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SECRET

INTRODUCTION

B

I. The present Communication deals with Greece's application

%
41'4} of the Community's acquis concerning trad= with thi~d countries in
<225 industrial products (excl. of ECSC and EAEC). The specific proposals which.

"the Commission puts forward are to a larae extent, but not exclusively

based on the Greek demands for transitional arrangements in that

context;b
#,
In¥ost 1 of the Commissionta CLPﬂJﬂiP?"‘ﬂ nre gel n"ﬁ,qomn general
‘ __gg_m_g{tp_ f:_o'xcez@*g "the econemic Justificriion ¢f ir-nciticn wder this Chopter
Heading. In the view of the Commission there can be no doubt that

in general transitional arrangements or temporary derogations will
~have to be envisaged 1nQ%Bst of the main areas where Greece has proposed
' such arrangements.’ 4%9
| \ %,
‘ Trans1t10nal arrangements for the application of the Community' s
acqu1s in "External Relations" raise some general problems. These are
- also discussed in Part I and a number oj, progosals are put forward
_concerning the principles on which Speci ‘psolutions should be based,
as well as conce}ning the procedures for t g%ﬁ?gotwat1cns under this’
Chapter Heading. . 4%7
5 v
. Part II of the Communication contains the Commission's specific
proposals concerning transitional arrangements for Greeq(}s application
.of the Community's acquis as far as industrial trade with ﬁ%?rd countries
is concerned. While represent1ng a pos1t1ve response to theéga ek
requests in most of the main areas covered by such request, the 4‘
Commission does not find that it will be possible for the Community
to accept the Greek proposals as they stand. This applies both in
the area of non-tariff barr1ers, notably quantitative import restr1ct1on§f%eﬁ

and in the area of tariff preferences. %,
%



The ©proposals follow = = closely the Commission's
proposals in the field of industrial trade incide the enlarged
Community (1)e  In many cases, what was proposed there
will serve to set the parameters in the present proposals, both

in general and in some cases in detail,

‘b\'\*

QD
II, ¥While the limited issuz of halanced tmns:i"ﬁio;\@
arrangements is rferred to in Part I of the present g&munica.tion
the Commission wishes to stress that the wider issue of the

effects which the Community's enlargement will have unon third

countries and, consemuently, unon th~e Commuty's relations
with these countries, not least in the 1;\35‘(1 of trade, fall
outside the ccope of the present Compgications

These wider issues, which concern ‘oﬁ? Community's relations
with developing countries in general, and its relations with the
Vediterranean countries in particular, will be taken vp in

the Commission's Interim ort on the Problems of Enlargement,
which will be submitt%g&\ the Council chortly.

[ X4
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PART I = GENERAL CONSIDERATIONS

Characteristics and guidelines which apply to sectoral proposals at

- the present stage of the negotiations

L

lgAs a result of the adoption of the sector by sector approach,
the Prdgaapls set out in Part II of this Communication are limited
to trade GQ?b third countries in industrial C(FEC) products. EAEC and
ECSC produc{gagnd fresh and processed agriculthral products in Annex II

of the EEC Treaty as well as outside that Annex (e.g. under Regulations
(EEC) N° 1059/69 and 25EC) No 2682/72 are not covered by the Proposals.
.‘ % /.

The Proposals resf@gt the general framework” of the sectoral
spproach as defined by the é%ncil on 17 October 1977 (1) and elaborated
further by Coreper on 10 November 1977 (2).

This framework includes-the following three reservations :
| | %, ,
(i) the time has not yet arrived to fofﬁZ}&e a position on the
duration of transitional measures; and4fp
%,
A | (4
(i1) certain dindividual sectors, e.g. agriculture, need considerably
more thorough treatment before a start can be made on negotiating
them. Positions in one sector must not thereforeégg al lowed
to prejudge those to be formulated tater in others. 4%%;
| %
. - %
(iiidany specific or partial agreement which the Community and d?eece
may reach as regards industrial trade with third countries cannot
be regarded as established until the final stage of the negotiatiogg,
when the overall balance of the negotiations has emerged and can 4%9

%

be weighed up. <2?

a.
®

b.
[

1

) CONF-GR/49/77 °

(2) CONF-GR/55/77

Px

1*



A
N
B. Definition of the area covered by the Proposals in the present <§§%~
Communication

a) The Communication only deals with matters of trade policy

&’Qr industrial
‘. EBC productss Any problems which may have to be solved g cther arem of the-

Community's policies towards third countries, e.g. in the nsport T

sector , ‘should be taken up ot the approprinte monent uReT the relovent .
_Chapter Headings. &r

b) The proposi§s in the present

Communication are based on the Greek demanggg}or transitional arrange-

ments under the present Chapter Headingqssk
Ng

It is therefore assumed that in all other respects, the . -
_Cormunity's trade policy as it stands at the date of Greece's accession
'ﬁijLMppl_i'éd-b.z_G;:gec,_e,_,,f;\'\%cthat,d.ate_,sa by any_other Member States

957

Except as regards the Lomé ’
Convention the present Communication is based on the Community's "acquis” .

in the area q‘»trade policy as it existsto-day. Its proposals are
thereforeéggi out prejudice to any further development in this "acquis".
N '
& |
Finally it should be mentioned that the several elements
of the Community's trade policy "acquis"” which Greece, in the course
. of the negotiations, has declared herself ready to apply from the

<s§§' date of accession are not referred to in the present Communication.
N\

AN
&

As examples can be mentioned the Community's non-preferential agreements;

regulation (EEC) NO® 2603/69 concerning export restrictions; export
duties etc(1),

(1) MEMO - GR/1/77 and CONP-GR/16/77

.

/



C. From Association to Membership ~ Economic Effects for Greece of Application
of the Community Acquis in External Relations .

&
%

4%;ﬁ a. The Association Agreement, apart from Laying down rules for the
Q?Qradual harmonisation of the Greek tariff with the CCT, did not involve

Greece in any obligations as regards her commercial policy towards third
countries. Moreover in 1962 fhe Community acquis in this field was not
very suggtantial. Since 1963 Greece has not in general lowered her

. protectid&?against imports from . third countries at anything Like the same
rate as she% against imports from the Commmnity, though she has effected

‘ a certain degréé of Liberalization in the context of the GATT,

Since 1962, azg particularly since the last enlargement, the
Community®’s External Re@a‘ons policies have developed very fast. As a
result the Community acquié%zg this field is now vefy substantijal. On
the one hand there has been a4zﬁgnificant development of the Common
cdmmercial'Policy, in the overall direction of Liberalization. On the
other hand the Community has concludéd 21 preferential agreements with
third countries, as well as establishinﬁ%ﬁhe system of Generalised Preferences.
These developmen}s mean that this sector ﬂ%9>contains a number of qugstioﬂs
which are economically important and technic complicated and which
_ have to be solved in negotiations between Greec&and the Community end,

‘ ' in many cases, in negotiations between the Commun'ity_ and the third ’
countries concerned.
| %,

-~ The adoption of the Cammunity acquis to-day will ﬂ%@ylve Greece
in a considerable liberalization, on top of the efforts she muégamake
to complete the customs union with the Community. Most notably Greece
-will have to abolish many quantitative restrictions and some.measures
of equivaleﬁt effects towards GATT countries, as well as towards state ‘ﬂb
trading countries. She will also have to apply the tariff preferences 42>
accorded in the Community's preferential agreements. %



Avout 20% of Greece's imports from third countries were suhject to
quantitative restrictions in 1975 About 20% of her total immorts
(incliiéing FEC) came from countries with which the Community has
preferential agreements and against whom CGreece would have to
abolish or reduce tariffs, Some products appear in both of t‘ncso‘&
categories, Greece will of course oWtain some prefercnces In
return, notably from the EFTA countries, Spain, Israel, Cyprus,

Malta and Turkeye \\'\%

The pattern of Greek industrial foreign tmd@ 1975 was,

&
.@0

in round terms, as follows : she exported 507 to %Cm-amunity, 4% to

EFTA, 5% to the United States, 655 to Castern Eurc%e exzluding
Yugoslavia, 3% to Lomé, 12% to the Mediterranen includirg Spain,
and about 12% to the GSPs Hor industrial imports were broken downi
as follows : 607 from the Cormunity, & from IFTA, 127 from
Japan, 5.5 % from the United Sta.te@,\\ 4% from Eastern Europe,

3% from Spain, less than 1<) fro@‘ﬁ&e rest of the Mediterranean,
less than 1% from Lomé, and about 3% from the GSP including
Yugoslaviae On this basis, Greece will be involved, in addition

to the completion of t@ff elimination vig-a-vis the Community, in

\ _
eliminating or lowe \g tariffs on a further 17-18% of her industrial
imports, while s@:ill gain corresponding advantages on only a further

7 -~ 8% of her 1§&ustria1 exports (1975 figurec)e

It ic difficult to evaluatz the effect of this liberalization ‘

with@ certainty, In general, the proccss may cause less problems

as\@r as highly industrialized countries are corncerned, than in

@ation to countries whose level of economic development is the

same or lower than that of Greecee

There are two reasons for thise First having already
substantially reduced tariffs towards one group of highly industri-
alized countries (the Community) her most advanced industries will
already have felt the effect of competitione Secondly, her less
advanced but largest cexporting industries such as textiles have not
been and-are unlikely to be affected by competition from advanced
countries, but could suffer from imports from the less~develonped,
once tariff protection is abolisheds FExisting Greek tariffs

towards 'l;hirci countries are still hish, and in many cases,



- 7-

‘ Very'high’for products of the 22 year List. When te this i3
. added théggole played by non-tariff barriers, the Loss of protection will

be consideﬂ&%&e. It is not too far—-fetched to say thqt in adopting
. the COmmunity(/ayuis in the field of External Relations Greece will provide
an example of a country, half way between developing and developed, adopting
the commercial policy of a developed country. This will surely be a challenge,
and it will come on top¢2; the challenge provided by the completion of the
customs union. ' %

(}‘ | h » .

it

Intheé-c{réumstances the Commission believes that it is wise to foresee
problems which may develop and to take the necessary precautions to
-preveht them becoming serious.- In ofﬁ%?;uords, transitional arrangements
are generally necessary, in-the-thisvareaé@51%ey*are‘justified on’their‘
own merits, even if thé'position'taken~by tﬁgb mmunity in the Chapter
Heading of the Customs Union did not make some Of them inevitable.

