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ABSTRACT

The objective of the paper is to provide a briefaumt of the international efforts in understanding
non-tariff measure (NTM)-related trade policies.sBa&rch and analysis activities began in
UNCTAD in the 1980s to define, classify and meastive impact of NTMs on developing
countries’ exports and economic growth. Due to geanin trade policies over the past decade,
policymakers have required a new set of approathesefine, classify and codify NTMs. A
leading role has been taken by UNCTAD in bringingether several international agencies and
eminent persons to build consensus on these issues 2005. The present paper uses the NTMs
classification system, which includes several neMvcategories for sanitary and phytosanitary
(SPS) measures and technical barriers to trade g BT appropriately reflect the increasing use
and importance of these policy measures. In pdaticthe paper analyses NTMs-related
information from over 2,000 small and medium sizm$ from seven developing countries (Brazil,
Chile, India, the Philippines, Thailand, Tunisiaddgganda) to gauge how firms in those countries
are affected by NTMs, both at home and abroad.r€kslts clearly indicate high shares of SPS
measures and TBTs in all countries. The sharaggethfrom about 65 per cent in the surveys for
India to about 93 per cent for Thailand. The papkso includes the concept of procedural
obstacles, which refers to issues related to tleegss of applying an NTM, rather than the
measure itself. About 57 per cent of the procedheatiers faced by exporters are classified as
“inefficiency or obstructions”, and 20 per cent"agbitrariness or inefficiency", while 60 per cent
of the procedural barriers faced by importers amecerned with inefficiency or obstructions and
23 per cent with arbitrariness or inefficiency. Almer interesting result was that the sectors
particularly affected were vegetable products, ilextand clothing, electrical and machinery
products and chemical and allied industries. Thdystoncludes that current research and analysis
on NTMs will better help policymakers in producimgpact assessment analysis of trade-related
reforms and will critically act as a vehicle foopnoting trade and investment integration processes
to expand the depth and opportunities for globapewoation.

Keywords. Non-tariff measures, developing countries, sayidard phytosanitary measures,
technical barriers to trade

JEL classification: F13, O 57
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1. Introduction

Over the years, multilateral trade negotiationsehbelped to substantially reduce tariff
rates. According to the UNCTAD Trade Analysis anfibimation System (TRAINS) database, the
tariff averages on both agricultural and non-adtiral products declined steadily from 19.9 per
cent and 6.7 per cent in 1995 to reach 7.4 per aetht2.4 per cent in 2008, respectivelyhis
decline in the global tariff barrier is due to dighunds of multilateral trade negotiations under t
auspices of the General Agreement on Tariffs ardl@ (GATT)/WTO, as well as under bilateral
and regional arrangements. However, this decliigealsn raised the relative importance of NTMs,
which are used now more than ever before as botegironist and regulatory trade instruments to
control and hamper the free flow of internatiomatie.

This notion is attracting further attention dueth® potential trade and currency war
stemming from the global financial and economigsisriof 2009. It is quite evident that both
developed and developing countries have startatsé¢otrade policy instruments as a response to
the present global economic and financial crisiginty in the form of NTMs to protect domestic
producers. The ongoing global economic crisis haseoagain highlighted the urgent need to
address subtle and not-so-subtle NTMs, which haenhised under various legitimate pretexts
(such as protection of health and the environméfthnomists often argue that these measures
affect trade much more ambiguously than tariffsjciwhare price-based and transparent policy
measures. For example, while the majority of NTMatthave been introduced during the two
years since the onset of the current global casés largely WTO-consistent, they have been
considered as policy measures to restrict theffoeeof goods and services across borders.

It is generally considered that the term NTM covergide variety of policy tools, both
traditional and new, including SPS measures, TRjlstas, import and export licences, export
restrictions, customs surcharges, and anti-dumantsafeguard measures. In times of economic
crises and in view of national policy challengeslamger of NTMs is that they can be abused for
protectionist purposes as political emotions ouffvepast experiences and the intellectual
foundations of trade policy measures. Over the f@mgtyears, the leaders of G20 countries have
repeatedly discussed the issue of refraining fraimgu NTMs because of their potential for
slowing down the positive outcomes of trade expamaind integratiof.

It is noteworthy that UNCTAD has always underscaie® mismatch between, on the one
hand, the reduction of tariffs arising from GATT/\@Tmultilateral agreements and the numerous
regional- and bilateral-level preferential tradeemgnents (PTAS)that were concluded over the

! Import-weighted applied tariff rates, includingeferences. See World Integrated Trade Solution
(WITS)/TRAINS athttp://www.unctad.org/trains

% See reports on G20 trade and investment meadui&TAD—Organization for Economic Cooperation and
Development (OECD)-WTnttp://www.unctad.org/en/docs/wto_oecd_unctad208%df
http://www.wto.org/english/news _e/news10 e/summeegd unctad junelO e.pdf
http://www.unctad.org/en/docs/unctad_oecd2011d5nsam en.pdf

% See the G20 Seoul Summit leaders' declaratior,2 Nevember 2010: "Trade and Development Policies:
We reaffirm our commitment to free trade and inmesit recognizing its central importance for thebglo
recovery. We will refrain from introducing and oggeoprotectionist trade actions in all forms anadgmize

the importance of a prompt conclusion of the Dodgatiations", see
http://www.g20.0org/Documents2010/11/seoulsummitlatation. pdf

* PTAs include free trade agreements, customs unimmsmon markets, and single markets. Latest Statis
show that there are now about 300 PTAs in forcddmade as compared to 37 in 1994, of which halfédhav
come into effect since 2000.




past decades, and on the other the proliferatioNTdfs. So, as tariff levels have fallen over the
years, NTMs have increasingly taken centre stagesirket-access concerhs.

With the growing number of trade policy measureslarndiscussion globally, it has
become clear that the existing rules under thevaele WTO agreements are not adequate to
regulate a massive flow of SPS and TBT regulatiams| standards (international, national and
private), and yet these agreements are not a subjemegotiation in the ongoing Doha
Development Round. Moreover, in spite of their imipoce, there is little understanding of the
exact implications of NTMs on trade flows, expatH growth national development goals and
social welfare in general.

This paper has drawn substantially from a recen€COAD publication (UNCTAD, 2010)
that showcased several aspects of UNCTAD activiretNTMs as well as firm-level surveys on
NTMs in selected developing countries. The reseamdicates that in recent years there have
emerged visible forms of NTMs, such as through &R®@sures and TBTs, as well other forms.
Typically they involve the intentional misuse omuab of otherwise non-discriminatory, inside-the-
border measures, which were originally intendegnratect the well-being of consumers or the
environment in the importing countries (rather thaprotect the producers).

With the rise of trade dynamism in developing coest there are growing fears of
protectionism among trades and entrepreneurs wjghigarry out international trade. Against this
backdrop, NTMs need to be described, classifiedsaodd in a manner which will make it easy
for all types of users to access, extract and et@lthem to increase their lawful use in support of
growth and job creation.

While it is a difficult and complex activity to idéfy hidden measures and other NTMs, it
is an essential task if developing countries argadicipate fully in the process of refining the
rules, regulations and disciplines in the SPS aB@ &greements, as well as in other negotiating
forums that deal with other forms of non-tariff bars (NTBs), such as those included in the WTO
Doha Round of negotiations. In this context, thieran urgent need to develop a much broader
understanding of NTMs and their economic impactdaveloping countries.

It was against this background that UNCTAD launcliee new initiative to reach a
common understanding of the relative importancthefdifferent types of NTMs and their impact
on trading activities, especially for developinginties.

This paper is organized as follows: section 2 mtesia brief historical account of elements
leading to the new UNCTAD initiatives on NTMs thstiarted in 2005. Section 3 documents
UNCTAD activities related to NTMs, between 2005 &@9, in collaboration with international,
regional and national stakeholders. Section 4 ptesthe definition and classification of NTMs
newly endorsed by the Group of Eminent Persons on-tdriff Barriers (GNTB), which was

® The 9th Global Trade Alert Report (July 2011), see www.globaltradealert.org, estasahe number of
measures (official) implemented in 2008 at rougfyper quarter, and at fewer than 5 per cent thdymt
categories that have escaped being hit by somedfypeotectionist measure. The report also pointstioat
many governments are already planning another 18tegiionist measures — equivalent to half a year's
protectionism at current rates. Moreover, G20 govemts, according to the report, have implemengid 1
beggar-thy-neighbour measures (as of October 2@&).countries account for 101 of the 141 protedsio
measures that have harmed the commercial intecéstee most vulnerable nations, namely, the least
developed countries. Most of that harm is done ¥y developing country members of the G20 (as of
November 2010). Th8th Global Trade Alert Report notes that “since November 2010, 194 protectionist
measures have been implemented. G20 governments ngsponsible for 80 per cent — 155 — of the
protectionist measures taken since the Seoul surMoitover, the four BRICs countries are respomrsibf
implementing a third of protection worldwide”.

® See UNCTAD, 2010.




constituted by the Secretary-General of UNCTAD @0& Section 5 illustrates some descriptive
statistics which were compiled during the pilot jpod in seven developing countries, namely,
Brazil, Chile, India, the Philippines, Thailand,nisia and Uganda. Section 6 concludes the paper.

