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1. Introduction

“WTO-rules and the debates on liberalisation versus regulation of markets and the effects on European agriculture” are forming a prioritarian and permanently discussed thematic of the Group of Bruges. 

The topic is extremely comprehensive and can hardly be fully analysed. A rather aggravating element for the grouping of questions, viewpoints and opinions is the fact that the standpoint of the European Union is not clearly reflected by her 25 Member states, and even the official standpoint does not mirror the viewpoints and interests of agricultural producers. Not to speak about other sectors or about the whole economy.

From this two subjects should be tackled in more detail: non-trade concerns (NTC-s) and the non-trade or non-tariff barriers respectively and technical barriers of trade (NTB-s, TBT-s). Regarding only the EU interests for example, the following questions arise:

· What is good for the agriculture of EU member states vis-à-vis third countries?

· And what is good among EU countries reciprocally (EU-15, NM-10, EU-25).

2. GATT & WTO since the Uruguay Round

The Uruguay Round Agreement on Agriculture (URAA, 1995) defined three categories of support: 
· market access
· export refunds 
· domestic support.
In the first two categories the agreement targeted at the restriction of open use of means that inhibit trade, in the third category at a decrease of trade distortion caused by domestic support. The biggest result of the GATT/WTO Agreement was that the tariff system became the base for agricultural trade among WTO members.

During the current WTO talks the tariff decrease is urged sharply, in favour of the abandonment of tariffs showing big differences but also to soften tariff peaks and tariff escalation (“Swiss formula”). A smaller tariff decrease would be introduced for Special Products (SP). In general the target on the long run is to fully abandon export refunds, including the more rigorous regulation of all support schemes which influence export competitiveness (export credits, credit guarantees, food aid, State Trading Enterprises).

For the sake of the fulfilment of the WTO commitments a large number of the member states were forced to restrict their domestic support. The growing use of decoupled payments is decreasing the distortion of world prices. In this sense the 2003 CAP reform was bringing about a move towards market oriented production.

On August 1, 2004, the 148 WTO member states came to a compromise which enabled to continue the Doha Round: The “rich” countries would cease export refunds for their agricultural products while the “poorer” would remove their industrial tariffs. WTO has been completing a frame contract draft in favour of successful ending of agricultural talks:

Domestic supports:

· In the first year of coming into force of the agreement the internal support will decrease already by 20%

· In member states with higher support the support decrease will be bigger
· Green box measures (direct payments not linked to product) accepted.
Increase of export competitiveness:

· Gradual but (in the end) total elimination of export refunds 

· Subject of export credit, credit guarantee, food aid and State Trading Enterprises
Decrease of import tariffs: 

· Harmonization: decrease of higher tariffs to greater extent (“Swiss formula”) 

Non-trade concerns:

On the current WTO talks the EU is requesting acknowledgement of and support for the multifunctional character of the agricultural production. The objective of the EU is that there will be a balance between trade considerations (market access, export competition and domestic support) and programs belonging to non-trade concerns (environmental protection, food safety, rural development) but in return for this agrees with the drastic decrease of domestic support and export refunds
.

EU-MERCOSUR Agreement – disadvantages concerning agriculture

On May 28, 2004 in Guadalajara, Mexico, a high level conference between the EU the MERCOSUR group has begun. On these talks tariff eases concerning mostly bilateral trade played the main role. The main target was enhancing the possibilities for (more) market access of agricultural products and the removal of barriers for industrial products and services
.

3. Future of the WTO

The report by the Consultative board to the Director-General the WTO is contributing to two important questions: Globalization and the WTO – the case for liberalizing trade (Chapter I) and, Transparency and dialogue with civil society (Chapter II).

Ad (I): Concerning the first point the conclusion of the Consultative Board is: „The Consultative Board believes that the process of globalization and the role played by the WTO are widely misunderstood and seriously misrepresented. While the WTO represents the most dramatic advance in multilateralism since the 1940s, too many constituencies understand neither its benefits nor its limitation. The Report of the Consultative board sets out some of the arguments.”  
This chapter is also dealing with the following questions:

· Is open trade a threat to human rights?

· Is freer trade driven by corporate interest only?

· Does trade liberalization impose „one size fits all” solutions?

· Are the benefits of open trade exaggerated?

· Does freer trade hit the interests of the poor?

· So, does trade damage the interests of the poor in developed countries?

