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ARGENTINA
CONCERNS RELATED TO MEASURES MAINTAINED BY ARGENTIN A
Animal health
4, Measures related to BSE — Maintained by Argentia, Australia, Austria, Belgium,

Brazil, Canada, Chile, Czech Republic, France, Geramy, Italy, Netherlands, Poland, Romania,
Singapore, Slovak Republic, Slovenia, Spain and thénited States

Raised by: Switzerland
Supported by:
Dates raised: May 1996 (G/SPS/R/5 and Corr.1, pé&rfay October 1996 ( G/SPS/R

para. 53), Mare 1997 (G/SPS/R/7, para. 56), July 1997 (G/SPSiRifas
10-19), October 1997 (G/SPS/R/9/Rev.1, paras.17)5-March 199
(G/ISPS/R/10, para. 9), March 1998 (G/SPS/R/14,.pb4y June 199
(G/SPS/R/11, para. 29), September 1998 (G/SPS/Riagas. 26-30)
November 1998 (G/SPS/R/13, paras.18J; March 1999 (G/SPS/R/]
para. 8)

Relevant document(s): [G/SPS/N/AUS/56, G/SPSIN/AUS/57, G/ISPS/N/CAN/18, FEAN/CHL/1
G/SPS/N/CHL/6, G/SPS/N/CHL/31, G/SPS/N/CZE/14 andddA
G/SPS/IN/SGP/1, G/ISPS/W/68, GISPS/WI79, G/SPS/GBISRS/GEN/71

Solution: Slovak transit ban removed, mutually satisfactoojutson found witl
regard to Slovak importation of Swiss milk and mpgkoducts; Chileg
import measure modified; some other measures veitidirevised

Status: Resolved

Date reported as 1 March 1999

resolved:

1. In May 1996, Switzerland presented information & BSE situation, and noted that a

number of countries had restricted imports of dairgducts, although both the OIE and the WHO
concluded that dairy products posed no risk in @espf BSE. In October 1996, Switzerland
provided an update of its sanitary prescriptiondljrg and veterinary measures to be adopted at the
border. In March 1997, Switzerland indicated t#tough it was a country of low incidence of BSE,
it had been subject to a number of BSE-relatecktradtrictions, some of which could not be judtfie
under WTO rules. The Chairman agreed to hold médrconsultations with interested Members on
21 March 1997.

2. In July 1997, Switzerland reported that althougiréhhad been some positive developments,
problems remained. Switzerland addressed somdigues$o the Members concerned, stressing its
interest to find rapid solutions through bilated@édcussions. Argentina informed the Committee that
it had replied to Swiss questions and would prowdere information; Switzerland expressed
satisfaction with this progress. Brazil noted titimport prohibition of bovine semen was based o
the classification of bovine semen as a mediumpiskiuct, and on Brazil's BSE-free status. At the
subsequent meeting of the relevant MERCOSUR worgnogp in July 1997, Brazil would attempt to
reclassify bovine semen as low risk.

3. Canada noted that there had been no changesitapitst conditions for the importation of

live cattle, bovine embryos, bovine semen, bovimatnor meat products from Switzerland, although
a draft document on BSE policies was being diseus€ganada was receiving comments on its draft
measure, which would be in accordance with the OtlHe. Canada was concerned with the lack of
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8quantitative or qualitative parameters for thdeddntiation between countries with high and low
incidence of BSE, and re-extended an invitatiorbitateral discussions.

4, The United States stressed that it did not prohhet importation of meat. BSE-related
measures were subject to continued review basextientific evidence, which, for example, had led
to the opening of trade in bovine semen, althouijleromatters remained unresolved. The United
States remained open to scientific discussion endtea. Switzerland noted that the United States
required certification for dried meat, and hopedt tthe reviewed US policies would be in line with
OIE recommendations.

5. Romania informed the Committee that it had heldtbial discussions with Switzerland. Its
policies were in line with OIE recommendations, amduld be notified shortly. Switzerland
expressed satisfaction with the results of bildtetks. Poland noted that imports to Poland were
carried out on the grounds of individual importmpésions, but that no application had been received
from Switzerland. Switzerland requested bilatetatifications. Singapore indicated that countries
exporting beef were required to certify BSE-freedfan six years. It believed this measure to be
consistent with the SPS Agreement, and plannedtityrit shortly.

6. The Czech Republic was concerned about continuedr@nce of BSE in Switzerland,
especially since the Czech Republic was BSE-fridewever, imports of bovine semen, brain and
embryos from Switzerland were not restricted. Temech Republic would prefer to continue
discussion at the level of veterinary experts. Haeopean Communities noted that measures were
taken on a national basis by EC member Statesyénat screened for conformity with EC law before
being notified to WTO. In the case of BSE, thigl haken more time than expected, and although
there was no common position within the Europeam@anities, changes to the policy were being
considered. The European Communities indicatedag going beyond OIE recommendations, and
indicated that it would be useful to continue d&sians with the relevant experts.

7. In October 1997, Switzerland indicated that its BStHation was improving, but that
numerous restrictions continued to affect Swissoespof live cattle, genetic material, meat, and in
certain cases milk products. Bilateral consultetiovere continuing. Switzerland questioned why the
Australian guarantine requirements for the impatatof bovine embryos and semen applied to
Switzerland only, and whether countries with act®&S$E incidents were subject to similar
requirements. Switzerland also wondered why theative of the new requirements was to "develop
import requirements...based on international starglandhereas the notification indicated that no
international standard existed. Australia repltha@t it had developed generic conditions for
importation of ruminants and ruminant genetic matefrom member States of the European
Communities, but had established bilateral conaiitizvith other trading partners. The conditions in
the notified draft requirements for Switzerland &en accordance with Australia's general import
policy relating to BSE promulgated in January 199%] were equivalent to BSE requirements for alll
other countries. International standards existedtl Australia did not consider that the notifiedftra
measures deviated from such standards.

8. Switzerland questioned why the Czech import restncon imports of cattle over six months
applied to Switzerland only, and whether countvith actual BSE incidents were subject to similar
requirements. The Czech Republic replied thatdividual import permit was required for traders
interested in importing goods subject to veterinaontrol, including live animals. The Czech
authorities considered the epizootic situatiorhm ¢ountry of origin, frequency of newly found caise
of contagious diseases, efficiency of eradicatimgmmmes, etc. The import approach was always
the same and included discussion with the vetgriaathorities of the country of origin. The system
distinguished between countries with sporadic pasitases and those with continued occurrence of
cases, like Switzerland. Although the measureplate in Switzerland corresponded to OIE
recommendations, they had not fully eliminated B8kted risks, and had not prevented new
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infections. Unlike other countries, Switzerlandwghtered and destroyed only BSE-affected animals,
not all animals kept and fed in the same placechSnimals could be considered as a source of
disease. Trade between the Czech Republic anddhepean Communities was based on EC
measures which represented a higher rate of priewetitan the OIE recommendations. The Czech
Republic offered to continue bilateral discussiafith Switzerland.

9. In March 1998, Switzerland reported that most B8lted measures against its exports
remained in place although they deviated from @&mmendations. However, some Members had
eliminated or revised their measures, especiallg@metic products. With respect to the European
Communities, Switzerland hoped that recent devetopgswould lead to a more predictable situation.
In June 1998, Switzerland and the Slovak Repubéiported on progress achieved during

consultations and in September 1998, Switzerlapdrted that the transit ban had been removed,
although discussions on market access for dairgymts continued.

10. In September 1998, Switzerland reiterated conoeitiisimport prohibitions on Swiss bovine
semen, which seemed to contradict WTO provisiogsinding non-discrimination, risk assessment,
notification and consultation. Switzerland wadl stivaiting answers to its detailed questions t® th
relevant Members, or re-admission of Swiss expoftse European Communities reported on useful
bilateral contacts with Switzerland, and indicatieat the European Communities was undertaking an
inventory of all national BSE-related measures tideo to notify them. In addition, the European
Communities would propose that EC member Statemdraze their conditions for import from
Switzerland. Chile indicated that, based on Oléoremendations on BSE, it had authorized bovine
semen imports from France and was processing sesedwom the United Kingdom. No official
request to export bovine semen had been receigad$witzerland.

11. In November 1998, Switzerland and the Slovak Reapuiported that they were close to a
short-term solution regarding the Slovak import lan Swiss dairy. In the longer term, a few
technical issues remained to be settled. In Ma&%0, Switzerland informed the Committee that a
mutually satisfactory solution regarding Slovak artation of Swiss milk and milk products had been
found. Chile reported that its measure affectingarts of bovine semen had been modified.

60. Import restrictions on bovine semen and embrygsmilk and milk products

Raised by: European Communifies

Supported by: South Africa, Switzerland

Dates raised: March 1999 (G/SPS/R/14, paras. 1,7J18) 1999 (G/SPS/R/15, paras.|23-

24), November 2000 (G/SPS/R/20, paras28B-July 2001 (G/SPS/R/
paras. 44-46), October 2001 (G/SPS/R/25, parasl9)],8-June 200
(G/SPS/R/37/Rev.1, paras. 52), October 2005 (G/SPS/R/39, para.
February 2006 (G/SPS/R/39, para. 91)

Relevant document(s): [G/SPS/N/ARG/37, G/SPS/N/ARG/38, G/SPS/N/ARG/47, rQorang
Rev.1, G/SPS/GEN/114, G/SPS/GEN/131, G/SPS/GEN/135

Solution: Restrictions on bovine semen and embliftes
Status: Resolved

Date reported as 1 February 2006

resolved:

2 0n 1 December 2009, theeaty of Lisbon amending the Treaty on European Union and the Treaty
establishing the European Community (done at Lisbon, 13 December 2007) entered int@efo On
29 November 2009, the WTO received a Verbal Not&/(\W779) from the Council of the European Union and
the Commission of the European Communities statimat, by virtue of theTreaty of Lisbon, as of
1 December 2009, the European Union replaces aiweds the European Community.
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12. In March 1999, the European Communities noted @ haen unable to obtain the text of

Argentina's measure on bovine semen imports, argdswamitting a series of questions. Argentina
indicated that the measure had been notified (GI$RRG/37). It clarified that the request for the

full text of the measure had not been received ftbenCommission, but from several EC member
States. Argentina committed to sending the refestaoument to the European Commission.

13. In July 1999, the European Communities again egpeesoncern regarding Argentina's
BSE-related restrictions on bovine semen, milk emik products. G/SPS/N/ARG/38 concerned a
draft measure which classified these products asrikk products. Subsequently notified import
requirements (G/SPS/N/ARG/47) established counteedom from BSE or low BSE risk as
preconditions for importing frozen bovine semettha@lgh according to the OIE, bovine semen from
healthy animals could be traded without BSE-relatestrictions. The European Communities
indicated that it had received no answers to thestipns raised in March 1999, and raised several
new questions.

14, Argentina replied that it had provided answershe EC questions both bilaterally and in
G/SPS/GEN/135.  Argentina had received several cammsn on the measure notified in

G/SPS/N/ARG/47, and had taken these comments odouat. Argentina was planning to issue a
revision of G/SPS/N/ARG/47, and was committed taticme exchanging information with the

European Communities to resolve all questions befte measure was adopted.

15. In November 2000, the European Communities stdtatl Argentina was applying import
restrictions on bovine semen that went well beyartdrnational recommendations and were not
justified. The European Communities would contitmeursue this issue bilaterally, and was hopeful
of a resolution. Argentina replied that it hadified, in advance, its regulation as G/SPS/N/ARG/47
which was subsequently revised following commenystiie European Communities and others
(G/ISPS/N/ARG/47/Rev.1). This regulation establisbdteria not only in relation to BSE concerns
but also to two other diseases. Argentina hadveddhe problems identified bilaterally by many EC
member States, in particular Germany and Francerth&more, an Argentine veterinary mission
would be visiting various EC member States earlpétember and was prepared to also address this
issue at that time.

16. In July 2001, the European Communities referrethtoinformation on BSE circulated by
OIE and WHO, concluding that there was no evidesfcBSE transmission via milk collected from
healthy animals (G/SPS/GEN/221, 222, and 230). é¥®wn Argentina was still imposing import
restrictions on EC dairy products, in particulaonfr the United Kingdom. The European
Communities had replied to Argentina’'s extensivestjonnaire, but Argentina had failed to provide a
risk assessment to justify its measures. The Eao@Communities urged Argentina either to provide
a scientific justification, or to lift the tradesteictions. Otherwise the European Communitiesld/ou
have to consider an eventual recourse to Articl@ t@nsultation procedures. Argentina replied that
in January 2001, its animal health service had tdbp resolution which imposed restrictions on
dairy products. A new, less restrictive sanitagytiicate would be notified soon. Regarding human
health, dairy products had been reclassified froediom to low risk, and the relevant decree
eliminated the restrictions. This reclassificatias not yet complete, and one category of milk
remained under restriction. The United Kingdom veamsidered a high-risk country, but the
situation was under analysis.

17. In October 2001, the European Communities indicdted despite statements from the
Argentine authorities that dairy products would kelassified, Argentina continued to place
restrictions on baby food and on Baileys from InelaBelgian chocolate; bovine semen and dairy
products from the Netherlands; milk powder and shdeom Germany; Swedish cacao oil butter; and
dairy products from the United Kingdom and FrancEurthermore, the European Communities
disagreed with the classification of dairy produatdow-risk, as opposed to no-risk, and criticittesl
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lack of transparency of the Argentine measure. Hin@pean Communities was considering eventual
recourse to Article 12.2 consultation procedur@ggentina explained that it did not maintain any
restriction on EC dairy products; they just hadbéocertified as coming from establishments where no
case, or suspected case, of BSE had been recafdedunter proposal from EC member States that
milk come from establishments where there had Ibeecase of BSE was currently being studied to
determine equivalence. Regarding transparencgiatidards could be consulted on the web page of
the Official Bulletin. As Argentina continued effe to resolve this question, it did not consider
recourse to Article 12.2 consultations necessary.

18. In June 2005, the European Communities recalledekorts of bovine semen from some
EC member States to Argentina were still suffeniagtrictions. According to OIE rules, bovine
semen should not be subjected to restrictions déggs of the BSE status of the exporting country.
The European Communities invited Argentinean adutiesrto replace their national bans by specific
import requirements compliant with OIE standardd mfinalize negotiations with the concerned EC
member States in order to resume trade of bovimeseind embryos. Argentina replied that it was
in the process of adjusting its legislation to tieav OIE directive adopted in May 2005. Argentina
was currently working bilaterally with several ECember States to resolve the issue of export
certificates.

19. In February 2006, the European Communities repdhatArgentina's import restrictions on
bovine semen and embryos due to BSE had recerdly [ifeed and that some EC member States had
already benefited from this change.

125. BSE related measures

Raised by: Canada
Supported by: United States
Dates raised: June 2002 (G/SPS/R/27, paras3B0November 2002 (G/SPS/R

paras. 46-49), April 2003 (G/SPS/R/29, paras. 78-80
Relevant document(s): | G/SPS/N/ARG/65

Solution: Canada informed the Secretariat that the issue bemah resolved wi
Argentina.

Status: Resolved

Date reported as 1 September 2004

resolved:

20. Canada indicated that Argentina appeared to hapeed¢ahe EC geographical BSE risk
categorization scheme (GBR), and had not followedrgéernational standard or conducted a risk
assessment. Canada had been given a Level 2,ratihgugh it had no BSE. Argentina had not
requested any data from Canada. Furthermore, @Gaqsabtioned why the scheme had been notified
as an emergency measure, and why Argentina hamhiell the EC measures instead of carrying out
its own analysis. The United States shared Canadasern and encouraged Argentina to consider
the BSE risk assessment and data from the HarvemteCfor Risk Analysis.

21. Argentina explained that its measures were basdtleavailable information. If a Member
felt the categorization was unjust, it should pnéske necessary technical information, in whickeca
the review would be given priority. Argentina lesled its system was in compliance with the OIE
Code. Argentina had to take urgent action to uwpdast BSE measures and any delay would have
posed unacceptable risks to Argentina’s own BSHssta
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22. In November 2002, Canada reported that it had dealia large body of information to
Argentina but had not yet had a response. Canadaod have BSE and did not understand how it
could have been given such a rating without arkyagsessment having been conducted by Argentina.
The United States, which was also free of BSE, eshaanada's concern. The United States
encouraged Argentina, as well as other countreespake use of the information resulting from the
BSE risk assessment undertaken by the Harvard ClentRisk Analysis.

23. Argentina reported that it had reviewed the meaanceamended the provisions in Annex |l
which contained the country ranking based on a askessment. These amendments would be
undertaken soon. Argentina was completing itsyaimlof the additional information submitted by
Canada, and a reply would soon be provided billyera

24, In April 2003, Canada reported that the authoritreg\rgentina and Uruguay had agreed to

undertake their own BSE risk assessments. Theetrfitates noted that Argentina's resolution
allowed for the re-categorization of the BSE statfighe United States. However, a significant

amount of scientific evidence had been providedtgentina which exceeded the OIE criteria for

recognition as a BSE-free country. Any restricsiovere unjustified and Argentina was requested to
lift its restrictions on the importation of sweethds. Argentina reported that substantive pregres
had been made on this issue and was confidentufiber bilateral consultations would result in its

resolution.

25. In September 2004, Canada informed the Secrethaatthe issue had been resolved with
Argentina.

AUSTRALIA
CONCERNS RELATED TO MEASURES MAINTAINED BY AUSTRALI A

Food safety

45, Import restrictions on cheese — Maintained by Astralia and New Zealand

Raised by: European Communities, Switzerland

Supported by:

Dates raised: June 1998 (G/SPS/R/11 and Corr.laspat142b), November 199

(G/ISPS/R/13, paras. 21-23), March 1999 (G/SPS/Rfiatas. 93)
November 2000 (G/SPS/R/20, para. 32)

Relevant document(s): [ G/SPS/N/AUS/80, G/SPS/N/AUB/G/SPS/IN/NZL/48

Solution: Switzerland reported that a mutuallysfattory solution had been found.
Status: Resolved

Date reported as 1 November 2000

resolved:

26. In June 1998, Switzerland reported that, withowtaade notice, New Zealand and Australia

had stopped imports of hard cheeses made from taysaeed milk, on the grounds that they did not
meet the sanitary requirements. Australia and N®aland responded that the relevant import
measure required inactivation of pathogenic orgasis This measure had been put in place before 1
January 1995 and therefore not been notified, botptiance had recently been reinforced. ANZFA
was evaluating the applications received from Savitnd and the European Communities.
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27. In November 1998, the European Communities reqdediestralia to identify the
international standard on which its import ban amyirefort cheese was based, or to provide scientific
justification and a risk assessment. Australipoesed that its food standards required all chaese
be made from pasteurized milk, or milk that hadargdne an equivalent process. Australia's risk
assessment on Roquefort cheese had identified tdtproblems with pathogenic micro-organisms,
in particular entero-hemorrhagic E-coli. Furthetad from the Roquefort manufacturers had been
received and were being evaluated. In additiofotal safety assessments, Roquefort cheese was
being evaluated for risks to animal health. Draftised import conditions would be notified soon,
and comments solicited. A final decision was Wkl the first quarter of 1999 on both food safety
and animal health aspects.

28. In March 1999, Switzerland asked about the progmsANZFA's procedures. Australia
responded that ANZFA had conducted a risk assegsnidmre documentation would be published on
17 March 1999 for public comment, after which aafinecommendation would be made. Swiss
officials in Canberra would be briefed on 16 Mal®&99. Regarding EC concerns, Australia reported
that according to a risk assessment initiated byArstralia New Zealand Food Authority (ANZFA),
French Roquefort did not comply with Australian uggments. French officials in Canberra would
be briefed on the issue.

29. In November 2000, Switzerland reported that a nilytsatisfactory solution had been found.

49. Restrictions on imports of sauces containing beoic acid

Raised by: Philippines
Supported by: Malaysia
Dates raised: September 1998 (G/SPS/R/12, pard&b)8Blovember 1998 (G/SPS/R

paras. 24-25), July 1999 (G/SPS/R/15, p&8), June 2000 (G/SPS/R/
para. 21), October 2001 (G/SPS/R/25, para. 36)

Relevant document(s): [G/SPS/GEN/106; see also G/SPS/13, G/SPS/GEN/13d
G/SPS/W/107/Rev.1

Solution: Australian tolerance level modified imé&u2000

Status: Resolved

Date reported as 1 October 2001

resolved:

30. In September 1998, the Philippines voiced concénas Australia's import prohibition on
Philippine sauces containing benzoic acid wereridisigatory, since sauces from New Zealand were
allowed entry even if they contained benzoic acilustralia indicated willingness to pursue this
matter with the Philippines. Both Members notezldbsence of an international standard for benzoic
acid in sauces. In November 1998, the Philippieg®erted that bilateral consultations had not been
successful. Australia explained that the diffeneriés applying to sauces from New Zealand were
transitional, and stemmed from a treaty establgslritncommon food standards system for both
countries. Australia expected that the final stmddor food additives would be implemented in the
first half of 1999.

31. In July 1999, the Philippines again reported oratbilal consultations. Completion of
Australia's new food code was foreseen for late919®ustralia confirmed that benzoic acid would be
allowed as an additive under the new food standzods.

32. In June 2000, the Philippines requested an upddateecsituation from Australia. Australia
reported that the relevant part of the Australiaod-Standards Code had been revised. The present
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restriction on benzoic acid would be removed amdaed on 22 June 2000 with a tolerance level of
1000 milligrams per kilogram for benzoates in sauegplicable to all products sold in the Australia
market, whether domestic or imported.

33. In October 2001, the Philippines confirmed that tfalé&a had modified the tolerance level for
benzoic acid in sauces, and that detention of gghile sauces in Australia due to benzoic acid had
not been noted in Hold Order Lists since June 2000.

Animal health
4, Measures related to BSE - Maintained by Australi, Argentina, Austria, Belgium,

Brazil, Canada, Chile, Czech Republic, France, Geramy, Italy, Netherlands, Poland, Romania,
Singapore, Slovak Republic, Slovenia, Spain and thénited States (See item 4, page 1)

8. Ban on salmon imports

Raised by: Canada, United States

Supported by:

Dates raised: October 1996 (G/SPS/R/6, paras. 1,3M&rch 1997 (G/SPS/R/ parg
58)

Relevant document(s): | G/SPS/N/AUS/3

Solution: Dispute settlement (W/DS18 and W/DS26, respectjveMutually agree|
resolution between Canada and Australia reportddein 2000

Status: Resolved

Date reported as 1 March 1997

resolved:

34. In October 1996, the United States reported thastralia maintained a ban on North
American fresh, chilled or frozen salmon on theugis that imports might transmit diseases and
pathogens to Australian fishery stocks. In 199dstfalia published a draft risk assessment which
indicated there was little risk from imported No#merican salmon. However, Australia did not
adjust its measure to reflect the results of tielt assessment, but instead undertook another risk
assessment, completed in May 1996, which agaiaddd find a scientific basis for maintaining the
ban. The United States expected that when thé fapert was published, the ban would be lifted,
especially since the salmon in question compligtt @IE standards.

35. Australia indicated that the 1995 draft risk ass®sg had been revised in response to the
large number of comments received. Comments, ditodufrom the United Stated and Canada, had
again been received on the 1996 draft risk assegsmbich would be finalized by the end of 1996.
Australia noted that the OIE standard did not nitsedppropriate level of protection. In March 1997
Canada and the United States again noted theieooricat Australia had decided to maintain its ban
on salmon imports. Canada had formally requestedetstablishment of a panel in the Dispute
Settlement Body.