2. A brief account of NTMs-related research

There have been several key studies over the yeansernational trade policy research
illustrating, through quantification and modellimgethodologies, the importance of NTMs and
their economic effects. Many studies over the pistades have been based on the UNCTAD
Coding System of Trade Control Measures (TCMCS3{le¢atify the measures across countries and
products. Apart from the theoretical arguments abifwe pitfalls associated with these trade-barrier
measures and their economic outcomes, there haeebalen several attempts to appropriately
convert non-tariffs into ad valorem equivalents &gy, which can be comparable across countries
and sectors at the aggregate level.

The initial sets of studies on the definitions @xles related to the impact of NTMs were
based on the pioneering research work of Baldw@®/Q) and Corden (1971). According to
Baldwin, NTMs are regarded as “any measure (publigrivate) that causes internationally traded
goods and services to be allocated in such a watp asduce potential real world income”.
Subsequently, the definition also included othstadtionary policy measures, such as production
and export subsidies, which could in a way impanparts (Laird and Yeats, 1990; Bora,
Kuwahara and Laird, 2002).

Since 1967, GATT/WTO has developed and maintaimedthe@r NTM inventory based on
notifications with a view to undertake negotiatixctivities with member states. The GATT/WTO
preserves information of notification of countriestn measures under individual agreements such
those concerning SPS measures and TBTs. Severabrauhave used these data sets by
introducing methodologies to quantify the impacttbése measures on trade through price,
quantity and elasticity of demand for imports. late, many research documents provided a
comprehensive overview of the issues related to BTavd their economic impacts, including
Feenstra (1988) and Deardorff and Stern (1985,)1998

The above studies have identified three approathareasure NTMs: frequency-type
measures are based on counts of observed NTMaghbt to particular countries, sectors, or types
of goods trade; price-comparison measures are dehpas tariff equivalents; quantity-impact
measures are based on econometric estimates of taoe flows.

In line with these approaches, researchers have aideimpts to quantify the overall trade
policy through development of the Trade Restrictass Index, with notable contributions from
Anderson and Neary (1996, 2005), Beghin and Bui@®01) and Kee, Nicita and Olarreaga
(2009). There are some studies that identify paicd welfare impacts of NTMs by using older
UNCTAD NTMs classifications (Ferrantino 2006, Fugazand Maur 2008).

" See http://idide.org/NTMwiki/index.php?title=GenkefdTM_Studies. See also United States International
Trade Commission (USITC) (1990), Office of the l&ditStates Trade Representative (USTR) (1992),
OECD (1997, 2002), ESCAP (2000), Economic Commis$io Latin America and the Caribbean (ECLAC)
(2003), World Bank (2008) and UNCTAD (2005, 2016) &n understanding of NTMs and their impact on
welfare.




2.1 Overview of the Coding System of Trade Contrd{leasures (TCMCS)

At the international level, UNCTAD has been actwehvolved in research and
programmatic activities on issues related to noifftaneasures since the early 1980s. In 1994, it
began to collect and classify NTMs from officialusoes according to the customized TCMCS
systent. This coding system classified tariffs, para-tardind NTMs into over 100 subcategories.
Concurrently, the TRAINS database was developetd N TAD, which subsequently grew into
the most complete collection of publicly availabiéormation on NTMs. In 2002, in collaboration
with the World Bank, TRAINS was made accessiblegsearchers through the WITS software
application.

The earlier UNCTAD NTMs classification had six car&egories according to the nature
of the measure: (1) price control measures; (2)file measures; (3) automatic licensing measures;
(4) quantity control measures; (5) monopolistic mwgas; (6) technical measures. These were
further subcategorized in accordance with the tygfemeasures under consideration. Measures
were listed in accordance with the Harmonized Cgdatassification. In general, only the
categories termed sensitive product categories #&mhnical regulations were further
subcategorized according to the objectives of tleagure (for example, protection of safety,
human health, animal health and life, plant heathyironment and wildlife). Classification of
NTMs was divided into core measures and non-co@sores, where core measures included those
intended to protect local producers, and non-cagasures included measures intended to protect
local consumers (figure 1). The TRAINS databaseains a brief description of each NTM, the
affected or excluded countries, and footnotes erettact product coverage, where availdble.

Figure 1. The measures and chapters of the earli@NCTAD NTMs classification

Chapter

— ‘ 3 Price control measures

e — ‘ 4 Finance measures (except 417)

measures

——y ‘ 6 Quantity control measures (except 617, 627 and 637)

— ‘ 627 Quotas for sensitive products

§ —— ‘ 7 Monopolistic measures
=
w2
<
)
| — ‘ 5 Automatic licensing measures ‘
-
= .
a — ‘ 8 Technical measures ‘
=] Non-core - | 417 Refundable deposit for sensitive products
WTERLIKE —> ‘ 617  Non-automatic licence for sensitive products ‘

—> ‘ 637 Import prohibition for sensitive products

Source: UNCTAD secretariat.

8 The entire list of the TCMCS is in the UNCTAD Ditery of Import Regimes, Part |: Monitoring Import
Regimes (UNCTAD/DMS/2/Rev.1 (Part 1)), 1994. Sepwww.unctad.org/trains.

® The UNCTAD TRAINS database was also the resulaaflose collaborative effort with a number of
regional organizations, including the Associa¢@tinceAmericana de Integragdo (ALADI), the Secretari
de Integracion Econémica Centroamericana and tluhSasian Association for Regional Cooperation, as
well as with the Inter-American Development Banknéng these partner organizations, ALADI developed
a comprehensive NTM database of its member cosntdad these data were included in the TRAINS
database. The UNCTAD TRAINS database does not, hewveprovide any measurement of the
restrictiveness of any specific measure, and neéd#ter improvements, notably with respect to cage,
updatedness and data quality.




The objective of the TRAINS database has beendme#ase transparency in trade policy
across the board. The database also provides iafanmnto help analysis of market access
conditions, analytical support for trade negotiaio analysis of national trade policies, and
analytical support for general research on tradieips.

While the UNCTAD TRAINS database remains the masnhgrehensive database on
NTMs, the process of updating it with the existioassification system had slowed down
significantly by the beginning of the 2000s. Thiasmmainly due to key issues which included
difficulties in identifying NTMs, a growing percaph that the TCMCS did not adequately reflect
new measures in certain subcategories, and a gharfaesources.

2.2 Shortcomings of TCMCS

The need to update TCMCS to reflect new practiezsume all the more necessary in the
light of the growing relative importance of non-eddTMs as an instrument of trade policy, as
shown in table 1a.

Table 1a. Changing nature of NTMs as reflected by CTMCS classification (percentage)

Classification 1994 2005
Core measures 45 15
Non-core measures 55 85

Source; UNCTAD secretariat calculations based on the UNDTTRAINS database.

To be more precise, the TRAINS database illustritas globally, over the past decade,
the technical measures (within the non-core meastategory) have become a key component of
countries’ trade policies (see table 1b).

Table 1b. Evolution of NTMs use by broad category ithin TCMCS (percentage)

TCMCS description 1994 2005
Automatic licensing measures 2.8 1.7
Non-core measures | Monopolistic measures 1.3 1.5
Technical measures 31.9 58.5
Price control measures 7.1 1.8
Core measures Finance measures 2.0 15
Quantity control measures 49.2 34.8

Source: UNCTAD secretariat calculations based on UNCTARAINS database.

This result holds true at the regional level ad.vildie ASEAN database on NTMs clearly
indicates that non-core measures are predomind&uui(as5 per cent in 2005) and technical
measures are on the top of the list (see table 1c).




Table 1c. Types of NTMs applied in the ASEAN regiothrough TCMCS (percentage)

TCMCS description 1994 2005
Automatic licensing measures 2.0 2.4
Non-core measures | Monopolistic measures 15 2.7
Technical measures 39.2 49.0
Price control measures 2.8
Core measures Finance measures 0.1
Quantity control measures 57.3 43.1

Source; UNCTAD secretariat calculations based on UNCTARAINS database.

This has given rise to a renewed interest withim tHtNCTAD secretariat to develop a
relevant classification system that better refltfotscomplex nature of today’s international trgdin
arrangements and mechanisms, and to update theNSRAhtabase accordingly and make it
publicly available.

3. Launching of the UNCTAD new initiative on NTMs

The UNCTAD new initiatives on NTMs started with thmth session of the Commission
on Trade in Goods and Services, and Commoditidd, iheGeneva on 14-18 March 2005. In
accordance with the S&o Paulo Consensus, UNCTADvermu the Expert Meeting on
Methodologies, Classifications, Quantification abdvelopment Impacts of Non-tariff Barriers,
which was held in Geneva from 5 to 7 September 2005

The focus of the expert meeting was primarily ochtécal and research issues (such as
classification and quantification of NTMs) and dreagthening/forming partnerships with relevant
international organizations and other stakeholdefith the goal of dealing with NTMs on a
comprehensive and long-term basis. In sum, theokggctives of the expert meeting were:

(a) To identify ways to improve, both in termsanfuntry coverage and data quality, the NTM
database contained in the UNCTAD TRAINS database;

(b) To clarify methodologies for defining and cliffgeg NTMs according to their nature and
source, including clusters of NTMs that were alyesuabject to WTO disciplines;

(c) To review econometric approaches to quantifyM$Tthat could be applied to improve
understanding of the role of NTMs role in the wdriade;

(d) To look at the experiences of other internalonrganizations in dealing with NTMs,

including the WTO, World Bank, the International Maary Fund (IMF), OECD and others;

(e) To assist developing countries, including legsteloped countries, in building their analytical
and statistical capacities to assess NTMs affethag exports.