-



D<o maimum duration of transitional arrangements &
. | £

AR T LA tat U

. D
While specific proposals as regards the maximum duration of “Q%

transitional arrangements cannot be submitted at the present stage, the

Commission has the following general comments on this aspect :
&
(i) The duration of individual transitional arrangements mgg*, ¢ at least
as long as the duration of such arrangements in the QE@mwcrk of the
Customs Union o when the same products cnd the samb{"type' of tranci- ' ’ '

j}gnp,i‘ gt_'rg,ngement is involved.

(ii) In areas where no transitional ar‘rangeme@ are foreseen in the
Customs Union the duration of such ar@%@ements towards third
countries shall be determined on t asis of their economic
justification, as well as on the %}sis of the need for relatively

simple arrangements;

(iii)As regarda preferentialssgreements, the duration of transition
will of course have‘§$P ¢ determined in regotiations with the -

third countries i%erned ;

(1v) The duration of the various arrangements needpotﬂb@i}4¢ntiqa1_r>J "
but wherg a particular arrangement is foreseen for a particular
group S&’third countries (eegs EFTA), the duration should be
thq$§§ﬁe for a2ll members of that groupe
ANG general rule, transitional arrangements for guantitative

&
R

import restrictions should only be envisaged in exceptioral
cases and should not be automatically continued throughout the
maximum period of transitional arrangements unless obviously

justified and subject to progressivitye



»

The.Gbeek requests for transitional arrangements do not
meet all the cfiteria set out above. The maximum duration proposed

%
%%,
%,

‘é?by Greece is 8 years; this proposal applies to transitional arrangements

for the abolition of duties in certain sensitive products from the EFTA

countries.’

et s o+ o A e 0 . T s e s =

_1In all ggher cases,maybe excluding the GSP,Greece has orooosed .. .
traqutiqéa} arrangements of a uniform duraticn (five years)

. _::znr_the_&g_{f}}on of import duties _ as well a3 for ths sbolition __

__"'of quantitative import restrictionsa Lo . oimo T

In dits propoSe& concerning industrial trade in the enlarged
Community1the COmmissioﬂeézpsidered whether the Greek proposal for a 5
year transitional period uﬁgggong enough in that seéto},and concluded
that while it was not possiblz?bn the basis of available information . .
to drau'any.definfte conclusions, the evidence tended to point the other
way. The available evidence concerning the need for transitional

arrangements in respect of industrial éa%de with third countries, consi-

dered on its own merits, leads the Commiggabq to have similar doubts

LA
about the duration proposed by Greece undeﬁ&%gs Chapter Heading*.
. o ' .

‘ - The Commission wishes to point out that the Customs Union uj.ll.' not

___have been completed until all transitional arrangements for impart duties
'vis-a-vis" the Community's preferential partners have céay.to an end.

. R s . E * ' P B . % 4 ”
It will not be possible, as proposed by Greece, to envisage that transitional ‘
arrangements for import duties for specific products or in spécific

relationships extend beyond that date. _ A

Toom(78)21 final
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Ee Liberalization of imports from CATT membe—s (apart from

preferential partrers) and Sta*te Mrading countries ()\

The Greek requests in this area raise some questions of
procedure and of principles

.

In principle, the Community has agreed that transitior\;gg
arrangements will be possible in respect of the two Com N

Liberalization Lists for "a limited number of very s&ﬂ&tive products™,

Greece subsequently has submitted requests for sucﬁ\arra.ngements ' |
in respect of the two Common Liberalization Lists in EIC '
regulations 1439/74 and 109/70 (1)e The &ommission's cpecific
proposals concerning these requests are@ ou_t in Part II,

N
" As stated by the Community a&§%he third Conference of 3

Deputies (2), it must be ensured that the transitional arrangements

concerning the common liberalization lists are not "more favourable"

to third countries tha%% the Comuhity' in its present compositiona
It must furthermore @ensured that the transitional arrangements

concerning the c@%n liberalization list of regulation 109/70

do not provide for more favourable treatment of State Trading

countries than of the third countries covered by regulation ‘

143
, 49/74\@

a) &&‘feml Procedure
\4 .

Po ensure a clear legal basis for the transiticnal

arrangements or temporary derogations in respect of the

Treaties and the Community's secondary legislation, such

arrangements or derogations must te provided for in the

Accession Instrumentse

(1) m:o-cn/8/77' of 19 December 1977
(2) covrtcrR/11/77
i .

."
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If the Community, a9 proposed by the Commiscion in
Part IT, agreces 1o transitional arrangements in the form of quotas -
which are increased progressively over a period of transition,
the lists of the products involved as well ag their ba.sic
quotas, growth percentage rates and the dates for full liberalization
in %pect of each product chould be laid dovm in the Accession
Instr%mts.
%,

be Hypothetical tronsitional arrangements

In addif, to transitional arrangeménts in recpect
of the common li'bera.l/l%ion lists, ac they stand to-day,
Greece has submitted 15.9@(0{‘ hypothetical requests for such
arrangements in case the products in question were to be included
in the common liberalization lists, during the"interim period"
between signa.tu.re and entry into f%ce of the Accession Instrumcntise

- . {J:P

The Commiscion is of the view however, that it would

be inadvisable to provide for hypothetical transitional arrangements

in the Accession Instrumentse, It would ccnstitu‘b@ departure from the
principles upon which the accession nepctiations are %cd, and it

could raise +the cpn_estion'whe’gher cimilar contingency pz \Qsions

could be envisaged for application after accessione The Coxvffission‘s
proposal how to deal with the underlying problem of substance is set

out in Part II, ‘
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c. Deliberalization

The .-majority of the products for which Greece requests <§
transitional quota arrangements in relation to the application of the ‘<§>
" common Liberalization lists can to-day be imported into Greece free of §§>

<

import restrictions or subject only to automatic licencing
v

The Greek memorandum of 19 December 1977 does not ex in
the reasons which have led the Greek delegation to propose suqﬁ?’ '
extensive, albeit temporary, deliberalization on the occasuﬁ}of Greece's
accesion to the Community. The proposals may be founddﬁ%'reflect a
wish for new protection, during a transitional period, in ordee to
compensate for the progressive lowering of other protective measures,
_notably import duties and the import deposit sc§§me. However, with
a limited number of exceptions (1) the Greek 'Q;bort ‘duties on the products
involved are due to be harmonized with tthS%T towards all third countries
by the end of 1984 under the Associatio&{-"and the import deposit scheme
is being progressively abolished by the same date without exceptions
1n accordance with Greece's obl1gat1ons under GATT.

‘ ~ Leaving wide the Gree&sswoposats fo;“&eiﬁberal{égzqaar{ﬁquébect'-t
of textiles and clothing prqgggts which are dealt with below under point F)

the Commission ds of the,g§§w that transitional quota arrangements or

temporary derogations fr;: the liberalization obligations should not be
envisaged for products on the two liberalization Llists which to-day are
Liberalized in G§§ece, or subject to automatic licencing.
~No economic qu}1f1cat1on can be seen to exist for these proposals
which moreqﬁ%? run counter to the basic notions of transition and -

as regarJ?’regulat1on 1439/74 - uoutd be d1ff1cult to Just1fy in GATT

——e [T s o s s - et

|
—nfii-fﬁé‘exceptions are those products which are » exemped from tariff

‘sgy harmonisation under Art 20 paragraph 3 of the Associatiom.
43‘ Towards GATT members only one of the non-textiles products which
Greece proposes to deliberalize seemsto be covered by this exemption,

harmonization at present.

Towards State trading countries 2, such products seem to be exempted from
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. Textile and Clothing Products

Greece is re-~examining the problems in relation to imports of textile

(’0 and clothing products on the basis of the Multifibre Agreement and the
£

%Greek proposa.ls for transitional quota arrangements for these products

will therefore not be comnsidered in the present Communication. The

Community's recent bilateral agreements and autonomous arrangenents. The

Commission, however, wishes to make some general comments on the way in
’ ]

which tk;s sector should be approached.
. 4’

In th%lew of the Commission no transiticnal arrangements should be

° foreseen as %rds imports into Greece after accession of textile and clo-
thing products from third countries with whom the Community has concluded
bilateral agreemenis concerning limitation of imports into the Community,

or towards whom au*bonom@s arrangcments concerning such limitations have
been or will have been e@lished. Vhat will be talled for are adjustments
of the agreements and arran nts in question in all cases where specific
limits are laid down in the ag{eements and regulations. If Creece should
submit justified requests for the limitation of her imports of particular
products for which no specific limits are laid down at present, it might be
possible to0 find solutions in the frame@} of the provisions concerning

limitations applying to a specific region %he Conmunity.

9
The adjustments which will have to be made Qo all the bilateral agree-

’ ments must be agreed in negotiations with the third countries concerned

before the date of Greece's accession. Any limits ‘o be established for
products which are not limited today must alse be taken @with the parti-
cular third countries in question on the basis of 1ihe provi%xs of their

agrgemen'bs. | . : %

. The bilateral textile agreements expirc by the eand of 1982, and it will

not be possible to provide for particular import regimes for Greecce, even of a

temporary nature, beyond that date, The Community chould however assm‘e%e

Greek delegation that Greece will be fully consulted, in due course, if by f%
e

she is not already a member of the Community, on any preparations for the

period after 1 January 1983.

/e

.