· What about the race to the bottom?

· Outsourcing – a new focus for protectionism?

· Can trade and environmental protection co-exist?

Ad (II): The main conclusion of the ”Dialogue with civil society – responsibilities on both sides”:
„Much has been achieved in the area of external transparency over the past few years. Nevertheless, the framework for the WTO’s relations with non-governmental organizations as well as with the public generally should be kept under review”… “It must be recognized that the primary responsibility for engaging civil society in trade policy matters rests with WTO Members. While the WTO’s relations with civil society have their own integrity and dynamics, they are inextricably bound to government (or) civil society relations at the national level.”

In contrast to this we should put the “development targets 2015” of the UN’s Millennium Summit of 2000 – together with the question in how far the aims of WTO are supporting or prohibiting these targets (selected items):

· Halving the amount of persons with income less than one USD per day (actually more than 1 billion)

· Elementary schools for all children

· According of an equal status and higher influence of women

· Lowering of infant mortality to one third of the actual level

· Substantial improvement of the mothers’ health

· Reversion of the trends towards environment losses and halving of the amount of people missing access to clean drinking water (actually more than 1 billion)
· New partnership for
- an open World trade and finance system
- the overcoming of poverty
- clever, efficient and productive labour.
Source?

4. WTO and globalization

In 1947 the GATT member states agreed for the first time on the decrease of tariffs against each other. Most of the GATT member states agreed with the softening of tariffs against developing countries, so the freer trade and capital flow has been enabled the greatest economic rise of all times in the third world. Each country gained, which opened its economy for trade and investment. Japan following the GATT Agreement, begun an export oriented production. It was overtaken in this even by Taiwan, South Korea and numerous countries of Asia (Thailand, Pakistan, Malaysia, Indonesia and China). It can be observed that the economic growths of aggressive, market oriented countries suppurates that of the bureaucratic countries with supporting and protectionist trade policy.

The development of trade and technology was the driving force behind the growth. And the modern telecommunication brought the countries of the world even more close together. The world exports have been increasing twenty fold between 1950-2000 and in the same period the capital investments have been increasing four times quicker than the foreign trade.
Before the foreign capital investments were spent in agricultural products and raw material resources. In contrast to this nowadays is typical the relocation of industrial activities into the developing countries and we can witness a taking shape of a new industrial division of labour. If countries remain outside of the process of the globalization, they will lag behind, respectively they are being forced to the periphery of the world economy. (AKI, 2004)

The milk sector in Austria can be regarded as a clear example of the local effects of the EU-integration and technological change. WTO negotiations and agreements will additionally tackle given regional structures.
	Effects of globalisation of economic sites in rural areas

	Regional effects of 
„globalisation“
	some examples for the dairy sector

	Unlimited competition...


	…shows (e.g., Austria at the accession to the EU) 6 or 8 out of 10 dairy factories being „too much“ for such a small country.

	…will require new locational decisions…
	…with the consequence of concentration within the downstream sector.

	…affecting the quality of sites or changes in infrastructure...
	…and the favorisation of dairy farmers in areas closer to demand, marketing and processing.

	…with the follow-up of growing regional imbalances...
	…and soon being exposed to long lasting price decrease; this further on will provoke additional shifting of milk production to more favourable sites with even more concentrations via economies of size.

	…the mastering of which requires the additional allocation of means...
	…thus financial equation, transfer and efficiency payments will increase especially in less favoured and (or) peripheral regions.

	…pushing rural areas into unequal competition with agglomerations also searching for finances 
	…because financial needs for the sanitation of (industrial) areas in crises or in order to master unbearable unemployment may or will be prioritarian.


There are many papers about globalization in connection to world trade, food processing, food retailing but less concerning agriculture.

According to Karantininis and Zylbersztajn (2004) the “global farmer” is a new phenomenon. Global farmers are defined as follows: farmers or farming enterprises, carrying activities in more than one country. The main categories are:

1. Migrant farmer

2. Partnership

3. Corporate and 

4. Multinational.

Global farmers operate in a variety of governance forms which are less likely traditional family farms, and more often are incorporated, as well as formal partnership corporations. They were also found to form alliances and contractual arrangements, with other farmers and agri-business in both the host as well as their country of origin.
Levins (2002) is thinking about a global farmer’s network in order to strengthen the bargaining power of the agricultural producers throughout the world. In January of 2000, the Federal Reserve Bank of Minneapolis reported that in a poll of 680 North Dakota farmers, 70 per cent said agribusiness concentration was a major cause of the current farm recession, and 20 per cent said it was a minor cause. Farmers were even more inclined to think that their financial difficulties result from lack of competition among buyers of their products and a general lack of bargaining power that they have in a world of agribusiness giants.