At the expert meeting, Supachai Panitchpakdi, $agr&seneral of UNCTAD, expressed
his intention to set up a group of eminent persamNTMs. This group was to be drawn from
governments, international organizations, acadeamd civil society. In 2006, the Secretary-
General established the Group of Eminent Personslamtariff Barriers (GNTB)° The main
purpose of the GNTB was to discuss the definitmassification, collection and quantification of
non-tariff barriers to identify data requiremerated consequently to facilitate our understanding of
the implications of NTMs. The GNTB met for the fifdme in Geneva on 12 July 2006, and
adopted the following terms of reference:

(a) To make recommendations on the definitiorsgifecation and quantification of NTMs;

(b) To define the elements of and draw up a salisg&a work programme relating to the
collection and dissemination of NTM data, with gpedocus on issues and problems faced by
developing countries;

(c) To provide guidance on the further strengthgmif the UNCTAD TRAINS database;

(d) To review and make recommendations on capaciging and technical cooperation
activities in favour of developing countries in trea of NTMs;

(e) To provide policy advice on inter-agency dotleation and coordination on activities relating
to NTMs;

(f) To promote cooperation within the donor comiyn

(g) To prepare comprehensive recommendationsltmwfaip to the work of the GNTB.

To carry out the technical work of the GNTB, MASTasvalso set up by the GNTB. In
addition to UNCTAD, GNTB MAST is composed of thdléwing organizations: the Food and
Agriculture Organization of the United Nations (FAQMF, the International Trade Centre
UNCTAD/WTO (ITC), OECD, the United Nations Industri Development Organization
(UNIDO), the World Bank and WTO. The GNTB was alspresented by observers from the
United States Department of Agriculture, the UnitBthtes International Trade Commission
(USITC) and the European Commission. The team igposed of experts drawn from the above
international organizations dealing with substamtawnalysis of NTMs.

Under the general guidance of UNCTAD, MAST hadftiilbwing objectives:

(@) To provide a clear and concise definitioiNaiMs;

(b) To develop a classification system of NTMsfagilitate the data collection process and
analysis;

(c) To devise ways to collect efficiently the anhation on NTMs, taking into account the
existing mechanism of collecting specific elemaitsITMs by each member agency;

(d) To provide guidelines for the use of dataluding their quantification methodology.

Since 2006, MAST has held five meetings to dis¢hesclassification of NTMS! and to
identify data sources and data collection mechanisinpilot project was designed to test the

19 Supachai Panitchpakdi, Secretary-General of UNCTIADnched the activities on NTMs and set up the
group that was composed of the following eminemsgpes: Alan V. Deardorff, Professor of Economicd an
Public Policy, University of Michigan; Anne O. Krger, Former First Deputy Managing Director, IMF,
later Professor of International Economics, Johnpkihs School of Advanced International Studies;itAm
Mitra, Secretary-General, Indian Federation of Chars of Commerce and Industry; Marcelo de Paiva
Abreu, Professor of Economics, Pontifical Cathdligiversity of Rio de Janeiro; L. Alan Winters, Fa&m
Director, Development Research Group, World Baakerl Chief Economist, Department of International
Development (DFID), United Kingdom of Great Britaimd Northern Ireland; Rufus H. Yerxa, Deputy
Director-General, WTO (designations referred to&220009).

" The first meeting of MAST was hosted by the Wdthk on 18 October 2006 in Washington, D.C.. This
meeting was followed by further meetings hostedBp on 5 April 2007 in Rome, by UNIDO on 28
September 2007 in Vienna, by OECD on 5 May 2008aris, and by ITC on 27 January 2009 in Geneva.




updated classification and data collection procesluSeven developing countries — Brazil, Chile,
India, the Philippines, Thailand, Tunisia and Ugardvere identified as pilot countries.

Meanwhile, the Accra Accord resulting from the titrelsession of UNCTAD (UNCTAD
XIl) (Accra, Ghana, 20-25 April 2008) emphasizedtttmeaningful trade liberalization will also
require addressing non-tariff measures...where thay @t as unnecessary trade barriers...
International efforts should be made to addresstaofi measures and reduce or eliminate
arbitrary or unjustified non-tariff barriers” (para3). In this regard, UNCTAD was requested to
“address the trade and development impact of noffi-barriers...and as well as further improve
and disseminate its analytical tools, such as datgand software, including TRAINS/WITS".

All of these international events have provided UMD with a solid footing to convince
other international partners to converge to prowittgbal market access information to foster
common prosperity through international trade dmdugh an equitable and rule-based multilateral
system.

4. Definition and new classification of NTMs

This section describes the work on proposing a almek definition and new system of
classification of NTMs. During the MAST meetingdettechnical group had proposed a broad
definition and classification of NTMs. It was dissed at the meetings that the NTMs in a broad
sense refer to all types of policy instruments thed not tariffs, and are applied to imported
products. Such instruments may or may not affecterflows. Most importantly, not all measures
affecting trade are implemented with discriminatoryprotectionist purposes.

It seems that the majority of NTMs fall into twategories: those that are technical barriers
to trade and those that are sanitary/phytosanitegsures. Also, such measures may affect the
trade of only a group of exporters. Some exporteesy perceive certain SPS and/or TBT
requirements as being too stringent and as mackessa barriers. On the other hand, some of these
requirements may provide policy signals which camfopted to fulfil requirements.

After a series of MAST meetings and consultatiahss technical group proposed the
following definition of NTMs:

Non-tariff measures (NTMs) are policy measureseithan ordinary customs tariffs, that
can potentially have an economic effect on inteomal trade in goods, changing
quantities traded, or prices or both.

It was recognized by MAST that the formulation opr@cise and balanced definition of
NTBs posed substantial difficulties, and that dinlt$ion between NTBs and NTMs should not be
attempted. At the same time, MAST agreed that NTkimot be simply qualified as NTBs on the
basis of a single piece of regulation and can dayunequivocally identified as such following
analysis of detailed data (figure 2). Later, theugr also agreed that a comprehensive database
should be built uniquely to collect data on NTM&isTwould leave open the judgment of whether
a given measure constitutes a trade barrier andtheheghe measure has protectionist or
discriminatory intent.

12 Available at www.unctad.org/en/docs/iaos20082_emn.pd




Figure 2. The measures and chapters of the NTMs daification
(as of December 2009}

Chapter

Technical > ‘ A Sanitary and phytosanitary measures (SPS) ‘

LICASHECS > ‘ B Technical barriers to trade (TBT) ‘

—> ‘ C Pre-shipment inspection and other formalities ‘

—» ‘ D Price control measures

—> ‘ E Licenses, quotas, prohibition and other quantity control measures

Non- I ‘ F Charges, taxes and other para-tariff measures
technical
measures > ‘ G Finance measures

—> ‘ H Anti-competitive measures

Import measures

—» ‘ I Trade-related investment measures

—— ‘ K Restrictions on post-sales services

—> ‘ L  Subsidies (excluding export subsidies)

1 ‘ M Government procurement restrictions

—— ‘ N Intellectual property

—> ‘ O Rules of origin

Export-related measures (including export subsidies)

—> ‘ J  Distribution restrictions ‘

Export > ‘ P
measures

Source: UNCTAD secretariat.

It was concluded by MAST that an updated and medifiversion of the previous
UNCTAD TCMCS classification on NTMs was needed a&et into account both the economic
significance of an NTM, as well as the difficulty collecting and properly classifying the data.
The group also recognized that since informatiorNdMs needed to be collected from various
(often heterogeneous) sources, there was a tréadeetfeen the cost of collecting data and the
degree of detail provided by the classification.

The classification of NTMs proposed by MAST andesal external experts on NTMs is,
therefore, suited for collecting information at #fetent level of detail to reflect the increasing
recourse to the use of NTMs in international trddeust be emphasized that, with respect to the
TCMCS, the updated classification includes a suibistanumber of new subcategories on SPS
measures and TBTs, and has introduced a few negaés of NTMs, such as export measures,
trade-related investment measures, distributiotricens, restrictions on post-sales services,
subsidies, measures related to intellectual propigtits and rules of origin.

Another innovative part of the new classificatientiat it has introduced the concept of
procedural obstacles, which refers to issues ktatehe process of application of an NTM, rather
than the measure itself. It was agreed by MAST ithat number of cases it is not the NTM per se
that is discriminatory or creates an obstacle addrbut the actual implementation of the NTM. It
was decided that information on problems or otlxeessive burdens related to the implementation
of NTMs were to be collected through survey datdeurthe broad term of procedural obstacles
(figure 3).

13 A detailed list of new NTMs classifications is dahble at http://ntb.unctad.org.




Figure 3. The measures and types of new NTMs procerl obstacles classificatiof

Chapter

A Arbitrariness or inconsistency

Y

e.g.

Behaviour of public officials

B Discriminatory behaviour

Y

e.g.

Favouring local supplies

C Inefficiency or obstructions

Y

e.g.

Excessive documentation requirement

D Non-transparency

Y

e.g.

Inadequate information on laws regulations/registrations

Procedural obstacles

E Legal issues

Y

e.g.

Lack of enforcement

F Unusually high fees or charges

Y

e.g.

Stamps, testing or other services

Source: UNCTAD secretariat.

