
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 NORWAY 

1. On l8 July the Panel held discussions with Norway, represented by 
Messrs. Holland and Mykland. The Panel had before it document Spec(62)l65 
containing information supplied by Uruguay on its earlier representations to 
and consultations with Norway and information supplied by Norway as contained 
in Spec(62)192. Mr. Campbell Smith took the Chair and discussions followed 
the procedure set out in Spec(62)187. 

I. Establishment of Facts 

2. The Norwegian representatives suggested that the list appearing in L/l662 
be amended by the deletion of the symbols 1 and 8 against edible oils since 
Norway had liberalized imports of this item as from 1 July 1962. The measures 
maintained by Norway may thus be transcribed as follows: 

Tariff 
item No. Description of products Measures in force 

02.01 Meat of animals of the bovine species, 
frozen 

Meat of animals of the bovine species, 
chilled 

Meat of animals of the ovine species, 
frozen 

Offals, chilled 

16.02 

16.03 

10.01 

11.01 

23.04 

23.04 

Preserved meats 

Meat extracts 

Wheat 

Wheat flour 

Oil cake 

Meal resulting 
vegetable oils 

Import permit, maximum 
and minimum price 
system and health 
restrictions 

Import permit 

Import permit 

State trading 

State trading 

State trading 

State trading 

Note; As regards barley (10.03) it was agreed that the symbol denoting State 
trading (2) should not be inserted since Uruguay was solely interested in the 
supply of barley for brewing purposes, a field which did not fall within scope 
of Norwegian State trading in this commodity. 
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3. The Norwegian representatives were not able to indicate whether any of the 
measures at present in force would be removed in the near future. 

4. The Norwegian representatives maintained that the health restrictions and 
State-trading apparatus were maintained in accordance with the provisions of the . 
General Agreement (Article XX and XVTI respectively). The Norwegian Government 
was currently studying her import permit and pricing measures to establish, their 
conformity with the General Agreement. It was the opinion of the Norwegian -
representatives that many of the measures retained by Norway in these two cate
gories would be found to be in accordance with the GATT. Up till October 1961 
Norway had applied her permit and quota systems in terms of Article XII. 

The representative of Uruguay did not wish at that stage to question the 
conformity with the General Agreement of the health restrictions and State-
trading measures» 

II. Nullification and Impairment 

5. The Uruguayan representative was not yet in a position to provide statistical 
information, of the type suggested in paragraph II(b) of Spec(62)187. However, 
the following points were made by the representatives of Uruguay and Norway 
concerning the effects on Uruguayan exports of the measures listed: '. 

(a) Import, permits and pricing regulations (meat) 

The Uruguayan representative stated that these measures by encouraging 
domestic production of cattle acted as a curb on her exports to Norway. The 
Norwegian representatives admitted the protective effects of these measures but 
maintained that they had to be seen in the light of agricultural protectionism 
generally and- in particular in Western Europe. Norway was too small both as a 
producer and as a market to attempt to take the lead in finding a solution to 
this particular problem. Moreover, the price regulations, which had been 
introduced in 1958 were less restricti/e of imports than had been the quota 
system which they had replaced. In this connexion he cited the following • • 
statistics for imports of meat (02.01) into Norway: 

1956 400 tons 
1957 900 " 
1958 7,600 " 
1959 3,800 " • -" ••_.. 
1960 -,. 2,500 " 

In i960 Uruguay's share had been 11.4 tons and in 1961 4l.8 tons. It was 
possible that the relatively poor performance of Uruguay could be attributed to 
its non-competitiveness rather than to the health restrictions. Denmark and 
New Zealand were able to sell considerable quantities of meat on the Norwegian 
market. There were no bilateral agreements which give these countries advantages 
on the Norwegian market. 
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(b) State trading 

The representative of Uruguay maintained that State trading, by protecting 
local agriculture and by inhibiting trading contacts, was a restriction on trade. 
The representatives of Norway emphasized the non-discriminatory nature of 
purchasing by the State Trading Organization which acted purely on a commercial 
basis in making its import purchases. They stated that they had inquired as to 
the reason why no recent purchases of grains had been made from Uruguay and had 
ascertained that no offers had been received. 

(c) HeaJth restrictions 

The representative of Uruguay claimed that health measures had a restrictive 
effect on the exports of his country. Norway prohibited imports from areas such 
as Uruguay with recent experience of foot and mouth disease whereas other 
countries were able to continue to import meat from Uruguay. The Norwegian 
representatives underlined that Norway's veterinary regulations were wholly 
consistent with the provisions of the General Agreement. 