The growth and concentration in agribusiness is not restricted to any one country.
“This has significant implications for farmers throughout our hemisphere. Farmers on the one hand must deal with multinational firms to sell their products and buy many of their inputs. But farmers continue to identify themselves as being from one country or another, and to see their principal competition as coming from other countries. The rivalry between farmers in the United States and those in South America over soybean exports is an example of a process that will eventually destroy both. Farmers, in my view, should see themselves primarily as farmers when they are conducting business matters, and find other ways in which to honour their countries of origin.
Is the prospect of a global farmer network that builds economic power, rather than global competition that reduces that power, anything more than a dream? Perhaps so, but I am encouraged that there is growing discussion of collective action, and particularly collective bargaining, among farmers. And when we consider the alternative, of an agriculture serving nothing more than being efficient and being cheap, we must all agree that the value of such an agricultural system to rural areas will be minimal.” (Levins, 2002)
5. Latest development

Report on the 6th WTO Ministerial Conference in Hong Kong 13-18 December 2005 By David King, IFAP Secretary General (www.ifap.org/en/publications/er-wtoconferencehk-12-05.html)
“The concrete outcomes are as follows:

Timetable – full modalities in agriculture and non-agricultural market access to be agreed by 30 April 2006. Comprehensive draft commitment schedules based on these modalities are to be submitted by 31 July 2006. This is a very tight deadline.

It is generally assumed that the implementation period of the new WTO agreement would start in 2008.
Agriculture – in the area of export competition, it was agreed:

· To end all forms of export subsidies by the end of 2013, with a substantial part to be realized by the first half of the implementation period (i.e. around 2010)

· To call into question the behaviour of State Trading Enterprises (STEs) and not their existence, i.e. they would not be able to use their monopoly powers to circumvent disciplines on export subsidies, government financing and underwriting of losses.

· To establish a ‘safe box’ for food aid dedicated for emergencies, and to eliminate food aid that displaces commercial sales.

Cotton – developed countries agree to:

· Eliminate of all forms of export subsidies on cotton by the end of 2006

· Provide duty-free, quota-free access for cotton exports from the least-developed countries (LDCs) from the beginning of the implementation period (2008)

There was a third demand from the West-African cotton producing countries, namely that trade-distorting domestic subsidies for cotton in developed countries (notably the USA) should be reduced by more than that for other products, with these cuts being made more rapidly. However, this is included in the Declaration in brackets as a proposal and not a decision at this stage.
Development package – developed-country Members shall, and developing-country Members declaring themselves in a position to do so should provide duty-free and quota-free market access on a lasting basis, for at least 97 per cent of products originating from the 32 least-developed country members (LDCs) of WTO from the least-developed countries in the future. This was an important achievement for developing countries who organised themselves into a group of 110 countries to push this through. It gives more credibility to the Doha Round as a ‘Development Round’.

Several countries also announced expanded ‘aid for trade’ capacity-building programs for developing countries, e.g. $ 27 billion over 5 years from the USA:

NAMA (non-agricultural market access) ​ market access for industrial products will be increased by cutting tariffs using a Swiss Formula (under which all tariffs are brought down to, or harmonized around, the level of the coefficient chosen). At the insistence of developing countries, Ministers agreed to a link between tariff cuts in agriculture and tariff cuts in NAMA, stating that the level of ambition in market access should be comparable.
Services – this is the area of the negotiations where the least progress has been made so far. In order to accelerate the negotiating process, the Ministers invoked in their final statement certain principles and articles of the General Agreement on Trade in Services, as well as the Guidelines and Procedures for the Negotiations on Trade in Services of 28 March 2001), that would allow them to make bi-lateral (2 countries) and pluri-lateral (several countries) deals in services among willing countries. Earlier drafts of the Ministerial Declaration made it an obligatory for countries to respond positively to any collective requests for such negotiation. This prescriptive approach was changed in the final version of the Declaration under pressure from the developing countries.”
6. Critical discussion of

· Mission of the WTO: free trade – does it exist?