On 5 November 2009, the Secretary-General of UNCTAbvened the Geneva meeting
of the GNTB to finalize the work on the system effidition and classification. At the meeting,
GNTB members endorsed the new system proposed WTBB in conjunction with MAST
members. This meeting represents a landmark iwdtinle on NTMs conducted by UNCTAD since
the 1980s. Under the auspices of UNCTAD, MAST, Gavernments acting as pilots to the
project, regional organizations, national reseamshitutions and private sector elements paved the
way for global consensus-building on the definitiorassification and collection of NTMs, and

helped to facilitate understanding and awarenessltMs among the developing countries.

14 A detailed list of new NTMs classification is aledile at http:/ntb.unctad.org.
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5. Framework and results of firm-level NTMs surveys

Following the initial period of work to create am&TMs classification, UNCTAD led a
project for data collection on NTMs in selected @leping countries. It was recognized that
assembling a comprehensive NTM dataset createsroumehallenges at both the national and
international levels. In general, the MAST agremddillect data and information on NMTs through
two different channels: official sources and exgtin the private/business sectors. Moreover, it
was also decided to use a web-based platform (geé/ritb.unctad.org) to facilitate reporting of
information related to NTMs. Figure 4 summarizes dlata collection framework.

Figure 4. NTMs data collection framework

Non-tariff measures data collection framework
Official sources Private sector/business sources
NTMs national and international agencies NTMs surveys NTMs web portal
documentation and databases (face-to-face interviews) | (Trade Barrier Reporter)
Developing Developed Developing Developed
countries countries countires countries
v
Database on official Database on NTMs
NTMS perceived as barriers

Source: UNCTAD secretariat.

5.1 NTMs data collection framework

In January 2008 UNCTAD started the Pilot ProjectGuollection and Quantification of
Non-tariff Measures Database in five developingntoas: Brazil, Chile, India, the Philippines and
Thailand*® Subsequently, ITC joined in this initiative, andended the project activities to Tunisia
and Ugand&® In this paper, we provide results from the sevamtries in the pilot project.

5 The project has been financed by generous cotigitai from the Government of Switzerland (Project
number INTOT7BA) and the United Kingdom DFID (UNCDANdia Project).

6 Two United Nations regional commissions, ECLAC a@B8CAP, supported the pilot project, as did
several other national research institutions suctia Institute of Development Studies (the Phifipp), the
National Institute of Development Administrationh@iland), the University of Chile and the Centro de
Estudos de Integracdo e Desenvolvimento (Brazil).
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The data collection activities of the pilot projétteach of these developing countries were
carried out by a country reporting officer (CROpamnspecialized survey agency, in collaboration
with UNCTAD technical experts. The CRO acted asrthgonal focal point in the pilot country
and was responsible for country-related activitiesluding the identification, collection and
monitoring of official and firm-level data.

To obtain the official information, there are vargonational sources that can be consulted,
including the ministries of trade, of agricultuend the national standard bodies of the respective
countriest’ On the other hand, for the firm-level survey, faadace interviews were conducted to
obtain information from both exporters and impastas they reported their experiences with
respect to any export- and import-related problémey faced. The reported cases from both the
official sources and the private firm-level survaysre then classified into the proper category of
NTMs according to the new classification.

While this paper provides some initial results freime firm-level surveys in the seven
developing countries, it must be noted that thepdamize of firm-level surveys varied across
countries, which are diverse in terms of geogragdaration and economic size. On average, 300
firms for each country were interviewed, includiegporting and importing firms, during the
period May 2008 to January 2009 (table 2).

The sampling was targeted toward sectors that weegnized a priori as facing more
stringent NTMs, or sectors that were consideresigsficant in terms of export (or import) based
on their shares in a country’s total exports (goants). The preliminary results from the firm-level
survey indicate some interesting policy issuesedl# both NTMs and procedural obstacfes.

After obtaining information from pilot project couies, the total number of cases were
counted in all the countries except Brazil. The hamof cases varied across countries due to the
sample size of the firm-level survey as well aghe number of complainants registefédhe
reported number of cases was categorized basdwedmrh’s export or import activities.

The conceptual framework on NTMs has been desigmedllect and store the data in a
way that helps quantify the measures and theimpialdmpact on trade. To that end, the firm-level
survey database is categorized in two dimensioat dhe based on types of measures: import
measures and export measures. However, both exgatid importing firms can face either of
these two measures while engaging in trade. As shiawigure 5, the import measures can be
computed if the exporting firm in country A complaiagainst country B for their exports. Thus,
the importing country imposes trade policy meastiias can potentially have an economic impact
(cell C1 in figure 5). In the database as well mghe analysis, we refer to these as import
measures. The import measures for exporting fir@E) @re mainly a set of complaints against
trading partners.

" 1n addition to collecting data, the pilot projedied at supporting developing countries to buélchhical
capacity to collect and analyze information on NTMat are affecting their own exporters. Under the
project, initial training sessions were organized the CROs, national partner institutions, offisiaf
relevant ministries, chambers of commerce and aghedreholders, who were all closely involved in the
project’'s implementation.

18 See the UNCTAD (2010) report for a detailed disaus of the sampling methodology in each of these
countries.

9 |n addition to firm-level surveys, MAST agreed ttiaformation on trade-affecting NTMs could also be
collected online through Internet. A prototype ofvab-based portal for collecting NTB data, the Erad
Barriers Reporter, was developed by UNCTAD. Thed€érBarrier Reporter (http:// (http://ntb.unctad)ogy

a global online reporting system for firms involvedinternational trade, where private-sector firoan
report the NTMs they face. The online portal ialesigned as a dissemination tool. Interesteds ussar
access data stored in the database through thed pod compare their experiences with other reports
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Table 2. Firm-level NTMs survey in seven developingountries (sample size)

Number Number of Number of  Number of firms
of exporting  importing doing both exporting
Country Survey reference period firms firms firms and importing
Brazil June—September 2008 80 - - -
Chile October 2008-January 2009 216 184 54 22
India June—September 2008 422 345 77 -
Philippines | May—August 2008 303 299 4 -
Thailand June 2008-January 2009 435 430 8 3
Tunisia July—September 2008 395 238 276 119
Uganda June—September 2009 269 204 81 16
Total 2120 1700 500 160

Source: UNCTAD secretariat calculations based on the NTilist project database.
Note: The Brazilian survey was conducted in about &dg$i However, the survey was not completed in due
time. The information on NTMs for the private/busss sector sources for Brazil is therefore incotaple

A further case for consideration is that in whichimporting firm in Country A complains
against its own country for imposing trade policgasures (cell C3 in figure 5). These measures
are often regarded as complaints by importers agdineir domestic trade policy rules that can
eventually be categorized as barriers to theiretrddhere are also two other cases where firms can
face possible trade policy measures that can beidened to be part of NTMs (see cells C2 and C4
in figure 5).

Figure 5. Conceptual framework for the identification of the number of reported cases in
NTMs firm-level surveys

Country A Import measures Export measures
Country B P P
(C1) Exporting firm complains (C2) Exporting firm complains in
against Country B for their exports.  country A complains against its own
So, importing country imposes trade  country for imposing trade policy
Exporting policy measures that can potentially measures....
firm in country A have economic impacts...

(surveyed country)

= 1 exporting firm in country A| == 1 exporting firm in country A,
1 importing country B, 1 measure, multiple importing trading partner, 1
multiple products and multiple measure, multiple products and multiple

procedural obstacles procedural obstacles
(C3) Importing firm in country (C4) Importing firm in country A

A complains against its own country complains against country B for their

Importing for imposing trade policy imports for imposing trade policy
(surveyed country) " — 1 importing firm in country | == 1 importing firm in country A, 1

A, multiple importing trading importing country B, 1 measure, multiple
partner, 1 measure, multiple products products and multiple procedural
and multiple procedural obstacles obstacles

Source: UNCTAD secretariat.
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5.2 ldentifying reported cases by NTMs

The framework helps to quantify the total numbecades pertaining to technical and non-
technical measures as well as to that of exportsorea. The final data from firm surveys in six
countries indicate the total number of cases caledl from the national databases. For the
exporting firms, the survey analysis shows thabgfer cent of measures are related to technical
measures and about 10.5 per cent are non-technical.

Figure 6. Frequency of measures, by NTMs chapterpgrcentage of total measures)
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Source: UNCTAD secretariat calculations based on NTMstgiroject database.
Note: Results are computed from exporting firms inshenple survey in six developing countries.

As shown in figure 6, when categorized by NTM cleapt 51 per cent of measures are
related to TBTs and 34 per cent to SPS measuresshifsment price control, quantity control,
finance and other measures account for about 16r5cent of NTMs reported in these six
countries. It is worth noting that similar result®re found for importing firms in the survey
analysis.
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Table 3. Number of reported NTMs cases, by firms

Number of NTMs  Number of NTMs cases related to Number of NTMs casesrelated to
Country cases exporting firms importing firms
Chile 807 671 136
India 1129 840 289
Philippines 815 808 7
Thailand 1195 1183 12
Tunisia 1316 601 715
Uganda 963 611 352
Total 6 225 4714 1511

Source: UNCTAD secretariat calculations based on NTMstgilroject database.

Within the national firm-level data, Tunisia, Thaid and India reported more than 1,000
cases, while Uganda, the Philippines and Chilerteddess than 1,000, this also being directly
linked to the number of firms in the respectiveveys. However, due to sample selection, most of
the cases are related to complaints by exportingsfof the surveyed country (see table 3).