1

MEMO-GR/8/77 ~ o

NG
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Greece is not a member of the Multifibre Agreement at the moment,
but will have to become a member upon her accession to the Community.
Greece has declared her agreement on this point1.

As soon as Greece has made clear her problems and wishes the
Commission will submit specific proposals concerning the adjustments
which will have to be made in the bilateral textile agreements as well

as in the intermal regulations concerning autonomous regimes and in

regulations concerning repartitions among Member States. <$§$'
S

\
N

QO

N

$
%\\
&
&
S
&
S

umio-aR/1/77

\

A
N
N
&



G The Community's Preferential Agreements with Third countries

The question of transitional arrangements for Greece's
application of the Cormunity's 21 preferential agreements raises
a ruxsher of problemsviish apply to the asrcemernis in generals

S

a) I_T_cgj:ia:tion Procedur:s

f}
First o y agreencnt on the principle of transitional arranzements,
as well as/@e contents of any such arrangements must be reached in
negotiations with the third countries concerned, on the Tosis of
articles 113 and 238, respectively, of the Rome Treatye
As stated by the Com@‘ity Dclegation at the Third Conlcrence of
Deputies, any protocolf/ygcoviding for trancitional measuves and
technical adaptations sho be concluded between the date of

. signature of the Accession Instrument and the date of its entry into

force 1 If such protocols are not concluded, Greece will have an

obligation to apply,from fhe date of ,f/ccassicm, all the preferential

agreements (or in the case of mixed agJ;gy:ents, the provisions falling
under the Community competencs). 4/%6 -

9

| %,

The need for transitional arrangements for (reece's application of

the preferential agreements indicates that the conclusion of the
necessary protocols of transition end technical adapta}ions will
involve the Community in a round of quite substantial nﬁggiaticmn

with its preferential partners. %

. . %
Moreover, if the Community were to agree to the Greek wish
for a re-equilibration of the EFTA agresments, through new
agricultural concessions from the EFTA countries in favour
of the enlarged Community (2), the negotiations with this

group of third countries would becoi.s mcre complicated. /é&\

: %
The Commission will make its view known concerning this- 0(/6‘
Greek demand in a Communication on Agricultural Trade with 7’

Third countries, to be submitted at a later stage.

(1) comr-.GR}i 1/17 -
(2) MEMO-GR/1/77
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3
ot

But, leaving aside the possi‘bility of any "re-equilitrations® «Qi\

of preferential agreements it remains clear that the pregaration
of the negotiations of transitional arrangements will have to begin
well in advance of (Greece's accession if the process towar%g full
application by Greece of the Community's acquis in this&a is to
begin upon accession, or shortly thereafter. ,&®

The Commission underatands that the Greek delegation shares this
view, and it is therefore proposed, that the Commission should hold
exploratory talks with all the preferenti\@ partners, (with the
exclusion of the ACP countries, see bq@ under point d)) during the
acoession negotiations with Greoce.@"}xeae talks should be followed
by negotiations and by the conclu&}ons of protocols during the
"interim period™, with the participation of Greece in the Community

delegation. o
3
. &
&
S
D
S :
&

Q
A\
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* 5. N

If, in spite of such preparations, the conclusion of protocols
of transition were to be impeded by difficulties raised by prefer-
ential partners, it might be necessary, for ‘sagnemic reasons,

formaiiy to provide for temporary suspension of Greece's integration @

in this area of the Community's activities (or in part of it, if /&%\'
protocols were concluded with some partners, and not with othera)\Q%

Thus,agreements would have to be concluded with each p§$§§ér, pro—=
viding for the temporary non-application of the releﬁb + preferential
agreements as a whole, or possibly cf thecir ccmme@a.l provisions

only, between Greece and the preferential partner cercerncds

. Such agrecments should moreover provide for most—favoured nation

be

treatment in these relationships - ° che&wiso ,
Greece,through her application from t\g}%ﬁté. of accession of the

Community's acquis in other parts ke prescent Chapter Heading,might be

) i{!;reat}ng other third countries @6 favourably than the Community's

preferertial partners,

The contents of the Dipeotives for Nepotiations with Prefercrtial
. QF '
Partners @
S

(i) Te purpose¢§the Commission's proporals in Part II of the
present Communicotion is to provide the first elements 'for Direciives
which will have to be agreed between Grecce and the Communitye

It is @vever evident that the Dircetives when finally agreed must

N\ . .
cov@all aspects which are inelnudad in the respestive prefeorcentinl

@'eemen‘m , for which transitiorn) arrangements are envicaged,
I3

No meaningful exploratory talks can therefore be initiated befcre
the questions of transitional arrangements concerning agri-

cultural trade, and possibly for the non~trade provisions in the

Associa*‘ions and Cooperations agreements, have been agreed betw~en the
Community and Greece, "

Moreover, ceparate directives will have to be agreed in order to
conclude separate protocols for the ECSC Agreements with third
countries, The Commission's Gommunication on the Chapter Heading

of the-ECSC will propose elements for cuch directives.
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As regards the non-trade contents of the Association and
Cooperation Agreements, it can be added that Greece does
not seem to foresee any difficulties in respect of pro-
visions concerning industrial and financial cooperation(1),
which therefore would require no transitional arrangements.
A Greek request (2) has, on the other hand, been submitted
under the Chapter Heading of Social Affairs for a transi-
tional arrangement in the application of certain provisions
in the Community's bilateral agreements in this area. This
request is at present being dealt with under the Social
Affairs Chapter Heading.

I}?will therefore not be possible, until a later stage of the
nof@ations to see if the iransitional arrangements to be
propo%, to each of the pi-eferential partners are reasonably
balanced, particularly in the case of agreements with a major ’

- agricultural content . The positions on which the Community. -
and Greece will %g'rea, in respect of industrial trade, may ”
conceivably there% have to be re—examined,

%, |
(i1) It must be ensured tha%he trangitional arrangements for prefer—

ential partners do not, on any point, previde for "more favourable”
treatment of such partners than that which will apply towards the

Community in its present comgosi%g .
9.
. %,

It pust also be ensured that the tran /‘onal arrangements for
preferential pariners are not "less favo@ble” in general terms

than those envisaged for other third countries. Specifically,

transitional arrangements in respect of quantitative restrictions
‘ cannot be envisaged towards preferential partners@ respect of
products which are free from such restrictions when @rted into

Greece from other third countries from the date of acce&}/pn.

(1) This attitude is no doubt based on the assumption that Gresce
will not have to apply any of the existing financial protocolsf&
as well as on the assumption that Greece will be fully consulte(f%
if she is by then not already a Member State, on the preparations 0(/
of new financial protocols. The Compmission shares these 6}‘
assumpitions.

(2) CONF-GR/26/77 and
MEMO-GR/5/71

-



c. P‘ortugalv and SPa1n §>\
The Greek proposals cover the question of transitional arrqa§$§
ments in respect of the Community's preferential agreements with Portugal
and Spain. - “ '
Portugal is one of the EFTA countries and Spain@:f the
Mediterranean countries, with which the Community has cqsgiuded preferential
agreements.l Therefore, the preceding remarks and thqsgbecific proposals

in part II apply.

Thisi@pries that Protocols fixingQ¢he modalities and the necessary
transitional measures for the applicatiozg?* the-two agreements in the
relation between Greece and each of tQSwao countries have to be concluded
before Greece's accession, to prevenﬁbbny delay in the initial steps towards
freeing trade between these cauntries.

Nevertheless it Q?e to be kept invmind that the two countries

are also candidates to Q§§Ession and that as from their accession the original
trade yreements betw@& them and the Community and any protocol concluded

in order to providecgor transitional measures between these couritries and
Greece will automatically cease to apply. At that time transitional arran-
gements wi L&\most probably still be appl'iegl between Gregce and the Gomunity .
in,its'pn§§8nt composition. If that were to be the case, special transi-
tionahﬁ??rangements may have to be foreseen between Greece and each of the -

two NXher new Member States after their accessions.

These arrangements, concerning the relation among Member States,
will not constitute a mere continuation of the above mentioned Protocols.
On the contrary, these Protocols cannot in any way prejudge the solution
of problems of a transitional nature to be laid down eventually in the
framework of the perspective Accession Instruments for Portugal and Spain.
However it is-not possible at this stage of the accession negotiations with
Greece, and of the preparations of Opinions concerning the accesions of
Portugal and Spain, tg adopt any. hypotheses :concerning the timing of Portuguese
and Spa hish_accessions in relation to that of Greece.
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The Commission will submit at a later stage of the negotiation
004, _ with Greece more detailed proposals as to arrangements to be applied
%. among Greece and the two other countries after their gespective accessions.

:
,
. [

The Commission therefore proposes that the Instrument of

Acc;(&sion for Greece contain provisions which stipulate that any parti-
cul.aleyansitional arrangements which might be necessary for the relation
between %ece and other States acceding before the end of the transitional
period proﬁded for Greece, shall be settled in the framework of the acces~
sion negotiatiorswith each State.