· Objectives:
· Equal conditions of trade (that is market access, internal support, export subsidies) – has it been fulfilled?

· Non-trade concerns (multifunctionality)
· Contradiction and conflicts of interests:
developed countries ↔ less and least developed countries
within less developed countries
developed countries ↔ developed countries

regions ↔ regions

groupings ↔ groupings (Cairns group, Mercosur and so on)

·  Possible means of discrimination? ​ non-trade barriers, non-tariff barriers, technical barriers of trade

Over the last year within the framework of WTO the importance of tariffs and tariff barriers have been decreasing. At the same time the importance of non-tariff barriers (NTB-s), respectively non-tariff measures (NTM-s) have been increasing. These are called “invisible tariffs” and are not easily measurable, nor can their effects accurately be assessed.

You can find the definition of the two notions in the following:

· Non-tariff barriers: government measures outside tariffs, which hinder imports.

· Non-tariff measures: government measures which can potentially hamper the international trade, although they do not do always this, like import monitoring systems, variable levies and those measures which are taken into account on international level like trade restrictive, although they can not been connecting to a trade restrictive intention or effect (www.asycuda.org)
A key point is to what extent a non-tariff barrier or measure can be considered a legitimate action and to what extent it can be regarded as a form of disguised protectionism.

Norms, which protect human, plant and animal health, are needed but they have to comply with the WTO SPS
 and TBT
 Agreements (both Agreements enable for the different countries that protection could be appropriate).

· What is the reality behind all of this?
7. Standpoints from articles and books:

7.1. Mr. Edgar Pisani (book and Le monde diplomatique December 2004)
BOOK:

Un vieil homme et la terre. Neuf milliards d’êtres à nourrir. La nature et les sociétés rurales à sauvegarder. Éditions du Seuil Paris, 2004

ARTICLE:

Sécurité alimentaire et sauvegarde des sociétés rurales. Pour mettre fin à la faim. Le Monde diplomatique décembre 2004 (www.monde-diplomatique.fra/2004/12/PISANI)
7.2 Policy Views on Trade and Natural Resource Management September 2003: International Agricultural Reform and Power Balance in Agrifood Chains (Marianna Jacobsen, Alex Werth, Bill Vorley)
“Key points:

· The transfer of benefits from countries and regions that produce to those countries that consume has accelerated, with value retained at key points of corporate concentration.

· The WTO has failed to address the equal treatment of genuinely unequal partners, exacerbating power imbalances and market distortions.

· There is a need for governments and corporations to build equity and fairness into trading relationships.

· The multilateral trade negotiations offer opportunities to set an enabling framework within which power imbalances in agrifood chains could be addressed, although agricultural trade reform alone will not create a ‘level playing field’ for all relevant agrifood actors.”

8. Organizations and WTO

8.1. Farmer’s organizations and WTO

8.1.1. IFAP (International Federation of Agricultural Producers)
 Press release from 12 July 2004, Paris

„In a letter sent today to the Ambassador Tim Groser, Chair of the WTO Committee on Agriculture Special Sessions, the IFAP stressed that it would be judging the adequacy of the WTO agricultural modalities paper on whether it met six critical objectives for farmers. These objectives are:

1. An improvement in world agricultural trade that brings real benefits to all farmers.
2. Significant progress and balanced commitments over all three pillars.
3. Sufficient flexibility in the modalities framework allowing countries to use the most appropriate instruments according to their specific national circumstances to meet agreed, measurable and equitable outcomes
4. Space for farmers to receive domestic support, so long as that support has no, or at most minimal distorting effects on production and trade.
5. Improvements in market access for all farmers, in particular those in developing countries and Least-Developed Countries.
6. Due prominence and recognition of the broad role that agriculture plays in many countries, ensuring not only food production but also many other function, including the sustainability of rural areas and environmental protection.”
IFAP Trade and Development Letter, November-December 2005 – Special Issue on Hong Kong Ministerial, Farmer leaders’ involvement within the WTO negotiations on agriculture

“IFAP believes that farmers need a rules-based system for international trade. However, for IFAP trade liberalisation should not be regarded as an end in itself. Rather it should serve to ensure that economic growth and greater integration of the world economy fulfils it potential to enhance the livelihoods of farm families throughout the world, contributes to the eradication of poverty, and promotes an economically, socially and environmentally sustainable path for agricultural development.