Plant health
86. Access of California table grapes
Raised by: United States

Supported by: European Communities, Philippines
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Dates raised: March 2001 (G/SPS/R/21, paras. 92394) 2001 (G/SPS/R/22, paras.|65-
67), October 2001 (G/SPS/R/25, para. 26), Marcl2Z@ISPS/R/26, pat
39)
Relevant document(s): | Raised orally
Solution: Mutually agreed solution on a seriesisif management procedures
Status: Resolved
Date reported as 1 March 2002
resolved:

36. In March 2001, the United States indicated that tfee past 10 years there had been
difficulties in exporting California table grapesAustralia. Even under Australia’'s new IRA prages
delays and requests for additional information dodumentation had continued, although nearly a
year had elapsed since the release of the impktassessment (IRA). Australia had conducted
additional studies, the latest focusing on thegylaginged sharpshooter and Pierce's Disease. The
United States maintained that these additionalietud/ere not justified, and urged Australia to
modify its import restrictions consistent with thA and its obligations under Article 5.1. Ausisal
explained that the administrative process was ooiptete until the Director of Plant and Animal
Quarantine made a final decision. Australia was fof Pierce's Disease and believed that thereawas
need for further scientific research. A missionsoientists to the United States in 2000 had raised
guestions about changes in the risk profile wheguired more information. Australia was willing to
cooperate with the United States to learn more tathosi disease and its vector. The Philippines, on
behalf of ASEAN, shared the US concern regardingtralia's phytosanitary regulatory process.

37. In July 2001, the United States expressed disappeint at Australia's apparent abandonment
of its commitment to a transparent, science-basdassessment system. The IRA process did not
seem to have an end. Australia had initiated rnediess whose chief purpose seemed to be to delay
lifting the import prohibition on California tablgrapes. Australia had pointed to the relativeberd
introduction of a leaf-hopping insect, the glasspged sharpshooter, although its own IRA had noted
that the risks associated with this pest would égligible. Australia had decided more research on
risk mitigation for glassy-winged sharpshooters lddae necessary. Table grapes in California were
subject to numerous mitigations, and the UnitedeStavas willing to address legitimate scientific
concerns. However, additional research on a pestfound in shipments of table grapes was
completely without scientific merit and was a débgytactic. Australia indicated that the change in
risk profile associated with the spread of Pierab&ease, and of its vector, the glassy-winged
sharpshooter, in California required additionalentiic information to ensure protection from
guarantine risk.

38. In October 2001, the United States informed the @dtee that constructive consultations
had been held to discuss quarantine procedureth ddantries had agreed to continue the dialogue to
work toward a resolution of the outstanding issue8ustralia was confident that a mutually
acceptable solution could be found soon.

39. In March 2002, the United States reported thabowithg consultations, Australia and the
United States had agreed on a series of risk mamageprocedures to allow for the export of
California table grapes to Australia. The risk a@@ment practices would be re-evaluated after one
year.

194. Restrictions on fresh grapes

Raised by: Chile

Supported by: European Communities, New Zealand
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Dates raised: October 2004 (G/SPS/R/35, para. 26jch 2005 (G/SPS/R/36é%.1
paras. 34-36), June 2005 (G/SPS/R/37/Rev.1, p&&ag4), March 200
(G/SPS/R/40, para. 51)

Relevant document(s); G/SPS/N/AUS/148/Add.1, G/SIPSJS/153/Add.1,
G/SPS/N/AUS/148/Add.2, G/SPS/N/AUS/148/Add.3

Solution: Imports from Chile permitted under cartaonditions
Status: Resolved

Date reported as 1 March 2006

resolved:

40. In October 2004, Chile stated that in 1998 Australias requested to indicate its market
access requirements for table grapes. Followiitgalirmeetings between the regulatory agencies,
Chile understood that the import risk analysis wlolalst approximately 12 months. A number of
technical meetings had since taken place, howevesplution had not been reached despite the
provision of all required technical information. hd undue delays and changes in the procedures
undertaken by Australia were a concern to Chilaustfalia noted the concerns expressed by Chile
and indicated its commitment to work with Chilefioalize the import risk analysis as quickly as
possible.

41. In March 2005, Chile recalled its concerns regaydihe undue delays experienced by
Chilean exporters of fresh grapes to Australia Whigere contrary to the provisions of the SPS
Agreement, notably Article 5.4 and Annex C. In 20the IRA for Chilean fresh grapes had been
revised. In February 2005, the draft text of te&nRA for Chilean fresh grapes had been published
and subjected to a 45-day consultation period. leQimderlined its serious concerns that this IRA
would not be finalized in time for the October expggeriod for Chilean fresh grapes. The European
Communities recalled that the European Communitias facing similar problems for various food
products. He urged Australia to ensure that itstagy and phytosanitary measures were taken
exclusively for sanitary and phytosanitary reasamms without undue delays.

42. Australia clarified that Biosecurity Australia hagcome a prescribed agency in December
2004 and shortly after had reviewed and reissuedrakof the draft IRAs. Two of these IRAs had
recently  been released for public comments (G/SPYJN/148/Add.1 and
G/SPS/N/AUS/153/Add.1), while the revised draft IRAimportation of fresh grapes from Chile was
currently available for public comments on Bioséguiwustralia's website.

43. In June 2005, Chile noted that on 24 June, affgoeess of consultations and comments, the
report had been forwarded to the Eminent Scien@stip. Chile hoped that the final authorization
would be granted before the next grape shippingasesn mid-October.

44, The European Communities raised concerns regartiegtransparency of the Australian
guarantine regime for fruits and vegetables, artdchthat long delays before the issuance of a risk
assessment had prevented EC exporters from acgéissidustralian market for years.

45, Australia assured Chile that it was committed tbvde a science-based risk assessment as
soon as possible. The final IRA for table grapesnfChile was notified to the SPS Committee in
September 2005 (G/SPS/N/AUS/148/Add.2). In Decenff05, Australia notified to the SPS
Committee that imports of Chilean fresh table gsapere now authorized under certain conditions
(G/SPS/N/AUS/148/Add.3).

46. In March 2006, Chile reported that after discussiath Australian authorities, a joint work
plan had been agreed to resolve the issue.
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BOLIVARIAN REPUBLIC OF VENEZUELA (VENEZUELA)
CONCERNS RELATED TO MEASURES MAINTAINED BY VENEZUEL A
Animal health
122. FMD Restrictions
Raised by: Argentina
Supported by:
Dates raised: March 2002 (G/SPS/R/26, para. 20§ 2002 (G/SPS/R/27, paras. 46-47)
Relevant document(s): | Raised orally
Solution: Argentina reported that the issue of \Zereda's FMD restrictions had bé¢en
resolved.
Status: Resolved
Date reported as 1 March 2004
resolved:

47. Argentina requested Venezuela to accept imporenhal-based products that had followed
the risk mitigation procedures identified in theEOAnimal Health Code. Venezuela stated that
Argentina had not been listed as an FMD-free zaremi OIE Bulletin dated 17 March 2002, and that
the Pan-American Health Office had reported ona R&D outbreak in Argentina in a 6 March
2002 report.

48. In June 2002, Argentina noted that despite bilhtatacts, Venezuela had not provided any
further information nor its risk assessment to Atge. Venezuela indicated that it recognized the
region of Argentina south of the 42nd parallel eseffrom FMD without vaccination, and was
prepared to import meat from this region. Withpexg to the other regions of Argentina, Venezuela
followed the OIE recommendations, however it walivg to consult with Argentina on the matter.

49, In March 2004, the Argentina reported that the ésefi Venezuela's FMD restrictions had
been resolved.

BOLIVIA, PLURINATIONAL STATE OF (BOLIVIA)
CONCERNS RELATED TO MEASURES MAINTAINED BY BOLIVIA

Animal health

80. Restrictions on poultry meat imports

Raised by: Chile

Supported by:

Dates raised: November 2000 (G/SPS/R/20, para. 94), March 2008RG/R/21, parg

33-35), July 2001 (G/SPS/R/22, para. 132)

Relevant document(s): | Raised orally

Solution: Agreement on a protocol and progressrtegdan July 2001
Status: Resolved
Date reported as 1 July 2001

resolved:
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50. In November 2000, Chile reported that in August®@ad consulted with the authorities of
Bolivia, in the context of Article 5.8 of the SP§®ement, regarding requirements on poultry meat
imports with respect to Inclusion body hepatitithis disease was endemic to Bolivia and restristion
on imports from Chile were not justified. Chilegeal that this issue would soon be resolved. The
representative of Bolivia indicated that he wousthsmit this information to his authorities.

51. In March 2001, Chile noted that Bolivia had faitednotify the measure, and requested that a
scientific risk assessment be carried out as quiaklpossible. Bilateral discussions on the issuk
ceased since August 2000. Bolivia explained timgioirt conditions for poultry and other agricultural
products had been changed because of problems wittision body hepatitis caused in the bird
population and the associated negative economiadmpDuring the last five years, Bolivia's state
veterinary laboratories had determined the clinidadence of Inclusion body hepatitis in Boliviat bu
the disease had been diagnosed in Chile. Regapdéewgntive vaccination, Bolivia stated that this
was justifiable only if the virus was present ofaam. Secondly, total protection against the disea
was only possible if the serotype present in theciveation was the same as that present in farm
strains. Thirdly, successful protection dependedither immuno-suppressant factors, and in Chile
there was a risk of Avian infectious anaemia. als National Food and Agricultural Health
Service was revising the standard, and would infGhrile of the results. Bolivia wished to solve the
matter expediently and to the benefit of both parti

52. In July 2001, Chile informed the Committee that $heitary authorities of both countries had
agreed to work on a protocol, and thanked Boligiatlie progress made.

112. FMD trade restrictions

Raised by: Argentina

Supported by:

Dates raised: March 2002 (G/SPS/R/26, para. 30)

Relevant document(s): | Raised orally

Solution: Argentina indicated that the issue ofifdals FMD traderestrictions ha|
been resolved.

Status: Resolved

Date reported as 1 March 2004

resolved:

53. In March 2002, Argentina reported that it was emghip bilateral consultations with Bolivia
on this matter.

54. In March 2004, Argentina indicated that the issfidBolivia's FMD trade restrictions had
been resolved.

BRAZIL

CONCERNS RELATED TO MEASURES MAINTAINED BY BRAZIL

Animal health

4, Measures related to BSE - Maintained by Brazil,Argentina, Australia, Austria,

Belgium, Canada, Chile, Czech Republic, France, Gerany, lItaly, Netherlands, Poland,
Romania, Singapore, Slovak Republic, Slovenia, Spaiand the United States (See item 4,

page 1)
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156. Notification G/SPS/N/BRA/74 and 75 on BSE-refled measures
Raised by: Canada
Supported by: United States
Dates raised: April 2003 (G/SPS/R/29, paras. 91-88)e 2003 (G/SPS/R/30, para. 163)
Relevant document(s): | G/SPS/N/BRA/74 and G/SPS/INBR
Solution: Canada informed the Secretariat that the issue besoh resolved wi
Brazil.
Status: Resolved
Date reported as 1 September 2004
resolved:

55. Canada expressed concern over the way Brazil abhlee EC geographical BSE risk (GBR)
system as the basis for classifying countries aliegrto their BSE risk. Canada requested thatiBraz
conduct its own BSE risk analysis and classificath Canada and stated that it had sent a copg of i
BSE risk assessment to the Brazilian authoritieshfeir consideration.

56. The United States also questioned Brazil's usée@BC risk assessment classifications and
noted that the European Communities had statedtshask assessment classification system was not
meant to serve as an international standard. €h&p8.13 of the OIE International Health Code
established the criteria for the determination &EBrisk of a country or region. The United States
met the OIE criteria for a country free of BSE dradi completed a risk assessment on all the factors
for BSE occurrence. Active surveillance for BSEhtioued at levels far exceeding those of the
international standard and a strong BSE awarerregggmme had been developed for veterinarians,
farmers and others working with ruminants. The @l&de recognized that certain tissues could be
traded if they originated in countries, such asUWinded States, which was free of BSE. The United
States believed that any measures against its tsxgbcattle, beef or any other products because of
BSE were unjustified and not consistent with WTdgations.

57. Brazil noted that human health concerns were atdbe of the measures which referred to
both the OIE international standards and the E€stfiaation system. Thus far, Brazil had not been
able to conduct a risk assessment for all countxigs$ the provision of Canada's risk assessment
would assist the Brazilian authorities in this megaBrazil would take into consideration decisions
reached at the OIE International Committee meetirigay 2003 when reviewing its measures.

58. In June 2003, Brazil reported that it had notifsgdregulations relating to BSE.

59. In September 2004, Canada informed the Secrethaatthe issue had been resolved with
Brazil.

Plant health

14. Restrictions on imported wheat

Raised by: United States

Supported by:

Dates raised: March 1997 (G/SPS/R/7, paras. 16J1%),2001 (G/SPS/R/22, para. 137)

Relevant document(s): | G/SPS/GEN/265

Solution: Import of certain classes of wheat alldvas of early 2001
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Status: Resolved

Date reported as 1 July 2001

resolved:

60. In March 1997, the United States raised concerardigg Brazilian restrictions on wheat

imports intended to prevent the establishment efftimgus tilletia controversa (TCK bunt or Dwarf
bunt). However, a 1996 bilateral agreement wagdam the understanding that the fungus in
guestion could not be established in Brazil, ardUhited States was not aware of scientific evidenc
that might alter this conclusion. Brazil respondedt it had implemented new legislation on risk
assessment and risk management for several prodacts result of harmonization efforts in the
MERCOSUR context. Thus, a certificate of originsmaquired for wheat, to establish that the
product originated in a pest-free zone. Scientibosultations between Brazilian and US experts had
yet to produce a final report on the risk posedilstia controversa and tilletia indica (Karnalriy

The 1996 bilateral agreement did not preclude Bfemin applying its internal legislation.

61. In July 2001, the United States reported that Wwilthg extensive technical consultations,
Brazil had issued new import instructions in ed001 that allow import of certain classes of US
wheat (G/SPS/GEN/265). The United States condgiddie trade concern resolved.

126. Import requirements for seed potatoes

Raised by: European Communities, Canada
Supported by:
Dates raised: June 2002 (G/SPS/R/27, para264November 2002 (G/SPS/R/

paras. 63-68), October 2003 (G/SPS/R/31, paras22p1-June 20(
(G/ISPS/R/34, paras. 55-56)

Relevant document(s): | Raised orally

Solution: Change in Brazil's regulation
Status: Resolved

Date reported as 1 June 2004

resolved:

62. The European Communities reported that on 13 Noeer@001, the Brazilian authorities had
given notice of new measures on imports of seedtpes but had provided no delay for their
implementation, no technical justification and hmexd respected the need for transparency. As one of
the main suppliers to Brazil, the European Comnemitad commented on the measures, but Brazil's
initial response had not addressed the EC's comnieah, in particular, had not identified the pesk r
assessment justifying its measure. The requestedmation had been provided during bilateral
consultations held before the SPS Committee meeting the European Communities looked
forward to continuing the bilateral process withaBl. Canada expressed concern with Brazil's
required export certification for non quarantinguiated pests, in contradiction to internationally
agreed principles and practices. Canada was a@ivied in bilateral discussion with the Brazilian
authorities and had requested Brazil to withdrasv nteasure. Brazil indicated that it hoped
subsequent technical consultations would resoleestue.

63. In November 2002, Canada expressed concerns ragaBilazil's required certification for
pests that were not of economic significance nsigaificant risk to plant health. Canada considere
this to be an issue of quality that was more apjpatgly resolved between the buyer and the seller,
and not by government certification schemes. AlgioCanadian technical officials were working
with Brazil to complete a risk assessment, thigésgas not being resolved as quickly as warranted.
The European Communities requested Brazil to moitisiymeasures on the basis of the technical
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arguments and proposals that had been made bilkatarad requested Brazil to postpone the
implementation of these measures. The United Stdtared the concerns expressed by both Canada
and the European Communities concerning the dismupif trade in seed potatoes and requested
Brazil to revise their policy as soon as possible.

64. Brazil noted that consultations on the issue oflgeatatoes had been carried out for some
time. Brazilian experts were considering a newppsal from the European Communities and hoped
to provide a reply as soon as possible. The BaaziDirective aimed at enhancing market
opportunities in relation to previous regulationsdseating two new categories of imports for seed
potatoes. Brazil was interested in diversifyingithsource of suppliers of seed potatoes given the
strategic importance of the sector for Brazil. iblaél producers were subject to the same
considerations applicable to foreign providers, hisdcountry's motivation could not be construed as
restricting market access for seed potatoes. Brazied the European Communities to send a team
of experts to become familiar with their systemd avitness the fact that national producers were
subject to the same considerations as the foreigpliers. With respect to the comments made by
Canada, Brazil recalled that the matter had beeansiely discussed by authorities from both
countries. The Brazilian legislation required tledporters of seed potatoes to Brazil have a
certification system in place; apparently this wed the case for Canada. Brazil added that the
concerns voiced by the United States would be tnittesd to the competent authorities.

65. Canada clarified that Canada had a certificatiostesy for seed potatoes but that the
certification system did not go into minor detaila issues of quality. In response to Brazil's
invitation, the European Communities suggested Bnazil should send a team of experts to inspect
the production and food safety conditions withia BEuropean Communities.

66. In October 2003, the European Communities repdttatifollowing discussions with Brazil

in October 2002, the European Communities had ptedea proposal for a possible solution which
Brazil had agreed to study. Brazil explained ihatas in the process of discussing new regulations
and hoped that the issue would be resolved shortly.

67. In June 2004, Canada reported that the issue a@ilBranport requirements for seed potatoes
had been resolved, and Brazil had made a humbadjoftments to its regulation of non-quarantine
pests. Canada reminded Members of the importahpetifying their SPS measures sufficiently in
advance to provide an opportunity to comment befegulations were finalized to avoid future
problems of this nature. Brazil concurred thatifisele had been resolved.

CANADA

CONCERNS RELATED TO MEASURES MAINTAINED BY CANADA

Animal health

4, Measures related to BSE - Maintained by CanadaArgentina, Australia, Austria,

Belgium, Brazil, Chile, Czech Republic, France, Gemany, lItaly, Netherlands, Poland,
Romania, Singapore, Slovak Republic, Slovenia, Spaiand the United States (See item 4,

page 1)

87. Measures affecting imports of products contaimig Brazilian beef

Raised by: Brazil

Supported by:

Dates raised: March 2001 (G/SPS/R/21, paras. 2-5)
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Relevant document(s): | G/SPS/GEN/245, G/SPS/W/1(8BP&/N/CAN/39, G/SPS/N/CAN/94
Solution: Suspension lifted in February 2001

Status: Resolved

Date reported as 1 February 2001

resolved:

68. Canada outlined its BSE policy, and informed Merslmrrecent actions taken regarding the
application of this policy. Imports from Brazil dhaecently been suspended because Brazil had not
provided the information requested by Canada irerotd carry out a risk assessment. Canada was
especially concerned about the traceability ofleamported from BSE-infected countries. Canada
had lifted its suspension after receipt and anslgidocumentation from Brazil and a visit to Bltazi
by scientists from Canada, the United States anxidde Canada reported that Brazilian authorities
had agreed to certification requirements. Bragiretted that Canada had not handled this matger in
more transparent manner, with prior notificatiom aonsultation. Brazil recalled its BSE-free ssatu
according to OIE classification, and its ban ondfieg of ruminant material to cattle. Brazil had
suffered many adverse effects from Canada's hasbamo. This had raised awareness of certain
shortcomings of the multilateral system in cas&e this one. Brazil announced its intention to
present proposals to the SPS Committee and ther@&Pmuncil to address these problems.

Plant health

229. Import restrictions on Enoki mushrooms from Chinese Taipei

Raised by: Chinese Taipei
Supported by:
Dates raised: October 2005 and February 2006 (GR3B% paras. 388), April 2008

(G/SPS/R/49, paras. 59-60)

Relevant document(s): | Raised orally

Solution: Canada had lifted its ban with effect from Janu2097. Following the vig
of Canadian officials to Chinese Taipei, import pestriad been issu
during 2007 and Enoki mushrooms were now being mapdnto Canada

Status: Resolved

Date reported as 2 April 2008
resolved:

69. In February 2006, Chinese Taipei noted that in dgn@005 Canada had banned imports of
Enoki mushrooms with trace amounts of growing medilCanada required that all growing medium
be removed by cutting off the stalk of the mushrobnit this significantly reduced the shelf-life of
the mushroom. In March 2005, Canada had justthexdinew measure by explaining that the growing
medium used for Enoki mushroom cultivation couldabpathway for the introduction of quarantine
pests designated by the Canadian Food Inspecti@m&yg such as sudden oak death or the golden
nematode. These quarantine pests did not exiShinese Taipei. Furthermore, Enoki mushrooms
were produced in Chinese Taipei under soil-freedtmms. Chinese Taipei considered that Canada's
restrictions were more trade restrictive than nemgsand urged Canada to lift its import ban on
Enoki mushrooms.

70. Canada clarified that, historically, Chinese Tdgenushrooms were free from growing
medium and had been imported into Canada withostricgdon. In 2004, shipments of Enoki
mushrooms accompanied by a significant amount awing material had been intercepted.
Consistent with the provisions of the IPPC, Canhdd provided Chinese Taipei's officials with
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several official notifications of non-complianceyciuding a written explanation of the scientific
rationale for prohibiting the entry of Enoki musbnas accompanied by growing medium. Canada
was waiting for scientific information on the typépests that might be carried by the medium from
Chinese Taipei in order to conclude a risk assessniEhe current science-based requirements would
remain in place until Canada had assurance thajrtwing medium would not carry plant pest risks
to Canada.

71. In April 2008, Chinese Taipei reported that theuéssof Canada's restrictions on the
importation of Enoki mushrooms had been resolvBohce this issue was first raised, there had been
constructive technical dialogue on several occasid@cientific evidence and information on pe ris
assessment had been provided, and Canada hadakedeoin-site inspections. Consequently Canada
had lifted its ban with effect from January 2007.

72. Canada confirmed that this issue had been resaluedto a close collaborative working
relationship between technical officials. Follogithe visit of Canadian officials to Chinese Tajpei
import permits had been issued during 2007 and iEmoishrooms were now being imported into
Canada.

CHILE

CONCERNS RELATED TO MEASURES MAINTAINED BY CHILE

Animal health

4, Measures related to BSE - Maintained by Chile, Ayentina, Australia, Austria, Belgium,
Brazil, Canada, Czech Republic, France, Germany, #ly, Netherlands, Poland, Romania,

Singapore, Slovak Republic, Slovenia, Spain and thénited States (See item 4, page 1)

104. FMD restrictions

Raised by: Argentina
Supported by: Brazil, United States
Dates raised: October 2001 (G/SPS/R/25, para919March 2002 (G/SPS/R/26, pa

40-41), June 2002 (G/SPS/R/27, para. 126)

Relevant document(s): | G/SPS/N/CHL/102

Solution: Argentina reportethat the issue of Chile's FMD restrictions hadnl
resolved.