The analysis is then based on the import and expedsures of these exporting and
importing firms. Table 4 clearly shows that duethe reliance on exporting firms in the pilot
project, the majority of the reported cases weumdbto be import measures, that is, exporting firm
in country A complains against country B for thexports. The importing country then imposes
trade policy measures that can potentially haveamomic impact (cell C1 in table 4), followed
by import measures of the importing firms (cell @3table 4). Thailand reported the maximum
proportion of cases (98.6 per cent) against igiigapartner, followed by the Philippines (87.2 per
cent) and Chile (81.8 per cent). On the other hanajsia (54.3 per cent) and Uganda (36.6 per
cent) reported most of their complaints againgt then government trade policies

Table 4. Number of reported NTMs cases (percentag®y firms and measures

Exporting Importing
Import measures  Export measures Import measures  Export measures

Country (Cy) (C2) (C3) ((oZ)]

Chile 81.78 1.36 16.36 0.50
India 71.30 3.10 24.80 0.80
Philippines 87.24 11.90 0.86 0.00
Thailand 98.58 0.42 1.00 0.00
Tunisia 45.59 0.08 54.33 0.00
Uganda 63.34 0.10 36.55 0.00
Total 73.32 241 24.06 0.21

Source: UNCTAD secretariat calculations based on NTMstgilroject database.

The firm-level survey database on NTMs indicatesaudy, therefore, the cases related to
measures imposed by trading partners and by homarees. Another way, therefore, to represent
the information in table 4 is to categorize the sugas into these groups, as shown in table 5. On
average, 75 per cent of cases are directed by fingseagainst their trading partners, while about
25 per cent were against their own country’s tiaaleies.
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Table 5. Number of survey-country-enforcing againspartner-country-enforcing NTM cases
(percentage)

Country Number of cases  Survey country enforcing Partner country enforcing
Chile 807 18 82
India 1129 28 72
Philippines 815 13 87
Thailand 1195 1 99
Tunisia 1316 54 46
Uganda 963 37 63
Total/average 6 225 25* 75*

Source: UNCTAD secretariat calculations based on NTMstgilroject database.
* Simple average of these categories over theaixties in the final list of firms.

Among the SPS measures and TBTs that were repastgzrticularly problematic were
those related to labelling and packaging requireémemd requirements on conformity assessment
(for example, certification, testing and inspeclio®ther types included those relatively new

measures, such as cases pertaining to tracedbiligquirements under the aim of environmental
protection (table 6).

Table 6. Number of reported NTM cases, by exportingirms (percentage of total cases)

Import measures Export measures

Number of Number of reported  Number of reported Number of reported
Country reported SPS cases TBT cases other cases export-related cases
Chile 43.96 42.92 11.48 1.64
India 27.26 44.76 23.81 4.17
Philippines 31.31 48.02 8.67 12.0
Thailand 44.04 51.56 3.98 0.42
Tunisia 4.20 74.13 21.67 0.17
Uganda 42.05 23.58 34.37 0.16
Average* 32.14 47.50 17.33 3.10

Source: UNCTAD secretariat calculations based on pilaj@ct database.
* Simple average of these categories over theaixties in the final list of firms.

For import-related measures, on average 32 perafemtses were related to SPS measures
while 47 per cent cases were related to TBTs. Chihailand and Uganda reported the maximum

number of SPS cases, whereas Tunisia, Thailandhen&hilippines reported the highest number
of TBT cases.

5.3 Identifying reported cases by procedural obstde

The firm-level surveys also indicate that procetlatastacles are very often associated
with SPS measures or TBTs, as they involve pro@e=daf certification, inspection, labelling and
clearance. Furthermore, the majority of the procaldabstacle cases are related to the measure
termed inefficiency or obstructions. In total, 163firms in these developing countries reported

6,435 cases related to procedural obstacles. GéfH4e881 cases were reported by exporting firms
and 1,554 by importing firms (see figure 7).
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Figure 7. Number of reported procedural obstacles, by exporting and importing firms
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Source: UNCTAD secretariat calculations based on NTMs pilot project database.

Note: These results are computed from exporting firms in the sample survey in six developing countries.

At the country level, measures within the category inefficiency or obstructions were the

most numerous of the procedural obstacles, followed by those of arbitrariness or inconsistency for
the majority of the exporting firms. Tunisian firms complained the most about measures of
inefficiency or obstructions, followed by Uganda, Chile and Thailand. For cases related to
arbitrariness or inconsistency, Indian firms complained the most, followed by the Philippines and
Chile. In the case of “non-transparency”, firms in Uganda reported more than 10 per cent of the
cases. Firms in the Philippines and Thailand reported a lot of procedural obstacles related to
“unusually high fees or charges” (see table 7a).

Table 7a. Number of reported procedural obstacles by exporting firms

(per centage of total cases)

Procedural obstacles classification | Chile | India | Philippines | Thailand Tunisia | Uganda
(A) Arbitrariness or inconsistency 221 40.7 274 12.7 9.1 5.6
(B) Discriminatory behaviour
favouring specific producers or 7.4 13.8 2.8 3.8 - 1.3
suppliers
(C) Inefficiency or obstructions 64.9 33.7 42.9 63.2 82.6 68.0
(D) Non-transparency 3.9 8.8 6.8 4.4 4.0 10.1
(E) Legal issues 0.1 1.5 1.8 0.3 0.2 0.2
(F) Unusually high fees or charges 0.3 0.9 16.9 135 3.6 10.0
None/uncategorized 1.2 0.5 1.4 2.1 - 4.9

Source: UNCTAD secretariat calculations based on NTMs pilot project database.
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The results obtained through an analysis by cayefgorimporting firms are very similar
to those of exporting firms. In most of the suneyeuntries, firms complained about arbitrariness
or inconsistency. Inefficiency or obstructions-tethcases were also very prominent (see table 7b).

Table 7b. Number of reported procedural obstaclesyimporting firms
(percentage of total cases)

Procedural obstacles classification Chile | India | Philippines | Thailand | Tunisa | Uganda
(A) Arbitrariness or inconsistency 20.3 62.3 33.3 14.1 10.6
(B) Discriminatory behaviour
favouring specific producers or 5.8 5.7 0.7 1.1
suppliers
(C) Inefficiency or obstructions 68.1 21.5 85.7 41.7 71.9 66.0
(D) Non-transparency 4.3 10.4 1.6 5.2
(E) Legal issues 0.7 14.3 8.3 0.7 0.0
(F) Unusually high fees or charges 16.7 10.8 11.4
None/uncategorized 0.7 - - - 0.3 5.7

Source: UNCTAD secretariat calculations based on NTMstgilroject database.

5.4 ldentifying reported cases by product groups

The NTMs project database was analysed to investidj@ impact on product groups by
Harmonized System 2 (HS 2) classification, follogvia categorization of the groups into two
broad sectors — agricultural and non-agriculturadpcts. The analysis indicates that about 33 per
cent of agricultural products faced import measwésle 67 per cent of non-agricultural products
faced the same type of NTMs in six developing coest(see figure 8). However, the magnitude
varies across countries given their production exybrt base. In the case of agricultural products,
62 per cent of agricultural products in Chile fadétiMs, while this was only 8.6 per cent in the
case of Tunisia. Thailand, Uganda and Philippiries eeported an above average proportion of
cases for agricultural products. Indian exportimg$é faced NTMs for only about 16.5 per cent of
their agricultural products.
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Figure 8. Frequency of import measures, by producgroups (percentage of total cases)
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Source: UNCTAD secretariat calculations based on NTMstgilroject database.
Note: These results are computed from the sample sunv&y developing countries.

Further analysis following a breakdown of the agtioral products shows that several

groups vary in their exposure to NTMs across caesiiisee table 8).

Table 8. Product groups affected in the origin coutny, by import measures
(percentage of total cases)

Product groups Chile India  Philippines Thailand Tunisia Uganda
Animal and animal products 10.67 1.25 6.15 10.05 332. 5.67
Vegetable products 39.93 11.97 13.03 22.80 1.88 3528.
Foodstuffs 11.66 3.20 13.34 16.98 6.89
Agricultural products 62.26 16.42 32.52 49.83 8.59 40.91
Mineral products 0.55 5.39 0.52 2.08 1.76
Chemicals and allied industries 1.76 11.01 3.44 64.1 10.49 13.09
Plastics/rubbers 2.97 3.28 2.09 6.37 4.65
Raw hides, skins, leather, and furs 0.44 4.84 1.76 0.49 2.11 2.23
Wood and wood products 8.80 3.36 11.46 1.64 5.04 09 4.
Textiles 7.48 20.22 10.31 4.34 16.39 4.19
Footwear/headgear 0.66 1.96 0.42 0.77 2.88
Stone/glass 0.88 5.08 11.04 6.54 2.60
Metals 4.40 7.27 1.88 3.94 8.71 4.08
Machinery/electrical 6.49 11.02 2.40 9.67 18.95  25&1.
Transportation 1.10 0.55 0.94 5.33 2.32
Miscellaneous 2.20 9.61 21.25 4.78 10.17 5.95
Non-agricultural products 37.73 83.59 67.51 50.11 1985 59.09

Source: UNCTAD secretariat calculations based on NTMstgilroject database.

