultural products do not enjoy the subsidies which are
granted by the Government for the internal consumption of some of these products.
The Working Party agreed that, in the light of these circumstances and the
extremely limited productive capacity of Luxemburg, the exports which may occur
in the future would not significantly affect the interests of other exporting
countries. The delegate of Denmark, however, considerod that the machinery of
quantitative import restrictions combined with internal price support measures
contains an incentive to an increase of the domestic production in the country
concerned. In this way for some products even an export surplus might be
created. He would be opposed to the ranting of a waiver which would contrib-
ute to a worsening of the surplus problem. The statistics presented by
Iuxemburg showed that this country had an export surplus of beef, pork and
butter in 1953 and 1954. Although the surpluses which Luxemburg might produce
are not likely to cause groat harm to the interests of other countries, the
Danish Government would, for reason of principle, not find it advisable that
the waiver should apply to products of which there have been these export
surpluses.

38. Finally, the Working Party calls attention to the fact that under the
proposed waiver the Luxemburg Government would be required to submit at least
once a year to the contracting parties a communication regarding the operation
of the waiver. The Working Party considerod that in the light of the conditions
prevailing in Luxemburg agriculture, it would not be necessary for such
communications automatically to be placed on the agenda of the CONTRACTING
PARTIES each year; and that it would be sufficient to circulate them to the
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goverments, any individual contracting party being free., of course, to place
the matter on the agenda of the CONTRACTING PARTIES if upon examination of
the communication it felt it desirable to do so.

39. The Working Party submits to the CONTRACTNG PARTIES a draft Decision for
consideration and approval (Appendix 2).
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APPENDIX I.

REQUEST BY THE GOVERNMENT OF BELGIUM FOR A WAIVER IN CONNEXION
WITH IMPORT RESTICTIONS ON CERTAIN AGRICULTURAL PRODUCTS

DRAFT DECISION

CONSIDERING that the CONTRACTING PARTIES, in their Decision of 5 March
1955 (relating to problems raised for contracting parties in eliminating
import restrictions maintained during a period of balance-of-payments
difficulties) established a procedure for temporarily waiving the obligations
of a contracting party under Article XI of the General Agreement;

CONSIDERING that this procedure required that any application for such
a waiver must meet the requirements outlined in Section A, paragraph 2 of the
Decision, that the applicant contracting part must undertake the obligations
set out in Section A, paragraph 3 of the Decision, and that any concurrence
that may be given by the CONTRCTING PARTIES pursuant to the Decision must
be subject to the conditions and limitations set out in Section 3 of the
Decision;

CONSIDERING that the Delgian Government has requested the CONTRACTING
PARTIES, acting pursuant to the Decision of 5 March 1955 to waive temporarily

its obligations under Article XI to the extent necessary to allow the
maintenance of restrictions applied in imports of the products listed in the
Annex to this Decision;

CONSIDERING that the restrictions have been continuously in force since
1 January 1955;

CONSIDERING that the sudden removal of the restrictions would result in
serious injury to the domestic industries having received incidental protection
therefrom, and that the temporary maintenance of the restriction is necessary
to enable those industries to adjust themselves to the situation which would
be created by the removal of the restrictions;

CONSIDERING that at the present time it would not be practicable for the
Belgian Goverrment to resort to alternative measures consistent with the
General Agreement;

CONSIDERING that there is a reasonable prospect that the restrictions
will be eliminated over a comparatively short period of time inasmuch as:-
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(a) The Belgian Government entered into an Agreement with
the Netherlands Government on 3 May 1955 which provides
for the harmonization of the agricultural policies of
the two countries during a period of seven years commencing
from the date of that agreement,

(b) the Belgian Government has enacted legislation in the
Act of 29 July 1955 Establishing an Agricultural Fund
and has also established administrative machinery for
the development of appropriate measures designed to
ensure the elimination of the restrictions,

(c) the Belgian Government will submit to the CONTRACTING
PARTIES more precise and detailed information as soon
as practicable after 3 May 1956 on the measures to be
developed for the elimination of the restrictions;

CONSIDERING that in view of the Belgian Government's statement that the
process of harmonization agreed on with the Government or the Netherlands
constitutes a safeguard for the removal of restrictions against imported from.
other contracting parties, it may be expected that these restrictions will
be reduced and removed as rapidly as the restrictions against similar imported
from the Netherlands;