Status: Resolved

Date reported as 1 March 2004

resolved:

73. Argentina was concerned about Chile's draft reguiat on fresh or frozen beef, which
categorized countries according two categories: HiB with or without vaccination. These draft
rules seemed to be more restrictive than the Odadstrd, which allowed for the possibility of
permitting imports from FMD-infected countries oones as long as certain risk mitigation
procedures had been used. Argentina requested hirovide sufficient scientific justification as
required by Article 3.3. Chile replied that thatwas premature to discuss the issue as the draft
regulation had not yet been circulated internallgrend a bilateral technical meeting was scheduled
for early November. The deadline for public comisdmad only just passed and comments received
had not yet been considered. Chile had not yeh laesked to provide a risk assessment by the
Argentine authorities.
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74. In March 2002, Argentina referred to Chilean notifion G/SPS/N/CHL/102 on fresh and
frozen meat controls. It appeared Chile would peimports from countries in one of two categories:
FMD free without vaccination or FMD free with vaoation. The draft Chilean regulation did not
allow for the import of fresh or frozen bovine méatm countries with zones infected with FMD. As
such, the requirement was more demanding than tBe Abimal Health Code which permitted
imports if risk mitigation procedures were followedcountries where FMD was present. Argentina
requested Chile to amend its draft regulation fecethe OIE code, or to show sufficient scieatifi
grounds for not applying the international refeeerstandard. Brazil supported Argentina and the
United States stated that they had sent writtennoemts to Chile and hoped that these comments
would be taken into account.

75. Chile explained that the entry into force of theaswres in question had been postponed twice
to enable other trading partners to make additioaalments. Controlling the 1987 outbreak of FMD
in Chile had cost $8.5 million and forced the ecatlon of 30,000 animals ? a considerable cost for
Chile. Nevertheless, Chile planned to allow foe thossibility of importing from countries not
recognized as FMD free by the OIE, on the basia ok assessment by the Chilean authorities. In
the case of Argentina, Chile had not learnt ofRMD outbreak in that country through their bilatera
usual channels so the normal risk analysis proesdoould not be applied and emergency measures
had had to be instituted.

76. In June 2002, Argentina reported that progresshlegth made towards resolving this issue at
bilateral meetings.

77. In March 2004, Argentina reported that the issueCbile's FMD restrictions had been
resolved.

113. Petfood import requirements

Raised by: Argentina

Supported by: United States

Dates raised: March 2002 (G/SPS/R/26, paras. 21-23)

Relevant document(s): | G/SPS/N/CHL/104, G/SPS/GER/30

Solution: Argentina reported that the issue of €gilmport requirementsr pet fooq
had been resolved.

Status: Resolved

Date reported as 1 March 2004

resolved:

78. Argentina raised concerns about Chile's draft stechthat would require imports of pet food
containing meat and bonemeal from ruminants to rgoéhermal treatment (G/SPS/N/CHL/104).
This requirement was stricter than the OIE recondagans and lacked sufficient scientific grounds
and risk analysis to justify this higher level afofection (G/SPS/GEN/302). The EU Scientific
Steering Committee had given Argentina a Leveltibgai.e. "highly unlikely that domestic cattlesar
(clinically or pre-clinically) infected with BSE agt'. The United States indicated that the OIE
Animal Health Code did not recommend that countfies of BSE undertake the treatment outlined
in the notification. The United States hoped that Chilean authorities would take the resultshef t
Harvard Risk Analysis into account.

79. Chile stressed that a distinction had to be mad&dsn countries free of BSE and countries
free of TSEs; the draft Chilean measure also deduthe latter within its scope. Chile further
clarified that the procedures had to be appliedhtomaterials in pet food and not to the final prctd
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80. In March 2004, Argentina reported that the issu€lile's import requirements for pet food
had been resolved.

260. Requirements for quarantine treatment of aircaft

Raised by: Argentina

Supported by:

Dates raised: October 2007 (G/SPS/R/46, paras.7),6dune 2009G/SPS/R/55, pat
55)

Relevant document(s): | G/SPS/N/CHL/253

Solution: In June 2009, Argentina reported thatdiscern had been resolved.

Status: Resolved

Date reported as 23 June 2009

resolved:

81. In October 2007, Argentina indicated that in Ap2D07, Chile notified the quarantine
treatment of aircraft landing in Chile from areaghwhigh levels of pests (G/SPS/N/CHL/253).
Fumigation with pesticides and insecticides waslireg every time the aircraft required cleaning.
This treatment could prevent the export of livebfem Argentina via any aircraft which landed in
Chile. Argentina had conveyed their concerns ¢oQhilean focal point to ensure that these measures
not unduly affect Argentine exports, and more djpmgly, that live bees not be killed by the
fumigation.

82. Chile clarified that the measure in question cgoesled to the updating of a law that had
been in place since 2006, and that the amendmeopeged were an attempt to facilitate rather than
hinder trade. A procedural manual had been deedldipat included clear technical specifications to
ensure proper fumigation of the aircraft. Regagdienign insects such as bees, the concentrations o
insecticides would be far less than what was sigecih the past. Although there was no obligation
to notify this measure, Chile had chosen to denmatestimplementation of the principles of
transparency by going beyond what was requirede mbkasure had not yet entered into force and
Chile was reviewing comments received from otheme¢ages. Chile would have preferred to see this
issue addressed bilaterally, and informal meetimigs Argentina had proceeded positively.

83. In June 2009, Argentina reported that its concaithlheen resolved. Chile confirmed that the
issue had been clarified.

Plant health

16. Restrictions on imports of wheat and fruit

Raised by: United States

Supported by:

Dates raised: March 1997 (G/SPS/R/7, parad98July 2001 (G/SPS/R/22, para. 1

October 2006 (G/SPS/R/43, para. 36)

Relevant document(s): | G/SPS/GN/14, G/SPS/GEN/265

Solution: Import access granted for wheat anddruit
Status: Resolved
Date reported as 1 October 2006

resolved:
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84. In March 1997, the United States expressed condbatsChile's import requirements for
wheat and fruit did not recognize regional condisian line with the SPS Agreement, nor IPPC
guidelines relating to pest-free areas. With resfewheat, Chile replied that the United Statad h
not asked to be recognized as free of tilletiadadKarnal bunt). Regarding fruit, Chile stresteat

it had recognized areas free of the fruit flies stregpha fraterculus and ceratitis capitata
(Mediterranean fruit fly) in California, which wailifacilitate the entry of US exports.

85. In July 2001, the United States reported that Wty bilateral discussion, Chile had
removed restrictions on US wheat in October 1996RS/GEN/265). Import access had also been
granted for grapes, kiwis, avocados and lemons fCatifornia, apples and pears from Washington,
and raspberries and shelled nuts from all US statdscording to the United States, Chile was
preparing new rules to allow imports of additiopabducts. The United States was working with
Chile on import conditions for other fruit.

86. In October 2006, the United States and Chile batported that following bilateral
discussions held in August 2006, concerns relatinghytosanitary measures applied to US fruit
exports to Chile had been resolved.

CHINA

CONCERNS RELATED TO MEASURES MAINTAINED BY CHINA

Food safety

127. Import ban on products of Dutch origin

Raised by: European Communities
Supported by:
Dates raised: June 2002 (G/SPS/R/27, par&&23INovember 2002 (G/SPS/R/28, pg

73-74), April 2003 (G/SPS/R/29, paras. &2 June 2003 (G/SPS/R/
paras. 39-40)

Relevant document(s): | Raised orally

Solution: Ban on Dutch products lifted
Status: Resolved

Date reported as 1 June 2003

resolved:

87. The European Communities sta88ted that the Chiaed®rities had suspended imports of

all products of animal origin from the Netherlarafter detection of one positive consignment in a

single category of products. The European Comnesitionsidered this measure to be more trade
restrictive than necessary, and noted that in @agirsituation with regard to Chinese products, the

European Communities had given China sufficienettmsolve problems of detection of the presence
of chloramphenicol in their products.

88. China noted that the use of chloramphenicol in ahimodstuffs had been prohibited in EC
member States since 1994. When the substance ded detected in Dutch products, China had
imposed a provisional ban and immediately aletbedRutch authorities. China had received part of
the information requested, and was waiting forHertinformation so as to review its measure. The
representative of China reported that the problppaeently arose due to Dutch imports of feedstuffs
from some eastern European countries, which gaeetd concerns regarding Dutch import control
measures, residue monitoring systems and expaitotaneasures.
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89. In November 2002, the European Communities repdhatisome progress had been made,
however they requested China to increase effortedolve the issue. The European Communities
considered this a disproportionate reaction toablpm that could have been resolved in a mutually
satisfactory manner without disrupting trade. @hatbserved that other countries had faced similar
problems with Dutch products. His country was viogkto remove the ban remaining for some

products. For this purpose, the Netherlands hat bevited to provide information to enable China

to conduct a risk assessment, as soon as possible.

90. In April 2003, the European Communities reportedt t€hina had lifted restrictions on
certain products of no real trade significance, tutsatisfactory solution had yet been found for a
large number of animal products of Dutch originparticular dairy products. In December 2002, the
European Communities had supplied the informatieguested by China. In March 2003, China
requested additional information and indicated Hrainspection mission would be necessary before
anything further could be done. The European Conities questioned why this inspection visit had
not been proposed sooner.

91. China responded that it had lifted the ban on oepaoducts on 25 December 2002, after
receipt of information from the European Commusitid-or other products, China had been waiting
for almost one year on the Netherlands' residueitorimg and assessment controls. Based on the
information provided to date, China had identif@gnificant defects with respect to conformity with
the relevant EC directives, including sampling airg products and casings. An inspection visit was
necessary to address these outstanding issues. rethgt of additional information from the
Netherlands on 21 March 2003 would enable the ofsithina's inspection team in the near future.

92. In June 2003, the European Communities reported ttiea Chinese embargo on products
from the Netherlands had been lifted and the Ewog&mmunities believed this issue now resolved.
China reaffirmed that the ban on Dutch products been lifted after an inspection visit and the
conclusion of a risk assessment.

246. Import restrictions on products of animal orign due to dioxin

Raised by: European Communities

Supported by:

Dates raised: February 2007 (G/SPS/R/44, parad.4)30October 2007 (G/SPS/R/
para. 36)

Relevant document(s): | Raised orally

Solution: Consultations between the EChauities and China's AQSIQ, at both

bilateral and multilateral level, had been sucadsaeffinally putting an en
to these restrictions.

Status: Resolved

Date reported as 1 October 2007

resolved:

93. In February 2007, the European Communities raismucarns regarding China's import

restrictions on products of animal origin from sofB€ member States due to alleged dioxin
contamination. There had been an isolated incidedanuary 2006, at which time all potentially
contaminated products had quickly been recallexhdd had been re-established and EC exports had
returned to normal within weeks, except with Chin&hina was the only WTO Member that
continued to impose restrictions because of a problvhich no longer existed. The European
Communities had pursued bilateral contacts withn@bki General Administration of Quality,
Supervision, Inspection and Quarantine (AQSIQ) prulided all of the information requested by
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China. The ban on products from some EC membé¢esSteas disproportionate to the potential risk,
as the contamination problem no longer existede fdpresentative of the European Communities
requested China to remove its restrictions or twide a scientific justification for their mainterce.

94, China confirmed that this issue had been the famusechnical consultations with the
European Communities. In Belgium, Germany andNbtherlands, this was the second time there
had been this type of problem. Given the fluidify movement of goods within the European
Communities, the spread of contaminated productswesay likely. China was waiting to receive the
final EC investigation report on the incident satth could complete its risk assessment and tiage t
appropriate measure.

95. In October 2007, the European Communities repastethe resolution of the specific trade
concern related to China's import restrictions ome products of animal origin from some EC
member States due to alleged dioxin contaminatibmport restrictions were originally introduced
because of an isolated incident which affectednstéd number of agriculture products and for which
prompt corrective action was taken. Consultatioetsveen the EC authorities and China's AQSIQ, at
both the bilateral and multilateral level, had bemrmtcessful in finally putting an end to these
restrictions.

Animal health

157.  Quarantine measures for the entry and exit aiquatic products

Raised by: European Communities

Supported by: United States

Dates raised: April 2003 (G/SPS/R/29, paras. 33-3%)e 2003 (G/SPS/R/30, pag4.
59-60)

Relevant document(s): | G/SPS/N/CHN/17

Solution: Measure notified and comments solicited

Status: Resolved

Date reported as 1 June 2003

resolved:

96. The European Communities noted that Decree No.34,td enter into force in June 2003,
had not been notified to the WTO. The European @onities, therefore, were not able to assess the
decree and comment on it. The Chinese authoviteze requested to notify the measure to the WTO
and suspend its entry into force for four additiananths to allow Members a chance to comment on
it and for permits to be issued to exporters. Unéed States echoed the concerns of the European
Communities.

97. China explained that Decree 31 was notified toWAEO as part of a notification covering
China'’s existing laws on animal and plant quarangéind on sanitation, inspection and certificatibn o
imports and exports of food products at the timé&WTO accession. The purpose of the Decree
was to standardize the standards of quarantinedoatic animals and to improve transparency of
procedures in line with WTO obligations on trangpary and consistency. The regulation did not
contain any new technical requirements and thus rdid need to be notified to the WTO.
Nonetheless, China would consider any comments fvtembers. China had decided to delay the
date of entry into force from 10 December 2002 lut®i June 2003, so as to minimize any trade
impact. On 23 December 2002, AQSIQ sent a noticallt foreign embassies in Beijing and
requested them to identify which governmental auties had responsibility for issuing certificates
for export to China, and to submit a model cemrificso that China could verify the certificates.
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98. In June 2003, the European Communities reporteddGhaa had notified its Decree 31 on
aquatic products and had provided a comment period.
196. Measures on US poultry
Raised by: United States
Supported by: Canada
Dates raised: October 2004 (G/SPS/R/35, parag9paviarch 2005 (G/SPS/R/36/Re
para. 83)
Relevant document(s): | Raised orally
Solution: The United States mentioned that since the SPS Qt@enmeeting d
October 2004, China had taken actions and the lsastidbeen resolved.
Status: Resolved
Date reported as 1 March 2005
resolved:
99. In October 2004, the United States raised concewss China's nation-wide ban on US

poultry products following the detection of low bagenic avian influenza in the state of Delaware in
February 2004. The import ban was not modifiedoediagly when highly pathogenic avian
influenza was detected in the state of Texas,adsté was applied to the entire territory of theited
States despite the fact that the highly pathogawian influenza outbreak was confined to a limited
area. The outbreaks were brought under controleaadication, cleaning and disinfection of the
highly pathogenic infected premises was completed2® February 2004. On 20 August 2004,
trading partners were advised that the six-montiogeprescribed by the OIE had elapsed and that
the United States was free of highly pathogeniaminfluenza. Despite this, China still maintained
the ban on poultry products from the entire teryitof the United States. These restrictions wate n
scientifically justified and were inconsistent wii*S obligations. China was requested to liftoidue
immediately and to ensure that future implementatb emergency measures were consistent with
Article 6 of the SPS Agreement. Canada noted amdoncerns with China maintaining a
comprehensive ban when regionalized measures wereappropriate response, and sought the
removal of all measures with respect to Canada.

100. China stated that provisional emergency measures agopted early in 2004 to prevent the
entry and spread of low and highly pathogenic awdluenza. A ban on the importation of US
poultry and poultry products was therefore impletedn China had communicated with the United
States to conduct on-site inspections with the abvje of regionalizing its ban on avian influenza a
well as the possibility of lifting the ban on USytimy. A risk assessment was being conducted and a
decision would be made based on the outcome afgsh@ssessment. China's actions were consistent
with Article 6 of the SPS Agreement and OIE guided and recommendations.

101. In March 2005, the United States mentioned thatesithe SPS Committee meeting of
October 2004, China had taken actions and the lsstidbeen resolved.

Plant health

115. Import restrictions for citrus and other fruit s related to fruit fly

Raised by: Argentina

Supported by: Canada

Dates raised: March 2002 (G/SPS/R/26, para25)4-June 2002 (G/SPS/R/27, pd
50-51), March 2006 (G/SPS/R/40, para. 50)
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Relevant document(s): | Raised Orally

Solution: Argentina reported that this specificiaoncern had been resolved.
Status: Resolved

Date reported as 1 March 2006

resolved:

102. Argentina noted that bilateral consultations wenegoing with the Chinese authorities to
overcome difficulties related to the export of aplpears and citrus fruit to China due to thedatt
fruit-fly restrictions. Various procedures, incing the use of cold treatment, were being used to
overcome these difficulties. Argentina requestbd Chinese authorities to provide a list of
outstanding questions related to risk assessmenfuatmer information requests.

103. China explained that Medfly and South Americantffiyi had not been reported in China and
that a risk assessment by Chinese experts hadudgtthat the risk of introducing these pests from
Argentina was high. China was requesting Argeritingrovide data on the efficacy of cold treatment
against fruit flies and to demonstrate that it doprovide an equivalent level of protection in
comparison with importing from pest-free areas.in@moted that establishing pest-free areas was not
practicable for all pests, as recognized by theClR®andard, and that countries with advanced
research on fruit fly control and quarantine did accept importation from countries where the pest
had previously been present, even if they wereeatly pest-free. China was open to bilateral
technical discussions and joint research with Atigaron this issue.

104. In June 2002, Argentina informed the Committee thaspite having held bilateral
consultations with China, the issue was not resblv€hina indicated that it was prepared to comside
alternative treatments, but had not yet receivgdt@chnical data demonstrating that establishirgy pe
free production places and cold treatment couldigeequivalent protection to the establishment of
pest-free areas.

105. In March 2006, Argentina reported that this spedifade concern had been resolved.
COLOMBIA

CONCERNS RELATED TO MEASURES MAINTAINED BY COLOMBIA

Animal health

116. FMD restrictions

Raised by: Argentina
Supported by:
Dates raised: March 2002 (G/SPS/R/26, parasl9g8June 2002 (G/SPS/R/27, pd

44-45), November 2002 (G/SPS/R/28, paras.58%- April 2003
(GISPS/R/29, paras. 7), June 2003 (G/SPS/R/30, para. 44), Oc
2003 (G/ISPS/R/31, para. 37)

Relevant document(s): | Raised orally

Solution: Restrictions lifted on bovine meat fronmgantina
Status: Resolved
Date reported as 1 October 2003

resolved:
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106. Argentina reported that Colombia had restricteddrtgpof certain products from Argentina
on 26 September 2001, after the FMD outbreaks igeAtina. Colombia had agreed to accept
Argentine products for which risk mitigation techués could be applied according to the OIE code,
and on 17 October 2001 had published new measpexsfiing those processed products which
could be imported. An inspection visit by the Golwan sanitary services in late October 2001
complemented the information provided by the Argenservices. However, Argentina was unable
to export the products in question due to contininéatmation requests from Colombia. Colombia
noted that it had replied to comments and questiom Argentina in November 2001 and March
2002. Argentina did not have establishments ainbdrby the Colombian Livestock Institute (ICA)
to export risk products to Colombia. Colombia wassidering the process and production methods
at Argentine establishments to inactivate the virusisk materials, and if satisfactory, Argentine
establishments would receive the necessary ICAoazttion.

107. In June 2002, Argentina indicated that its expaastinued to be restricted. Colombia
recalled that no plants in Argentina were currerayrtified to export to Colombia. However,
Colombia had identified 10 plants in ArgentinaWdrich it needed to update information, and another
38 plants which it proposed to visit for the fitshe. Only 21 of these establishments had provided
the information needed for the Colombian Agricudiunstitute to undertake certification visits.

108. In November 2002, Argentina noted that Colombiatiomed to prohibit Argentine meat
despite the fact that there had been no new owtbiieaArgentina for nine months. Colombia still
had not carried out inspections of 21 packing glavliich Colombia claimed was necessary before
trade in beef meat could resume. Colombia statatl Argentina had blocked imports of fresh
flowers from Colombia, and requested Argentina toolink these two issues. Argentina indicated
that there was no linkage to Colombian flowers, asked Colombia to provide information as to
whether it would carry out the veterinary inspeation Argentina so that beef meat exports could
resume.

109. In April 2003, Argentina noted that it had not reeel a reply from Colombia on the
completed questionnaire concerning chilled produdio in-situ inspections had taken place that
would lead to a lifting of these restrictions naadhArgentina received any requests for further
information. Noting Colombia's concern over cuwérs, Argentina stated that it did not maintain
any restriction on the import of flowers from Colbia. Colombia stated that it enjoyed a favourable
FMD situation but allowed the importation of lovskiproducts. High risk products, however, were
banned from Argentina and this was notified to WW&O. Establishments of origin had to be
authorized by the Colombian sanitary service angragramme of visits to Argentina had been
planned. Information from Argentine authoritiesswaquired with regard to the serological and
epidemiological assessment of FMD, vaccination cage, and the dates on which the status of
disease freedom both with or without vaccinatiomeagchieved. Colombia considered the Argentine
decision to suspend the import of cut flowers inv&lmber 2001, without a WTO notification, to be
unjustified.

110. In June 2003, Argentina reported that progress leeh made and that inspections of
Argentine meat plants by Colombian officials wergng planned. Colombia noted that once the
necessary information was provided by ArgentinaJo@bian authorities would carry out the

necessary missions. The good progress in theofds®/ine exports from Argentina to Colombia was
similar to the progress made on the issue of fleex@orts from Colombia to Argentina.

111. In October 2003, Argentina reported that the idsaak been resolved at the end of September
2003, and that Colombia had eliminated its restmst Colombia confirmed that the issue had been
resolved, and that exports of flowers from ColontoigArgentina had also been discussed during the
meeting.
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CUBA

CONCERNS RELATED TO MEASURES MAINTAINED BY CUBA
Animal health

129. Import restrictions on spiced pork and salteameat products

Raised by: Argentina

Supported by:

Dates raised: June 2002 (G/SPS/R/27, paras. 1NbeEmbe 2002 (G/SPS/R/28, pa|
182)

Relevant document(s): | G/SPS/GEN/325

Solution: Argentina reported that the issue hadbesolved with Cuba.

Status: Resolved

Date reported as 1 March 2004

resolved:

112. Argentina indicated that exports of spiced pork a@afted meat products to Cuba were
prohibited due to Cuba's zero risk approach wittare to FMD (G/SPS/GEN/325). Argentina had
submitted evidence that the FMD virus would notra@smitted as a result of the processing of these
products. Moreover, Argentina's proposed -certifica fully complied with OIE standards.
Nonetheless, Cuba only permitted imports of bovineat from countries free of FMD without
vaccination. Argentina requested Cuba to lift istrictions, or to provide sufficient scientific
evidence to justify its measure. Cuba indicated Hilateral consultations had been initiated an th
issue.

113. In November 2002, Argentina reported that a feviatezalities needed to be sorted out before
the issue was completely resolved.

114. In March 2004, Argentina reported that the issu theen resolved with Cuba.
CZECH REPUBLIC
CONCERNS RELATED TO MEASURES MAINTAINED BY THE CZEC H REPUBLIC

Food safety

10. Imports of potatoes

Raised by: European Communities

Supported by: Argentina

Dates raised: Octobel996 (G/SPS/R/6, para. 27), October 1997 (G/SPZRRv.1

paras. 51-53)

Relevant document(s): | G/SPS/N/CZE/6, G/ISPS/N/CZEBEI3PS/GEN/42

Solution: Second active ingredient approved, ingpbdm EC resumed
Status: Resolved
Date reported as 1 February 2001

resolved:
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115. In October 1996, the European Communities expressedern that the Czech Republic had

not specified a final date for comments on G/SPSA®/12. The Czech Republic committed to

pursuing the matter bilaterally with the Europeanminunities. In October 1997, the European
Communities expressed concern over Czech impodinergents for ware potatoes, which it did not

believe to be based on scientific principles. Meer, equivalent methods of sprout treatment were
not allowed. The European Communities pointedtbat a Codex standard existed for the active
ingredient involved. Argentina was concerned that treatment had to be applied before harvest,
making a post-harvest decision to export to thec@zZRepublic impossible, although alternative

treatment methods existed. Furthermore, it was aedr to Argentina whether the registration

procedure concerned the entire product formulanty the active ingredient.