For IFAP, it is critical to empower producers in the market place so they are able to receive a fair return for their work.” 
8.1.2. CPE (Coordination Paysanne Européenne)
Press release Brussels, the 3rd of August 2004

“At the WTO Fischler and Lamy betrayed the European farmers and those from the southern countries, to the only advantage of the transnationals.
Signed in the middle of summer to ensure that public opinions would not react, the text agreed at the WTO on July the 31st by the 147 member countries is a hard stroke for all the farmers, as well in Europe as in the South countries. It allows the Northern countries to keep their decoupled domestic support system untouched, which results in farmers’ revenues being made mainly of public payments and not of their production sale. This system is unfair to the many European farmers who do not benefit from any domestic support (fruits and vegetables producers for example) and to the farmers in the Southern countries whose products have to compete with unduly cheap food imports. Moreover, this agreement is a new path on the way of the dismantling of tariff protection, the only fair commercial protection (all countries, rich or poor, have access to it) and an effective way to support the agriculture prices and thus the farmers’ revenues.

…

The CPE and peasant organizations from all over the world ask for the 26th of June CAP, as well as to the American Farm Bill, to be changed, so that food sovereignty can apply on a world level. Fischler and Lamy persist in the way of deregulation, although it has already proved to be disastrous for the farmers from the whole world. Clearly, they are more interested in maintaining a system that unduly increases the multinational agri-business corporation’s profits than in reducing unemployment in Europe and hunger in the southern countries.”
Press release Brussels, December 21st, 2004: First meeting of CPE with Mrs Mariann Fischer-Boel, European Commissioner for agriculture and rural development

„The EU lets the European agricultural production be moved in countries with low wages and lower environmental and social standards, and uses agriculture as change in the WTO negotiations so that European companies of services enter freely into the markets of third countries. The European Commission, which negotiates for the EU in Geneva, would have, in the interest of the citizens and the European farmers, to recognize the glaring agricultural cooking of 1994 and to redirect its position.”
POSITION Brussels, January 26th 2006

After Hong Kong and the European Summit

Hong-Kong: WTO avoided a failure but international resistance is reinforced

„After the failures of Seattle and Cancun, and facing the increasing resistance of many poor countries, the most powerful countries like EU, USA Brazil and India did everything to impose the continuation of the negotiation, on a base opposed to the ’development’. But there were yet no important decisions.

The date of 2013 accepted by the EU for the end of export subsidies is not a significant ’concession’, since the EU already used 3 reforms of the CAP to turn its export subsidies into direct payments hidden more and more in the green box. That was more a communication tactic, just like the package ’aid for trade’ quasi empty of contents but used to maintain the illusion of a development round. In fact many Southern countries had to yield, facing the threat of removal of the support from World Bank.

A generalized lowering of tariffs would ruin the production capacity of a large majority of Southern and Northern farmers facing imports at low prices. It would burden the possibility of changing the CAP in the good direction.
To produce on the cheapest way in the world, with a few euros for a day of work, that is not being ’competitive’, but slave.
The thousands of Via Campesina farmers demonstrating in Hong Kong, especially those from South Korea and Southeast Asia, with the gained support of the Hong Kong population, succeed to express the distress and the determination of more than one billion peasants concerning these negotiations which dedicate them to disappear. All we refuse to be replaced by large plantations and animal factory farms producing at low prices for export, which will not answer the hunger or environment problems.
Facing the coming energy crisis, the current agriculture and trade policies, supervised by WTO and based on export/import, don’t have any future and their recasting is necessary. Hong Kong made clear that essential services for the populations like water, health, education, are also threaten by WTO. CPE and Via Campesina ask for WTO to retire from these sectors, as from agriculture.
The failure of Doha Round in 2006 is necessary to base the rules of international trade on the food sovereignty right. This one gains ground, as for example in Mali, which registered the food sovereignty right in its constitution.

Now CPE, Via Campesina, and their many allies in the populations are continuously working to make food sovereignty an essential right. Agricultural policies based on food sovereignty is our solution against the dogma of ’free’-trade, and one important answer in the fight against poverty, starvation and forced migration.”
8.2. Group of Bruges

Amsterdam Meeting – Minutes for the members of the group

„Edgar Pisani compares the decoupling with a „permanent compensation of abandonment” Is it true that the decoupling risks having negative effects on innovation, on the market integration of farmers, on their connections with society and on the legitimacy of the support that farmers get? The territorial cohesion on the one hand and the cohesion between agriculture and countryside on the other hand are also part of this concern.