Note: Import-related measure (destination country foeaing/origin country is affected, figure 5).
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In all countries surveyed, a majority of the NTMsTplaints reported by exporting firms
were related to non-agricultural products. For gxamTunisian exporters complained that more
than 91 per cent of their non-agricultural proddetsed NTMs, while this figure was about 83.6
per cent in India, 67.5 per cent in the Philippine3.1 per cent in Uganda and 50.1 per cent in
Thailand. Chile reported the lowest percentageasfes in terms of NTMs for non-agricultural
products of exporting firms.

Within the non-agricultural products, some of tleeters faced a higher proportion of
measures compared with other sectors in the cesnégxamined. Thus, for the chemicals and
allied industries sector, Ugandan exporters fabedhighest number of measures, while for the
wood and wood products sector, exporters from thiippines faced the highest number of
NTMs. Exporters in the textiles sector faced theaggst number of NTMs in India and Tunisia.
Concerning the machinery/electrical sector, theoebgps in Tunisia, Uganda and India faced the
largest proportion of NTMs.

In summary, the firm-level surveys indicate thédaing results:

e Total number of firms surveyed: 2,120 firms in Ugwies;

e The total number of reported cases of NTMs wasH,82which the number of cases related
to exporting firms was 4,714 (75.7 per cent), whilile number of importing firms was 1,511
(24.3 per cent).

The firm-level surveys also show that the majoafythe NTMs cases were reported as
follows:
»  Exporting and importing measures: SPS, TBT, otbehnical,
» Importing and import measures: SPS, TBT, otherrigeth, para-tariff measures.

In the case of measures related to procedural @destahe survey results showed that a
total of 6,034 measures were collected and claskifof which there were 4,880 exporting cases
and 1,554 importing cases. Furthermore, within thitegory of procedural obstacles it was found
that the majority of cases were due to measuragegeto inefficiency or obstructions.

The results also indicate that the majority of MiEMs cases related to import measures
were reported for sectors as follows in the sixntoes:
e Agricultural products: on average 35 per cent facedsures, of which sectoral differences
remain high across countries;
« Non-agricultural products: 65 per cent, on averfagged measures.

Key objectives of the pilot project NTMs surveysclided a testing of the new
classification of NTMs and also to understand theasures and procedural obstacles which are
being used regularly and complained about by eimpend importing firms as problems for their
trade activities. The firm-level surveys definitdiglped to better understand the policy measures
of major export destinations of the developing ¢oas, such as the United States of America, the
European Union, Japan and major emerging developinmtries, as well as providing a good
insight into the domestic policies on trade redates and the products which are affected in these
countries.
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6. Conclusions

Future work on NTMs is now being discussed so agxXpand the coverage of data
collection and also to identify methodological famorks for impact assessment. The future data
collection will mostly depend on official sourcelimformation on NTMs and be validated through
some focused questionnaire-based firm-level surveysch should be conducted following a
closer assessment of official NTMs information aetthe national level, at least for important
trading partners from developed and developing tam

UNCTAD is now proposing, along with other multileakinstitutions, to launch a multi-
year programme on NTMs with the scope of buildimgglating and disseminating free of charge
the NTMs database based on the new NTMs claséificaand covering a large number of
countries.

This proposed project on NTMs is expected to ingltiee following objectives:
(a) To improve collaboration with national, regid and international agencies so as to increase
awareness on NTMs-related issues and to facilitata gathering and updating;
(b) To conduct research and policy analysis on dfiect of NTMs on trade and economic
development;
(c) To offer technical assistance and advisorylingj services to developing countries by
providing information and analysis on NTMs faceddxporters and importers.

UNCTAD recognizes that the availability of the NTMkbal database will serve the following
key objectives:

(a) Global database on NTMs:

» Efforts to create a cross-country time-series degabin UNCTAD TRAINS on NTMs to
evaluate the impact of changes in NTMs on tradexigo

e Harmonization of new NTMs classification and praaoed obstacles to codify official NTMs
information for specific sectors/products and téedmine their sources, such as links to national
laws and regulations numbers, footnotes, and nedee

(b) Monitoring of NTMs:

« Types of NTMs applied and their product coverageddentify the level of protection in
different goods sectors;

« Point out timing of NTMs application by countriesdasubsequently underscore the nature of
their usage;

(c) Analysis and quantification of NTMs:

* Quantification and impact assessment of NTMs ordetraand economic welfare by
incorporating new NTM classification in simulatibased model frameworks, such as the
computable general equilibrium (CGE) and gravitydeis;

e Explore inter-country comparisons of the incideméeNTMs through calculations of the
AVEs of NTMs at the product and sector levels;

« Use information on NTMs and procedural obstaclesréale facilitations activities;

»  Seek to understand questions related to impacssseat of NTMs on vulnerable economies,
least developed and landlocked developing countries

The latest UNCTAD-led initiative on NTMs, in collatation with several international,
regional and national stakeholders, that has scefaited in globally accepted definition and new
classification of NTMs has set the ground for abgloeffort to develop and maintain a
comprehensive database of NTMs, which will evetyualake research and analysis of NTMs
much more timely and reliable.
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It is expected that the NTMs-related research aadyais will better help policymakers to
produce impact assessment analysis of trade-retatedns by providing reliable and up-to-date
information on trade barriers and trade-relatedsuess. Moreover, NTMs activities at the global
level would directly and indirectly affect expomipply capacity building, competitiveness and
market access and entry, especially for developmmtries. This process will also help provide
the private sector with a better access to rulek ragulations in their own country and with
information about trading partners, including deyeld countries and trading blocks.

Finally, further advances in research and the dgwveént of analytical tools for trade
policymaking is expected to be critical as a vehifdr promoting the integration of trade and
investment to expand the depth and opportunitieglfidal cooperation.
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Annex

A summary of the firm-level results of the seven-country
NTMs survey

The firm-level results obtained from the surveyMfMs in seven countries are described
briefly:*

(1) Brazil: The preliminary look at the firm-level survey i(ttsample size) carried out in
Brazil found that export firms had more complaiab®ut domestic administrative measures than
foreign measures.

(2) Chile: Chile had a sample of 216 firms, including 54 ariprs, active in all sectors
except services, mining and chemicals. Small fifexgorts < $200,000) were excluded from the
survey. The response rate was 33 per cent andtesqpented firms accounted for 60 per cent of
Chile’s exports.

Chilean firms reported a total of 807 NTMs, whef36 Trelated to importing firms. The
average number of NTMs per firm was 3.7. Twentyeseper cent of firms experienced no NTMs,
and 40.7 per cent were affected by two to five saddNTMs. Six firms (2 per cent) had more than
10 cases, five were food exporters, one was a rumtistn firm (all large firms) and one went out
of business. Of the total import-related NTMs, 4t pent were SPS measures, 43 per cent were
TBTs, and 11.50 per cent were other NTMs. The raimgi 1.6 per cent were export-related
measures.

It may be noted that Chile faces few barriers, gpshbecause many of the firms that were
interviewed have a long experience in dealing ligm — 60 per cent of the firms were export-
oriented and have learnt to cope with obstacleserdtare more NTMs in Latin American
countries, perhaps because of the type of goodsrexpor imported. There is no doubt that the
existence of free trade agreements helps in reduolmstacles to trade. Only a few firms
participating in the survey found it too expengiveomply.

(3) India: The Indian survey focused on relevant export angdort sectors and on
obtaining information on NTMs directly from respamds. It sampled the top 400 products in
terms of export value, which represented 83.6 @it ¢at HS 6 level) from 68 different HS
chapters. The focus was also on products with arteg history or sensitivity to NTMs, and firms
were chosen from three separate sectors: manufagtagricultural and primary goods. In terms
of importers, the survey sampled the top 100 predincterms of import value, representing 72.2
per cent of imports.

In India, the project succeeded in identifying NTkisd the procedural obstacles which
may affect the ability to trade. Of the 1,129 caséNTMs reported, the large majority were
related to SPS measures (27 per cent) and TBTpédscent). These measures were largely
imposed by the United States of America, the Unidedb Emirates, the United Kingdom and

%% The results from official sources are not discdssethis paper. However, the majority of the NTfsm
the official sources could also be grouped into &fe&sures and TBTSs.

2L A more detailed analysis of the Brazilian firmé¢wsurvey was not possible as the survey was lashch
during the economic crisis, at a time when Braailizms were more concerned about domestic ishas t
dealings with foreign markets. This lead to a deréanount of resistance on the part of surveyeddiand
response rates were low. Efforts were made to ingtioe response but the results were unsatisfactory
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Germany. The top four sectors facing the largeshbars of NTMs were the textile, leather,
electrical and electronic goods and food industilég most important procedural obstacles faced
by exporters consisted of arbitrary and inconststeshaviour (62.3 per cent) and cases of
inefficiency or obstructions (21.5 per cent).

(4) The Philippines A total of 303 firms completed the questionnages the majority of
firms reported at least one NTM case, 90 per cetwéen one and five NTMs, and 9 per cent
reported between 6 and 10 cases of NTMs. The majoficases were export-related measures,
such as SPS measures and TBTs. Arbitrary or insteméi measures were among the most
represented procedural obstacles. Of the total rurob measures reported, 31 per cent were
related to SPS measures and 48 per cent conceBiEsl The third highest category (12 per cent
of cases) fell within the category of export-rethteeasures.