116. The Czech Republic explained that imported plantdpcts could not be circulated
domestically if they contained residues of activenp protection ingredients not registered in the
Czech Republic. Only one active ingredient hadnbagproved, but registration procedures for a
second one were under way. The Czech Republievaglithat bilateral channels for resolving the
issue, notably within the framework of the EuropefAssociation Agreement, were far from
exhausted.

117. In February 2001, the Czech Republic reported that second active agent had been
approved since 16 March 1998, and imports fromEiln@pean Communities had resumed.

51. Prohibition of poultry meat imports from Thailand

Raised by: Thailand

Supported by:

Dates raised: September 1998 (G/SPS/R/12, paraé3)8November 1998 (G/SPS/R

paras. 39-4Q0)March 1999 (G/SPS/R/14, para. 16), July 1999 RS/&/15
para. 8), November 1999 (G/SPS/R/17, para. 5)

Relevant document(s): | G/SPS/N/CZE/16

Solution: Czech measure lifted in October 1999
Status: Resolved

Date reported as 1 October 1999

resolved:

118. In September 1998, Thailand indicated that since 11998, the Czech Republic had stopped
shipments of poultry meat from Thailand on the gadsithat it contained levels of arsenic acid above
the acceptable Czech limits. Thailand indicated this measure was not scientifically justifiedian
too trade restrictive, and asked whether the measas non-discriminatory. The Czech Republic
indicated that bilateral consultations had beguhwauld continue, and assured Thailand of the non-
discriminatory nature of its testing methodology.

119. In November 1998, Thailand reported that bilatemisultations had been held, and that the
Czech Republic had agreed to provide further détatibons on the measure, as well as a scientific
justification. The Czech Republic indicated tha exchange of information would take place before
a mission of Czech experts to Thailand in the hdare.

120. In March 1999, Thailand and the Czech Republic megothat bilateral consultations were
progressing, and that the problem might be resolvier a visit of Czech experts to Thailand,
planned for April 1999. In July 1999, Thailand oeled that the visit of Czech experts had been re-
scheduled for September 1999. The Czech Repulnlitrmed that consultations were advancing. In
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November 1999, the Chairman informed the Commitiaethe Czech Republic had recently notified
the lifting of the measure from 1 October 1999.

Animal health

4, Measures related to BSE - Maintained by Czech Rablic, Argentina, Australia,
Austria, Belgium, Brazil, Canada, Chile, France, Gemany, Italy, Netherlands, Poland,
Romania, Singapore, Slovak Republic, Slovenia, Spaiand the United States (See item 4,

page 1)

30. Regulation concerning warehouses and silos

Raised by: European Communities

Supported by:

Dates raised: October 1997 (G/SPS/R/9/Rev.1, pdja.
Relevant document(s): | Raised orally

Solution: EC satisfied with Czech clarifications.
Status: Resolved

Date reported as 1 February 2001

resolved:

121. The European Communities sought clarification @zech regulation requiring warehouses
and silos for animal feed to be under state corfoolpurposes of quality assurance. The Czech
Republic indicated that it wished to pursue thetenabilaterally with EC veterinary authorities. In
February 2001, the Czech Republic indicated that European Communities had accepted its
clarifications.

EL SALVADOR
CONCERNS RELATED TO MEASURES MAINTAINED BY EL SALVA DOR

Animal health

71. Restrictions on meat and dairy products

Raised by: Uruguay

Supported by:

Dates raised: November 1999 (G/SPS/R/17, para. 85), November J@SPS/R/2(
para. 32)

Relevant document(s): | Raised orally

Solution: Uruguay reported that the issue had loesolved.

Status: Resolved

Date reported as 1 November 2000

resolved:

122. In November 1999, Uruguay reported on problems exihorts of meat and dairy products to
El Salvador on sanitary grounds, although no cdacsanitary problems or regulations had been
mentioned. The representative of El Salvador stéid that these concerns would be transmitted to
the appropriate authorities. In November 2000,guay reported that the issue had been resolved.
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EUROPEAN COMMUNITIES

CONCERNS RELATED TO MEASURES MAINTAINED BY THE EURO PEAN
COMMUNITIES

Food safety

11. Restriction on levels of copper and cadmium imported squid — Maintained by Spain
Raised by: United States

Supported by: Argentina

Dates raised: October 1996 (G/SPS/R/6, parad7)l6March 1997 (G/SPS/R/7, pd

56), July 2001 (G/SPS/R/22, para. 127)

Relevant document(s): | G/SPS/GEN/265

Solution: In July 2001, the United States reported that it wat experiencing a
problems in the area and was continuing to motiitesituation

Status: Resolved

Date reported as 1 July 2001

resolved:

123. In October 1996, the United States noted that fr@niSh regulation on levels of copper and
other minerals in imported squid was discriminat@miynce domestic and EC products were
specifically exempted. The European Communitigslied that the scientific justification for
imposing such a measure came from a WHO recommiendait maximum weekly intakes of metal.
Harmonization of the permitted levels of varioustai® across the European Communities was
currently being discussed in Brussels. Argentitseoved that the problem was not one of
harmonization, but of national treatment.

124. In March 1997, the United States recalled the dignatory nature of the measure. The
European Communities explained that although tmenramly referred to third countries, in practice it
was recognized by EC member States as well. Iitiaddthe majority of squid imported into Spain
came from outside the European Communities. S8p=En had a particularly high consumption of
the products in question, this had to be takenatmunt in addition to WHO recommendations.

125. In July 2001, the United States reported that & wat experiencing any problems in the area
and was continuing to monitor the situation (G/SHSY/265).

39. Maximum levels for certain contaminants (aflat&ins) in foodstuffs

Raised by: Argentina, Australia, Bolivia, Brazil, Gambia, ladilndonesia, Malays
Philippines, Senegal, Thailand

Supported by: Canada, Colombia, Mexico, Pakistan, Paraguay, Frilippines, Sout
Africa, Turkey, United States, Uruguay

Dates raised: March 1998 (G/SPS/R/10, paras3ld4-June 1998 (G/SPS/R/11, pd

15-19), September 1998 (G/SPS/R/12, parasl4)]l-November 199
(G/SPS/R/13, para. 26), March 1999 (G/SPS/R/14a9pa8466), March
2001 (G/SPS/R/21, paras. 29-30 andB8®-July 2001 (G/SPS/R/22, pa
39-43), October 2001 (G/SPS/R/25, paras. 32)- March 200
(G/SPS/R/26, para. 140), June 2002 (G/SPS/R/2@spad39), Novembs
2002 (G/SPS/R/28, para. 175), April 2003 (G/SPSIRp2aras. 552), Jun
2003 (G/SPS/R/30, paras. 66), March 2004 (G/SPS3/R&ras. 48-49)
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Relevant document(s): |G/SPS/N/EEC/51, G/SPS/GEN/50, G/SPS/GEN/52, G/SPIS/&!
G/ISPS/GEN/55, G/ISPS/GEN/56, G/SPS/GEN/57, G/SPSI&H
G/SPS/GEN/61, G/SPS/GEN/62, G/SPS/GEN/63, G/SPSI%H

G/SPS/R/28
Solution: Maximum levels for some products and darggprocedures revised
Status: Resolved
Date reported as 1 March 2004

resolved:

126. In March 1998, a number of countries argued thatE& proposal to set new maximum

levels for aflatoxins would impose severe restitsi on trade while not resulting in a significant
reduction in health risk to consumers. The propdsh not seem to be based on a proper risk
assessment. Furthermore, the proposed samplingequee was unduly costly, burdensome and
unjust. Although an international standard ongbbkject did not yet exist, the Codex Committee on
Food Additives and Contaminants (CCFAC) was comsidehe matter. The complaining Members

felt that the timing was unfortunate, and urged Eueopean Communities to review the proposed
measure.

127. The European Communities noted that there had heeronsensus in the CCFAC on the
issue; although many countries supported the Codex, the European Communities did not. The
proposed measure reflected the EC level of pratectWith regard to the sampling procedure, since
contamination appeared in a small percentage ofekgr one simple sample was not sufficient to
minimize risk to consumers. The proposed methoei®wlready used by some EC member States.
The European Communities planned to evaluate thememts received until May 1998 and formalize
the proposal in June 1998. The measure would griteeffect relatively shortly afterwards.

128. In June 1998, the European Communities reportedtthad forwarded a revised proposal to
its member States. The EC Standing Committee oodgtaffs would consider the proposed
modifications on 17-18 June 1998. Apart from redgssome of the maximum levels, the European
Communities was considering transitional arrangdemeand the new measures would not enter into
force before 1 January 1999.

129. In September 1998, Bolivia informed the Committeat tthe proposed EC measure would
have severe effects on Bolivian exports of Brazitsn Bolivia requested to see the EC risk
assessment, and indicated it was prepared to emtterbilateral discussions with the European
Communities in order to find a mutually agreeabdéuson. The United States encouraged the
European Communities to take into account the reoendations contained in the FAO/WHO risk

assessments establishing maximum levels for affatiox consumer-ready products. The ASEAN
countries expressed concern with maximum levelsilk, which would affect developing countries'

feed exports.

130. The European Communities noted that the deadlinedmments had been extended to allow
for further comments from Members. The Europeam@anities had also revised its proposal, and
was prepared to raise the proposed maximum lematsiis. With regard to milk, the proposed EC
levels were in line with the standards being disedsn Codex.

131. In November 1998, the Chairman informed the Comamithbout bilateral consultations

between Bolivia and the European Communities whiehhad been requested to facilitate. The
Chairman reported that the discussions had been fmeitful, and had helped Bolivia to better

understand the rationale behind the EC measuraseldsis the EC procedures followed. They had
also helped the EC understanding of the potenffacieof some of its measures on the Bolivian
industry. Technical consultations were continuing.
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132. In March 1999, Bolivia reported that it had presena plan to improve its Brazil nuts, and
consultations with the European Communities weigoorg. Bolivia considered that this was a good
case for the application of special and differdriteatment. Peru indicated that several countraas
brought their problems with the new EC regulation aflatoxins to the attention of the European
Communities through their missions in Brusselshaiit having obtained a satisfactory response. In
particular, the European Communities had not ptesera risk assessment. The European
Communities assured Bolivia that their common exatidon of the problem would continue through
a rapid procedure. In response to other Memblees=tropean Communities indicated that there had
been ample time for comments, and that the propasdl been revised in response to comments
received. On cereals, the European Communitiesonesared to continue accepting comments until
1 July 1999 and to modify the measure if there sc@ntific justification.

133. In March 2001, Argentina raised concerns over EQimam levels of contaminants in food
products and sampling methods for aflatoxins innpés other nuts, dried fruits and cereals.
Argentina was preparing a technical submissiotHerEuropean Communities to be circulated before
the next SPS Committee meeting. The European Comissiragreed to carefully consider the
technical document. Regarding cereals, the Euroggammunities reminded Members that the
relevant legislation had been adopted in 2000 amaldwcome into effect as of 1 July 2001.

134. Bolivia recalled the information it had providedyaeding EC aflatoxin levels in Brazil nuts
(G/SPS/IGEN/93). The European Communities had notiged a risk analysis for this measure.
Bolivia outlined the socio-economic and ecologigablications of the measure for the area of
production, as well as the effects on the econorize European Communities indicated that the
science had been explained in detail in the CoramittAn EC expert had visited Bolivia in May 2000
to evaluate the situation. The Commission beliettet the problems in Bolivia stemmed from
needed improvements in the production chain andethépment used. A project to address these
issues had been included in the EU Aid Programme.

135. In July 2001, Bolivia expressed concern about ting ltime it was taking to resolve the issue.
Argentina and Chile inquired about the technicaistance and special and differential treatment
aspects of the issue. The European Communitiesirtbat Bolivia was on a high priority list for EC
cooperation activities. The expert mission in M200 had concluded that Bolivian products had
been meeting EC aflatoxin levels, and at leastetimivate laboratories were equipped to carry out
accurate tests. The European Communities remaifilidg to discuss technical difficulties and to
agree on practical solutions. The European Commegniivas promoting a project to improve
production and storage processes and the livelilmbodit collectors, to be executed in 2002; it had
proposed a certification procedure and hoped thdivid recognized the efforts being made to
improve Brazil nut production in the region conain Bolivia confirmed that bilateral meetings had
taken place, including a discussion on possiblartieal cooperation programmes. However, so far
no practical measures had been taken to reducetiaive effect on trade.

136. In October 2001, Bolivia reported that the Europ€ammunities still had not presented a
risk analysis to justify its maximum levels for afyxins in Brazil nuts, nor applied special and
differential treatment or justified why higher lésyavere permitted in similar products. The measure
was having a severe effect on the Bolivian econoryomises of technical assistance were not
beneficial, and Bolivia wished to see a solutiosdzhon acceptance by the European Communities of
a certificate. The European Communities indicdated prolonged bilateral consultations had taken
place prior to the entry into force of the measwaad that expected trade concerns had not
materialized. The risk assessment had been digtessaumerous occasions in the SPS Committee
and in JECFA. EC technical assistance had the @oahsuring compliance with EC standards. A
national certification and accreditation mechanisas being implemented which would allow the
three Bolivian laboratories to issue internationabcognized certificates. However, no follow-up
information had been received from Bolivia on ghassible solution.
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137. In March 2002, Bolivia indicated that there hadrbae progress on the issue. The European
Communities reported that it had agreed to acceptshipment certification from accredited
laboratories in Bolivia in order to avoid costlyngaling of the product upon arrival in Europe.
However, no further information had been provided Bolivia regarding the accreditation of
laboratories nor a proposal for the pre-shipmentifoate. Nonetheless, shipments of Brazil nuts
from Bolivia met all of the EC's requirements, dhe quantity of shipments continued to grow.

138. In June 2002, Bolivia noted that although the laf@livian exporters were able to meet the
EC requirements at considerable costs and diffesjltsmaller exporters could not fulfill the EC's
requirements. Bolivia requested information on thanner in which the EC requirements for a
guality control system were being applied. The dpean Communities stressed again that no
consignments of Brazil nuts from Bolivia had be#scked due to aflatoxin. In fact, both the volume
and value imported from Bolivia had increased icerg years. The EC Scientific Committee for
Food had identified aflatoxins as among the mostiwagenic and mutagenic substances known, and
intake had to be reduced to the lowest levels plessi Although the European Commission had
agreed to accept certification from authorized Bah laboratories, Bolivia had not provided the
necessary information.

139. In April 2003, Bolivia stated that a proposal hadeb submitted to the European
Communities to strengthen the Bolivian system dfifogation for export of Brazil nuts. He hoped
that a technical exchange would take place on phigposal in the near future. The European
Communities noted that its authorities would neaes time to examine the Bolivian proposal. The
European Communities favoured certification atbant of departure by accredited laboratories and
commended the Bolivian authorities for their prados

140. In June 2003, Bolivia informed Members that a kilat meeting had resulted in a favourable
outcome and Bolivia should soon receive the requppermission. The European Communities
indicated that the procedures for technical assistavere now in place and hoped the issue would
soon be regarded as solved.

141. In March 2004, Bolivia informed Members that bilaeconsultations were held with the

European Communities on 16 March 2004 and dethilkenassessment visit for the certification of
chestnuts for export to the European Communities deen finalized. The European Communities
stated that it would continue to cooperate withiBalto finalize the assistance programme.

53. Emergency measures on citrus pulp

Raised by: Brazil

Supported by:

Dates raised: September 1998 (G/SPS/R/12, paras0}dDctober 2001 (G/SPS/R/
para. 34)

Relevant document(s): | G/SPS/N/EEC/62

Solution: Emergency measures lifted

Status: Resolved

Date reported as 1 October 2001

resolved:

142. In September 1998, Brazil expressed concerns riegarEC emergency notification
G/SPS/N/EEC/62, which mentioned very high levelsdaixin found in citrus pulp pellets from
Brazil. Brazil pointed out that this accident helceady been fully dealt with. Brazilian authagi
were maintaining bilateral talks with the Europgaommunities on the subject. The European
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Communities explained that this accident had inedl @0 000 tonnes of contaminated citrus pulp
pellets destined for animal feed. After scientdiscussions, including Brazil's private sectoe HC
authorities had decided that the lack of informatm the origin of the contamination, the amount of
stocks involved and the lack of a solution justifithe emergency measure. The European
Communities hoped that ongoing contacts with thazBan authorities would result in a solution
before the end of the year.

143. In October 2001, Brazil reported that following twechnical visits by EC officials to
evaluate Brazilian control systems, the emergenegsures on dioxin in citrus pulp had been lifted.

167. Restrictions on honey imports

Raised by: United States

Supported by: China, Mexico

Dates raised: June 2003 (G/SPS/R/30, paras. 25-27)

Relevant document(s): | Raised orally

Solution: Following the guarantees received from the UniteateS authorities

relation to their residue monitoring plan, the @ditStates was added to
list of third countries with an approved residuenmaring program fg
honey (CommissionDecision 2004/432/EC of 29 April 2004 on

approval of residue monitoring plans submitted hjrdt countries i
accordance with Council Directive 96/23/EC).

Status: Resolved

Date reported as
resolved:

144. The United States stated that on 22 May 2003, theogean Communities initiated
administrative steps to prohibit imports of honeynf the United States. EC Directive 96-23 required
exporting countries to submit a residue plan.h# tesidue plan did not contain sufficient guarasite

of compliance with EC residue limits, the countrguld not be authorized to export honey to the
European Communities. The United States considéed&EC regime to be far more trade restrictive
than necessary, and whilst not having identicaéguthe United States had comprehensive control
mechanisms. Furthermore, honey was consumed ynsveall quantities and should be considered a
"low risk" food. The existing rules in the Unit&tates were more than adequate to avoid harm to
human health. China and Mexico supported the casaaised by the United States.

145. The European Communities explained that it wastanmeorter of honey and that measures
were in place to protect consumers. The requesa fiesidue surveillance plan was a general rule
which applied to all products, and a high levesofveillance was needed for honey as it tende@to b
consumed by children. The United States had rededwvwarning in February 2003 that the absence
of a residue plan would lead to their removal fribm list of countries approved for import of honey
to the European Communities. The European Comisgnitas, however, willing to examine any
residue plans provided by the United States.

231. Restrictions on Cinnamon

Raised by: Sri Lanka

Supported by: China

Dates raised: October 2005 and February 2006 (GR88% paras. 588), October 20(
(GISPS/R/43, para. 38)
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Relevant document(s): | G/SPS/GEN/597

Solution: Codex standard adopted in 2006
Status: Resolved

Date reported as 1 October 2006

resolved:

146. In October 2005 and February 2006, Sri Lanka regoproblems with exports of Ceylon
cinnamon (Cinnamomum zeylanicum) to the Europeami@onities, in particular to Germany, on the
grounds that the cinnamon contained sulphur dioXf8®2) (G/SPS/GEN/597). Directive No.
95/2/EC and its subsequent amendments on the ingbddodstuffs listed conditionally permitted
preservatives and additives including SO2 and #i@pland maximum tolerated levels in a number of
products, but not in cinnamon. The chemical evaonaundertaken by the FAO/WHO Joint Expert
Committee on Food Additives (JECFA) in 1998 hadvamdhat the use of SO2 in acceptable
guantities as a food additive did not produce aheese effects on human health. The presence of a
certain amount of SO2 as a food additive had a¢smlpermitted in Codex and EC standards. SO2
fumigation had been applied by the cinnamon ingustiSri Lanka as an acceptable method to obtain
a better color and to prevent fungus and inseats,a@ there was no direct application of sulphur to
cinnamon, no residual content of SO2was expectée faresent in the final product.

147. The current EC restrictions would drastically regll&ri Lanka's exports to the EC market,
and might also have an effect on Sri Lanka's egptrtother markets. Sri Lanka questioned the
consistency of the EC measure with Article 3.3haf 8PS Agreement. The Codex General Standards
for Food Additives indicated that the lack of refece to a particular additive or to the use of an
additive in a specific food did not imply that thdditive was unsafe or unsuitable for use in fo8d.
Lanka queried whether the EC Scientific Committee Food had undertaken an assessment of the
risk posed by Sri Lanka's cinnamon on human healthaddition, Sri Lanka sought clarification
regarding what relevant economic factors had ledgirropean Communities to decide that a de facto
import ban was the appropriate level of protectiequired in this situation and if the European
Communities had taken into account the objectivemifimizing negative trade effects when
determining the appropriate level of SPS protecti@ri Lanka suggested there was scope for the
European Communities to provide longer time-frafoesSri Lanka to comply with EC SPS measures
on cinnamon, as provided for in Article 10.2 of tB®S Agreement. Sri Lanka requested the
European Communities to suspend its current de fzemh while his country pursued the development
of a Codex standard on MRLs for cinnamon. Sri lzaalso requested, as a transitional measure, that
the European Communities accept Sri Lankan cinnawititnan SO2 content up to 150ppm until the
maximum residue limit for SO2 in cinnamon were dedl at the international level.

148. China requested that the European Communities gecvirisk analysis and safety assessment
report and expressed hope the issue could be esfolwugh bilateral consultations.

149. The European Communities recognized that the EGsl&gpn on food additives and
contaminants had no provision for sulphur dioxideinnamon, and changing the legislation to allow
SO2 in cinnamon could be a lengthy process. Thiegean Commission had explored the possibility
of providing technical assistance to Sri Lanka $sigt in the preparation of this dossier. The
European Commission had brought EC member States#tian to the need to approve SO2 as an
additive in cinnamon and encouraged member Statesdapt their import policies pending the
modification of the EC legislation.

150. The representative of Codex confirmed that theoi®02 as an additive was currently under
discussion at step 3 in the framework of the Codermmittee on Food Additives and Contaminants
(CCFAC). The pace of finalization of the discussiodepended on contributions and views of
CCFAC patrticipants. Sulphur dioxide had been eatald by the JECFA in 1998 and was currently
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allowed on a few commaodities. The CCFAC would mketlast week of April 2006, which provided
an occasion for Members to stress the importancdeusagency of developing a MRL for SO2 in
cinnamon.

151. In October 2006, Sri Lanka reported that throudatéial discussion, concerns regarding the
issue of EC restrictions on the importation of @mon had been resolved to their mutual satisfaction
In July 2006, an international standard for cinnam@s established and it had also been approved by
Civil Society Coalition (CSC) in Geneva. Sri Lankated that these issues had been resolved through
the cooperation of the European Communities.

Animal health
4, Measures related to BSE - Maintained by AustriaBelgium, France, Germany, lItaly,

Netherlands, Spain, Argentina, Australia, Brazil, Gianada, Chile, Czech Republic, Poland,
Romania, Singapore, Slovak Republic, Slovenia, arttie United States (See item 4, page 1)

96. Geographical BSE risk assessment

Raised by: Canada, Chile, India

Supported by: United States

Dates raised: July 2001 (G/SPS/R/22, paras2@2-June 2005 (G/SPS/R/37/Re

paras. 35-36), June 2007 (G/SPS/R/45, paras. 44-45)

Relevant document(s): | Raised orally

Solution: Canada indicated that tlwencern had been resolved as it had
overtaken by the OIE's new risk assessment framewaod categorization
system for BSE risk posed by countries.