8.3. Ökosoziales Forum Niederalteich

Josef Riegler – Hermann Kroll-Schlüter – Hans W. Popp:

The position of the Ecosocial Forum Niederalteich concerning WTO negotiations on agriculture

1. Guiding principles forming an autonomous European way of agricultural policy and a European model of agriculture are:
· An integrated concept tuned to meet environmental and consumer protection, efficient labour, energy and regional policy

· A political model open for solidarity but internationally secured within the WTO. Ecosocial market policy and the principle of sustainability have to be the orientation for negotiations on world agricultural trade.
2.
Free agricultural trade is no suitable concept

The WTO’s concept (resp. that of certain countries) of unlimited agricultural trade is factually unsuitable to policies concerning agriculture in the EU and much less for the majority of the population of developing countries. Free trade has only a one-dimensional target: maximizing of material welfare and economical efficiency. Agricultural free trade is in favour of short-term profit at the expense of natural environment and sustainability. The people’s targets and needs for survival remain excluded. (See also E. Pisani’s statements).

The Forums WTO-strategy is searching for a balance between competition and social fairness. Such a concept is starting from the multifunctionality of (Europe’s) agriculture, the peculiarities of earth-bound production and of agricultural markets. This concept is acknowledging the rights and duties of every country:
· to care for its own food security

· to set its own agricultural policy

· to maintain a living rural space 
· to protect high ranking ecological production systems

· to secure price stability (price security) by market orders

· to respect the wish for healthy food produced in the region

· to give farmers labour and a humane living in order to prevent emigration and unemployment.
3. 
The WTO mainly has to confine to setting up of rules for fair trade and to fight against grievances and abuses, what clearly spoken means:
· to prohibit export dumping

· to reduce export subsidies and eventually to eliminate them

· to set minimum standards concerning animal welfare and environment protection

· to open markets for conventional products of developing countries and to restrain the importing countries’ own output of such produce

· to eliminate excessive and vexatious trade barriers.
4. No further erosion of the EU’s border protection for agricultural foreign trade

On the other hand each country should have the right to shaping of border protection measures, e.g. import taxes, due to specific requirements. The same on principle must prevail for direct payments and market rules, all in the frame of the above listed guidelines. 
8.4. FAO-Welternährungstag 2005 Veranstaltung vom 11. Oktober 2005 (in Wien): Macht – Globalisierung – Hunger. Wen wird die Landwirtschaft in Zukunft ernähren? Eine Nachlese (www.landnet.at/article/articleview/17653/1/5121
Fair conditions for global trade as a chance for developing countries

„Franz Fischler, former EU commissioner for agriculture, food and fishery and now president of the Austria Ecosocial Forum underlined that mankind is not suffering from hunger because of a lack of food. ‘There are trade barriers and unfair conditions prohibiting sufficient access to food for all’. Possibilities for more justice in the trade system the EU did already demonstrate. ‘The Union offered access to the Common Market for almost all agricultural products free of taxes and quotas to the group of least developed countries. But other industrialised countries also must concede more agricultural imports than so far’ he said. ‘If we take the problems of underdevelopment seriously we also have to offer structural aid necessary. The respective countries need ‘trade & aid’ in order to escape the trap of poverty’“.

9. Some first questions for the debate

QUESTION:
SHOULD WE TREAT AGRICULTURE AS AN ECONOMIC SECTOR LIKE ANY OTHER, OR SHOULD THERE BE AN „AGRICULTURAL EXCEPTION”?
QUESTION:
SHOULD THE WORLD TRADE ORGANISATION (WTO) APPLY THE SAME RULES TO AGRICULTURE AS IT DOES TO OTHER SECTORS, OR SHOULD IT DEVELOP A SPECIFIC SYSTEM OF INTERVENTION?
MAIN QUESTION:
If we agree that agriculture needs a specific system (treatment) in WTO, how would it look like, what would be its main elements? Do you agree on the proposals formulated by
a) IFAP (see point 8.1.1.)

b) Ecosocial Forum Niederalteich (see point 8.3.) and paper of Hans Popp

c) Edgar Pisani in his book.

Could we formulate a GDB position paper along these lines?
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� Sanitary and Phytosanitary measures 


� Technical Barriers of Trade
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