Irrespective of the d.atf,gf Greek accession, the Commission

is of the opinion that the applié’%}on by Greece of the present

Convention should not be envisaged, {% Convention expires on.
1 March 1980, 4 ' —
Greece will however have to apply the new Convention from .

the date of her accession or from the date of itﬁqn‘crgf into force,
if this is the later of the twoe On the assumptio%at in respect
of industrial trade the new Convention will not diffeé{?/ignifica.ntly'

' . /7
from the present Convention (1), *he Commissicn proposesd

(1) see COM(78)4T final %
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N -

fha‘t; ,the Greek requests for iransitional arrangements in

respect of industrial trade under the present Convention \<‘>\
shall be examined as requests for transitional arrangements ‘&%\'

for Greece's application of the new Convention. The result ‘&%
of these examinations during the accession negotiations will
constitute the directives for negotiations, with the ACP
countries, of a transitional protocol for Greece in j_h&*ﬁrame—
work of the new Convention itself, %\%"”

S

Q

The Commission's proposals in Part II th‘gYefore cover

the substance of transitional arrangements in respect of

industrial products inthe framework of the new Convention with

the ACP countries. Q}Q
&
%\\
&
R
S
S
- &
N
N
&
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PART IT —~ PROPOSALS

. To Liberalization of imperts

'A.;’ Imports from GATT members other than preferential partners,

First Greck proposals :

In a memorandum to the Conference, dated 17 January 19771
Greece proposed to accept the import arrangements applied by the
I@to third countries 2 other than stote trading countries at -
the’% of the proposed five =year transiticnal period, while con-
tinuyi(r@jo apply quantitative restrictions based on the provisions ’
in force , defore accession,during thas periecd, o
This position was maintained at the third session of the Conference

at Deputy level 2"‘0

4;9
%,
%

Community Position 4(

In a statement at the third session of the Conference at

Deputy Level 4 the Community dre% tention to the fact that a

more favourable treatment could notf%accorded to third countries

than to Greece's Community partners, a.!'&,’/ hat it was first necessary

to agree on the regime which Greecc shoulg apply after accession

vis-a~vis the Community before a definition of the regime towards .

third countries could be elaborated 5. P
%, .
_ %, .
The Community called for immediste application %reoce

from accession of the regime and procedures set out in Co@il Regulation

1439/74 which contains a common liberalization list, and of the

)
MENO-CR/1/77 %,
Presumably Regulation 1439/74 (/4}
CONF-CR/12/77 o
CONF-aR/11/77

This equally applies to state trading countries

-

/
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. . . .o P

procedures in Council Decision 455/72 for oases not covered by

Regulation 1439/74%. S
A transitional period for the application of these regulationswas pr@\}.nnsi-
dered possible, but a limited numdber of very sensitive products ‘&%

could, if needed, be put on lists of exceptions for which different

trar itional peri'odscoul'dbe foreseens Any other approach would

cause considemble problems as regards the free clrculat:ksn of

goods in the CommunitJ. S%‘g\'
) Q
‘i\%
‘- Revised Greek Proposels | N

At the fourth session of the Conference at Deputy level
on March 30th 1977 the Greek delegatio ated that the
N
Community position was being examln%és
As a result, revised proposals we@ presented in a memorandum of

19 December 1977 . °-
Y
S
S
@i\
. .:'
D
N

&
Q

W

Qy Som————
N
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N OONF-GR/16/77
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According to the revised ﬁroposals, Greece agrees to apply Regulation (EEC)
1439/74 from the date of accession and to apply from the same date the
regime of the ‘common liberalization list to the products on this ]ist; as

it stands at the moment subject to the Community's acceptation of the Greek

<32%xequestsvfor transitional quota arrangements for about 53 products on the

'<iist,(Annex IIa to the Greek memorandum of 19 December 1977). These 53
gseparate products consist of 27 tariff headings and 26 sub-headings. 235
of theselProducts are at present freely imported into Greece. For all these
products<ﬁ§eece proposes to open quotas corresponding to the volume of imports
(on a value‘ﬁ%sis) into Greece during the last year before accession. Quotas
should be incrgaﬁed by 10% annually until ihe products are fully liberalized, "

five years after accession.

In addition to these re1§ysts, Greece submitted a 1ist of hypothetical
requests for transitionalﬂ%%gﬁa arrangements in respect of products which
are not on the common 1iberaf%%;tion ligt at the moment, in case any of
these products should be included in that list during "the interim period®,
This list confains 30 producte consisting of 20 tariff headings snd 10 sub-
headings. ©FEight of these procucts are%guwently freely imported into Greece, e

%
The revised Greek proposals made no referegze>to the procedures estahlished
by Council Decision of 19 December 1972 (455 7539» The Commission urderstands,

however, that Greece is ready to apply this deciégon from the Qate of acceesion.

i
Il .
Ny

The 53 products for which Greece requests trcoasitional arrangements in the
form of quotas include about a dozen textile and clothingﬁ?;gducts. As

announced. in the memorandum of 19 December 1977, the Greek égation is now

%product 8,

re-cxamining the problems concerning the import regimes for th
on the basis of the Multifibre Agreement, and the Community®s recéﬁt hilateral

textiles agreements and sutonomous arrangements. Textiles znd clothing

products are thercfore not covered by the proposhls set oul below.

Commission Proposals

" (a) In accordance with the principles described in Part I of the present

Communication, the Commission proposes first of all that the Community

declares itself unzsble to consider for inclusion in anv list of temporsry

exceptions from the common liberalization list products other



than textiles products which at present is importzd freely irto

Greece ‘or which ia imported from all sonrces subject to aulormatic \<‘>\

licenceses . Q¥

licencess . | §S§,
g%

(b) This leaves for consideration by the Cormmunity, +the following
list of products on the Greck ligt of requests for transitioral
arrangements in the form of transitional quota armngemer%as
temporary exceptions from the common liberalisation 11@‘“0?

regula'bw ons 1439 (1) ,\%
&

ex 31402 *
ex 31.03 *engrais chimiques )
ex . 31.05 * ¢§}® .

S .

44,01 Bois de chauffage eee %\Q\
{‘3\,

69+07 Briques de constructi®see
69404 Tuilesese

T3 .37* Chaudidres e@adia.t SlTSeeee

84410% Pomp& motopompeSeee
84.14% Parties de fours ceeees ~
84615 Armoires frigorifiques osee

ex
ex
ex 84.01* Cha.ud.le@’ de toutes sorteSeee
ex
ex
ex
84.?8\* Appareils et irstruments de pecage
ex \@%24 Charrues

) oy en s |
eD 85.15 Récepteurs de télévicion -~ meubles et coffrets pee

(1) The 1ist appears as not fully comparable with the Common libnra.liuation
liste Doubts exist, inter alia, concerning the exact coverage
of ex 31,02

(2) This product is incorrectly included in the Greek list of hypothetical
demands, ‘but 1t is on the Common liberalization list at present,

R
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The ? products market with an *) are included (fully or parily) among
the products for which Greece has requested transitional quota arrangements
towards the rest of the Community. To the extent that such arrangemenis

00 are agreed in the negotiations under the Chapter Heading of the Custome
4/’90 .Union, transitional arrangements will also have to apply in respect of
<"}Q}Greece's application of regulation 1439/74 and that for a period which

qs at least as long as that of the transitional arrangements in the Customs
Union. But even if transitional quota arrangements are not agreed for
particular products towards the Community there may be a need for such

arra.ngeme@ tovards third countries.
The Comm @on is of the view that in principle the Greek requests for’
, | o

quota arrangements for the above products towards GATT members (apartsfrom
preferential partriers) should be accepted, subject to agreement being reached
in the negotiations on 'Q? modalities and the duration of these arrangements.
The Commission is convincg%hat an abrupt liberalization of those productsf
could cause serious difficul in Greece. In this context attention is -
drawn to the fact that the presé/nt import regimes for all but the three
products in Chapter 31 are very restrictive.

(d) The Commission proposes that the transit%&l arrangements, as proposed by -
Greece, take the form of quotas, which are @"eased annually by a fixed

percentage to be agreed in negotiations. In '&‘} view of the Commission

the modalities should however not be those proposed by Greece. . Each quota
should at least be doubled by the date of full liberalization of the product (@
concerned, and the basic quotes, expressed in volume termg, vherever possibie, '
and applicable during the first year after accession, shou ,P;lso be agreed
in the negotiations. = . % , .

%,
"‘v '/6‘)“

LAl



(e)

(£)

-2T~

A certain amount of technical work should be undertaken without
commitment to the common position regarding the Greek requestse.

Thus,the products listed under (c) above should be transposed <)\
into the Community tariff nomenclature. , o ) @\\}

Moreover, experts should be asked to pr@e

data. whlch can serve as a ba.sm for negotiating the size of the basic

quotas. For most of the products retained in the list, this poses a
particular problem because no quotas exist for Greek imports q&these

products today. The Commission proposes that in such casg@'he hasic

quotas be determined as a percentage of productlon in Gr@e, as
was the case in the Community (see Article 33, paragraﬁl 2: of the Rome Treaty).

As regards the list of "hypothctical” Greck requestq1, the Commission

proposes that the Community declares itself @dy to enter into substan-
tive consultations with Greece if,during t\ﬁa "interinm perlod" any
extension of the common 11bera11zation<&%t were to be considered,
Although the Community cannot u.ndert@ to enter into any legal commit-
ment as regards the outcome of such consultations, the Community chould
declare that, in order to be able to take appropriate account of Greek
problems, it would be read & examine carefully, together with Greece, '
if the inclusion in the ,@mmon liberalization list of any particular
product, which at pre@t is not liberalized in Greece,
! . risks to cause serious difficulties for any

sector of Greek industry or in particular regions of Greece, it goes

without sayl& that Greece remains free until the date of signature of
the Acces@m Instruments to submit to the Conference any proposals for
trans1€;®nal arrangements in respect of additions to the common llberalnz tion

list,\whlch the Communlty might decide before that date,

The procedure of consultation should apply in all cases where an
extension of the common liberalization list were to be considered by the
Community and it should not be limited to the products on the Greek list

of hypothetical requests. In the view of the Commission no particular

status should be conferred to the products on this list in the accession

negotiations. * It should be stressed however that it will not be possible

i A e

/

annex IIb to MEMO-GR/8/T7
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for Greece:.to liberalize towards third countries any product which
is not on the common liberalizafion list if such products are subject
to transitional quotas when imported from the rest of the Community.,
Moreover, Greece should be informed that it will not be possible for
her to de-liberalize towards GATT members any product which is not on
the common liberalization list.
The 6?3 cts remaining under transitional restrictions towards the
Communit?@&yst of course remain equally under such restrictions towards |
all third Sntries. 9 such products are mentioned on page 25, - ’
The remaining 9 products on the Greek Llist for transitional restrictions ‘
towards the Community are products not liberalized in the Community
Reg 1439), and they therefore figure on the

is third countries (Annéx II b) to memo of

towards 3rd countrie
hypothetical list vis-

~ these products towards third countries or to give third countries any . ‘.