Status: Resolved
Date reported as 1 June 2007
resolved:

152. In 2001, Canada requested information on the EQ@rg@bical BSE risk assessment (GBR)
process, the consistency of its application and l®sessments could be reviewed when risks
changed. Canada noted that the OIE was devel@paygtem to verify countries' own assessments of
their BSE status, and wondered how it would retatehe EC system. The United States was
concerned that the European Communities was aplsimilarly stringent measures to countries
with significantly different risk factors, a praoti which lacked scientific justification and rarunter

to existing international standards. It was ndirely transparent how country classifications vebul
be determined nor what requirements would be apphethe meantime. The United States had
submitted detailed comments identifying a numbeprablems with the methodology and with the
information related to the United States. The éthiStates urged countries to take the OIE standard
into account when developing their BSE measurebe OIE representative clarified that the OIE
would deal only with recognition of BSE freedom} moth the other four categories contained in the
International Animal Health Code (G/SPS/GEN/266)The Commission on FMD and other
Epizootics had received the mandate to developefjnib to help member countries carry out their
risk assessment, taking into account the experignoe GBR assessments.

153. The European Communities explained that GBRs wesed on information provided by
trading partners in a 1998 questionnaire. The GBRhodology had been established by the EC
Scientific Steering Committee. The new EC BSE-Ti8&asure was in conformity with the OIE
Code, but the GBR pre-dated the current OIE Caolgy new scientific evidence could be submitted
to the Commission and a re-evaluation of a GBR ddug considered once additional stability
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measures had been implemented, allowing threevio yiears to take into account the incubation
period of BSE. The European Communities explaitted stability factors that were taken into
consideration; these were considered on a cased®y/uasis. The European Communities considered
that the GBR reflected the international standard] was willing to cooperate with Members and
provide information. Knowledge about this disesiseuld be shared to minimize trade effects where
possible.

154. In June 2005, India expressed concerns regardagategorization of India in the suspected
list of the GBR. The assumptions made by the EemopCommunities while conducting the risk
assessment needed to be reconsidered, as BSEV&deen reported in Indian cattle and buffalos.
India had made these concerns known to the Europeammunities on several occasions. The EC
categorization had the potential to disrupt Indieef trade not only with EC member States but also
with its other trading partners.

155. The European Communities described its BSE impsgtnme in relation to beef and beef
products as proportionate, non-discriminatory asidree-based. The recent findings of BSE in both
the United States and Canada had not led to meafum@ the European Communities. The EC
classification system had been introduced due wufiitient progress in the OIE with the
development of an international framework on traudeef and beef products and BSE. In that
context, the European Communities encouraged &l i@¢mbers, including India, to work towards
OIE country classifications which would allow theurBpean Communities to abandon its
classification. The European Communities clarifiedt, unless the OIE failed to classify countries,
India's existing classification would not be retgsdi since it had been carried out on an independent
basis by EC scientists.

156. In February 2006, Chile noted that while it haderenegistered any cases of BSE, in 2005 the
European Food Safety Authority (EFSA) evaluatedeCas being a country where BSE was likely to
occur or had been confirmed (Category 3 of the GBRhile disagreed with EFSA's analysis,

particularly the time-frame and some of the datalempinning the analysis. Chile had sent
documentation to EFSA and the European Commissibriéd not received any reply or comment.

EFSA's classification cast doubt on the BSE situath Chile and had negative impacts on Chile's
industry. An ad hoc group of the OIE had noted @Ghile satisfied requirements for a country

provisionally free of BSE. Chile urged EFSA toagnize the OIE evaluation.

157. The European Communities noted that while EFSAdiaskified Chile as a Category 3 risk,
the European Communities remained open to reasgei® status in the light of the OIE revised
code on BSE. If the OIE were to classify Chilepasvisionally free, the European Communities
would take this into consideration. However onlgéntina, Iceland, Singapore and Uruguay were in
this particular category. Even if a country wasgegarized as a Category 3 risk of BSE, trade could
still take place if appropriate measures were at@l

158. In June 2007, Canada indicated that his authoritiesidered both specific trade concerns
numbers 96 and 107, to be resolved as they had deataken by the OIE's new risk assessment
framework and categorization system for BSE riskgabby countries. The EC geographical BSE
risk assessment had led to concerns regardingoti@stency of the risk analysis and the possibility
of reviewing risk assessments over time. The EAhsitional TSE measures resulted in the
classification of countries according to four leveif risk, but only recognized two levels of risk
management. The OIE had made amendments to thmaliealth Code, which updated the risk
assessment framework and BSE categorization. édqursly reported, Canada was recognized as a
controlled risk country for BSE. The European Camities had decided to use the new OIE
standards.



G/SPS/GEN/204/Rev.11/Add.3
Page 37

159. The European Communities noted that the EC measur&SE had always been intended to

be interim measures. The European Communitiecleaaly indicated that the measures would be
adapted in light of OIE standards, but that intemiasures were required to protect health while the
OIE completed its work. The interim measures hadnbproportionate, fair and science-based,
especially when compared to the measures imposeath®eyr Members. When cases of BSE had
occurred in Canada and the United States, the E&@sumes had not been changed in any way,
whereas many other Members had imposed unjustifiedsures. Now the OIE had completed an
excellent job in preparing appropriate standardsl #he European Communities had adapted its
measures immediately to ensure full conformity with new OIE standards. This modification had

already been notified to the SPS Committee, andEthhepean Communities was the first Member to

fully adopt the new OIE Code. Members had voidesirtconfidence in the international standards

earlier, and the European Communities invited atinMbers to quickly adopt the OIE standards on
BSE.

107. Transitional TSE measures

Raised by: Canada

Supported by: United States

Dates raised: October 2001 (G/SPS/R/25, paras, B8 2007 (G/SPS/R/45, paras.|44-
45)

Relevant document(s): | Raised orally

Solution: Canada indicated that tlwencern had been resolved as it had

overtaken by the OIE's new risk assessment frantieaind categorization
system for BSE risk posed by countries.

Status: Resolved
Date reported as 1 June 2007
resolved:

160. Canada expressed concern about loss of access t©Chmarkets for pet food, live bovine
animals, embryos, ova and tallow in the wake ofdHdeption of transitional TSE measures by the
European Communities. Canada stated that the g@ateons classified countries according to four
levels of risk, but applied only two levels of riskanagement. According to the OIE criteria, Canada
was BSE-free, yet Canadian exports faced identiade restrictions to EC member States in which
BSE was prevalent. These problems would be comgexliby EC animal waste regulations due in
2002 which threatened to prohibit the few remairangnal products that Canada could still export to
the European Communities. Canada requested terbeved from the scope of application of these
measures. The United States agreed that the Eardpemmunities was applying stringent measures
to countries that were either not affected by B&Ewhich had significantly different risk factors.
This approach lacked scientific justification amath icounter to international standards. The Eumopea
Communities explained that the transitional measla@é down import conditions for products of
bovine, ovine and caprine origin, and would be edésl to cover certification of other products of
animal origin. Pet food was included to protechsumers' health. An exemption was made for
countries classified in category one (presence S Binlikely), but neither Canada nor the United
States were in this category.

161. In June 2007, Canada indicated that his authorttiesidered both specific trade concerns
numbers 96 and 107, to be resolved as they had destaken by the OIE's new risk assessment
framework and categorization system for BSE riskgubby countries. The EC geographical BSE
risk assessment had led to concerns regardingotiigistency of the risk analysis and the possibility
of reviewing risk assessments over time. The Efhsitional TSE measures resulted in the
classification of countries according to four leveif risk, but only recognized two levels of risk
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management. The OIE had made amendments to thmalikealth Code, which updated the risk
assessment framework and BSE categorization. édqusly reported, Canada was recognized as a
controlled risk country for BSE. The European Camities had decided to use the new OIE
standards.

162. The European Communities noted that the EC measar&SE had always been intended to

be interim measures. The European Communitiecleaaly indicated that the measures would be
adapted in light of OIE standards, but that intemiasures were required to protect health while the
OIE completed its work. The interim measures hadnbproportionate, fair and science-based,
especially when compared to the measures imposeath®eyr Members. When cases of BSE had
occurred in Canada and the United States, the E&€umes had not been changed in any way,
whereas many other Members had imposed unjustifiedsures. Now the OIE had completed an
excellent job in preparing appropriate standardsl #he European Communities had adapted its
measures immediately to ensure full conformity with new OIE standards. This modification had

already been notified to the SPS Committee, andEthhepean Communities was the first Member to

fully adopt the new OIE Code. Members had voidesirtconfidence in the international standards

earlier, and the European Communities invited atinNbers to quickly adopt the OIE standards on
BSE.

Plant health

27. Citrus canker

Raised by: Argentina

Supported by: Brazil, Chile, South Africa, Uruguay

Dates raised: July 1997 (G/SPS/R/8, paras. 30Majch 1998 (G/SPS/R/10, paras| 6-

8), June 1998 (G/SPS/R/11, paras. 31-33)

Relevant document(s): | G/SPS/N/EEC/46, G/ISPS/IN/EE@ASPS/GEN/21, G/ISPS/GEN/26

Solution: Measure revised

Status: Resolved
Date reported as 1 March 2004
resolved:

163. In July 1997, Argentina requested bilateral comgigdhs with EC experts on the proposed
measure on citrus canker, and that the measurnespersded during these consultations. South Africa
requested that the European Communities reassesmi#tsures in light of the fact that South Africa
was free from citrus canker. The European Comriasitoted that it was preparing a response to the
Argentine concern, and was open to consultatiotis wierested parties. The European Communities
was moving from a system with internal restrictiansthe production areas of Italy, Greece and
Corsica to a truly single market with free movemehtgoods. With no restriction on internal
movement of fruit, and considering the risk of aduction and the related economic consequences,
alternative protection for the main producing arkad to be considered. This included monitoring
requirements in the exporting country, treatmend aertification. The European Communities
considered that its measures were based on s@edaminimized trade effects.

164. In March 1998, the European Communities reporteat, tin response to constructive

consultations organized by the Chairman and inmghArgentina, Chile, Uruguay, Brazil and South

Africa, the measure had been revised and subsdyumthdpted. The revised text included the
possibility for recognition of equivalent certifttan systems. Argentina agreed, but noted that
negotiations on equivalence were not yet finished.
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165. In June 1998, the European Communities indicatetitinad come to the conclusion that, for
the time being, Argentina could not objectively aerstrate the equivalence of its control measures
with EC requirements. Argentina requested inforomabn the risk assessment undertaken by the
European Communities.

166. In March 2004, Argentina reported that the issud baen resolved with the European
Communities.

HONDURAS

CONCERNS RELATED TO MEASURES MAINTAINED BY HONDURAS

Plant health

20. Restrictions on imports of rough rice

Raised by: United States

Supported by:

Dates raised: March 1997 (G/SPS/R/7, para. 55),2001 (G/SPS/R/22, para. 127)
Relevant document(s): | G/SPS/GEN/265

Solution: Restrictions lifted

Status: Resolved

Date reported as 1 July 2001

resolved:

167. In March 1997, the United States expressed condesh Honduras had not lifted its
restrictions on imports of rough rice. Hondurasuasd the Committee that its authorities would
attempt to find a rapid solution to the problem.

168. In July 2001, the United States reported that Homslthad lifted its restrictions in 1997
(G/SPS/GEN/265). The United States considerdithite concern resolved.

HUNGARY
CONCERNS RELATED TO MEASURES MAINTAINED BY HUNGARY

Animal health

90. Restrictions on bovine products

Raised by: Canada

Supported by:

Dates raised: March 2001 (G/SPS/R/21, paras. 16-17)

Relevant document(s): | G/SPS/GEN/230

Solution: Canada reported that the issue of Hurgaegtrictions on bawe product]
had been resolved.

Status: Resolved

Date reported as 1 September 2004

resolved:
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169. Canada indicated that Hungary had suspended impbd# bovine products from Canada
due to fears over BSE, although Canada was BSEaindeBSE could not be transmitted by bovine
semen. Canada was willing to continue working wlith Hungarian authorities to resolve this matter
as quickly as possible. The United States dreenttin to the OIE document (G/SPS/GEN/230)
which listed products that were safe from BSE andoaraged Members to review their measures
accordingly. Hungary reported that since severalmiders had recently imposed import bans on
certain BSE-free countries, Hungarian consumersiesain to question the safety of animals and
products from these countries. Hungarian autlesritiad made prion tests a mandatory condition for
veterinary import licenses for live cattle, freskeats and non-heat-treated products of bovine origin
Bovine semen was not subject to the import regtrist

170. In September 2004, Canada reported that the isbudungary's restrictions on bovine
products had been resolved.

91. Restrictions on pork products

Raised by: Canada

Supported by:

Dates raised: March 2001 (G/SPS/R/21, paras. 31-32)

Relevant document(s): | Raised orally

Solution: Canada reported that the issue of Hungamstrictions on pork produgts
had been resolved.

Status: Resolved

Date reported as 1 September 2004

resolved:

171. Canada reported that as of January 2001, Hunganjaorters of pork products from Canada
had not been able to obtain import certificateanfrblungary's veterinary services. A similar
disruption had occurred the previous year, and been resolved through bilateral discussion.
Canada asked Hungary to resume issuing import perrar to provide a legitimate scientific

justification for the measure. Hungary referred femrs over BSE transmission and cross-
contamination of foodstuffs, and was willing to eninto bilateral consultations on the matter.
Canada requested clarification on the relevancéeed cross-contamination to the importation of
frozen pork.

172. In September 2004, Canada reported that the idddarmary's restrictions on pork products
had been resolved.

ICELAND
CONCERNS RELATED TO MEASURES MAINTAINED BY ICELAND

Animal health

75. Notification on meat and meat products

Raised by: Argentina

Supported by:

Dates raised: March 2000 (G/SPS/R/18, para. 27)
Relevant document(s): | G/SPS/N/ISL/1
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Solution: Market opening measure confirmed
Status: Resolved
Date reported as 1 March 2004
resolved:

173. Argentina expressed interest in the notificationtloiE measure permitting meat imports
without heat treatment into Iceland since it appéato open the market to higher quality beef,
although this was not entirely clear from the no#fion. Iceland confirmed that meat could be
imported without heat treatment, provided all neaeg certificates and documents were submitted.

174. In March 2004, Argentina reported that the issuécefand's notification on meat and meat
products had been resolved.

INDONESIA
CONCERNS RELATED TO MEASURES MAINTAINED BY INDONESI A
Animal health

132. Import restrictions on dairy products

Raised by: Argentina
Supported by:
Dates raised: June 2002 (G/SPS/R/27, parasl8),7November 2002 (G/SPS/R/

paras. 54-55), April 2003 (G/SPS/R/29, paras.73R- June 200
(G/ISPS/R/30, para. 43), March 2004 (G/SPS/R/3a5&0-51)

Relevant document(s): | Raised orally, G/SPS/GEN/324

Solution: Plants authorized to export to Indonesia
Status: Resolved

Date reported as 1 March 2004

resolved:

175. Argentina stated that as a result of the outbrdfakMD in 2001, Indonesia had banned
imports of milk products, inconsistent with the SRfeement and OIE guidelines. The OIE Code
stipulated that milk products be accepted if theitagy authority of the exporting country certified
that the necessary requirements had been introdunddnesian had not provided the opportunity for
the Argentine National Agriculture and Food Quaktyd Health Service (SENASA) to certify the
requirements set forth by the OIE. Indonesia iaid that import restrictions imposed on Argentina
due to FMD only applied to fresh milk. Other daimpducts, including skimmed milk, cream, butter,
cheese and yoghurt, were not restricted. Restnistion fresh milk were based on the fact that
Argentina was not listed by the OIE as a countrhwones free of FMD.

176. In November 2002, Argentina indicated that somectmal difficulties still impeded
Argentine dairy products, other than liquid milkprh entering Indonesia. Indonesia reported that as
Argentina fulfilled the first provisions a questimire which would provided to them, Indonesia
would send an inspection team to Argentina. Ind@nboped that this would lead to a resolution of
the problem.

177. In April 2003, Argentina reported that it had coetpd the questionnaire and extended an
invitation to Indonesia but Indonesia had not yettsan inspection team. Restrictions on imports of
Argentine milk remained and Argentina requestedifadation from Indonesia. Indonesia recalled
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that a questionnaire had been sent to Argentina7ohanuary 2003. Out of five plants in Argentina,
only one had the necessary controls. If Argentooalld provide information on its control
programmes, an investigating officer would be gentonduct an on-site review of the plants in
Argentina. Indonesia was confident that furthéatbral efforts would resolve this issue.

178. In June 2003, Argentina reported that good prognessbeen made toward the resolution of
the problem. Indonesia confirmed that the bildtecmsultations had led to an agreement to send
Indonesian inspectors to Argentina.

179. In March 2004, Argentina informed Members that Inelsian officials had conducted a risk
analysis on Argentine dairy products and conclutted Argentina's exports did not pose a FMD
threat. Restrictions on Argentina were lifted ahis issue was considered resolved. Indonesia
reported that an inspection team from Indonesialisited Argentina on 12-20 January 2004 and
Argentina's monitoring system with respect to FMBswound to be satisfactory. Two of the five
plants inspected met Indonesia's requirements @ne gligible to export milk powder to Indonesia as
long as they continued to meet the OIE recommenidatind guidelines.

Plant health

82. Restrictions on importation of fresh fruit

Raised by: New Zealand

Supported by:

Dates raised: November 2000 (G/SPS/R/20, parad)),8March 20Q (G/SPS/R/2]

paras. 44-45), July 2001 (G/SPS/R/22, paras. 54-55)
Relevant document(s): | G/SPS/GEN/219

Solution: Restrictions lifted on 26 October 2001
Status: Resolved

Date reported as 26 October 2001

resolved:

180. In November 2000, New Zealand noted that Indonleathimposed restrictions on fresh fruit
from New Zealand since the discovery of two frligs in a residential area of New Zealand in May
1996. No fruit flies were ever found outside a 208ter zone around the initial incursion, and no
fruit flies were trapped after three weeks. A nembf WTO Members imposed restrictions on New
Zealand fruit products following the initial incimg, but these restrictions were progressivelgdift
Indonesia, however, continued to prohibit importsfrait produced within a 15-km radius of the
incursion and required cold treatment of all ffudim New Zealand. At bilateral consultations hield
November 2000, Indonesia had undertaken to renewriformation which New Zealand had already
provided. Indonesia took note of New Zealand'sceams, and clarified that it needed further
documentation supporting New Zealand's claim oédman from Mediterranean fruit fly. However,
Indonesia had no intention of maintaining measuusch were not justifiable under the SPS
Agreement and remained open to further consultatimorder to achieve an acceptable resolution.

181. In March 2001, New Zealand reported that bilate@isultations had taken place, and that
Indonesia had indicated willingness to inspect fitvé fly surveillance and phytosanitary export
assurance systems in New Zealand. Indonesia nwdithat officials were planning to visit New
Zealand in the near future. Indonesia hoped tmatvisit would result in an expeditious solution.
Indonesian officials visited New Zealand in May 20@ review New Zealand's surveillance and
export assurance systems. They verified thatrtheffy has been successfully eradicated. Ind@nes
agreed the requirement of cold treatment and Meéditean fruit fly free production areas were no
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longer necessary. It advised that it would lifistirg restrictions on the importation of freshifru
from New Zealand on 1 August 2001. Indonesia mati{G/SPS/N/IDN/16) on 26 October 2001 that
it was lifting its restrictions on New Zealand finefsuit effective from the date of notification.

ISRAEL

CONCERNS RELATED TO MEASURES MAINTAINED BY ISRAEL

Animal health

22. Measures affecting imports of bovine meat

Raised by: Uruguay

Supported by: Argentina, Brazil

Dates raised: March 1997 (G/SPS/R/7, para$l)9-July 1997 (G/SPS/R/8, para.

November 2000 (G/SPS/R/20, para. 32)
Relevant document(s): | Raised orally

Solution: In November 2000, Uruguay reported thatissue had been resolved.
Status: Resolved

Date reported as 1 November 2000

resolved:

182. In March 1997, Uruguay indicated that Israel hadpaeld BSE-related measures, including
requirements that bovine meat come from cattle witmaximum age of 36 months, which had not
been notified to WTO. Since the measure did nke ato account the sanitary conditions in the
country of origin, the potential effect on bilatet@ade was serious. Israel replied that it hatified
exporting countries of the planned measure which tesed on a questionnaire circulated to beef
exporting countries. Israel took note of the conseexpressed. In July 1997, Uruguay reported that
bilateral consultation were taking place and thiagpess had been satisfactory.

JAPAN
CONCERNS RELATED TO MEASURES MAINTAINED BY JAPAN
Animal health

222. Import suspension of heat-processed straw affiorage for feed

Raised by: China
Supported by:
Dates raised: June 2005 (G/SPS/R/37/Rev.1, pafa84 3, June 2006 (G/SPS/R/

paras. 25-26), June 2007 (G/SPS/R/45, paras. 46-Apjil 2008
(GISPS/R/49, para. 61)

Relevant document(s): | Raised orally

Solution: Imports from some enterprises permitted
Status: Resolved
Date reported as 1 April 2008

resolved:
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183. China recalled that, following an FMD outbreak irmy12005 in a few Chinese provinces,
Japan had issued an overall import suspensiorraw stnd forage for feed from China at the end of
May 2005. However, the straw and forage exportedapan originated from FMD-free areas, and
was subject to heat treatment more than suffidierkill FMD viruses, under joint monitoring of
Chinese and Japanese inspectors. Japan's bad Bmkatific evidence in contravention to the SPS
Agreement. China invited Japanese officials toentadke the necessary controls and discussions with
the competent departments.

184. Japan recalled that it had suspended imports dffteaessed straw and forage from China at
the end of May 2005 to respond to repetitive detacof faeces in imported straw and intentional
replacement of heat-treated with non heat-treategws in violation of Japan's animal health
requirements and of Article 2.2.10.28 of the OIEJ€0 These products had been accompanied by a
genuine Chinese animal health authority certificatesiolation of paragraph 6 of Article 1.3.4.72 o
the OIE Code. Considering the recent rapid spreadMD in China, Japan had suspended
importation of heat-processed straw and forage th&iChinese Government addressed these issues.

185. In June 2006, China recalled that Japan's measuttesegard to import of straw and forage
for feed required unnecessary additional assuraesegeding the OIE standard. There was no risk
of transmission of any disease after straw andyfor@ere heat-treated at a temperature of 80 degrees
or more for at least 10 minutes. Japan was usiad-MD situation in China as an excuse for trade
restrictions and was not applying the concept oirmyregionalization as there were no new cases of
FMD in the counties where straw and forage werelygpeed. China requested Japan to consider the
complaints of the Chinese industry as well as padase importers and to amend its unscientific and
unnecessary trade restrictions following OIE stadsland WTO rules.

186. Japan observed that any straw and forage otherite@straw were permitted for importation
into Japan on the condition that pests were noedtled in the process of import inspection.
Regardless of its use in Japan, the importationcef straw was prohibited from all countries other
than Korea, Democratic People's Republic of Komed @hinese Taipei. If rice straw went through
disinfection treatment, such as heat treatment water vapor, it could be imported into Japan. In
order to prevent the introduction of FMD into Japiamports of heat-treated straw and forage for feed
from China were permitted only if there was no Fitiection around the areas where raw materials
were produced, processed and stored and appropeatetreatment was carried out. Japan had to
suspend the importation of heat-treated rice stimviMay 2005 after repeated violations of the
requirements detected at some ports of entry ip@d. In addition, China had officially notified t
the OIE the spread of the infected area and areaser in the number of areas of foot and mouth
disease. Japan had not received sufficient data €hina to support the claim that rice straw was
produced in disease-free areas. Once the dataewmunts were complete, Japan would review the
situation to decide whether the import suspensmriccbe lifted and whether any other pre-export
measures were necessary.