CONSIDERING that the Belgian Government accepted the undertakings et forth
in Section A, paragraph 3 of the Decision of 5 March 1955;

The CONTRACTING PARTIES

DECIDE that the provisions of the Decision of 5 March 1955 are applicable
to the request submitted by the Belgian Government;

DECIDE to grant a concurrence under the Decision of 5 March 1955 for
a period of five years from the date of the present Decision in respect of
the maintenance of restrictions on the products listed in the Annex hereto;

CONSIDERING further that in the ease of Belgium, having regard principally
to the difficulties that may be expected to be involved in the harmonization
of the agricultural policies of the members of the Benelux Customs Union,
exceptional circumstances exist;

DECIDE further that, pursuant to paragraph 5(a) of Article XXV, the
terms of this waiver shall be extended to 31 December: -962, with respect to
those remaining restrictions which by reason of the exceptional circumstances
referred to above the Belgian Government may not be able to eliminate within
the period of the above concurrence,
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A N N E X

LIST OF PRODUCTS TO WHICH THE DECISION APPLIES

Tariff No. Descriptionof production MaximumPeriod of Application
for Seasonal Restrictions

Horses (with the exception of race horses,
saddle horses for private use, ponies up
to a height of 145 cm.)

Foals other

Foalsfor slaughter
Bovlnecattle
Swine

Beof and veal, frosh or chiIed

Pork, fresh or chilled

Horseflesh

Bacon

Meat, salted, dried, smoked, etc.

Fresh sprats (with the exception of products
for canning)

Fresh sea fish

Shrimps
Frosh milk

Milk cream

Preservedmilkand cream, inboks wth lc, idout
addition of sugar

Butter

rggs of poultry in the shell
Fresh cut flowers
Tomatoc

Onilons, shalots

1 October/
15 November

1 June/
31 January

Potatep (eeccot soed potatoes)

Asparagus 16 February/
5 April

EX 1(a)
and (c)

)Ex 1 (a)
and (c)
1 (b) 1

. 3
6

13 (a) 1

13 (c) 1

13 (d) 1
17
18

19 (b) 2

(b)
(a,

3
2

19
21
22

23
24 (a) 1

25
27 (a)
43 (a)
47
EX 48

49 (a)
and(c'
50 (a)



L/467.
Page 14

Tariff No.

50 (b) 1

..-.- 50 (b) 2

50 (c) 1 and 2

50 (c) 3

50 (d)
50 (d)

50 (e)

50 (e)

Ex 50 (f)

Ex 50 (f)

Ex 50 (f)

Ex 50 (f)

50 (g)

50 (h)

57 (a)

59 (a)

59 (b)

60 (a)

Ex 60 (b)

60 (c)

1 and 2

4

1

4

1

1

2

2

2

3

Description of production

Cauliflower

Brussels Sprouts

White and red Cabbages

Other brassica of all kinds

Spinach and endives

Various salads

Carrots

Scorzonera

French beans

Peas

Other leguminous vegetables

Broad beans

Gherkïns

Celery, leeks, rhubarb and other
fresh Vegetables

Fresh grapes

Apples

Pears

Peaches

Cherries, frosh

Plums

Maximumperiod of Application
for Seasonal Restrictions

16 April/
30 November

16 October/
28 February
16 June/
28 Febryary
1 April/

30 June and 1 October
31 December
1 April/

31 December

1 April/
31 July
1 October/

30 April
16 June/
15 October
1 June/

31 August
1 June/

15 October

16 May/
15 October

1 June/
30 September

16 July/
15 March

16 July/
15 February
1 August/
9 September

1 June/
15 July
16 July/
15 September
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...Description of Product Maximum Period of Application
. for Seasonal R vat.rICti.S

1 June/
30 June

1 June/
30 September

Ex 68 Ex 71 Ex 72

85

86
87

100

Whewat, barley and oats for soing

Sutar beet

Chirry roots

Hops

Lrd

Tariff No

61 (a) 1

61 (b) Melons

Strawberries
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APPENDIX 2

REQUEST BY THE GRAND DUCHY OF LUXEMBURG FOR AWAIVER
IN CONNEXION WITH IMPORT RESTRICTIONS ON CERTAIN

AGGRICULTURAL PRODUCTS

DRAFT DECISION

HAVING RECEIVED the request of the Government of Luxemburg for a waiver
of the provisions of Article XI of the General Agreement to enable it to
maintain quantitative restrictions on the importation of the agricultural
products listed in the Annex to this Decision,