A detailed breakdown of NTMs showed that the largesnber of TBT cases concerned
conformity assessment, and that voluntary standandistechnical regulations accounted for 8.4
and 11 per cent, respectively. The largest numldeprocedural obstacles were related to
inefficiency or obstructions (42.9 per cent), folled by cases of arbitrary or inconsistent
behaviour (27.4 per cent) for exporting firms. Tlaegest reported number of NTMs concerned
exports to the United States of America (28 pet)céollowed by Japan (9.2 per cent).

(5) Thailand: A total of 435 firms were interviewed and complbtthe surveys in
Thailand. More than half of these firms were inwahin manufacturing and about 20.69 per cent,
or 90 firms, were both manufacturing and tradingurtf-one firms, or 7.13 per cent, were
classified as both multinational and trading firribe 435 interviewed firms reported 1,195 cases
of NTMs, an average of 2.74 cases per firm. Ab&i79 per cent of interviewed firms reported
between one and four cases, 5.98 per cent repbdedeen five and nine cases and one firm
reported 10 cases. In general, the firms that tegdhe largest number of cases were trading and
multinational firms handling a wide variety of prars with different trading partners in several
countries.

As a major exporter of agricultural products, TaAad has experienced an increasing
number of NTMs applied on its exports, notably $&sures. Exporters have lodged a number of
complaints with the Ministry of Commerce, accussane importing countries of violating SPS
measures. An increasing number of cases of TBT lads@® been imposed on non-agricultural
products imported into Thailand and a rising numbé&rcomplaints about TBTs have been
received, particularly in relation to trade withiGd

In Thailand, 44 per cent of reported NTMs concer8&$ measures and 51 per cent were
related to TBTs. The largest number of cases irghice, followed by crustaceans and fruit. The
European Union, the United States of America amhidaaccount for half of the countries for
which cases have been reported. The majority ofscaé NTMs applied by Thailand are SPS
measures and TBTSs.

Only a small proportion of firms are aware of thgndficance of NTMs. Original
equipment manufacturing producers are less condeafwut NTMs. Larger firms face more
varieties of NTM due to products and customerstjigson countries). Some of the NTMs can be
explained by the absence of trade facilitation, ésample, insufficient inspection equipment
available to handle increasing numbers of shipmeptsticularly for perishable products,
inadequate certified laboratory facilities, and like. The largest number of procedural obstacles
were related to inefficiency or obstructions (6B& cent), followed by cases of unusually high
fees or charges (13.5 per cent) for exporting firms

(6) Tunisia: A total of 395 firms completed the questionnaideclaring that, on average,
they faced five NTMs. Of the 1,316 reported cadeSlDMs, the large majority were related to
SPS measures (4 per cent) and TBTs (74 per cdmt) ngjority of these (54 per cent) concerned
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importing firms. Over 75 per cent of cases of NTésexports reported by firms arose from their
trading activity with five partners (France, LibyHaly, Algeria and Germany). The largest
category of products affected by NTMs was text{li&& 39 per cent).

The largest number of NTMs facing Tunisian impateoncerned TBTs (77.6 per cent)
and para-tariff measures (11.7 per cent). Amongntiest important procedural obstacles were
problems of inefficiency or obstructions (82.6 pent), arbitrary conduct and taxes and charges
that were considered abnormally high. Over 75 et of cases of NTMs on imports reported by
firms arose from their trading activity with fiveaginers (France, Italy, Germany, Spain and
China); the largest categories of products affecigdNTMs were capital goods and electrical
machinery, plastics and paint products.

The NTMs applied by Tunisia are essentially consupmetection measures (product safety) and
are not really TBTs. Standards are the major NTMpliad and are generally the same or
equivalent to international standards. The problies not in the NTMs but in their application.
Tunisia does not apply any discrimination betweartrer countries, and implements effective
price controls (anti-dumping, countervailing andegaard measures). In line with its WTO
commitments, Tunisia does not apply variable charge

(7) Uganda Uganda had a sample of 269 firms, including 8parters and 16 firms
engaged in exports and imports. These firms rep@63 cases of NTMs, an average of 3.6 cases
per firm. Among the import-related measures reghrtbe large majority were related to SPS
measures (42 per cent) and TBTs (23.6 per centhéoexporting firms. Nearly all firms reported
having experienced obstacles related to adminigtrgirocedures. Among the most important
procedural obstacles were problems of inefficienicpbstructions (68 per cent), non-transparency
(10.1 per cent) and fees or charges that were @eresi abnormally high (10 per cent).

For example, the SPS controls set by the importiogntries, especially the European
Union, are too strict — the requirements to atthiese standards cannot be met by Ugandan
farmers. As a landlocked country, Uganda criticalgpends on its neighbours, Kenya and the
United Republic of Tanzania, to provide it accessséa and trade facilitation services, which
include rail, road, sea freight, port, clearing dovarding services. Survey results indicated that
there were too many roadblocks along the major toadsport routes, which greatly disrupts
efficient movement of goods to the markets as veall increasing the incidences of non-
transparency. There were also a number of cumbersonsiness registration and licensing
procedures. The largest categories of productstafleby NTMs were the sectors that included
fresh fruit and vegetables, natural ingredients @y and fish.

25



REFERENCES

Anderson J and Neary P (1996). A new approach atuating trade policyReview of Economic
Studies. 63(1):107-125.

Anderson J and Neary P (200%)leasuring the Restrictiveness of Trade Policy. MIT Press.
Boston.

Baldwin R (1970). Non-tariff Distortions in International Trade. Brookings Institution.
Washington, D.C..

Beghin JC and Bureau J-C (2001). Quantitative polioalysis of sanitary, phytosanitary and
technical barriers to trad€EPIlI Research Center Economie Internationale. 3Q:107—
130.

Bora B, Kuwahara A and Laird S (200Quantification of Non-tariff Measures. UNCTAD Policy
Series in International Trade and Commodities, Wtudberies No. 18
(UNCTAD/ITCD/TAB/19). New York and Geneva.

Corden WM (1971)The Theory of Protection. Clarendon Press. Oxford.

Deardorff AV and Stern R (1985Methods of Measurement of Non-tariff Barriers. UNCTAD.
Document No. UNCTAD/ST/MD/28. Geneva.

Deardorff A and Stern R (1998Yleasurement of Nontariff Barriers. University of Michigan Press.
Ann Arbor.

ECLAC (2003).Access of Latin American and Caribbean Exports to the U.S. Market 2002-2003.
United Nations Economic Commission for Latin Amaricand the Caribbean,
LC/WAS/L.67. Washington, D.C..

ESCAP (2000).Non-tariff Measures with Potentially Restrictive Market Access Implications
Emerging in a Post-Uruguay Round Context. Studies in Trade and Investment No. 40
(ST/ESCAP/2024). Bangkok.

Feenstra RC (ed.) (1988xmpirical Methods for International Trade. MIT Press. Cambridge,
Massachusetts.

Ferrantino M (2006)Quantifying the Trade and Economic Effects of Non-Tariff Measures. OECD
Trade Policy Working Papers No. 28. OECD Publishiraris.

Ferrantino M (2010). Quantitative strategies fon-tariff measures: methodological approaches
and ways forward with the pilot project data. Nlon-tariff Measures: Evidence from
Selected Developing Countries and Future Research Agenda. UNCTAD. New York and
Geneva.

Fugazza M and Maur JC (2008). Non-tariff barriensGE models: How useful for policy?
Journal of Policy Modeling. 3(3):475-490.

Kee HL, Nicita A and Olarreaga M (2009). Estimatitngde restrictiveness indicelSconomic
Journal. 119(534):172-199.

26



Laird S and Yeats A (1990Quantitative Methods for Trade Barrier Analysis. Macmillan.
London. NUUP. New York.

OECD (1997)Indicators of Tariff and Non-tariff Trade Barriers. Paris.

OECD (2002). Overview of Non-tariff Barriers: Findings from Existing Business Surveys.
TD/TC/WP(2002)38/FINAL. Paris.

UNCTAD (2005). Report on the Experts Meeting on Methodologies, Classification,
Quantification, and Devel opment Impacts  of Non-Tariff Barriers.
TD/B/COM.1/EM.27/3. New York and Geneva.

UNCTAD (2010).Non-Tariff Measures: Evidence from Selected Devel oping Countries and Future
Research Agenda. UNCTAD/DITC/TAB/2009/3. New York and Geneva. See
http://www.unctad.org/en/docs/ditctab20093 _en.pdf

USITC (1990).The Economic Effects of Sgnificant U.S. Import Restraints, Phase I1: Agricultural
Products and Natural Resources. Report to the Committee on Finance of the United
States Senate on Investigation No. 332-262 undero®e332 of the Tariff Act of 1930.
USITC Publication 2314.

USTR (1992).National Trade Estimate Report on Foreign Trade Barriers. Office of the United
States Trade Representative. Washington, D.C..

World Bank (2008)A Survey of Non-tariff Measures in the East Asia and Pacific Region. Policy
Research Report. Washington, D.C.. &&®://openknowledge.worldbank.org/handle/10988280

27






No.

No.

No.

No.

No.

No.

No.

No.

No.

No.

No.

No.

No.

No.

10

11

12

13

14

UNCTAD Study Series on

POLICY ISSUES IN INTERNATIONAL TRADE
AND COMMODITIES

Erich Supper]s there effectively a level playing field for devieping country
exports?, 2001, 138 p. Sales No. E.00.11.D.22.

Arvind Panagariya&-commerce, WTO and developing countries2000, 24 p. Sales
No. E.00.11.D.23.