187. In June 2007, China reported that much progresdbad made towards the resolution of this
concern through bilateral meetings. China hadt@avihree delegations from Japan for inspection,
and had provided all relevant and requested infooma Six Chinese enterprises had been approved
by Japan to export straw and forage. China hdpatthe dozen enterprises still waiting for apptova
from Japan would soon be approved.

188. Japan noted that there were two factors that hdw tconsidered: the control measures and
the compliance with control measures. Japaneswidtis were particularly concerned with how to
ensure compliance when there had been a histgppaf compliance. On the basis of on-site visits,
Japan had scheduled expert consultations whichdsadted in some lifting of the suspensions. Japan
hoped to be able to lift the suspension soon foero€Chinese exporters.
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189. In April 2008, China reported that following theopision of information requested by Japan,
Japan had subsequently lifted the ban on importseat-processed straw and forage for feed from
China. Japan confirmed that a solution had beagchex on this matter.

Plant health

12. Testing requirements for different varieties ofapples, cherries and nectarines

Raised by: United States

Supported by:

Dates raised: October 1996 (G/SPS/R/6, parad2)1March 1997 (G/SPS/R/7, pd

57), July 2001 (G/SPS/R/22, para. 127)

Relevant document(s): | G/SPS/GEN/265, WT/DS/76/R/&I76/AB/R

Solution: Dispute settlement (WT/DS/76). Panel establishBdNbvember 199
panel report issued 27 October 1998; AppellateyBaport issued 2
February 1999; reports adopted 19 March 1999. uMiyt agreed solutig
reported September 2001

Status: Resolved
Date reported as 1 July 2001
resolved:

190. In October 1996, the United States reported thadeu a 1995 bilateral agreement, Japan
allowed two varieties of US apples into its marketlS suppliers had to conduct lengthy and
expensive tests to demonstrate that combined tesditiof methyl bromide and cold storage was
effective in killing codling moths on both variedie These and other tests had demonstrated that the
effectiveness of this treatment did not vary amdifterent varieties of fruit. Nevertheless, Japan
continued to block the introduction of new variste US fruit by requiring such redundant testing.
The United States had formally initiated a congigtaprocess with Japan under Article 5.8 of the
SPS Agreement. Japan indicated that the formahage would be followed by a clarification
process involving technical experts until a solutivas reached based on scientific principles. In
March 1997, the United States indicated it wasawirig new information provided by Japan. Japan
noted that bilateral efforts would continue in artereach a solution.

191. In a document introduced in July 2001, the Unitedt<s indicated that despite extensive
consultations with Japan, the United States wélsastaiting implementation of the Panel decision
(G/ISPS/GEN/265). A mutually satisfactory solutisas notified in August 2001.

100. Import measures on apples due to fire blight

Raised by: United States
Supported by: European Communities, New Zealand
Dates raised: July 2001 (G/SPS/R/22, para297-October 2001 (G/SPS/R/25, pd

9-11), March 2002 (G/SPS/R/26, paras.389; June 2002 (G/SPS/R/
paras. 52-53)

Relevant document(s): | Raised orally; G/SPS/GEN/2@B/DS245/R, WT/DS245/AB/R
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Solution: Dispute settlement WT/R285. Panel established 3 June 2002; panel
issued 15 July 2003, Appellate Body report issuédNdvember 200
reports adopted 10 December 2003. Article 21.%lpand Article 22.
arbitration established on 30 July 2004. ArticleS?panel reporissued 2
June 2005. Mutually agreed solution reported 2ty 2005

Status: Resolved

Date reported as 2 February 2005

resolved:

192. In July 2001, the United States maintained thahdaprequirements for imported apples were
unduly restrictive. The United States and Japahdumeed on joint scientific research on apples and
fire blight, and the United States was disappoitited Japan had not relaxed its import restrictions
accordance with the results of the research. Neatahd agreed that Japan's phytosanitary measures
with respect to fire blight were not technicallysijifiable and should be modified accordingly. New
Zealand intended to engage Japan in further bélatBscussions on this issue. Chile requested that
the follow-up to this situation be reported to bemmittee. Japan confirmed that the joint research
had been completed, and indicated that a risk aisalyas being conducted based on the results.
There were some difficulties in finalizing the evation based solely on these results. Japan desire
to continue the technical discussion between giaaith authorities of both countries.

193. In October 2001, the United States reported oridséh discussions on Japan's quarantine
procedures on US apples. Although joint scientiéisearch demonstrated that mature symptom-less
fruit was not a pathway for the transmission oé fiolight, a mutually acceptable technical solution
had not been found. The United States was comsglevhat further steps, including dispute
settlement, it could take on the matter. New Zshl@announced it would also seek bilateral
discussions with Japan on its import requirementsapples. Japan stated that in order to complete
the technical evaluation, additional informatiordHzeen requested from the United States. Further
bilateral contacts between the US and Japanesetexyere considered appropriate.

194. In March 2002, the United States recalled that dapguarantine restrictions prohibited apple
imports from orchards in which any fire blight hdgen detected and required: three annual
inspections of US orchards for the presence ofHirght, disqualification from export if fire bligh
were detected in a 500-meter buffer zone aroundotichard, and post-harvest treatment with
chlorine. The United States considered that thesgrictions were not consistent with Japan's
obligations under Article 11 of the GATT, or undée SPS Agreement. The United States had
requested consultations under Articles 1 and heflispute Settlement Understanding on 1 March
2002. New Zealand and the European Communitiesedpressed the view that Japan's restrictions
on apples were more trade restrictive than necgssat stated their interest in a resolution of this
issue.

195. Japan explained that the risk from the entry & filight was very serious. The United States
had not provided Japan with sufficient scientifitcdence to amend its phytosanitary measures. At a
bilateral expert meeting in October 2001, Japan itadtified the data that was needed and Japan
hoped that the technical data would be providethbyJnited States so as to allow a resolution isf th
issue.

196. In June 2002, the United States reported thatdustcy had requested the establishment of a
dispute resolution panel with respect to Japanasores related to fire blight. New Zealand indidat
that Japan's measures lacked scientific justiboasind limited NZ exports of horticultural products
New Zealand and the European Communities indictitatitheir countries shared the US concerns
and would participate in the dispute resolutioncpdure as third parties. Japan indicated thahgduri
the bilateral consultations held following the U&juest, Japan had indicated its willingness to
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consider relevant data submitted by the UnitedeStahowever nothing had been provided. Fire
blight was a serious plant quarantine disease wititmot occur in Japan and which could severely
damage the production of apples, pears and othies.frJapan's measures were indispensable in order
to prevent the entry of fire blight, and were fylligtified on the basis of scientific evidence.

172. Restrictions on imports of mangoes

Raised by: Brazil
Supported by: India
Dates raised: June 2003 (G/SPS/R/30, paras. 34R%pber 2003 (G/SPS/R/3paras

25-26), March 2004 (G/SPS/R/33, paras.68%- June 2004 (G/SPS/R/
paras. 25-26), March 2005 (G/SPS/R/36/Rev.1, [&i82)

Relevant document(s): | Raised orally

Solution: Regulations modified to permit imports
Status: Resolved

Date reported as 1 March 2005

resolved:

197. Brazil indicated that it had been seeking appréwatxport mangoes to Japan for 18 years.
Japan demanded steam treatment in spite of thefagatiry level of the measures taken by Brazil,
Chile and other potential exporters to avoid frilt Japan had continuously demanded more
information and had not taken previous scientificdges into account. Although Japan had offered
technical assistance, this had not facilitatedottoeess. Brazil considered that Japan's measumes w
inconsistent with the provisions of the SPS Agresnom equivalence, regionalization and technical
cooperation.

198. Japan stated that Brazil had requested technicastasce in 1986 but had stopped the
technical assistance in 1990 because it wishedet@ldp its own technique based on hot-water
treatment. This design was launched in 1998. Botintries agreed on this and the final data was
submitted in 2001. Supplementary information wasded, however, before Japan could approve the
measures and conclude the necessary technica¢studi

199. In October 2003, Brazil stressed that Japan'sictistrs on imports of mangoes were
unjustified as mangoes were produced in an are@ R@0away from the area where the fruit fly was
found. Brazil was waiting for the completion ofetlpublic consultation process in Japan and
requested Japan to act swiftly to allow the impgataof mangoes. Japan reported its authorities ha
recently received data from Brazil on the trappafidruit flies and was in the process of reviewing
the information. Brazil had submitted technicdbimation in October 2001 and the technical studies
by Japan were progressing well.

200. In March 2004, Brazil stated that the Japaneseostids had reacted favourably to technical
data provided by Brazil the previous year. Thdwait#on process had entered a new phase and Brazil
hoped to come to a satisfactory solution includhmgysigning of a protocol on packaging, storage and
transportation of mangoes to Japan. India notat] While India was a fruit fly free area its reque
for market access for mangoes into Japan had hedsr veview for ten years. India had submitted
data to Japan and hoped for a favourable respodapan stated that technical evaluation of data
submitted by Brazil was in the final stages. Wikpect to India’s concerns, Japan had not received
technical data from India but looked forward toeiemg such data.

201. InJune 2004, Brazil reported that after the lasetmg, Brazilian and Japanese phytosanitary
authorities had held two technical meetings in dapadiscuss a phytosanitary protocol that would
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allow Brazilian mango exports to Japan. In thé haseting, the Japanese authorities had confirmed
that negotiations on the protocol had been conduded certification of consignments remained the
only outstanding issue. The Japanese authoritdsifdicated that this issue could be resolved in
parallel with the public consultation phase and zBr&ncouraged Japan to initiate the public
consultation soon. Japan confirmed that the teahmvaluation on the Mediterranean fruit fly had
been completed and a bilateral meeting had beeahthetoordinate plant quarantine measures for
market access and requirements for hot water djppiThe new protocol was expected to be
implemented based on the outcomes of these bilalisssions.

202. In March 2005, Brazil informed the Committee that 29 September 2004, Japan had
modified its phytosanitary regulations and estdiglisspecific norms for the import of mangoes from
Brazil. In December 2004, Japanese inspectorgybad to Brazil to examine packing houses. On
12 January 2005, the first shipment of Braziliamgwes had been exported to Japan, which marked
the beginning of a regular flow of exports of maggto Japan. To date, eight shipments of mangoes
(variety Tommy Atkins) had been exported withoudtrietions. Japan noted that the measure was
taken through the appropriate pest risk assessprecess based on technical data submitted by
Brazil.

KOREA
CONCERNS RELATED TO MEASURES MAINTAINED BY KOREA

Food safety

1. Shelf-life requirements

Raised by: Australia, Canada, United States

Supported by: European Communities, Argentina

Dates raised: June 1995 (G/SPS/R/2, paras. 39N&@kmber 1995 (G/SPSIR parag

7-8), May 1996 (G/SPS/R/5, paras. 44, March 1997 (G/SPS/R/7, pa
20-21), July 1997 (G/SPS/R/8, paras. 9)8- October 199
(G/ISPS/R/9/Rev.1, paras. 6-7), July 2001 (G/SPQ/R&ra. 127)

Relevant document(s): | G/SPS/N/KOR/9, G/SPSIWI27, SRSIW/41, G/SPS/W/4
G/SPS/GEN/40, G/SPS/GEN/265

Solution: The United States and Korea held formal consultationder dispu
settlement (W/DS5), and notified a mutually agreeldition in July 1995.
Canada initiated formal dispute settlement (W/DS2)d a mutuall
satisfactory solution was notified in April 1996

Status: Resolved
Date reported as 1 July 2001
resolved:

203. In June 1995, the United States informed the Cotamibf official consultations under
Dispute settlement procedures with Korea regaritngovernment-mandated shelf-life requirements.
Canada had joined these consultations. Korea dtetic that although consultations had been
productive, there was a high degree of ambiguityhi® implementation of the Agreement. The
parties had noted the lack of international stashslar the area, and countries maintained very séever
practices. A mutually agreed solution was notifiedJuly 1995. In November 1995, the United
States expressed serious concern that Korea waspleimenting the agreed settlement.
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204. Also in November 1995, Canada indicated that it hatlated formal consultations with
Korea related to shelf-life determination for bedtlwater and the prohibition of the use of ozomatio
Korea confirmed that bottled water was excludednftbe settlement reached with the United States,
but was willing to enter into consultations withr@ala. A mutually satisfactory solution was notifie

in April 1996.

205. In May 1996 Canada noted that although a formaletstdnding had been reached with
regard to some concerns regarding shelf life, gl with the shelf life of bottled water continued.
Korea had not offered any time-table for movingatonanufacturer-determined shelf life on bottled
water. Korea took note of this concern. In JuBp?, Canada reported that the matter had been
pursued bilaterally, but no resolution had beemfbu

206. In May 1996, Australia expressed serious conceth kgigard to Korea's shelf-life regulations
on ultra heat treated milk in consumer packs (UHIK)ywhich remained government mandated at a
period substantially shorter than that applied iostmcountries. Australia was unaware of any
scientific justification for this limited shelf-kf period, and requested Korea to permit a manufxetu
determined shelf life by 1 July 1996. Korea tookenof these concerns.

207. In March 1997, Australia reported that Korea had §@® implement a manufacturer-

determined shelf life for UHT milk. Australia haamtovided a scientific submission to Korea in
November 1996, which had not been accepted. Subgs#y, Australia had provided another
submission upon request. Korea indicated thatg meviewing the information provided by Australia
and noted that its new system for shelf-life detpation set a time-frame for the implementatioraof

manufacturer-determined shelf-life period for UHTkm

208. In July 1997, Australia noted that Korea had natvmled any justification for its non-
acceptance of manufacturer-determined shelf lifel @equested an explanation in accordance with
Article 5.8. Korea indicated that manufactureredetined shelf life would be applied to UHT milk
before the end of 1998. In October 1997, Australdicated that it had not received a satisfactory
answer from Korea. Korea replied that it was reimg the possibility of extending the current
mandatory shelf-life period for UHT milk even befomanufacturer-determined shelf life applied at
the end of 1998.

209. In July 2001, the United States indicated thabitsidered the trade concern to be resolved
(G/ISPS/GEN/265).

35. Import ban on frozen poultry

Raised by: Thailand

Supported by:

Dates raised: October 1997 (G/SPS/R/9/Rev.1, para. 45), March81@5/SPS/R/1

paras. 67-68), June 1998 (G/SPS/R/11, para3plSeptember 19
(GISPS/R/12, paras. 15-16)

Relevant document(s): | G/SPS/N/KOR/44

Solution: Measure amended
Status: Resolved

Date reported as 1 September 1998
resolved:

210. In October 1997, Thailand indicated that Korea hadned Thai frozen poultry because of
listeria, although Korean experts had been satiséifter visiting facilities of the Thai poultry
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industry. This ban had not been notified in adeanthailand was determined to resolve this matter
with Korea. Korea asked for detailed informatiomiriting.

211. In March 1998, Thailand indicated that it had subedi the requested information. It sought
clarification whether the measure was based omtarnational standard or on a risk assessment,
particularly in light of information made availabley the WHO working group on food-borne
listeriosis, which indicated that listeriosis hadeay low incidence in Asia. Korea responded ttsat
measure was not a ban, but that consignments teadrbgected.

212. In June 1998, Thailand noted that the proposed dment to the Korean food code had been
enacted retroactively to cover the disputed testeggirements and asked Korea not to enforce the
testing requirements during the process of amentiofehe food code. Korea reported that bilateral
consultations had been held. The food code wasgbeiviewed to improve food safety and to
harmonize Korean regulations with internationahdtds. All comments received were currently
being reviewed, although some delays had occurkadea promised to inform Thailand of the final
outcome.

213. In September 1998, Thailand asked for confirmatitat the Korean Food Code had been
amended so that zero tolerance criteria for liateuld not apply to imported frozen chicken attér
June 1998. Korea clarified that meat for furthesgessing and cooking was excluded from the
requirement and not subject to inspection undeedhe tolerance criteria for listeria.

Plant health

202.  Septoria controls on horticultural products

Raised by: United States

Supported by:

Dates raised: October 2004 (G/SPS/R/35, parad13March 2005 (G/SPS/R/36/Re
para 84)

Relevant document(s): | Raised orally

Solution: The United States and Korea reported thist issue had been resaive
following technical meetings.

Status: Resolved

Date reported as 1 March 2005

resolved:

214. The United States stated that since April 2004,eldohad banned imports of citrus from
California due to concerns of the fungi septorigi.ciThe United States was working closely with
Korean plant health officials to address this con@though no cases of the fungi had been detected
in any US shipment of citrus. The United Stated peoposed several measures to address Korean's
plant health protection concerns and technicaludisions would be held on 4 November 2004. The
United States hoped that discussions on the prbtemald be finalized and trade resumed quickly as
the harvesting season would shortly begin.

215. Korea stated that septoria citri was one of thetreegous quarantine pests in Korea. The US
proposed protocol did not fully address Korea'sceoms. A ban was imposed on fruits originating
from two specific areas in the United States witleesfungi was repeatedly detected.

216. In March 2005, the United States and Korea repotted this issue had been resolved
following technical meetings.
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Other concerns
2. Import clearance measures and practices
Raised by: United States
Supported by: Certain Members
Dates raised: June 1995 (G/SPS/R/2, paras. 39vH),1996 (G/SPS/R/5, paras5it

October 1996 (G/SPS/R/6, para. 54),rtha1997 (G/SPS/R/7, para. §
July 1997 (G/SPS/R/8, para. 77), October 1997 (6/8P/Rev.1, parg
42-43), July 2001 (G/SPS/R/22, para. 127)

Relevant document(s): | G/SPS/W/64, G/ISPS/W/66, GISRS, G/SPS/GEN/265

Solution: Consultations under Dispu&ettlement initiated (WT/DS3, WT/DS4
mutually satisfactory solution found

Status: Resolved

Date reported as 1 July 2001

resolved:

217. In June 1995, the United States informed the Cotamthat it had held formal consultations
with Korea regarding its inspection and testinghnds. Korea indicated that although consultations
had been productive, there was a high degree ofgaitypin the implementation of the Agreement.
The parties had noted the lack of internationahddads in the area, and countries maintained very
diverse practices. In May 1996, the United Statgsessed serious concern regarding Korea's import
clearance measures and practices, which were setilen science, did not conform to international
practice or standards, and were deliberately engpldp discourage food and agricultural imports.
The United States had submitted a formal requestdosultations. Korea replied that these issues
had been discussed extensively in a series oedlatonsultations with the United States and other
countries. Korea had taken various measures t@lyowith the SPS Agreement, but encountered
problems common to developing countries: a lowll@fesanitary infrastructure, lack of experience
and information, and lack of relevant internatiostdndards. However, Korea would continue to
adapt its measures to the SPS Agreement.

218. In October 1996, the United States reported on imggaiscussions with Korea. The United
States expected reforms to shorten the import ahear process in Korea without additional
burdensome requirements, with a period for comment®/TO Members. Korea answered that an
ambitious reform programme had been launched tb¢iqus year, including the establishment of an
advanced inspection and quarantine system by tdeoEd996. In March 1997, the United States
noted that consultations continued. Although Kohsal implemented some changes, concerns
remained. Korea indicated that it would contintseeifforts to conform its sanitary and phytosasitar
legislation to the SPS Agreement.

219. InJuly 1997, the United States reported that difterrounds of consultations under the WTO
dispute settlement procedure, some Korean impedrahce laws and regulations had been reformed.
However, since January new problems had ariser. UFtited States would continue to address these
concerns in bilateral consultations until clearatioges in Korean ports were similar to those in
similar ports. Korea took note of the US commerits.October 1997, the United States noted that
although some progress had been made, there sdentedproblems with the implementation of
certain changes Korea had agreed to make. Thesamative of Korea indicated that in his view the
new import clearance system was in full compliamgth the SPS Agreement, however, the US
concerns would be conveyed to the competent atitfeimn the capital.
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220. In July 2001, the United States indicated thattdik consultations initiated under the dispute
settlement framework resulted in a mutually satisfey and positive outcome (G/SPS/GEN/265).
The United States considered this trade conceoivexs

MALAYSIA

CONCERNS RELATED TO MEASURES MAINTAINED BY MALAYSIA

Food safety

66. Notifications related to dioxin — Maintained byMalaysia and Singapore

Raised by: Switzerland

Supported by:

Dates raised: July 1999 (G/SPS/R/15, para. 16)

Relevant document(s): | G/SPS/N/MYS/6, G/ISPS/N/SGP/7

Solution: Problems with Malaysia and Singapore weselved in July 1999
Status: Resolved

Date reported as 1 July 1999

resolved:

221. Switzerland expressed concern that it had beerctaffeby restrictions on imports of
European goods in response to the dioxin crisBélgium. Some Members had not targeted their
measures only to affected areas. Switzerland tegpahat a solution had been found with Malaysia,
and that the last few problems with Singapore wdeadesolved soon.

MEXICO

CONCERNS RELATED TO MEASURES MAINTAINED BY MEXICO

Plant health

36. Import prohibition of milled rice

Raised by: Thailand

Supported by:

Dates raised: October 1997 (G/SPS/R/9/Rev.1, para. 44), March8180/SPS/R/1
paras. 6970), June 1998 (G/SPS/R/11, para. 24), Septemb&8§
(G/SPS/R/12, paras. 17-18), November 1998 (G/SRS/Rlaras. 14:6)
March 1999 (G/SPS/R/14, para. 15), July 19@®ISPS/R/15, para.
November 1999 (G/SPS/R/17, para. 86), March 2008RG/R/18, par
26), June 2000 (G/SPS/R/19, paras23®-November 2000 (G/SPS/R/
paras. 23-25), March 2001 (G/SPS/R/21, paras4736-October 200
(GISPS/R/25, paras. 112-)13/arch 2002 (G/SPS/R/26, para. 138), |
2002 (G/SPS/R/27, para. 131)

Relevant document(s): |G/SPS/N/MEX/44, G/SPS/N/MEX/45, G/SPS/N/MEX
G/SPS/N/MEX/153, G/SPSIN/IMEX/172, G/SPS/GEN
G/SPS/GEN/105, G/SPS/GEN/172, G/ISPS/GEN/216

Solution: Revised regulation published on 15 Ap&iD2




G/SPS/GEN/204/Rev.11/Add.3

Page 53
Status: Resolved
Date reported as 1 June 2002
resolved:

222. In October 1997, Thailand reported that Mexico foibed importation of Thai milled rice
because of the fungus tilletia barclayana (Kernalit}, although Mexican experts visiting Thailand
had concluded the fungus would be removed duringingy and although the fungus existed in
Mexico. Mexico had informed Thailand that the pbition would be replaced by a new regulation,
but despite high-level consultations no progress lieen achieved. Mexico assured the Committee
that the matter would be followed up. In March 89%hailand indicated that it had received no
replies to its written communication to Mexico. €Tklexican delegate replied that he would convey
the information to his authorities, who were studyithe matter. Thailand expressed its
disappointment at the lack of progress again ireJ1898, and Mexico stated that the issue was still
under consideration. In September 1998, Mexicanted on official contacts between the two
countries. Mexico was conducting a risk assessnhbemithad not received the necessary information
from Thailand.