19 December-. Since Greeceégannot be allowed freedom to liberalize -

advantage over the Community a general.stipulajon to this effect shoutd o z

go into the Accession Instruments. -
‘ 5

| % .

- Y, S
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B. Imports from State Trading Countries ' o

PO

The Greek proposals concerning the application of Regulation (EEC)
109/70 .. fottow the same . M;# - - approach as the proposals concerning a
Regulation (EEC) 1439/74. At first Greece proposed to adopt the Communé§§?
import regime towards State Trading countries by the end of the transé§§snal
period (1). In reply the Community stated that it was premature to éxpress
an opinion on the exact modalities of the adoption by Greece of Regulation j
109 since the modalities for the abolition of Greek quantitaggve restric-
tions visa-vis other trade partners had not been defined <$>'However
Greece's adoption of Regulation 109/70 should be co-on&éﬁ%tedhwith the

favourable treatment to State Trading countries than to other third
countries (2) ‘ ' '

W . \ . - ' N
g i
| e
\J e g
. v

Greece has declared 2erself read§5§§~a§bly,>from the date of
accession, the provisions o% Council sion of 27 March 1975(210/75)
concerning co~ordination of import &imes.ﬁ o vl : ‘

— U D S N U .

S “:_‘4.‘. . - e, 3 s, Y

(1) Mémo-GR/1/77 : ' ;
(2) CONF-GR/11/77 :

R

Y

adoption of Regulation 1439/74 in order to avoid . 4§88reece érantiﬁg more"-

R e e = T o Jp— S —_—— PN -~
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Revised Greck proposals

Revised Greek proposals concerning Regulation 109/70

were presented in the memorandum of 19 December 1977 (1)e Greece
agrees in principle to apply this regulation from the date of
accession, subject to Community acceptance of the Greek requests
f}r quantitative restrictions for sensitive products during a 5 year
1 itional periods :

As i@&}\,e case of Regulation 1439/74‘ Greece has submitted two lists
of sensﬁive products (Ammex IIT and ITI b of MEMO of 19 Decemhcr)Q

(1) The first list, containing come 26 products consisting
of 11 iffs headings and 16 exesheadings, relates
to produc%on the common libera.li:za.tion list of
Regulation ]:%/70.

15 of these products are at present imported freely
from state trading countries into Greece,
D, .

(ii) ° A second "contingency" l%conta.ins hypothetical - :
requests for transitional qu arrangements in respect
of products which are not on the common liberalization
list at pre:atte | ‘

It contains 56 products consisting of 33? tariff headings ‘
and 22 exeheadingse 24 of these are %orted freely
into Greece from state trading coun‘tries.%\

If the Community were to liberalise imports of%roducts

on the list before the date of Greece's accession, Grecece
would wish transitional arrangements to apply in accordarce

with its requestse ' v %

-

(1) MEM0-CR/8/77

i
R
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As regards the list at (i) above, Greecce proposes to open quotas
correspondirig {0 imports, on a value-~basis, into Greece during the last

year before accession. Quotas should be increased by 10% annually over

&
N
N

a five year period at the end of vhich imports would be fully 1iberali@

As in the case of Regulotion (TNC) 1439/74 the Greek requests in

respact of Regulation (EEC) 109/70 comprises a number of teoxtile products.

. . . N
Greece is however reconsidering these requects at the momel%%“dnd they arve

,&
&

therefore not dealt with in the following.

Commission Proposals

N\

(2) In accordence with the principles d\@ribed- in Part I of +he present
Communication the Commission pro ?és first of all that the Community
declares itself unable 1o con:&g’ ,ger for inclusion in any list{ of temporary

exceptions from the common liberalization list (Reg. 109/70) products,

other than textile products ,which are at presont freeiy imported

into Greece from the,\\@@;hc trading countries or which are imporied

from thése countr@ subject to automotic licences only.

N
@%

(v) This leaves for the consideration of the Community the folleriing lict

of prauucts which figvre on the Greelk list for requests for transitional

$

meg es in +he form of cuotas an temporrry exceptinns from the common

3 erolization lict of Regulation 10%:

\ .
ex 39,02 tutres produits de polymérization
44,01 ¥ Bois de chauffage

ex 69.05%7 Tuiles
ex T3.,37 ¥ Choudidres et radiateurs
ex 84,01 ¥+ Chaudidres de toutes sortes
ex 84,10 *+ Pompes et motopompes
ex 84.14 %+ Parties des fours 3 cimentation
* Included on the list of preoduct: for vhich Grecce has regnected
transitional zrrangements towards the res’ of the Communit;.

+ Included o the 1list of prcdicts for vhich Greece has requestied
transitionel arrangements tovards GATT members.

of o
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o ex 84.15 7 Armoires frigorifiques
% 84.20 *+ Appareils et instruments de pesage
06;, ex 84.24 + Charrues
7
<€
To this list should be added three products which Greece thought
were not liberalized in the Community and which theorefore are at
Aﬁ%zsen‘t in the hypotheticzl list (annex IIIb) of their memorandum
off% January 19773
<

% ex 31.02%+ Nitrate de sodium naturel o
ex 31.03%+ Buperphosphates

ex 85.15%+ lMeubles et coffrets pour recepteurs de

Vg television
%, |
Those products marl?%with an * are included fully or partly among

the products for whic@creece hzas requested transitionzl quota
arrangements towards the rest of the Community. Those products
markea+ are products for which Greece has redquested transitional
quota arrangements towards the Qm'l‘ countries., Any products for
which quota arrangements vis-—i—visf e Community are agreed in the
negotiations under the Chapter Headiz@}of the Customs Unien will
also have to be the subject of quota az@ngements towards the state
trading countries, Moreover, any rroducts for which riuotas are ’
agreed towards GATT countries but not towards the Community would

also have to be subject to (uotas vis-2=vis s‘ua’c@;ading countries

if they are liberalized in the Commwmity towards th@ countries.

These transitional quotas will have to apply for a perfg';}/ which is

at least as long as that of the transitional arrangements for quotas

in the Customs Union vis—2-vis the Community arnd the GATT countiries.
Iven if transitional ¢uota arrangements are not agreed for particplir
procducts towards the Community or towards the GATT countries ther%
mey still be a need for such arrcungements towsrds state trading %

countries,



-

(a)

(e)

The Commission is of the view that in principle the Greek remuests ©

for quota arrangements for the above products towards the gtate

trading countries should be accepted, subject to agreement being é\

reached in the negotiations on the modalities and duration of these %%\’

arrangenents. The Commission is convinced that an abrupt llbera]@

ization of these products could cause serious difficulties in Greecea.

In this context attention is drawm to the fact that the present

regime for most of the products listed in (i) above is \::.& restrictive,
&

The Commission proposes that the transitional arra@nents, as

proposed by Greece, take the form of quctas, whicﬁ.are increased
anmually by a fixed percentage to be agreed in ﬁego:tigtions. In the
view of the Commission the modalities should however not be those
proposed by Greece. Each quota shoxxlc%@ 1_east be -doubled by the
date of full liberalization of the &@gi’uct co‘ncerned,‘)and the basic

quotas, expressed in volume 'bermi(° erever poesible, and applicable
during the first year after acoession, should also be agreed in the
negotiations. If during two successive years imports of any product
have been less than 90% of the quota opened, and if the product 1n
question is 11beraliz@owards the resct of the Community, Greece '
should abolish the Q&ﬂ;a restrictions in question.

N
As in the case of GATT quotas, the products listed will have to be
transposed into Community teriff nomencla:ture,

RO

A

and exp\>@2ts should be asked to provide data whlch should serve as a
baai@or negotiating the size of the basic quotas.” Once again,
a{&or the GATT list, there 18' a problem because in most cases no
quotas exist at the moment for Greeok imports of these products today.



(£)

(g)

(h)

A8 regards the hypothetical Greek requests, the Commission |
propaoses that the Community declares itself ready to enter
into substantive consultations with Greece if during the
interim period any extcnsion of the common liberalization list
towards the state trading countries were to be considered.
Such consultations would be subject to the same reserves as
spelled out in the case of GATT countries at (f) on page 27.
’I'h%must, however, be one important difference of approach
betwe@?’nhe Greek hypothetical list towards state trading
countries and that towards GATT. The Community cannot insist
that Greece should not de~liberalize towards state trading
countries any pzyucts vhich she currently imports from them ;
freely or t.l.a. @cisting Merber States of -the Cormunity are -
free to de-liberalizé’/‘)épwarda the state trading countries - =
products which are not {iberalized 2t the Community level.

Finally, all products remgining énder transitional restrictions
towards the Community or towards '-@9},“‘1‘ countries must remain
equally under such restriction towa@ all third countries,.

These products are referred to in (b) z%e. The remaining
products on the Greek list for trancitional restrictions towards
the Community or towards the GATT countries which are not
included in the list towards the state trading coyﬁtries are
products not liberalized in the Community towards & e trading
countries and therefore'figure on the hypothetical 11@31‘01'

those countries at annex IITb, Since Greece cannot be/w/ﬁ:lowed
freedom to - liberalise these products towards the state trading
countries or give state trading countries any d&vantage over ,
either the Community or the GATT countries, a general stipulation/épl\

to this effect must go into the Accession Instruments.
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T, MEASURFS OF FQUIVALEN? EFFECT 70 CUANYITATIVE RESTRICTIONS

(a) Import déposit and cash _pazmenta'systems

Background . v N

As already spelled out in the Commission's Proposals concerning the
Industrial Customs Union (COM(78)71 final, page 50), Greece dema.nds cash
payment on impcrtation for products representing about 24% of Q&'zl imports.
Within this total about 9% are in addition subject to 1mpor§ eposits.