HAVING ALSO RECEIVED the statement by the Governnent of Luxemburg that
it has undertaken to pursue actively harmonization of its agricultural policy
with the policies of its two Benelux partners, to adopt all measures necessary
to make its agriculture more competitive, and therefore to relax the restrict-
ions now in force in so far as this would be practicable,

CONSIDEING that, in view of natural factors, agriculture in Luxemburg
faces exceptionally adverse conditions and that it is essential for the
Government of Luxemburg to maintain agricultural production and to accord
the necessary support to improve the conditions of such production,

CONSIDERING that the removal at the present juncture of the restrictions
which are now in force would result in serious injury, not only to the
producers themselves but also to the national interests of Luxemburg, without
affording appreciable benefits to the trade of other contracting parties,

CONSIDERING FURTHER that the partners of Luxemburg in the Benelux
Customs Union, which are the contracting parties primarily interested have
expressly accepted the maintenance of these restrictions in so far as they are
concerned,

CONSIDERING FINALLY that in view of the narrowness of the Luxemburg
market and the traditional channels of trade in the products in question,
the effects of the restrictions on contracting parties other than Belgium
and the Kingdom of the Netherlands are very small,

The CONTRACTING PARTIES

DECIDE that

(1) pursuant to paragraph 5(a) of Article XXV of the General Agreement,
the provisions of Article XI of the General Agreement shall be waived to the
extent necessary to permit the Government of Luxemburg to maintain the
restrictions at present imposed on the importation into Luxemburg of products
listed in the Annex to this Decision;
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(2) that the Government of Luxemburg shall communicate without delay to
the Executive Secretary for circulation to the contracting parties all
information relating to the administration of the restrictions imposed on the

importation of the products listed in the Annex to this Decision, any
significant changes introduced or proposed in that system as well as the
measures taken to carry out the policy outlined in the Preamble to this
Decision and, generally, any information that may be relevant to tha trade in
the products listed in the Annex to this Decision; such communication shall
take place at least once a year before 1 July of each year;

(3) the matter shall be reviewed in 1960 in the light of the progress
made in, and the results achieved by the implementation by the Government o!
Luxemburg of the policy outlined in the Preamble to this Decision.

ANNEX
LIST OF PRODUCTS TO WHICH THE DECISION IS APPLICABLE

Tariff item Description of Products Maximum Period of Application
for Seasonal Restrictions

3 Bovine Cattle

6 Swine

13(a) Beef and Veal

1.3(c) and 17 Pork, including bacon

18 Meat, salted, dried, smoked
or otherwise simply prepared

22 Fresh milk, whole or skimmed;
buttermilk, curdled milk,
fermented milk

23 Milk cream

24(a) Preserved milk and cream, in
blocks, in powder or condensed
(syrupy), without addition of
sugar

25 Butter, fresh or salt, also if
melted

27(a) 1 1 February/
and(b) 1 Egss of poultry 1 September
49(b) Seed potatoes and potatoes not 1 August/

and(c) specially mentioned (except fresh 30 March
potatoes imported from 1 Jan.to 25 May)

59(a) Apples 1 September/
31 December

68 Wheat, spelt and meslin
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Tariff item Description of Products Maximum Period of APPLICATION
for Seasonal Restrictïons

65 Rye

75(a) Wheat, spelt and meslin flour
and(b) Rye flour

Ex76(a) Wheat groats and semolina

Ex 78 Bran and sharps from milling
of wheat and rye

116. Sausages and the like

117(c) Other prepared or preserved
meats not included under Item
18 or 117 (a) for (b) (meats
having undergone a preparation
otherwise than that mentioned
under Items 17 and 18, other
meats prepared or preserved in
crusts, terrines, jars, tins or
hermetically sealed recipients)

134 Macaroni, spaghetti and like
products

135 Bread, ships biscuit and other
ordinary bakers wares (without
addition of sugar, honey, eggs,
fats or similar substances)