223. In November 1998, Thailand reported that it hadppsed holding consultations with the
Chairman, but that Mexico had not agreed. He stigkshat there was no data demonstrating the risk
of transmission of the fungus tilletia barclayamanf Thai milled rice. Mexico had requested
information on a different pest for its risk assesst, but Thailand did not see the connection
between the two issues, as this new pest was stetllin the regulation establishing the Mexican
guarantine measures. Thailand was concerned thatc® might request information on one pest
after another. Mexico repeated that the requastedmation had not been provided. Both countries
indicated consultations would continue.

224. In March 1999, Thailand indicated that althoughh&d no obligation to do so, it was
providing the information requested by Mexico. Nbexnoted that its measures had been notified,
and the text of the measures provided to Thailavéxico would review the latest information and
act accordingly. In July 1999, Thailand reportbdttit had handed over additional documents to
Mexico. Some progress had been made at bilaterauttations, where it had been clarified that
tilletia barclayana was a quarantine disease anlgded imports, not with regard to rice imported f
consumption. Mexico had also found no reportdefgresence of the khapra beetle in Thailand, and
would thus modify its regulation which had listedalland as a country affected by this pest.

225. In November 1999, Mexico informed the Committeet th@ phytosanitary regulations were
being revised and would be published for commeMsxico had provided Thailand with the text of
the draft measures. Thailand indicated it wasitopkorward to the publication of the final measure
and its notification to WTO. In March 2000, Thaithnoted that Mexico had taken new measures
replacing the ban, but these measures includeduahwd unnecessary requirements such as
fumigation at point of entry. Mexico invited Thaild to send official comments on the new draft
regulation.

226. In June 2000, Thailand reported that bilateral otagons had taken place. Thailand had
posed a list of questions regarding the measuitaubin G/SPS/N/MEX/153. Mexico explained that

the questions and comments from Thailand were beewewed by the competent Mexican

authorities. The sub-committee considering thetenatould meet in July 2000, and responses to
each of the comments would be published in thec@ffiJournal before the final standard was
published.

227. In November 2000, Thailand reported that althoughrge effort had been made to find
resolution to this problem, the issue was stillasotved. Thailand had not been informed of the
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status of the matter since the meeting of the Mexipghytosanitary committee in July and August
2000, and was interested in the expected date eindment of the relevant Mexican standard.
Mexico had no further information.

228. In March 2001, Thailand reported that during bilateconsultations, Mexico had indicated
that it had removed the prohibition on Thai milkece, and that Thailand was no longer listed as a
country under quarantine against Khapra beetle.aildid requested that Mexico notify this
amendment to the SPS Committee. Thailand wadiedtiwith the interim measure which allowed
for the importation of Thai rice upon request bypaorters. However, Thailand was concerned that
the final publication of the phytosanitary requiesits had not yet been adopted, meaning that the
lifting of the ban could not be implemented on anpnent basis. Thailand would pursue the
measure bilaterally with Mexico. Mexico explaindsht the definitive publication of the measure in
the Official Journal had not yet been possible tuadministrative procedures requiring legislation.
However, Mexico would issue phytosanitary certisauntil the time of publication. Imports had to
fulfill certain criteria, including internationalhgtosanitary certificates, inspection at point ofre,
sampling for laboratory analysis and fumigationhwitethyl bromide. Fumigation at place of origin
would only be accepted if the product was in ptalstigs.

229. In October 2001, Thailand recalled that in MarchOROMexico had announced that
restrictions against Thai milled rice had beenetifton condition that it underwent fumigation
treatment. Despite this statement, notificatioBR%/N/MEX/172 showed that Thailand remained on
Mexico's list of countries affected by the Khapeetle and subject to quarantine requirements. In
subsequent bilateral consultations, Thailand haxah frformed that it would be removed from the list.
Mexico expressed surprise at Thailand's statemene sas of March, Mexico had imported over
1,000 tonnes of Thai rice. The product mentionethe notification in question was not Thali rice.

230. In March 2002, Thailand noted that a bilateral nmgetvith Mexico on the matter had been

held earlier in the week. Mexico reported thatrresons on milled rice from Thailand had been

lifted as of March 2001, however the publicationtie¢ modified regulation had been delayed but
would take place within 30 days.

231. In June 2002, Thailand informed the Committee timal5 April 2002, Mexico had published
the revised regulation. Thailand appreciated M@gicooperation on this matter.

164. Restrictions on the importation of dry beans

Raised by: United States
Supported by: Canada, Nicaragua
Dates raised: April 2003 (G/SPS/R/29, paras3@B8-March 2004 (G/SPS/R/33, para.

June 2006 (G/SPS/R/42, para. 39)
Relevant document(s): | G/SPS/GEN/379, G/ISPS/N/MEX/$8/DS284

Solution: Consultations requested under disputitiesstnt produced by Nicaragua -
Mutually satisfactory solution reported by Nicaragm March 2004, ar
by the United States in June 2006.

Status: Resolved
Date reported as 1 June 2006
resolved:

232. The United States reported that Mexico had unjabliy implemented a temporary
suspension on the importation of dried beans fizennited States on 21 January 2003. Canada and
Nicaragua stated that they shared the concerrisedfbited States. Canada noted that no provision
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had been made in the Mexican measure for shipneentsute. Nicaragua indicated that access of its
black beans to the Mexican market had been bloftkeathat it considered arbitrary reasons.

233. Mexico replied that high level discussions had tagkace between the Mexican authorities
and the United States and Canada. Mexico wouldhuamicate in the next few days what steps it
would take to resolve this issue. Mexico wouldlyept a latter date to comments raised by
Nicaragua.

234. In March 2004, Mexico informed the Committee thhe tissue of restrictions on the
importation of dry beans had been resolved withaNigua. Nicaragua stated that on 8 March 2004,
the Dispute Settlement Body was notified of Nicaiag withdrawal of consultations with Mexico on
this issue.

235. In June 2006, the United States informed the Cotamihat the issue had been resolved with
Mexico.

NEW ZEALAND
CONCERNS RELATED TO MEASURES MAINTAINED BY NEW ZEAL AND
Food safety

45, Import restrictions on cheese - Maintained by Bw Zealand and Australia (See item 45,
page 6)

Plant health

101. Proposed import prohibition of commodity-county combinations of fresh cut flowers
and foliage

Raised by: European Communities

Supported by: Colombia

Dates raised: July 2001 (G/SPS/R/22, paras. 68M@)h 2002 (G/SPS/R/26, para. 44)
Relevant document(s): | G/SPS/N/NZL/24, G/ISPS/N/NZR/1

Solution: Proposed measures withdrawn

Status: Resolved

Date reported as 1 March 2002

resolved:

236. The European Communities was concerned that acwptdi the proposed measure, plants
not traded for two years might be subject to a fidbn, pending a new risk assessment. This
practice was not in accordance with internationahdards, and was unnecessary and unjustified.
Colombia expressed interest in participating inateifal exchanges and in receiving relevant
information. New Zealand explained that in 1997h&d commenced a review of its import
requirements for cut flowers as imports were stgagiowing. New draft standards had been
approved and notified in 1998, and were being keetkin light of the most up to date scientific data
At an initial step the review included the suspensif historic phytosanitary requirements for some
countries. New Zealand had notified its plan tdher consolidate the approved country-commaodity
schedules to include only those commodities thdtdw@ually been exported to New Zealand in the
past two years. New Zealand would continue toesilthe EC concerns on a bilateral basis.

237. In March 2002, New Zealand stated that the proposeasures had been withdrawn.
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NORWAY

CONCERNS RELATED TO MEASURES MAINTAINED BY NORWAY

Animal health

3. Restrictions on gelatin imports

Raised by: Brazil

Supported by:

Dates raised: March 1996 (G/SPS/R/4, para. 47), September 1998R&/R/12, parg

24-25), November 1998 (G/SPS/R/13, paras. 19-20)

Relevant document(s): | Raised orally

Solution: Import conditions clarified
Status: Resolved

Date reported as 1 November 1998
resolved:

238. In March 1996, Brazil informed the Committee thatrNay had halted the issuance of import
licenses for Brazilian gelatin because of the exiseé of FMD in Brazil. Consultations with Norway
had been initiated in 1995, and Norwegian auttewithad reportedly declared the problem was
solved. Nevertheless, import licenses continudgetaenied. Norway stated that the ban on gelatin
imports from Brazil would be lifted in the conteott recent changes to import regulations. The two
Members agreed to continue their consultations.

239. In September 1998, Brazil reported that bilatemdtacts had not resulted in a lifting of the
ban. Norway explained the conditions it appliedingports of Brazilian gelatin, and stated that
applications fulfilling these conditions would becapted. In November 1998, Brazil thanked
Norway for having clarified its import requirement8razil would have no problem meeting these
requirements and looked forward to resuming itatjekexports to Norway.

PANAMA

CONCERNS RELATED TO MEASURES MAINTAINED BY PANAMA

Animal health

214. Inspection regime for food processing estahiments

Raised by: United States
Supported by: Canada
Dates raised: March 2005 (G/SPS/R/36/Rev.1, paras27), February 20(

(GISPS/R/54, para. 37)

Relevant document(s): | G/SPS/N/PAN/1, G/ISPS/N/PANZ&PS/N/PAN/37

Solution: Paama no longer requires inspection of individualabBshments, b
allows the US Food Safety and Inspection Servicecddify them fo
export.

Status: Resolved

Date reported as 25 February 2009

resolved:
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240. The United States indicated that Panama had breddéts establishment inspection
requirements to most food processing establishmedisnuary 2005, without notifying the WTO and
providing interested Members an opportunity to canin This was in contradiction with Article 7
and Annex B of the SPS Agreement. In additionaR@nhad not provided any risk assessment that
supported these new measures, despite formal tsgoeshe United States. Canada recalled that it
also had experienced problems in the past withe$tablishment-by-establishment accreditation
approach used by Panama, and urged Panama to exotiedquicker and less expensive alternative
approach of systems approval.

241. Panama pointed out that this regime had been et the SPS Committee and Members
provided an opportunity to comment on it (G/SPSAMPL, G/SPS/N/PAN/28 and
G/SPS/N/PAN/37). This was the first time, since implementation of Panama's inspection regime
for the inspection of food establishments in 198%f an issue in relation with this system had been
raised at the WTO. Panama's legislation requinad itnports of animals and animal products from
countries affected by exotic illnesses be subjed tisk analysis carried out by Panamanian health
authorities because Panama, as a hub for worlé tradsit, was exposed to a greater risk of illness
from exotic animals and plants.

242. In February 2009, the United States thanked Parianthe resolution of this concern. The
United States and Panama had worked together rggtdaaddress their respective concerns. As a
result, Panama no longer requires inspection avithaial establishments, but allowed the US Food
Safety and Inspection Service to certify them fqraat.

226. Inspection regime for agricultural products

Raised by: Costa Rica
Supported by: Argentina, Canada, Colombia, Euro@&anmunities, United States
Dates raised: June 2005 (G/SPS/R/37/Rev.1, pa%a&l)3 February 2007 (G/SPS/R/

para. 63), June 2007 (G/SPS/R/45, paras. 48-49)

Relevant document(s): | G/SPS/N/PAN/43, G/SPS/GEN/582

Solution: Panama had established a new regulation, and dvatie of an analysis
this, Costa Rica concluded that its concerns had besolved.

Status: Resolved

Date reported as 1 June 2007

resolved:

243. In June 2005, Costa Rica noted that, as develapeéument G/SPS/GEN/582, Panama's
new inspection system, notified in April 2005 asSBS/N/PAN/43, posed problems to several Costa
Rican firms trying to export tomato paste, milk aadmal products to Panama. Panama had changed
its rules regarding the inspection of plants withpiior notification to the WTO and provision of an
adaptation period. Although Costa Rican enterprigeady had certifications from Panama's
Ministry of Health for exports of sweetened milkdaanimal products to Panama, now according to
the new rules they also had to undergo inspectiothb Ministry of Agriculture. Costa Rica had
unsuccessfully requested Panama to avoid the segspéction. Costa Rica had also requested that
Panama provide the risk assessment and scienfifi¢gation supporting this new requirement.

244. Argentina, Canada, Colombia, the European Commasisind the United States reported
experiencing similar difficulties accessing the &aanian market. Argentina had sanitary difficgltie
in relation to FMD and bureaucratic difficulties ieh did not seem to be designed to protect animal
health in Panama (see Panama- FMD restrictiondle Huropean Communities had suddenly been
faced with a new Panamanian health legislationrniefg firstly, to a system which seemed to link
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obtaining an import licence for Panama to a payna@t, secondly, to an inspection system which
would be paid for by the exporting country. Theitda States recalled an issue raised at the March
2005 meeting of the Committee concerning the exparsf Panama's inspection programme to most
food processing establishments and the non nditdicaf this significant change in Panama's import
regime. Canada had been experiencing problems Raiama’s requirement for plant-by-plant
approvals for meat exports and the recent chag@ariama's inspection regime.

245. Panama reminded the Committee that it was thetfirs that this issue of plant inspection
was raised by Costa Rica before the SPS Commitfeanama's inspection regime followed the
fundamental principles of the SPS Agreement an®i& and IPPC standards. Risk assessment
methods comprised two parts: the protection ofaRais health status and the functioning of the
Ministry of Agriculture. The excellent quality ¢fanama's exports of cattle and dairy products was
due to a stringent application of the SPS measdogsestically and to imports. Because of its
geographical situation as a hub for world tradenadfsa was exposed to a greater risk of introduction
of pest and animal diseases and therefore had dertatke a risk assessment prior to authorizing
imports from countries affected by exotic disease¥he risk assessment undertaken by the
Panamanian authorities would shortly be given éoGbsta Rican delegation.

246. In February 2007, Panama recalled Costa Rica'secoscegarding its inspection regime, in
particular with regard to dulce de leche and tomstas detailed in document G/SPS/GEN/582.
Following a number of bilateral meetings, in Octol#906 Costa Rican officials had issued a
communication indicating the resolution of theseies.

247. In June 2007, Costa Rica recognized that Panamadtafllished a new regulation, and on
the basis of an analysis of this, Costa Rica caledithat its concerns had been resolved.

Plant health

24, Requirements for certification of consumer rice

Raised by: United States

Supported by:

Dates raised: March 1997 (G/SPS/R/7, para. 15),2001 (G/SPS/R/22, para. 127)
Relevant document(s): | G/SPS/GEN/265

Solution: Import restrictions removed

Status: Resolved

Date reported as 1 July 2001

resolved:

248. In March 1997, the United States noted that Panaapaired imports of consumer rice to be
certified free from the fungus tilletia barclayai@rnel smut), although this fungus already existed
Panama. Furthermore, the fungus in question cawd be transmitted through milled rice.
Panamanian officials had allegedly suggested tinaent domestic supply conditions had influenced
their decisions. The representative of Panamaeehat she would forward a report from capital to
the US Department of Agriculture.

249. In July 2001, the United States indicated that Renhad removed its import restrictions on
rice in late 1997, and that the matter was reso{G&8PS/GEN/265).
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Other concerns
118. Import licenses for agricultural products
Raised by: Canada
Supported by:
Dates raised: March 2002 (G/SPS/R/26, para.26yuaep2007 (G/SPS/R/44, para. §1)
Relevant document(s): | Raised orally
Solution: Concern resolved through a bilateral ukson.
Status: Resolved
Date reported as 1 February 2007
resolved:

250. Canada stated that high level meetings were ungemgarding the automaticity of Panama's
import licensing procedures. Panama stated thatdzes concerns were being considered by the
appropriate authorities.

251. In February 2007, Canada indicated that it coneiiehis specific trade concern to be
resolved. Canada had previously been concernéthihéssuance of SPS-related import licenses was
being hindered for non-SPS reasons, however thatecn had been resolved through a bilateral
discussion. Panama confirmed that the issue had besolved and stressed their objective of
smoother trade relations.

PHILIPPINES

CONCERNS RELATED TO MEASURES MAINTAINED BY THE PHIL IPPINES

Food safety

150. Certification of meat and dairy products

Raised by: Canada

Supported by: Australia, European Communities, EprRepublicof, New Zealan(
United States

Dates raised: November 2002 (G/SPS/R/28, parad008- April 2003 (G/SPS/R/2

paras. 70-71)

Relevant document(s): | G/SPS/PHL/44

Solution: Implementation of MO7 deferred indefihjte
Status: Resolved

Date reported as 1 April 2003

resolved:

252. Canada expressed concerns about the effects omémeorandum order MO7 from the

Philippines Department of Agriculture, noting thiatvould have serious effects upon its exports of
meat and dairy products. While Canada did notreuaiith the requirement that imports be produced
in plants applying HACCP procedures and that tihere certification to this effect, it was not clear
whether Philippine producers were subject to simiégguirements. The requirement of a third party
independent certification was unwarranted and et least trade restrictive option. Canada's
governmental authority, the Canadian Food Inspedigency, was prepared to certify that exports to
the Philippines had been produced in HACCP complients and there was no need for additional
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certification by a third party. The European Comitigs, Australia, Korea, New Zealand and the
United States shared this concern. The EC catidio requirements already put a lot of emphasis on
HACCP compliance. Australia felt that the Philipgps proposed measures were not in accordance
with SPS obligations.

253. The Philippines clarified that certification of H&P compliance by third party auditors was
required in the light of several documented case®ntaminated products entering the country. The
Philippines was concerned that not all shipmentaecdrom well established HACCP compliant
plants. The measures were not meant to replacguplicate the exporting country's inspection
system but to complement it. The Philippines heliethat appropriate and sufficient time had been
provided to trading partners and foresaw no prolitegih trade restrictions might occur especially for
countries claiming to be HACCP compliant. The bihes indicated that HACCP was a universal
guideline approved and propagated by FAO and WHO.

254. In April 2003, Canada reported that on 24 Febr2f§3, the Minister of Agriculture of the
Philippines had announced that implementation ofmgiendum Order 7 requiring third party
certification for HACCP plants had been postponé&tie European Communities, New Zealand and
the United States shared Canada's appreciatidnisofiécision. The Philippines confirmed that MO7
had been deferred indefinitely.

POLAND
CONCERNS RELATED TO MEASURES MAINTAINED BY POLAND

Food safety

57. Requirements for imports of milk and milk products

Raised by: European Communities

Supported by:

Dates raised: November 1998 (G/SPS/R/13, paraglyO-
Relevant document(s): | G/SPS/N/POL/14

Solution: Poland's accession to the European Conti@sin
Status: Resolved

Date reported as 1 June 2004

resolved:

255. The European Communities indicated that the Palgstitary requirements for milk and milk
products resulted in unjustified trade distortigitice they required the application of heat treatme
to products which were produced with raw milk. TEeropean Communities felt that there were
equivalent procedures to ensure that Poland's lefvg@rotection was met, and invited Poland to
engage in bilateral discussions on this measurelan® indicated that the EC request would be
considered.

256. In June 2004, the European Communities reportedthimissue had been resolved with the
accession of Poland into the European Communities.
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Animal health

4, Measures related to BSE - Maintained by PolandArgentina, Australia, Austria,
Belgium, Brazil, Canada, Chile, Czech Republic, Frace, Germany, Italy, Netherlands,
Romania, Singapore, Slovak Republic, Slovenia, Spaiand the United States (See item 4,

page 1)

68. Notifications on veterinary measures and meases on animal products including gelatin
Raised by: Switzerland, United States

Supported by: Brazil, European Communities

Dates raised: July 1998 (G/SPS/R/11, paras49)8-September 1998 (G/SPS/R

paras. 4648), July 2001 (G/SPS/R/22, para. 127), June 2G03RS/R/2]
paras. 40-42)

Relevant document(s): | G/SRBPOL/3, G/SPS/N/POL/5, G/SPS/N/POL/13, G/SPS/N/RG
and Add.1, G/SPS/N/POL/25, G/ISPS/GEN/265, G/SPSIGEN

Solution: Regulation amended and restrictions datigefrom bovine hides removed
Status: Resolved

Date reported as 1 June 2002

resolved:

257. In June 1998, the United States sought clarificatib the status of this temporary ban, its
scientific basis, and whether future amendmentsewws¥ing considered. Brazil, the European
Communities, Switzerland and the United States esgqwd hope that the disease status of the
supplying country, scientific factors related tce tinfectivity of gelatin and gelatin-containing
products, as identified by the OIE, and non-disgration between suppliers with similar BSE
conditions would all be taken into account in fet@mendments. Poland indicated that the measure
in question would remain in force until the endJahe 1998, and would be replaced by a measure
reflecting the present state of scientific knowkeddregarding different treatment of Switzerlame, t
United Kingdom and Ireland, the new regulations hamwt yet been adopted by the Polish
Government. Poland committed to providing a respoan the basis of written questions from
Switzerland.

258. In September 1998, Switzerland reported on inforomisultations with Poland regarding
border measures in relation to BSE which diffeetl only between countries with a higher
incidence of BSE and those of low incidence. Thisnstituted a departure from OIE
recommendations, which also took into account silewmee and prevention systems. The European
Communities indicated that imports from herds with8SE history should be accepted even for
products in the highest risk category. Polandared that the measure had been taken in relation t
the BSE situation in the concerned countries. t&i& consultations were ongoing with the United
Kingdom, Ireland and Switzerland. The BSE situatwas under permanent surveillance and all
results would be taken into account during the ¥t review of Poland's regulations.

259. In July 2001, the United States indicated that tbikl discussions on certification
requirements for bovine gelatin continued (G/SPMN&ES).

260. In June 2002, Switzerland stated that Poland coetirto restrict imports of bovine semen
and gelatin from Switzerland although the OIE hadotuded that bovine semen and gelatin did not
present a risk regardless of the BSE status ofetkgorting country (G/SPS/GEN/322). The
representative of the European Communities indicéttat EC member States had similar concerns
regarding Poland's measure. The representativehef OIE clarified that Chapter 4 of the
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International Animal Health Code recommended ndrict®n on bovine semen. No BSE risk had
been identified from gelatin made exclusively frdmdes, however certain treatments were
recommended with respect to gelatin made from bdifrébe exporting country were not free from
BSE.

261. Poland clarified that bovine semen had never bemrered by the Polish regulation in
guestion. lIts restrictions on imports of severafral products from Switzerland had been notified i
G/SPS/N/POL/25. Furthermore, there had just begthdr amendments to the regulation, and
restrictions on gelatin from bovine hides had besnoved. Poland announced its intention to notify
this new regulation.

ROMANIA

CONCERNS RELATED TO MEASURES MAINTAINED BY ROMANIA

Animal health

4, Measures related to BSE - Maintained by RomaniaArgentina, Australia, Austria,
Belgium, Brazil, Canada, Chile, Czech Republic, Fnace, Germany, Italy, Netherlands, Poland,
Singapore, Slovak Republic, Slovenia, Spain and tHénited States (See item 4, page 1)
SINGAPORE

CONCERNS RELATED TO MEASURES MAINTAINED BY SINGAPOR E

Food safety

66. Notifications related to dioxin - Maintained by Singapore and Malaysia (See item 66,
page 52)

Animal health

4, Measures related to BSE - Maintained by Singaper Argentina, Australia, Austria,
Belgium, Brazil, Canada, Chile, Czech Republic, Fnace, Germany, Italy, Netherlands, Poland,
Romania, Slovak Republic, Slovenia, Spain and therlited States (See item 4, page 1)
SLOVAK REPUBLIC

CONCERNS RELATED TO MEASURES MAINTAINED BY THE SLOV AK REPUBLIC
Animal health

4, Measures related to BSE - Maintained by the Slak Republic, Argentina, Australia,

Austria, Belgium, Brazil, Canada, Chile, Czech Rephlic, France, Germany, Italy, Netherlands,
Poland, Romania, Singapore, Slovenia, Spain and thénited States (See item 4, page 1)

Plant health
41. Restrictions on imports of apples, pears and guces
Raised by: Hungary

Supported by: Bulgaria, European Communities
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Dates raised: March 1998 (G/SPS/R/10, para213pJune 1998 (G/SPS/R/11, pg
27-30), September 1998 (G/SPS/R/12 and Corr.1sp&®34), Octobg
2001 (G/SPS/R/25, para. 33)

Relevant document(s): | G/SPS/N/SVK/8 and Rev.1, G/IREEVK/11, G/ISPS/GEN/79

Solution: In October 2001, Hungary reported thatwtually accptable solution hg
been found.

