
GENERAL AGREEMENT ON TARIFFS AND TRADE RESTRICTED 

27 September 1962 
Panel on Uruguayan Recourse to Article XXIII 

~ NOTE ON THE DISCUSSIONS OF THE PANEL WITH FINLAND 

1» On 20 July the Panel held discussions with Finland, represented by 
Mr. Hunkaranta and Mr. Kalha. The Panel had before it document Spec(62)l60 
containing information supplied by Uruguay on its earlier representations to 
and consultations with Finland. Mr. van Wijk took the Chair and the discussions 
followed the procedure laid down in.Spec(62)l87. 

I. Establishment of Facts 

2» The Finnish representative informed the Panel that the quota for item 41.02 
(cow-hide tanned) had been removed except in the case of sole and insole leather. 
Thus, the list reproduced in L/l662 of measures maintained by Finland may be 
transcribed as follows: 

Tariff 
item No. Description of products Measures in force 

02.01 Meat of animals of the bovine species, 
frozen and chilled 

Meat of animals of the ovine species, 
frozen 

Offals, chilled 

16.02 

16.03 

10.01 

11.01 

10.03 

10.06 

15.07 

15.08 

15.07 

15.07 

23.04 

Preserved meat 

Meat extracts 

Wheat 

Wheat flour 

Barley 

Rice, peeled 

Linseed oil, crude 

Linseed oil, boiled 

Edible oils, crude 

Edible oils, refine< 

Oil cake 

Import permit and 
health restrictions 

Import permit 

Import permit and 
quota 

State trading 

State trading 

Import permit 

Import permit 

Import permit 

Import permit and 
quota 

Production or 
turnover taxes 

Production or 
turnover taxes" 

Import permit 
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Tariff 
item No, Description of products Measures in force 

23.04 Meal of vegetable oils Import permit 

41.01 Sheepskins in the wool Import permit and* 

quota 

41.02 .,. Cow-hide, tanned Tariff preference 

41.03 Sheepskin leather, tanned Tariff preference 

41.06 Chamois-dressed leather Tariff preference 

41.07 Parchment-dressed leather Tariff preference 

41.08 Patent leather Tariff preference 

53»07 Yarn of combed wool Tariff preference 

53*11 Wool textiles Import permit, quota 
and tariff preference 

3. The representative of Finland was unable to indicate whether any of the""" 
measures at present in force would be removed in the near future, and in this 
connexion he drew attention to the worsening in Finland's balance-of-payments 
position. On the other hand he informed the Panel that a new law on the 
marketing of agricultural products which was under consideration would, if 
adopted, probably effect the import treatment of a certain number of products. 

4. Thé Finnish representative indicated that his country had recourse to 
Article XII of the General Agreement which covered the existence of the import 
permit and quota régimes. Where import permits were shown with health regulations, 
the permits were intended as a restriction. State trading as practised by 
Finland, was operated in accordance with Article XVII of the General Agreement 
and the health regulations with Article XX. The turnover and production taxes 
were of the type provided for in Article III. The representative of Uruguay 
did not wish at that stage to question the conformity of the measures with the 
provisions of the General Agreement, where this was maintained by Finland. 

II. Nullification and Impairment • 

5. The Uruguayan representative was not yet in a position to provide 
statistical information of the type suggested in 11(b) of Spec(62)l&7. However, 
the following points were made by the representatives of Uruguay and Finland 
concerning the effects on Uruguayan exports of the measures listed: 

(a) Import permits and quotas 

The representative of Finland stated that there had been no case in the 
last few years of a licence being refused by the Finnish authorities for the 
import of any of the listed items. The global quotas had been increased from 
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$80 million in i960 to $120 million in 1961. The representative of Uruguay took 
note of this statement but maintained that there were still restrictions in 
principle against imports from Uruguay insofar as the existence of the permit 
and quota régimes would tend to discourage exporters in Uruguay from attempting 
to enter the Finnish market. The representative of Finland accepted this point. 

(b) Health restrictions 

The representative of Finland pointed out that the health measures in force 
were non-discriminatory and were, he believed, worked out in co-operation with 
the three Scandinavian countries. 

(c) Production or turnover taxes 

The representative of Uruguay questioned whether these might not constitute 
in effect a levy on imports on account of the absence of substantial domestic 
production. The representative of Finland agreed to supply the Panel with 
relevant figures. (Subsequently, the Finnish delegation has advised that 
production in Finland of vegetable oils amounted in 1961 to 9»000 tons, whilst 
imports of animal and vegetable oils (15.01-15.08) amounted to 11,408 tons.) 

(d) Tariff preferences 

The representative of Uruguay maintained that these preferences were a 
potential threat to Uruguayan exports. The representative of Finland pointed 
out that the preferences referred to by the Uruguayan representative had been of 
practically no importance since no imports had taken place under them. 

6. In the view of the Finnish representative, stagnation of Uruguayan exports 
to the Finnish market was not attributable to the Finnish restrictions. Uruguay 
seemed to have failed to enter the market or had refrained from seeking entry into 
the market for reasons of its own. As noted in paragraph 7 on page 3 of 
Spec(62)l60, no tangible case could be found in which any Uruguayan attempt to 
export had been blocked by the Finnish licensing system. The Uruguayan 
representative expressed the hope that the restrictions, which must constitute 
a barrier to trade, would be removed. The granting of preferences to a third 
country in itself must, in the nature of things, involve the impairment of 
benefits of the CONTRACTING PARTIES. 