The import deposits are gradually being abolished toward@he Community
‘ under the terms of the Association Agreemcat i paralle'l with the abolition
of customs duties, Greece is also reducing import deposits towards third
countries by the same rhythm as she is reducing%them ‘aowa*ds the Community;
she is not obliged to do this by the terms o e Association Agreement,
but has chosen to do so, presumably to av&é‘ charges of discrimination in
GATT. The cash payments system, howe@‘,’ remains in full force against

imports from all sources.

»
Firast Greek position <§

In a memorandum o&@ January 1977 Greece proposed that import deposits
should be gradually abolished towards third countries, as towards the Community,
° according to the timetable laid dowm in Protocol 11 of the Association Agreement.

w? U e % R N L S A possible

accelera,‘l:io \}f this rhy‘thm could be envmaged 1f the flva year transitional
period c@. to0 an end before November 1984. Greece did not at that stage
refer t} the cash payments system. This position was the same as the Greek

position in the context of the Industrial Customs Union.



Pirst Community position

Vs .
% _ At the third session at Deputy level the Community stated that Greek
4%0 import deposits vis-@-vis third countries should be abolished from the date
of accession, with the proviso that if the abolition should pose problems of
a monetary nature other means might be envisaged to deal with such problam1.

The COm)-;unity did not at that time take position on the cash payments system.
%
% S
Ve
Revigsed Greek“#osition '

In . a memorandum of 19 December 1977 Greece made it clear that her peyw
position on the import é}eposit scheme in the Customs Union chapter, as set
out in her memoranda of@x/Septémber and 17 0c1:ober,19772 was intended to be
- valid also in the context %\trade with third countries. Greece proposes
the gradual elimination of th‘g/system during a five year transitional peried
starting from accession., Greece has not, however, épecifically taken position

concerning the future of the cash payments eystem on imports from third
countries, - %

Commission Proposals {{’p

— — _Tho-Commission believes that, whatever is decided under the Chapter Heading
of the Customs Union about. the futute of the imrort deposit scheme znd its eli1°

- ; . A hitherto.
“ination should be applicable ergn omnes., This is the coprse. Creece has followod/

( _—
afggi to the elinmination

of the cash payments system. If a situation were to arise,0 ter the expiry
of eny transitional measures, whereby imports from the Communi{ﬁcould he made
on any credit terms commercially available while certain imports from third
countries were subject to a cash payment requirement, it wou/ld be certain to
"lead to severs criticism in the GATT, It could also encourags deflecﬁ%. v
of trade. ' -

| 2
U S N

The Commission also believes that thias principle should

/e

Yoonr—cr/11/77

2 T/TAG/34/7T Corr. 1
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The Commission therefore proposes that ex~ctly the rame srstem be

z_nglied to the elimination of these two schemes on imports from third \<,\
S

countries;, as it proposed for their elimination on imports from the rest (&

. . . . - . \)
of the Community in its Customs Union Proposal on pagre 52, This mean@

Greece being offered a choice. Either she could abolish the import
deposit scheme in the first year after accession in four three-monthly
stages and the cash payments scheme in the second year after ~@%esaion
in the same manner; or she could abolish both schemes top%@er over two
years. Whichever method were chosen by GraeceJ at the \{V@ of the second

year both schemes would have to be entirely abolished.
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(v) public Purchasing

% . Background |
4,)/(? There are currently no Commnity obligations in the field of publio
purchasing as regards trade with third countries. As part of the current
round of multilateral trade negotiations an agreement on public purchasing
‘ is b%ing negotiated amongst members of the GATT. When agreement is reached
. it m.ﬁ;,of course have to be adopted and applied by t_h?’ Commucity in its
trade wf@third countries and will become part of the acquis communautaire.

Initial Greek Proposals

”"

[4)
Greece original%)suggested that public purchasing ‘\_.13 the External
relations context shoul%e examined in the framework of the secondary

legislation exercise, 4(
First Community position - %
X .

The Community merely said that é.n’ eek measures in this field must
be in accordance with the autonomous Comm ommercial Policy as well as
the other intermational obligations of the Community. .

4
Commission Proposal %
' %

Greece has taken no further position regarding prublié{?}lrchasing in

external relations. The Commission believes that in all tﬁ circumstances

it is necessary at this stage simply to draw the attention of Greece to tho

fact that she will have to apply in due course the arrangement being worked
- out in the framework of the m.t.n., which is likely to become part ofb%e
_aoquis communautaire either before her accession or shortly thereafter.%
Since the GATT negotiations are ~sﬂ;ill continuing it is impossible to he 7
more specific or to see which of the Greek practices set out on page 60 of

the Customs Union Proposals might be affected.
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(P) Mono olies QI)\
TR M
é\%
Initial Greek Proposals ‘&%

In her memorandum of 17 January 1977 1Creece propo__se:l the application
of Article 44 of the Treaty of Accession of the three new Member States
Y

in the case of national monopolies not cowvered by internatipd®: convention

or incompatible with the provisions of Article 37 of the @%e dreaty.
Greece seemed to imply that this should apoly rega.rdué\lmports from third

countries, as well as in intra-Community trade.

)

Q
S
At the third session of Deputies @E‘f Community etated merely that
measures applied in Greece regarding%‘ cnopolies should be in accordance

First Community position

with the regulations both of the autonomous Common Commercial Policy and

with the international obligations of the Community in this area,

é\

Revised Greek propos&

In a memorandum of 19 December 19773:’}reece stated that as régards the
application by Greece of the Community's system relative to exclusive
import rlg@ for products subject to national monopolies, quotas for thece
product%\%.hd perhaps certain others submitted to a special regiwe in Greeceg
(mc@ng petroleum,products) ought to be ovpened towards third countries
as well as towards the Community. Products and quotas should be decided
in discussions with the Commission. In a further memorandum dated 16 January
1978 Greece made more specific proposals regarding quotas to be opered

vis-8=-vis the Community.

'MEMO-GR/1/77
2 comP~aR/11/71
*WEM0-GR/8/77
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Commission Proposals ‘ e

It must be admitted there is no obligation upon Greere

to phase out monopoly import rights as regards imports from third
countries, either under the terms of the autonomous Common Commercial

Policy or under any of the Community's preferential or non-preferential

agreeynts. Certain provisiona of the Common Commercial Policy and
of cer of these agreements might touch upon certain aspects of these
exclusiv34 ort rights but certain existing Member States maintain

monopoly impg-t rights for certain important products such azs manufactured
tobacco or alcohol. Greece has, however, sugrested that she should
abolish monopoly import rights towards all third countiries in the pame
way as towards the Cox@}\ity. In view of the legal situation the -
Comuunity should avoid g%ng formal acceptance to this proposal; it
could, however, note it.. /ZV( It will not be necessary to
ask Greece which monopolies she intends to abolish in this way towards
third countries.
%

However, if Greece should em’bark%n progressive abolition of

monopolies towards third countries, it is /ortant to ensure that she

does not do so in such a way as to give thirc?@ountries an effective

preference over the Community during the transitional period,  An °
undertaking to this effect ought therefore to be included in the '
Accession Instruments. ' @
7>
%
%
%
¥
A
%)
%



III, THE COMMUNITY'S PREFERENTIAL AGREEMENTS
. Greece has proposed transitional arrengements towards all the

preforential partners in respect of import duties in general (1); and{é}

in respect of quantitative restrictions for semsitive produts in \%%\'

particular (2),. _ ‘ﬁ%%

Greece has proposed a S year transﬁtional period = from the date

of entry into force of the relevant protocols - for ali these

arrangements with the exception of the abolition of imy &*ﬁ dutles

- : towards the EFTA countries for certain sensitive pr@r‘ts, for which
8 years are proposede D
° ¥y propo \&

Ao, Import Duties

The Greek proposals are Only c§ very general terms, The Greek
" delegation has confirmed however t@ what is envisaged is a progressive
abolition in the course of a t@eitlonal period towards all the
preferential partners,

Inits statemeQ,t to the third Conference of Deputies the
Community stated t)@* it could only agree that a progressive abolition
was one poss:.ble%%y of proceeding. The Community reserved it# final
posrtlon in ths"matter until a later stage of the negotla.tmns (3).

COMMISSION PROPOSALS
$
.\%\’ As stated above a progresswe abolition of all Greek import

\“&utn.es towards all the Community's preferential partners is one possible
way of proceedings, Two other possibilities are examined below under
points (2) and (c)

NG
N\ |

§ a) One possibility would be that from the date of accession Greece
@‘\\ should apply the tariff provisions of the preferential agreements
Q

as they stand at that time ,subject t:o_'_r_eSpgi:t of the "putoir" rute (&)

(1) Memo=GR/1/77
(2) Memo-GR/8/77
(3) CONF-GR/11/77

: (4) The"butoir" rule means that Greece cannot at any time give more
i . favourable tariff treatment to any third country than to the
) : Community in its present composition.
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This would in practice mean that products which enter CGreece free of
import duties when imported from the Community in its present composition
(products on the "12 year list" under the Association) would also, when
this,.is foreseen by the preferential agreements and when fulfilling

fhe criteria of the origin rules, enter Grecce free of duty when imported
from the preférential partners, In other words ¢ in respect of produdis
for which Customs Union regimes have been completed under the Associction
Greece would treat imports from preferemtial partners in the same mamner
as the other Member States do. Products on the "22-year" list on the

#cgther hand would as a general rule be subject to the same import duties
B (ﬁ reece whether imported from the rest of the Community,or from the
»m_pr_-e{@;n,tial partners, with the necessary origin criteria fulfilled. '

This approach would have the advantage of excluding all risks
of trade defleofione From the point of view of thé preferential partners
it would have t@&eneral advantage of giving their products the same
position on the Gr%market a8 that enjoyed by Community products, from
the date of Greek accgssion and not, as proposed by Greece only from the
date when the transitional arrangements come wfl:o an end,

A further advantage wo%be that the same approach could be used
towards-all the preferential part@ without Posing the problem of whether
» . Greece, as the present Member Sta% have done in the past, should
abolish import duties towards developing partners in one move instead of
ngégseg?%geﬁrasel?inally this approach would justify the Community in ‘
fpreferential partners whose agreements are 'baseg,on reciprocity.that
from the date of Greeco's accescion Greek producfgfp which qualify under
the origin rules, should be . imported by them subjec%go the sams
preferences as when importeg from the rest of the Commu&y. -This would

give Creece maximum reciprocal advantage from the beginning.
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There would however be some disadvantages too. For certah1<§
sectors of Greek industry the effects of a sudden abolition of importﬂg
dutiés on the 12 year List products and of considerable initial tariff
reductions on the 22 year list products could presentUSerious difficulties.
In particular the considerable tariff reductions Hr the 22 Q&r List cover
products which are in general more sensitive than those Q§$§he 12 year list
and which to-day enjoy quite high tariff pretection tq§érds all third
countries (20 percent as an aithmetical average). For those products
on thé Association's "2 year" List which are not produced in Greece or
which are not sensitive there would be no sps;ific economic problems,
but a problem of immediate instead of prog£§§s1ve loss of customs revenue.
A few products on the 12 year Llist are.&?ﬂever known to be sensitive
in relation to some of the Communitzg‘ preferential partners.

On batance the Commission is of the view that in respect of

the 22 year list the disadvqgtages of this approach would be so great that
they would outweigh the €§Shntages. It should therefore not be envisaged

‘that Greece applies t§§$§ar1ff regimes of the preferential agreements,

subject to respect o the "butoir” rule, to alllndustr1al 1mports from

the preferential partners from the date of accession.

<§$§efore reaching this conclusion the Commission has carefully
studie e question of trade deflection.



Due to the lack of Origin Rules in the Association and
as a result of the extensive network of preferential agreements which
the Community has concluded with other third since the Association
was created, the risk of deflection of trade exists in_the Association,
In certain circumstances products originating in the Communitys preferential
partners can enter Greece, via the territory of the Community, duty free
or at reduced duties. Greek products in the same manner, can enter
into the preferential partners via the territory of the Community.
A certain risk of trade deflection also exists .under the Association
- in relation to other third countries, due to the tack of
para@ism between the nlythms for tariff harmonization and for tariff
abolit qg?towards the EEC. .

v elation to the preferential parners the risk of trade
deflection under the Association is a permanent problem but it is
difficult toassess how real the risk is. The geographical position
of Greece, and the fact that export documentation to an increasing extent
is issued Locally ormt the factory level and not at the frontier,
probably Limit the rvékafonsiderably. L

- So far, no pa ular difficulties are knownto have been
caused by trade deflection @rder the Association. ~ The Commission
understands that the Greek Authorities, by means of existing import
restrictions towards the Community, ensure against "deflected" imports
. of sensitive products. Neither the Community exporters, not the

. ' 4)/
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In the context of accession, the risk of deflection of irade will,
at the most, be a temporary problem which will disappear whben Grecce
will apply the Community's preferential agreerents fully. In relation
+o other third countries, it will be considerably reduced or disenpear,
from acoession, because the rythms of tariff abolition and harmonisa)s \n
will be parallel. If, 28 proposed by Creece, the tramsiticral m@éments

for (Greece's application of the preferential agreements are to w, de
for progressive abolition of import cduties, the risk of trade a’ection
will moreover decrease progressively as theme arrangements progress
towards expirye

If the prevention of trade deflection after accessji were regarded
as having absolute priority, the application by Greec m the date of
accession of the trade provisions of the preferenmtial recnents as they
stand would be the only possible way of proceedin For many sectors
of Greek industry the economic effects of proce g in that way would
however be considerably more serious than those Yikely to be caused
by a limited degree of trade deflection.

The Commission is therefare of the view that the problem of trade
deflection should not be a decisive fa@r in the determination of the
transitional arrangements for Greecel'Syipplication of the Community's
contractual and autonomous tariff erences. However it ought nov
to be disregarded altogether as ég as been in the Association.

From the date of Greece's acce the risk must be considerabiy

- reduced so that Greece will no longer be faced with the problem of

having to control whether her imports from the rest of the Community
are of Community origine



(b) The way of proceeding which Greece has proposed has the advantage of

technical. and administrative simplicity, but it takes no account of the
risk of trade deflection, This is true in particular in respect of

the products on the 12 year list. Another weakness of the Gresk

proposals is that for the great number of products on the "12 year list"
which are not produced in Greece or which are not sensitive in Crecce it
is difficult to justify in economic terms a request for transitional
arra@xents towards the preferential partners, since these products are
importe&&(ree of duty from the present Community. The main arguments
for such a/%equest would be the relatively great importance oi customs ‘
revenues for the Greek Government budget — a3 well as the economic interest
of the present Community in preserving as long as possible, its preferential
position on the Gre@}larket.
%
G
There can be no dou% at at least come of the preferential partners
will insist that from the date of Greece's accession - and within the limits
of their respective agresments — their exports to Greece should be given
the same treatment in respect of imp&'z/'t duties as that which exports from
the present Community enjoy. Both A'z%‘f}ia and Switzerland have approached
Greece with a view to concluding interim’z%ee trade agreements providing

for such regimes in preparation of Grecce'a/@cession to the Community.

The approach proposed by Greece will therefore most likely have as a ’
result that the preferential partners vhose agreementj?are based on
reciprocity would request transitional arrangements for/@eir application
of all the trade provisions of their agreements towards Gr@eo for & long
period as that reque'sted for Greece's application of these ag{%ements.

.The solutien - __vhich Greece has proposed moreover raises the
problem. of principle whether the same transitional arrangements shouf&p/\
apply towards the developing countries among the preferential partners ’p0(/

as towards the industrial partners. As stated above, this would constitutg\

a departure from the Community's “past practice. -: ~ .



As a general rule, it might not make much difference to the
developing partners whether Greek import duties on products on the 12
year list:are abolished upon accession or eliminated progressively over N
a period, since their main industrial export products are on the "22 %\,\%
year list™. The real question is therefore whether, from the date o%é%
accession, Greece should treat products on the 22 year list in the same
manner in respect of import duties when they are imported from the
preferential developing countries ' * * a8 when @ey are
imported from the rest of the Community. An examination %he lists
of sensitive products which Greece has submitted in the@utex-t of liberali=-
zation and which are practically all included in the\ ’ year list" leads

the Commission to believe that there would be a risk of serious difficulties

for some sectors of Greek industry if, upon accession, Greece were to reduco

import duties on praducts on the 22 year ligd, towards developing partners

4n such a way as to grant these countrie@medi.ate parity with the existing

N | B
e . & e -

N

In the view of the Commission the practice of applying full tariff prefe-~
ariin er

Community.

ences to the developing cour;tries without transition or after very chori
transitional periods, ough‘\\\\not to be followed in the case of Greece, .
because the industrial @ort products of developing countries are among
the most aensit:live %’@cts for Greece.
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(c) The Commiszion is however of the view that the prodrcts on the

Loy

"12 year list" and the products. on the "22 year list" should not

be treated in the same mannere

The Commission proposes that the duration of transiticnal

arrangements for the products on the 22 vear list should he the

same as towards the rest of the Communitye The rhythm of tariff
dismantlement should 2150 be the sames

However, the arrangement chould not be based on respect of the
'@;oir " rulee Greece should start the process of dismantlement
fro‘@he level of the duties effectively applied towards ihird

coun’sz‘z(@; at the same date as that chozen for the Custom Urione

The lerel of the basic duties for procucts on the "22 year list”
will be at least double as high as towards the Commuritiye

This way of pro ng is justified by the fact that many of the
products on the "2% ar list" are censitivé for Grecce, in
relation to the Commufl ' preferentinl partners, towards whom

they are at present enjoying quite high protection,

In a few cases, the transitional arrangements for tariffs will
have to tske account of existing'pf (;:iprooal minor tariff preferences

between Greece and certain third o%ﬁes.
Ay
9

As a gencral approach, the Comminrion 1%¥9poses that there should

ah.

be no +transition for preiucts on the "12 year listh, -

Greece should apply the toriff provisions of the respective
agreexents. for the 12 year lict products fully%*fom the date
of accession, ) @0
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In réturn the preferential partners whose agreements provide

for reciprocity should be requested to apply the tariff provisions

of the respective agreements to imports of industrial products from &

Greece_fully from the date of Greece’s accessione

P
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In resbect of some of the Community's preferential partners
a few of ithe products on the "12 year" list are however sensitive
products for. Greece. This is the case f.inst. of certain fertilizeré,}
a few paper products etc. Most of such produéts are likely to be ‘
sensitive only in relation to some of the preferential partners. _
Such products could be deleted from among the productsAfo(:uhichaggtie§‘should

L ﬁe_gbéliéheqiu{th§ut transition in _respect of particular preferential ’-

Greek’> ort duties should be dismantled over a period.

- 3 g -~ v a—— ' .

N e ._4;; . (/@‘u_,_., —- e e — N e e ' ., —

,
By proceedingegn the manner described ahove it should be
possible to solve certafa%problems wihich Greece seems to foresee and
for which she seems to be g?éparing requests for transitional quoté
arrangements towards preferential partners (see point B below).

4
By
%,
%,
%
J
7/
%,

~ _ aaré@ments and be added to the list of p[oducts_(of_ghe.?Zg&ggaq-}isg“)fpgiéhicﬁ



"~ for tariff abolition on certain sensitive products from the %%\'
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The Greek proposal for an 8 years' transitional arrangement

EFTA countries only falls to be considered in substance “@

if the maximum duration for the abolition of Greek import daties is less,

This proposal covers between 3 and T percent of Qreece's imports
from Sw#s: erland, Sweden and Norway but 38 percent of llg,\impor'ts
from Portugal and Austria and 44 percent of impcrtﬂ@'om

Finland (1976 figures), :



e

e

52

B. Quantitative Import and Export Restrictions in Preferential Agreements

1. Import Restrictions

Greece has proposed transitional arrangements for the progressive
abq%%}ion of quantitative restrictions on imports from the preferential
partnéﬁ; (1). The products involved are in principle the same as those

Y .
for whi uch arrangements are requasted vis~a-vis GATT members. . ‘
The Greek delegation has announced that a specification, country by
country, of its proposals in respect of each of the preferential partners

will be forthcomingain a near future. Until these specific Greek proposals

have been received ft@kCommission is unable to submit concrete proposals

K (// - . .
in this particular aregké;the negotiations. However, certain comments
L/ .
can be made now : ‘4

In general, but leaving aside in this context the special
problems of textile products origiﬂ%@ﬁng in certain preferential partners,
the Commission proposes that the follodﬁ?g points be made to the Greek'

. 8y
delegation : ‘93
(4

(i) The Community oould not accept that products, which at present D
can be imported into Greece freely, or are Sagject to TLA only,

from a preferential partner should be submitféb) even temporarily,

to quantitative restrictions from the date of Grggag's accession,
unless such restrictions are already provided for 1‘2}be Agreement

in question. Any difficulties to which the progressive abolittion

of Greek import duties may give rise will have to be solved in the
framework of the tariff regimes, i.e. through indicative ceili _
or possibly tariff quotas, and not by moves of do—liberalizatiad%b
(¥3)  ALL products which may become subject to transitionai arrangements

' in respect of quantitative restrictions towards the rest of the

Commuﬁity should be subject to such arrangements vis-a-vis all

the'preferentiél partners, and that for the same durations,
, ) v

(1) Memo-GR/8/77 o4

Lty
o

¥ i o N !



(i11) In principle it will be difficult to envisage transitional

Giv)

(v)

- (vi)

N\
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arrangements in respect of quantitative restrictions towards .Q§§S§
preferential partneprs. for products other than those which _
might be subject to such arrangements towards the rest of the
Community. §

ALl products which from the date of accession ar@beralizedd
by Greece towards GATT members in general sho@"\also

be Liberalized towards all the preferential partners.

The transitional arrangements in res st of quantitative

restrictions shall take the form Eggimpoﬁt quotas which are
progressively increased over pesgbds to be determined.

. . X .
* For each product .the basic qu?a, expressed in volume, the
- annual percentage increase and the date for full Liberalization

shall be agreed with the partners concerned and laid down in the .
protocols of transizg?p " and adaptations.

- §§§. '
Since the obL§§§tions which Greece will be undertaking towards
the preferential partners are based on the existing.provisions
of each preferential agreement the hypothetical Greek requests
for‘i:ansitionaL arrangements concerning products in Annex II b
tQ§§ﬁe Greek memorandum of 19 December are not relevant in relation

Q}' the Community's prefential partners.
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IV ~ GENERALISED PREFERENCES

Initial Greck Position

In a memorandum of 17 January 197’11 CGreece stated that she would
apply the Community generé.lized preferences system from the third year of
implemeXimtion of the Act of Accession. Greece reserved generally the right to
put her vi(%}'n the preparation of the lists of those products for ‘
which generalized preferences are annually granted ,s50 =8 to avoid any disturbance

in certain sensitive 2,reas of hex economy.

%
%
7
%

Community Position

]

In a sta.tement at the :third seggggp of the Conferénce at Deputy lex.;el"
the Community took note of the CGreek vugg%ion that Greece should apply
the generalized preference scheme only from % third year after accessmn.
At that stage the Community drew attention to the problems that would ‘
arise if during a period of two years imports into Gre%e from the couniries
benefi'ting from the Community's gencralized preferencef@&heme were' fo 'bﬂ .
subject to import duties whichwere higher than those which: w@?# apply to

imports into Greece from countries in a comparable economic¢ situation with

whom the Community hed concluded preferential agreements. The Comrﬁun}j‘y
furthermore recalled the system of quotas and ceilln{'swhlch is part of &"p -
(
, G

"Mmi0-GR/1/77

-,

2CoNF-GR/11/71
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generalized preference scheme and suggested that the problems of <§'
| o
sensitive imports into Greece, as into the Community in its present

composition, might be mitigated if not solved through these mechanisms.

The Community equally took note of the intention of Grﬁsgg'to
put forward its views in the annual preparations of the ngaunlty'
generalized preference scheme and stressed that as a fﬁ&i member of
the Community Greece would participate in the Community preparstions
and decisions concerning the continued develgggpnt of Commmnity polic1es
in this as in all other areas. The ComQS;htJ emphaslzed that it was
determined continually and pfogreu51v to improve 1ts generallzed pre—

ference scheme,

<§\
Revised Greek Pos1t1q§§5

At the fourth session of Deputies1 on 36 March 1977 Greece exprossed
the desire t§$a11gn the two points of view after receiving technical
explana&ﬁé%s concerning the Community position. These cxplanations were
given in a technical meeting between Commission and Greek experts on 31 lMarch
1977. Howéver, in a memorandum of 19 December 19772 Grecce stated that
she wished"to go back on her initial position on generalized preferences®
and reserved the right to advance her own point of view in due course so

that certain aspects of this field should be taken into considefation to

*

‘covr-Gr/16/71 | !

MEBI0-GR/S/TT
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avoid any disruption of certain sectors of the Greek sconemy. Cresce
has not in the event made any new proposals.

Commission Proposals : i

These proposals are based on the assumption that wha.tev'or gcheme
follows the present GSP scheme after 1980 will be broadly similar to the
present scheme. The Commission believes that any transitional measures
in t%field of' generalized preferences should take two principles into
acconn’gfp firstly, Greece should meke a certain effort from the beginning,
Secondly,% regards tariffs, Greece ought tc treat the GSP countries as
favourably as the Lomé countries, but not more favourably. It is true | 0
that the Lomé scheme is contractual whereas the GSP scheme is autonomous,
but both schemes s‘hafp the basic aim of encouraging industrial development
in the developing wor%through tariff concessions. The Community's GSP

scheme now covers all m@}trial products.
/4
/4 .

As regards tariffs, therefore, the Commission proposes that Greece
should reduce these under the GSP scheme in exactly the same way as towards
Lomé countries and the other prefereﬁial partners: ' '

Ge. .
yo

= for industrial products on the 1 ar list Greece should apply

the GSP scheme fully from the date é%coession;

~ for industrial products on the 22 year list the same timetable '
as in the context of preferential agreements should be foreseen,

This should start on the date of accession and fld involve a

(7

%,
%

As regards quotas and ceilings, the Community would have to propose

the necessary technical adaptations to the Community's system in the last

smooth and even process of elimination.

year before Greek acoession when the Community scheme is being prepa.reﬂb
for the first year after accession. ‘ f/}

(7)
A
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V;.GéEECE'S TRADE AGREEMENTS WITH STATW TRADING COUNTLIES

\
o
Background <§§

Q
Greece has commercial agreements with mony state trading countrieg?
A11 of these agreements will have expired by 31 December 1980 o provide the

possibility for denunciation by that date. During 1976 around 13% of

. Greece's total exports went to the state trading countries, 'Q§>

%
N
Q
N
\‘V

Initial Greek Proposal

In 2 memorandum of 17 January 1977 ~ “reece stated that her commercial
agrecments with state trading countries remaigyin force until 21 December
1930 at which point denunciation was poss{%é?i Greece asked to keep open
the possibility of extending the agreemQ§§% for a transitional period of
three years after the entry into foro§§%% the Act of Accession on the
grounds that the volume of tracde and the structure of her exports to thcse
countries . included certain products vhich were particularly sensitive

for the Greek economy. &\\\

Community Position

At the third cession of Deputies the Community stated that Greece
should ensurgNhat her bilateral agreements with state trading countries come
to an enqs§$7the date of her accession to the Community. There could be no
questi «bf either prolonging the Greck commercial agrcements with state
treding countries during the transitional period nor a fortiori of prolonging

them beyond the end of that period. The Community rejected {hec Greek

had been in the some situction and their trade vas devcloping normelly

with the state trading countries.

/
o/ o
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arguments in favour of a prolongation on the grounds that the nine lleniber States
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Further Greeck Dtatements

At the fourth session of Deputies on 30 March 1977 Greece took note of
the Community position and stated that if a suitable solution could not bhe
found the Agreements in force at the time of accession should remain in
force until they expire or are denounced1. In a memorandum of 19
December 19772 Greece said that shé was still awaiting the definitive
Community position on its request concerning the possibility of extending
for thf{‘& years during the transitional period those trade sgreements between
Greece a.n%tate trading countries which are in force vhen the Act of
Accession is%plemented. 0

Commission Proposals 00
%,

%, s
The date of Greece .,%cessn.on to the Community is of course not
settleds But it is likely tﬁat a transitional period of three years after
accession (which in the circumstances of this case means a temporary derogztion
from the Community acquis) would not expire until towards the mid 1980=,
It is to be hoped that the Community v@ have concluded agreements with
the individual 'state trading countries bekfpzqc then, ond even if it .Las not

there is no evidence that the absence of suclfpcrecements would adversely

(/4
affect~Greek exports to the state trading countries. In these circumstances
the Commission proposes that the Community should make no substantive °

change in its position that all Greecc's bilateral commgreial cgreenents

with state trading countrics should be brought to an encf the dote of her
accession to the Community. A slight nuance could, howev@? be introduced;
since‘ 31 December 1980 is the ezrliest date by which denunciat%a of 211

the agreements is possible, and since it is inadvisable to ask Creece

to denounce before she may legilly do so, it could be envisaged that if

Greece joins the Community before 31 December 1930 then any agreements @ch

do not contain provisions allowing denunciation before that date could be%
continued until that date. In no circumstances, however, could any a.greerr}er@‘

be continued after that date. o/ o

1conr-GR/16/77

2m10-GR/S/77 o