Status: Resolved

Date reported as 1 October 2001

resolved:

262. In March 1998, Hungary indicated that although$h®vak Republic had made changes to its
measure on importation of apples, pears and quiasesotified, the certification and information
requirements were extremely burdensome. The meagyeared to be more restrictive than required
to protect health, was not based on scientificqipies and constituted a disguised restriction on
trade. The Slovak Republic answered that the measwas intended for protection against the
introduction of fire blight (Erwinia amylovora), Wwih did not occur in Slovakia. The revised
measure, which extended import possibilities, wassistent with the SPS Agreement, but the Slovak
Republic remained open to bilateral discussions.

263. In June 1998, Hungary acknowledged improvementseniad the Slovak Republic, but
stressed that the measure was not consistent weitommendations by the European and
Mediterranean Plant Protection Organization (EPPT)e licensing system, which applied to each
consignment, remained too burdensome. The SloegkiRlic replied that it imported 35 per cent of
its apples, pears and quinces, which showed tleaé tivere no serious market access impediments.
Given the potential economic costs of introductminthe disease, and since available scientific
information was not sufficient, a precautionary rggh was adopted in line with Article 5.7. The
Slovak Republic was exchanging information with rioies applying similar phytosanitary measures,
and was ready to continue discussion with its trggartners. In September 1998, Hungary again
acknowledged that the Slovak measure had been wegr@lthough a partial ban still applied, for
which no scientific justification had been givehhe Slovak Republic reiterated its earlier argurment
that it had put in place a temporary measure acogtd Article 5.7.

42. Import restrictions on potatoes

Raised by: Poland, European Communities

Supported by: Argentina, Chile, Hungary

Dates raised: March 1998 (G/SPS/R/10, para32March 1999 (G/SPS/R/14, p:
21), July 1999 (G/SPS/R/15, para. 65), Novembe®Y@ISPS/R/17, pal
84)

Relevant document(s): [G/SPS/N/SVK/9, GI/ISPS/N/SVK/15, G/ISPS/GEN/65, G/&HEM/115
G/SPS/GEN/159 and G/SPS/GEN/165

Solution: Accession of the Slovak Republic to thedpean Communities
Status: Resolved

Date reported as 1 June 2004

resolved:

264. In March 1998, the European Communities pointed that notification of the Slovak

measure on potatoes as an emergency measure dappear to be justified, and that less trade-
restrictive measures could attain the requiredilef/protection. The Slovak Republic responded tha
problems seemed to stem from the registration piwree rather than from the phytosanitary
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requirements per se. Slovak authorities were alloutemove the current strict registration
requirements and establish a maximum residue level.

265. In March 1999, Poland reported that following kélatl consultations, the Slovak Republic
had lifted its earlier import ban on Polish wardapoes, but that it had been replaced with testing
requirements for potato spindle tuber viroid. Rdleconsidered this requirement an unjustified
obstacle to trade since no comment period had pemnded and since the imported potatoes were
treated to impede germination and were thus umnfikel introduce diseases to crop plants. The
representative of the Slovak Republic indicatedwwld transmit the Polish comments to his
authorities. In July 1999, both delegations regubrthat consultations regarding potatoes and fruit,
including apples, pears and quinces had taken jdacehad been expanded to include Slovak exports
of cereals, maize and malt to Poland. In Noveni899, Poland informed the Committee on the
development of the issue. The Slovak Republicghoit was more appropriate to discuss this matter
at the expert level. The Slovak Republic strested it wanted to avoid importation of potato
bacterial diseases. Import measures had beemedoftt/SPS/N/SVK/15), and were based on a pest
risk analysis.

266. In June 2004, the European Communities reportedttigissue had been resolved by the
accession of the Slovak Republic to the Europeanr@anities.

SLOVENIA

CONCERNS RELATED TO MEASURES MAINTAINED BY SLOVENIA

Animal health

4, Measures related to BSE - Maintained by SlovenjaArgentina, Australia, Austria,
Belgium, Brazil, Canada, Chile, Czech Republic, Fnace, Germany, Italy, Netherlands, Poland,
Romania, Singapore, Slovak Republic, Spain and thgnited States (See item 4, page 1)
SWITZERLAND

CONCERNS RELATED TO MEASURES MAINTAINED BY SWITZERL AND

Food safety

54. Notifications regarding import requirements onmeat and eggs

Raised by: United States

Supported by: Australia, Brazil, Canada, Chile, glany, India, Israel, New Zealand
Dates raised: September 1998 (G/SPS/R/12, parakl)3®ovember 1998 (G/SPS/R

paras. 2%0), July 2001 (G/SPS/R/22, para. 127), October 4
(G/ISPS/R/35, para. 90)

Relevant document(s): | G/SPS/N/CH&/l1and Corr.1, G/SPS/N/CHE/15, G/SPS/N/CHE

G/SPS/GEN/265

Solution: Changes, taking into account commentsived, were notified to the TBT
Committee.

Status: Resolved

Date reported as 1 October 2004

resolved:




G/SPS/GEN/204/Rev.11/Add.3
Page 65

267. In September 1998, the United States expressedotitat Swiss regulations on meat from
animals treated with hormones, antibiotics and lamproducts imported under the Swiss tariff rate
guota (TRQ) were not based on science or risk agggd. The fact that different requirements were
applied to meat imported outside the tariff ratetgucalled into question the validity of the alldge
public health objective behind the regulation. Thaited States indicated it was preparing formal
comments and encouraged other Members to carefolhsider the implications of the notified
measure. Canada noted that the purpose of theunseaas consumer information, yet the measure
did not make it clear if labelling was carried thgh to the retail level. Switzerland noted thattyh
days were left of the comment period, and that@hments made would be taken into account when
drafting the final proposal.

268. In November 1998, the United States reiterateddtscerns regarding restrictions on meat
imports under the Swiss TRQ, and added that thesmeanotified as G/SPS/N/CHE/15 would
prohibit imports of eggs and egg products from dirdised in battery cages under the TRQ. Such
imports would be permitted outside the TRQ, subjegtrohibitively high duties, strict labelling and
additional certification requirements. The progbsegulations did not indicate what public health
objective was involved. The United States was eomed that the measures did not appear to be
based on a risk assessment. Discrimination betwesttucts imported under the TRQ and outside
the TRQ was unjustified. Switzerland explained tih@& measures related to the implementation of
the new Swiss Federal Law on Agriculture of 29 AfB98. Swiss authorities were still discussing
the implementation of the Law, and questions amdraents would be taken into account.

269. In July 2001, the United States indicated that d@nsidered the issue unresolved
(G/SPS/GEN/265). Switzerland had notified amenuedsures under the TBT Agreement, on which
the United States had formally commented.

270. In October 2004, Switzerland reported that thigéssad been resolved. Substantial changes
had been made to the regulation to take into adcaomments received during the public
consultation process. These changes were notdidte TBT Committee in 1999 and were no longer
considered SPS issues. The United States condhaethe issue was resolved.

Plant health

28. Notification on wheat, rye and triticale

Raised by: Argentina

Supported by:

Dates raised: July 1997 (G/SPS/R/8, para. 32),li2ct®004 (G/SPS/R/35, para. 91)
Relevant document(s): | G/SPS/N/CHE/5

Solution: Recognition of disease free status

Status: Resolved

Date reported as 1 October 2004

resolved:

271. Argentina expressed concern with regard to risinade barriers on wheat grain for industrial

and planting purposes. Argentina was free frohatil indica (Karnal bunt). Argentina requested a
full draft of the proposed Swiss measure notifisdGISPS/N/CHE/S, including access to the risk
analysis and other scientific documents which suliigtted the proposal. Switzerland assured
Argentina that the scientific basis for the notifimeasure would be provided as soon as possible.
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272. In October 2004, Switzerland stated that this issae resolved as Argentina was free from
triticale indica and therefore the measure didapyly to them. Argentina concurred that the issue
was resolved.

SEPARATE CUSTOMS TERRITORY OF TAIWAN, PENGHU, KINME N AND MATSU
(CHINESE TAIPEI)

CONCERNS RELATED TO MEASURES MAINTAINED BY CHINESE TAIPEI
Animal health

180. Heat treatment for meat and bone meal in pouly for pet food

Raised by: United States

Supported by:

Dates raised: October 2003 (G/SPS/R/31, paras8)17-1
Relevant document(s): | Raised orally

Solution: Deleted heat treatment requirement
Status: Resolved

Date reported as 1 January 2005

resolved:

273. The United States indicated that the heat treatmentirements of Chinese Taipei for dried
pet food produced in areas affected by Exotic NetleaDisease exceeded the relevant OIE
guidelines and were not supported by scientificdence. Chinese Taipei required that poultry
ingredients containing bone meal or poultry meatfiaffected areas be processed so that the interior
of the bone was heated to 60 degrees Celsius foridtes, in contrast with OIE guidelines. Chinese
Taipei's heat treatment requirements also appligubtiltry originating in disease-free areas.

274. Chinese Taipei stated that the regulation for petifwas under review and amendments had
been proposed.

275. In January 2005, Chinese Taipei reported that thearghtine Requirements for the
Importation of Dog and Cat Food were amended orptil 2004. The United States confirmed that
this matter was resolved. The requirements fot theatment for meat and bone meal in poultry were
deleted.

Plant health

181. Import restrictions on potatoes

Raised by: New Zealand

Supported by:

Dates raised: October 2003 (G/SPS/R/31, paras6l5-1
Relevant document(s): | Raised orally

Solution: New regulations entered into force orJafAuary 2005
Status: Resolved

Date reported as 1 January 2005

resolved:
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276. New Zealand reported that it had been experiendatgys with its request for market access
for potato exports to Chinese Taipei despite uifil all the requirements. New Zealand had also
responded to requests by Chinese Taipei for additimformation which concerned pests not found
in New Zealand and pests not found on the potatenoadity exported, but only on the potato plant.
In considering New Zealand's request, Chinese Thipe agreed to use ISPM 10 which provided
guidance on the Requirements for the EstablishmieRest Free Places of Production and Pest Free
Production Sites.

277. Chinese Taipei recalled that New Zealand had fequested access on 20 September 1995,
basing this request on ISPM 4 Requirements forE$tablishment of Pest Free Areas. In February
2002, New Zealand withdrew its initial request beked that its proposal be considered under ISPM
10 Requirements for the Establishment of Pest Ptaees of Production and Pest Free Production
Sites. In July 2002, a new pest risk assessmestowepleted. After a visit by officials from
Chinese Taipei, New Zealand was asked to providepaiated pest list which was received in April
2003.

278. In January 2005, Chinese Taipei and New Zealandrteg that a draft of The Quarantine
Requirements for the Importation of Table Potatdesm New Zealand was notified as
G/SPS/N/TPKM/43, and entered into force on 10 Jan2@05.

TURKEY

CONCERNS RELATED TO MEASURES MAINTAINED BY TURKEY

Animal health

76. Ban on pet food imports

Raised by: Hungary

Supported by:

Dates raised: March 2000 (G/SPS/R/26, para. 6) A@02 (G/SPS/R/27, paras. 129-

130), June 2004 (G/SPS/R/34, paras. 57)

Relevant document(s): | G/SPS/GEN/316, WT/DS256/1

Solution: Ban lifted
Status: Resolved
Date reported as 1 June 2004
resolved:

279. The representative of Hungary stated that in M&@Bil, Turkey had banned the importation
of pet food from all European countries as a resuthe BSE epidemic. Although Hungary was a
BSE-free country, it was included in the ban's cage due to the Turkish authorities' concern about
cross-infection. After the Turkish authorities hardvided an explanation in June 2001, Hungarian
companies stopped using raw materials derived frominants in pet food mix, but the ban on
Hungarian exports remained in place. Hungary askeste the Turkish regulation was published and
when it had been notified to the WTO. Hungary asaequested an explanation of the underlying
scientific justification for the ban and asked wiest Turkish suppliers were treated identically to
foreign suppliers. The United States and Europ@ammunities associated themselves with the
comments made by Hungary and requested to be iefbrof further developments. Turkey
explained that the problem may have arisen as wtressome missing laboratory analysis, as no
import ban was in place. Once that information baen provided, the importation procedures would
be complete.
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280. In June 2002, Hungary indicated that Turkey had prowided an official response to the

questions submitted to it. Hungary had requestatsutations under the DSU on 5 May 2002.
Although some progress had been made at the catisolt, the problem was still pending. Hungary
hoped to find an amicable solution by the 5 Jul§20DSU deadline. Turkey indicated that since the
issue was now a formal dispute, confidentialityuiegments had to be respected. Turkey would
inform the Committee of further developments aitarl stage.

281. In June 2004, Turkey reported that the ban on itspam pet foods from Hungary had been
lifted and the issue considered resolved.

Plant health

92. Restrictions on banana imports

Raised by: Ecuador

Supported by:

Dates raised: March 2001 (G/SPS/R/21, paras. 97398) 2001 (G/SPS/R/22, paras.|36-

38), June 2004 (G/SPS/R/34, para. 57)

Relevant document(s): | G/SPS/GEN/249, G/SPS/GENRQISRS/GEN/276

Solution: Turkey reported that the issue of restrictions @mama imports fro
Ecuador had been resolved.

Status: Resolved

Date reported as 1 June 2004

resolved:

282. In March 2001, Ecuador indicated that Turkish atities were issuing phytosanitary
certificates for a specific and limited volume adnanas only. Ecuador believed that the control
certificates were not only de facto quantitativestnietions, but also imposed unnecessary and
unjustified administrative burdens. Ecuador askedkey for a written response to a number of
guestions submitted, and planned to pursue theemataterally. Turkey replied that due to reseurc
constraints, Turkey could not verify whole shipngeat once. Turkey had published all relevant
regulations, as well as testing and sampling method@hese were the same for both domestic
producers and importers and in conformity with inégional standards.

283. InJuly 2001, Ecuador indicated that the repliegireed in response to its questions regarding
the "Kontrol Belgesi" certificates did not seentctorespond to the information provided by exporters
and importers. Obtaining the certificates had nalgp to three times as long as claimed by Turkey,
there were inconsistencies regarding the duratiwh \alidity of the certificates. In the case of
bananas, the expiration dates regularly coincided the beginning of Turkey's banana harvest. In
addition, the certificates were granted for a maximof one thousand tons, and thus acted as
guantitative restrictions. Turkey claimed that arauld obtain several certificates, but exporters
indicated that one had to use one certificate keefonew one was granted. Turkey replied that the
certificate was a reference document used in cusfoceedings and food safety analysis during the
importation process. The system was describetiénQfficial Gazette, and was not used to limit
guantities. Issuance of the certificates took ketwthree and seven working days if the information
was complete, and the validation period was betweenand twelve months. Turkey was ready to
discuss the issue bilaterally. Chile and Colonmbguested to be informed of future developments of
the issue. The European Communities requestezkttd wrkey's responses to Ecuador's questions.

284. In June 2004, Turkey reported that the issue dficéiens on banana imports from Ecuador
had been resolved.
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UNITED STATES
CONCERNS RELATED TO MEASURES MAINTAINED BY THE UNIT ED STATES
Food safety

188. Delisting of France from countries authorizedo export certain meat and meat products
to the United States

Raised by: European Communities
Supported by:
Dates raised: March 2004 (G/SPS/R/33, paras.18488; June 2004 (G/SPS/R/34, pa

44-45), October 2004 (G/SPS/R/35, paras. 88-89)
Relevant document(s): | Raised orally

Solution: Suspension on French meat-based proditetson 15 October 2004.
Status: Resolved

Date reported as 1 October 2004

resolved:

285. The European Communities stated that on 24 Febr2@@y, the United States suspended
France's eligibility to export meat and meat prasluo the United States. The hasty nature of the
decision meant that France did not have the oppitytio respond to questions raised during an
earlier inspection. Furthermore, this decision wase trade-restrictive than required to proteet th
safety of consumers. The United Stated explainatltths action was based on process control and
sanitation deficiencies identified over a multidiperin establishments certified by France as mgetin
US sanitary requirements. Based on informatiomfirench authorities that corrective action had
been taken to address concerns raised in previmpedtions, US officials scheduled the audit of
January-February 2004, and clarified in advancerigie of suspension for non-performance. The
second audit identified the same deficiencies. néheauthorities had agreed to submit a new
corrective action plan to the USDA. The training Brench inspection personnel in the
implementation of pathogen reduction and hazardyaisaand critical control point (HACCP)
systems was key to addressing the deficienciegifigehin this audit.

286. In June 2004, the European Communities reportedattie of progress made on this issue.
French veterinary services and eleven establistararhorized to export meat products to the United
States were audited by the USDA early in 2004.h@lgh six of these establishments had not had
any major infractions, the US suspension in Felgr@a@04 applied to all eleven establishments. The
French authorities had forwarded a detailed plaactibn to the US. The offer by the United States
to train French veterinary inspectors was apprediahowever, some of the restrictions were
disproportionate and discriminatory. The Unitedt& was requested to lift the prohibition on flxe s
establishments with no infractions.

287. The United States responded that United State$-sereth inspection officials had discussed
the audit findings and follow-up actions, and Feacknowledged the deficiencies and agreed to
submit a new action plan to the USDA. The USDA ldogomplete its review shortly and
communicate findings to the French authorities.e TTSDA had identified experts in the European
Communities and could provide training of Frenchpiection personnel in the implementation of
HACCP system. A technical seminar would be heldSeptember 2004 for senior foreign meat
inspection officials on the verification and enfeneent of pathogen reduction HACCP requirements
in meat export establishments. France had indictitat it would send two senior officials to this
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seminar. The United States emphasized its commitrtee work with France to reinstate their
eligibility to export meat and meat exports to thated States.

288. In October 2004, the European Communities repotted the USDA had carried out
inspections in France and concluded that the Fresghlatory system met US requirements and was
eligible to export meat-based products to the Wn8&ates. The United States reported that a fellow
up audit of the headquarters of the French Inspectervice, three local offices and four
establishments was conducted in September and €rctoblrhe audit concluded that French
establishments met the US requirements and thessism on French meat-based products was lifted
on 15 October 2004.

Animal health
4, Measures related to BSE - Maintained by the Uniid States, Argentina, Australia,

Austria, Belgium, Brazil, Canada, Chile, Czech Rephlic, France, Germany, Italy, Netherlands,
Poland, Romania, Singapore, Slovak Republic, Slovenand Spain (See item 4, page 1)

Plant health

69. Import restrictions on rhododendrons in growingmedium

Raised by: European Communities

Supported by:

Dates raised: July 1999 (G/SPS/R/15, para. 66), November 1998RPS/R/17, para. 8

March 2000 (G/SPS/R/18, para. 68)
Relevant document(s): [ G/SPS/N/USA/121

Solution: Final rule published in December 1999, importatidiowed under certa
conditions

Status: Resolved

Date reported as 1 March 2000

resolved:

289. In March 1999, the European Communities indicaked tlelays in the publication of a final
rule on the importation of rhododendrons were tasylin de facto restrictions on EC exports. The
representative of the European Communities askednformation on the status of the pest risk
analysis and of the final rule. The United Statgslied that the final rule for the importation of
rhododendrons in growing medium from the EC haclmmnpleted pending final review, and would
be published within one month after the meetinge European Communities requested an update on
the status of the rule in November 1999, and thiiedrStates answered that it would be published in
the near future. In March 2000, the United StatBsmed the Committee that the final rule had been
published on 30 December 1999, allowing the impiomaof rhododendrons under conditions
designed to prevent the introduction of pests.

73. Imports of citrus fruit

Raised by: Argentina

Supported by:

Dates raised: November 1999 (G/SPS/R/17, paraJ8gg 2000 (G/SPS/R/19, patQ)
July 2001 (G/SPS/R/25, paras. 94-96)
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Relevant document(s): | Raised orally
Solution: Favourableconclusion reported in June 2000. New concerigedair
October 2001. Issue reported resolved in March#200
Status: Resolved
Date reported as 1 March 2004

resolved:

290. In November 1999, Argentina expressed concernsrdega the postponement of US
measures dealing with imports of citrus fruit fromorth-western Argentina. Negotiation of the
measure had taken seven years and been finalizegeam earlier. Argentina appealed to the United
States to publish the measure before another hHawas lost for Argentine producers. The
representative of the United States answeredhbadriaft measures had passed the technical ledel an
promised to draw the attention of his authorit@gtgentina's concerns.

291. In June 2000, Argentina reported that after yedrseagotiations with the United States
regarding citrus produced in north-west Argentaévourable conclusion had been reached.

292. InJuly 2001, Argentina expressed concerns relat@dCalifornia court decision to overturn a

USDA/APHIS risk assessment which had allowed thgoirhof lemons, oranges and grapefruits from
north western Argentina starting June 2000. Ineftma's opinion, the judge's reasoning went
beyond the terms of the SPS Agreement. As impayis other destination were not subject to zero
risk, Argentina felt this amounted to discriminatioln addition the judge had ruled that APHIS had
not measured the economic impact of imports onyres in the United States, an economic test
inadmissible under the SPS Agreement. Argentigaiested US authorities to ensure compliance
with the SPS Agreement by bodies other than thé&aegovernment, according to Article 13. The

United States confirmed that no problems had beported during the two seasons that Argentina
had had access to the US market for citrus. US8laggns were subject to judicial review and had

been challenged through a District Court in Cafifar Although the Federal Government had

disputed the case, the Court had ruled in favothefcomplainant in September 2001. The United
States indicated that the executive branch agemaes consulting about how to proceed and would
take Argentina's comments into account.

293. In March 2004, Argentina reported that the issudJ8f imports of citrus fruits had been
resolved.

182. Implementation of ISPM 15

Raised by: Argentina

Supported by: Chile

Dates raised: October 2003 (G/SPS/R/31, paras1p0-5

Relevant document(s): | G/SPS/N/USA/705

Solution: Argentina reported that this trade condead been resolved.
Status: Resolved

Date reported as 1 March 2006

resolved:

294. Argentina agreed that wood packaging could sprestisphowever, the US measures could
have a negative impact on Argentina's exports. J8aotification did not provide sufficient timerfo
implementing the measures needed for compliancer ifstance, Argentina needed sufficient
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resources and time to establish the required teyatiwentres for wood packaging materials. Chile
supported the statement made by Argentina.

295. The United States stated that it had received Bdn@ents from seven other Members on its

proposed measure and that APHIS was in the pradessluating these comments to determine how
to take them into account. The January implemmmtatate would be postponed and the measure
would be phased in over time. The United Stateswaged other Members to adopt ISPM 15 as a
means of controlling the spread of raw wood pests.

296. In March 2006, Argentina reported that this tradeaern had been resolved.