Joseph Francoifssessing the results of general equilibrium studseof multilateral
trade negotiations 2000, 26 p. Sales No. E.00.11.D.24.

John WhalleyWhat can the developing countries infer from the Uuguay Round
models for future negotiations? 2000, 29 p. Sales No. E.00.11.D.25.

Susan Teltschetariffs, taxes and electronic commerce: Revenue intipations for
developing countries 2000, 57 p. Sales No. E.00.11.D.36.

Bijit Bora, Peter J. Lloyd, Mari Pangestuglustrial policy and the WTO, 2000, 47 p.
Sales No. E.00.11.D.26.

Emilio J. Medina-Smithis the export-led growth hypothesis valid for devealping
countries? A case study of Costa Ri¢&2001, 49 p. Sales No. E.01.11.D.8.

Christopher Findlay$ervice sector reform and development strategiesssues and
research priorities, 2001, 24 p. Sales No. E.01.11.D.7.

Inge Nora NeufeldAnti-dumping and countervailing procedures — Use orabuse?
Implications for developing countries 2001, 33 p. Sales No. E.01.11.D.6.

Robert ScollayRegional trade agreements and developing countrie§the case of
the Pacific Islands’ proposed free trade agreement2001, 45 p. Sales No.
E.01.11.D.16.

Robert Scollay and John Gilbesy integrated approach to agricultural trade and
development issues: Exploring the welfare and distoution issues 2001, 43 p. Sales
No. E.01.11.D.15.

Marc Bacchetta and Bijit Bor&ost-Uruguay round market access barriers for
industrial products, 2001, 50 p. Sales No. E.01.11.D.23.

Bijit Bora and Inge Nora Neufel@ariffs and the East Asian financial crisis 2001,
30 p. Sales No. E.01.1.D.27.

Bijit Bora, Lucian Cernat, Alessandro Tuiributy and quota-free access for LDCs:
Further evidence from CGE modelling 2002, 130 p. Sales No. E.01.11.D.22.

29



No.

No.

No.

No.

No.

No.

No.

No.

No.

No.

No.

No.

No.

No.

No.

No.

No.

No.

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

29

30

31

32

Bijit Bora, John Gilbert, Robert Scolladssessing regional trading arrangements in
the Asia-Pacifig 2001, 29 p. Sales No. E.01.11.D.21.

Lucian CernafAssessing regional trade arrangements: Are South-8th RTAs more
trade diverting?, 2001, 24 p. Sales No. E.01.11.D.32.

Bijit Bora,Trade related investment measures and the WTO: 1993001, 2002.

Bijit Bora, Aki Kuwahara, Sam LairQuantification of non-tariff measures, 2002,
42 p. Sales No. E.02.11.D.8.

Greg McGuireTrade in services — Market access opportunities anthe benefits of
liberalization for developing economies2002, 45 p. Sales No. E.02.11.D.9.

Alessandro Turrinilnternational trade and labour market performance: Major
findings and open questions2002, 30 p. Sales No. E.02.11.D.10.

Lucian CernatAssessing south-south regional integration: Same siges, many
metrics, 2003, 32 p. Sales No. E.02.11.D.11.

Kym AndersonAgriculture, trade reform and poverty reduction: Im plications for
Sub-Saharan Africa, 2004, 30 p. Sales No. E.04.11.D.5.

Ralf Peters and David Vanze8hifting sands: Searching for a compromise in the
WTO negotiations on agriculture, 2004, 46 p. Sales No. E.04.11.D.4.

Ralf Peters and David Vanzettiser manual and handbook on Agricultural Trade
Policy Simulation Model (ATPSM), 2004, 45 p. Sales No. E.04.11.D.3.

Khalil RahmanCrawling out of snake pit: Special and differential treatment and
post-Cancun imperatives 2004.

Marco Fugazzaxport performance and its determinants: Supply anddemand
constraints, 2004, 57 p. Sales No. E.04.11.D.20.

Luis AbugattasSwimming in the spaghetti bowl: Challenges for deveping
countries under the “New Regionalism’ 2004, 30 p. Sales No. E.04.11.D.38.

David Vanzetti, Greg McGuire and PraboWoade policy at the crossroads — The
Indonesian story, 2005, 40 p. Sales No. E.04.11.D.40.

Simonetta Zarrillijnternational trade in GMOs and GM products: National and
multilateral legal frameworks, 2005, 57 p. Sales No. E.04.11.D.41.

Sam Laird, David Vanzetti and Santiago Fedea de CAordobé&moke and mirrors:
Making sense of the WTO industrial tariff negotiations 2006, Sales No.
E.05.11.D.16.

David Vanzetti, Santiago Fernandez de Cdadahd Veronica ChauBanana split:
How EU policies divide global producers2005, 27 p. Sales No. E.05.11.D.17.

Ralf PeterdRoadblock to reform: The persistence of agriculturd export subsidies
2006, 43 p. Sales No. E.05.11.D.18.

30



No.

No.

No.

No.

No.

No.

No.

No.

No.

No.

No.

No.

No.

No.

No.

No.

No.

No.

33

34

35

36

37

38

39

40

41

42

43

44

45

46

47

48

49

50

Marco Fugazza and David VanzedtiSouth-South survival strategy: The potential
for trade among developing countries2006, 25 p.

Andrew CornfordThe global implementation of Basel Il: Prospects ash outstanding
problems, 2006, 30 p.

Lakshmi Puri, IBSAANn emerging trinity in the new geography of interndional
trade, 2007, 50 p.

Craig VanGrasstekhe challenges of trade policymaking: Analysis, comunication
and representation 2008, 45 p.

Sudip Ranjan Bas# new way to link development to institutions, polties and
geography, 2008, 50 p.

Marco Fugazza and Jean-Christophe Mdan-tariff barriers in computable general
equilibrium modelling, 2008, 25 p.

Alberto Portugal-PereThe costs of rules of origin in apparel: African peferential
exports to the United States and the European Unior2008, 35 p.

Bailey Klinger, Is South-South trade a testing ground for structurd
transformation?, 2009, 30 p.

Sudip Ranjan Basu, Victor Ognivtsev and MiBhirotori, Building trade-relating
institutions and WTO accession2009, 50 p.

Sudip Ranjan Basu and Monica Désstitution and development revisited: A
nonparametric approach, 2010, 26 p.

Marco Fugazza and Norbert Figgsde liberalization and informality: New stylized
facts, 2010, 45 p.

Miho Shirotori, Bolormaa Tumurchudur andv@i Cadot,Revealed factor intensity
indices at the product level 2010, 55 p.

Marco Fugazza and Patrick Conwdie impact of removal of ATC Quotas on
international trade in textiles and apparel,2010, 50 p.

Marco Fugazza and Ana Cristina Molia) the determinants of exports survival,
2011, 40 p.

Alessandro NicitaMeasuring the relative strength of preferential maket access,
2011, 30 p.

Sudip Ranjan Basu and Monica D&gport structure and economic performance in
developing countries: Evidence from nonparametric mthodology,2011, 58 p.

Alessandro Nicita and Bolormaa TumurchudlokkKNew and traditional trade flows
and the economic crisis2011, 22 p.

Marco Fugazza and Alessandro Nidda,the importance of market access for trade,
2011, 35 p.

31



No.51 Marco Fugazza and Frédéric Robert-Nicdlte 'Emulator Effect' of the Uruguay
round on United States regionalism2011, 45 p.

No. 52 Sudip Ranjan Basu, Hiroaki Kuwahara and éralibumesnil,The Evolution of non-
tariff measures: Emerging cases from selected dewgling countries,2012, 38 p.

Copies of UNCTAD Study series @olicy Issuesin International Trade and Commodities may be
obtained from the Publications Assistant, Tradelygia Branch (TAB), Division on International
Trade in Goods and Services and Commodities (DIT®)ted Nations Conference on Trade and
Development, Palais des Nations, CH-1211 GenevaSWgtzerland (Tel: +41 22 917 4644).
These studies are accessible on the websitigat/\www.unctad.org/tab.

32



QUESTIONNAIRE

UNCTAD Study series on

POLICY ISSUES IN INTERNATIONAL TRADE
AND COMMODITIES
(Study series no. 52: Evolution of non-tariff measures:
Emerging cases from selected developing countries)

Readership Survey

Since 1999, the Trade Analysis Branch of the Division on International Trade in Goods and
Services, and Commodities of UNCTAD has been carrying out policy-oriented analytical work
aimed at improving the understanding of current and emerging issues in international trade and
development. In order to improve the quality of the work of the Branch, it would be useful to
receive the views of readers on this and other similar publications. It would therefore be greatly
appreciated if you could complete the following questionnaire and return to:

Trade Analysis Branch, DITC
Rm. E-8065
United Nations Conference on Trade and Development
Palais des Nations, CH-1211 Geneva 10, Switzerland
(Fax: +41 22 917 0044; E-mail: tab@unctad.org)

1. Name and address of respondent (optional):

2. Which of the following describes your area of work?
Government | Public enterprise |
Private enterprise institution [] Academic or research [
International organization  [] Media —
Not-for-profit organization  [] Other (specity)

3. In which country do you work?

4. Did you find this publication [ Very useful [ Of some use [JLittle use
to your work?

5. What is your assessment of the contents of this publication?
[ Excellent [ Good [ Adequate I Poor

6. Other comments:




