SSHRC RESEARCH PROJECT ON REGIONAL TRADE AGREEMENTS

Round Table Minutes
McGill University December 1 & 2, 2006
Friday December 1, 2006 , 3690 Peel, Seminar Room

--------------------------------------------------------------------------

ATTENDEES:
Professors: William Watson, Martha O’Brien, Ljiljana Biukovic, Armand de Mestral, Leonard Bartels, J.A. Winder, Mark Manger, Licun Xue, 
Students:    Mohammad Nsour, Viet Do Dung, Hayane Dahmen
Other present: Dr. John Curtis and  Clemens Booneckamp (in the PM session)
PROCEEDINGS:
1. CALL TO ORDER

Meeting called to order at 9:30 AM by Professor de Mestral

2. GENERAL PRESENTATION OF THE PROJECT
2.1. Professor de Mestral welcomed the participants and provided an overview of the agenda and the organization of the roundtable. He then summarized how the project originated, and noted that the project will end in April 2008. He highlighted the issues that the project’s members are exploring such as: the relationship between the regionalism and multilateralism orders; cross cutting issues including political and economic analysis of the phenomenon of regionalism; services; and other miscellaneous case studies.  He noted that other international organizations and universities such as the OECD and University of Tokyo have done research on RTAs.  
2.2. Professor de Mestral shared with the participants the financing and the timelines of the project. He asked the participant professors to promote graduate work on the subject, and wondered if aiming at having a book by the end of the project would be feasible. 
2.3. Professor Bartels noted that the RTAs topic is a gradually growing one. He mentioned that the book he edited on RTAs links between different points of interest such as investment and services.  He shared with the participants some of his activities in the field such as his contacts with other interested parties.

2.4. Professor Manger noted that most of the complexities that are emerging are a consequence of legal matters that were not dealt with properly. He asserted that an interdisciplinary approach to the issue would really help because several points should be analyzed from a political point of view.

2.5. Professor O’Brien noted that another Professor at University of Victoria is working on a database on RTAs.
3. PRSENTATION OF ECONOMIC ISSUES
3.1. Professor Watson mentioned that there are summaries that summarized the economic summaries on the issue. Professor Watson argued that it might be difficult to justify a strong stand after reviewing the economic theoretical and empirical research. He explained that the traditional approach of economists was analyzing what the effects of trade creation and diversion were. He said that one should be mindful, however, that the level of proliferation of RTAs is very high, which makes it difficult to make conclusions about all of them. Professor Watson discussed the factual elements and of the theoretical and empirical analysis of RTAs. Yet, He criticized the theoretical scholarship because its conclusions were ambiguous in general. Likewise, he criticized the empirical scholarship because it did not produce empirical results. He stated that economic conclusions depend on the assumptions to explain trade laws on proportionate variables. 
3.2. Professor Watson explored how to evaluate RTAs. He cited several economic scholars such as Harris who researched the United States-Canada trade effects. He then reviewed other studies that dealt with trade flows in the United States and set up models of tariff reduction and increases. He noted that studies have also invoked the decrease in value of the Canadian dollar and its effect on Canadian exports to the United States.  He then reviewed a third study conducted at the University of Toronto which looked at 200 products in Canada and examined the productivity increase. This study concluded that productivity increased only 5% after the United States-Canada FTA. Professor Watson noted that from a Canadian point of view, NAFTA has better results than the multilateral level. 
3.3. Mr. Do Dung explored the economic studies on the welfare effects in Europe. He noted that a 2003 study proved that the intra EU trade increase was evident. Another study he mentioned showed the increase of the GDP of all individual members. He argued, however, that there were no conclusive studies on trade creation and diversion in Europe. 
3.4. Mr. Do Dung then discussed studies on ASEAN ( Franko 1998 and Winters 2001) which reported that ASEAN did not contribute in trade creation. He cited, however, more recent studies that provided otherwise. Mr. Do Dung discussed the scholarship on South America and mentioned that there was a consensus that Mercosur has had little trade creation effect, yet large trade diversion impacts. 
3.5.  Professor Watson discussed whether RTAs are building blocks or stumbling blocks, and suggested to have an economic chapter in the book that the project’s members are likely to publish.  This chapter, according to Professor Watson, should include an identification of costs effects on large and small businesses in different RTAs. He noted also that the World Bank published a study on logistics and transactional costs, thus it should not be assumed to be zero. 
3.4. Professor Manger intervened and said that small firms do not trade under NAFTA rules because of the demanding rules of origin.

3.5. Professor Bartels wondered about the economic modeling. Professor Watson responded that each economist has his own economic modeling. Professor Manger added that most RTAs are not between equal players.
3.6. Professor Xue presented the coalition and network theory to the study of FTAs. After reviewing the basic concepts of FTAs, CUs, he presented an economic model on how to calculate a country’s economic welfare. He noted that each country attempts to increase its tariffs or not substantially decrease them when negotiating RTAs to maximize revenues. Professor Xue explained the notion of “coalition” in CUs and invoked the issue of presence of externalities and showed how the game theory can be used in CU coalition. He then presented how coalition in CUs works by wondering which partitions are likely to emerge in forming CUs. In answering the question, he offered two approaches: the first is the cooperative one which indicates that a partition is stable if there is no incentive for a group of countries to form a new CU; the second approach is the uncooperative approach where negotiations and bargaining are more obvious. He provided a list of sources that investigated both approaches.  Professor Xue then presented “the sequential formation of CUs.” He remarked that sequential formation of CUs is two-fold: different CUs are formed sequentially; each CU is formed in a dynamic model of bargaining and negotiation. 
3.7. Professor Watson intervened and noted that the members who join CUs late or not at the beginning would be worse off than those who founded the CU. 

3.8. Professor Xue proceeded to present the FTAs networks.  He defined FTAs networks as collection of bilateral trade agreements (links). Therefore he argued that a complete network of trade equals a global free trade. He then wondered which networks were likely to emerge. He concluded that a network is pair-wise stable if no pair of countries wishes to establish a new trade link or cut existing trade link. 
3.9. Professor Watson noted that it is useful to have generalized results especially to answer whether RTAs are building or stumbling blocks. Professor Xue suggested that empirical and theoretical researchers should collaborate. 
3.10. Professor de Mestral wondered how one should look at China who waited a while to enter the game, and Professor Xue responded that no matter how late China was, it would be better off by being involved in free trade arrangements. Professor de Mestral raised the issue of Japan and China, particularly, Japan was becoming active in regionalism after a period of favoring multilateralism. Professor de Mestral then wondered about the dynamics of competition in regionalism, and Professor Xue answered that economists so far were looking on each country or block individually.
3.11. Professor Winter mentioned that there might be a possibility of transatlantic RTAs such as an RTA between NAFTA and the EU.

3.12.  Dr. Curtis made two comments. First, the era of RTAs has ended in the classical terms. The emergence of issues like high tech, movement of people and investment changed the way business is organized.  Dr. Curtis argued that because businesses are more digitalized, many businesses tend to use the MFN treatment alone. Second, measuring trade creation and trade diversion can be complicated, and the objection on RTAs was becoming more objectional. 

3.13. Professor Bartels wondered whether trade creation and trade diversion are related to the level of protection. He added that the role of standards can be a complicating factor.  
3.14. Dr. Curtis added that costs usually cause tensions because they contribute in trade diversion. Professor Watson remarked that it is not a good idea to randomly choose countries to regionalize with. Dr. Curtis noted that NAFTA was finished now because it was not advancing any more in terms of coverage.
3.14. Professor de Mestral wondered why there were so many RTAs. He explained that there was still a digestion of the Doha Round, yet the world economy is going well.
3.15. Dr. Curtis noted that RTAs were like teenagers; keen but not focused. Businesses, according to him, were gradually finding too many rules of origin to deal with which makes them go back to the multilateral table. He noted also that China should decide whether to be active in the WTO or build its own orbits of trade. 
3.16. Professors O’Brian and Bartels expressed their concern from the complexities of issues like taxes and rules of origin respectively. Professor Winter also suggested that it was possible to link up rules of origin, but it has to be done sector-by-sector. Professor de Mestral wondered if RTAs were threatening the legal order of the world trade and what the best manner should be to manage sectoral agreements. 
3.17. Dr. Curtis concluded by noting that we have seen the peek of special interest in RTAs and their will be more emphasis on foreign investments from now on. 

4. CONCLUSION OF THE MEETING’S MORNING SESSION  AT 1:00 PM

Professor de Mestral thanked the participants and reminded them to meet at 2:30 PM at 3690 Peel, Seminar Room.

5. THE MULTILATERAL PERSPECTIVE 
5.1. Mr. Boonekamp commenced by saying that the WTO look at RTAs as a complimentary part of the multilateral order, and that is why we have Article XXIV, Article V and the Enabling Clause. He noted that there are vague phrases in the legal texts thus the implementation was not easy. He noted that the WTO’s working parties have only approved one RTA which was the Czech-Slovakia FTA. Mr. Boonekamp admitted that there was no effective surveillance on RTAs. 
5.2. Mr. Boonkamp argued that third parties have always been discriminated against when RTAs are formed because third parties do not know enough details about the RTA.  Thus, he perceived RTAs as damaging to the system. He noted, however, that members agree that the multilateral trading system should be maintained to maximize global welfare. He explained that the WTO has extra rules on issues like contingency mechanisms. Other issues are taking a great deal of attention in the WTO as well such as anti-dumping.  He emphasized the importance of clarifying rules because some concepts are still controversial thus far such as the “substianlly all the trade”.  Mr. Boonekacmp told the participants that the WTO was considering building a significant base of information and has thought of creating the transparency mechanism as a first step.  Yet he believes that the WTO does not have a precise idea on what is happening on the ground. Mr. Boonekamp noted that the EU and other African RTAs have not provided the CRTA with information because those RTAs did not want to share information that could be potentially dangerous. In that light, he said that it is on the WTO’s agenda to present the issue of RTAs to the Council. 
5.3. Mr. Booneckamp explained how the WTO was considering enhancing the transparency mechanism by outlining different proposals such as having a committee on preferences that will use economic arguments to convince countries to get their RTAs compatible with the WTO law. He asserted that the WTO is an economic organization first and foremost and legal rules are used to enforce the economic obligations and not the other way around. 
5.4. Dr. Curtis intervened and argued that notification of RTAs is not mandatory. Mr. Boonekamp disagreed and indicated that the information included in the notification is official information and sometimes countries ask the WTO to keep it confidential. He noted, however, that the ultimate decision in that regard is for the WTO. Professor Bartels wondered if Mr. Boonekcamp was talking about legal information as well, and the latter answered negatively. 
6. INTRODUCTION TO THE POLICTICAL ECONOMY OF RTAs.
Professor Manger….
7. A LEGAL PERSPECTIVE: ASSEMTRY IN NORTH-SOUTH UNDER RTAs
7.1. Professor Bartels explained that his presentation will revolve around the difference of rates of liberalization for developing and developed countries. He then outlined the major historical aspects of the EEC Treaty including Part IV which, together with an annexed Implementing Convention, brought 17 ex-colonies into this new trading arrangement on equal terms with the EEC Member States themselves. He then discussed how the legal framework of Part IV and the Implementing Convention was replaced by a 5-year treaty known as the Yaoundé Convention, and noted that this was followed by the 5-year Yaoundé II Convention in 1969. He recalled also that the big shift came with the Lomé Convention in 1975, and that we were in the presence of another important shift, with the implementation of the 2000 Cotonou Agreement. 
7.2. He then reviewed the economic ties between France and its former colonies in Africa and how the EEC played a role in enhancing France’ benefits from its relationship with its former colonies. Professor Bartels then highlighted how the ECC Members who where founding members in the GATT defended the ECC when its compatibility with the GATT was examined. He outlined the major complaints against the ECC that included the inconformity with Article XXIV:8 of the GATT on trade coverage.  He noted that the Intersessional Committee made a recommendation to the Thirteenth Session (which was endorsed) that questions of law should be set aside, and if problems arose, they should be handled in accordance with the consultation mechanism in Article XXII (which provides for trade compensation for any losses). He argued that this went through because several influential parties such as the United States supported the ECC.
7.3. Professor Bartels highlighted the non-reciprocity and non-discrimination concepts during the 1960s. He noted that as non-reciprocity was relatively unsuccessful in the context of multilateral trade negotiations – the principle removed the incentive for developed countries to negotiate in the first place, but it was highly successful in establishing the basis for the Generalized System of Preferences, which began to take shape in the early 1970s and continued to exist until now. He argued that as a result, developing countries have the option of non-reciprocal and non-discriminatory trade with a developed country under the GSP system. He remarked however that the accession of the UK to the ECC in 1973 had helped in creating the 1975 Lomé Convention.
7.4. Professor Bartels analyzed the consequences of the decision of Banana II case. He argued that it first led to a time-limited waiver for the Lomé Agreement in 1996, and second, it affected the Cotonou Agreement, the successor to Lomé. He noted that the Cotonou Agreement which has had a transitional regime for non-reciprocal trade (Annex V, in terms equivalent to those of the Lomé Conventions: i.e., non-reciprocal full market access to the EU except for CAP products) but more importantly sets the framework for the future. He analyzed Article 37(7) of the Cotonou Agreement which provided for improved market access to the EU and a slower liberalization timetable for the ACP countries and reduced final product coverage for the ACP countries. 
7.5. Professor Bartels argued that Bananas II case was wrong because the EC claimed that Article XXIV:8 must be read together with the non-reciprocity principle set out in Part IV GATT and the panel thought this principle was irrelevant.  He expressed his confusion when the Panel stated that parties negotiating under these other provisions had a negotiating status ‘derived from the General Agreement’; compared to Article XXIV because it did not easily square with the fact that an acceding party is not even a GATT contracting party, whereas an Article XXIV negotiating party must be. He thought nevertheless that the best point made by the Panel was to compare the Article XXIV/Part IV proposition with the GSP Decision and the Enabling Clause, and to say that there was no scope for discriminatory non-reciprocal treatment.
7.6. Professor Bartels finally proposed that a middle ground: that the concepts of ‘substantially all the trade’ should be interpreted to include some reciprocity, but not full reciprocity. 
8. The EUROPEAN PERSPECTIVE
8.1. Professor Winter argued that the policy of the EU in expanding itself was not only about trade, but also to gain strength.  He then discussed the Turkey relationship with the EU. He noted that Turkey has been a candidate country for a long time. He added that the Turkey’s problem with Cyprus, especially that Turkey was not recognizing Cyprus which it is a member state. Professor Winter reviewed other country cases such as the Balkans and Russia which were considering strategic partnership with the EU. He added that the idea of making a hybrid of FTA and CU in the EU is not possible because it is a very variable concept.  He anticipated however that the EU will have more economic relationships with the Middle East and other Caucasian countries. He also noted that Europe is the course of institutionalization of its economic integration activities. 
9. CONCLUSION OF THE AFTERNOON SEESION AT 5:00 P.M.

Professor de Mestral thanked the participants and announced the conclusion of the first day of the Round Table. He reminded them to meet at room 204 NHDH on Staurday, December 2.
******************************************
Saturday, December 2, Room 204 NHDH
--------------------------------------------------------------------

ATTENDING:

Professors: William Watson, Martha O’Brien, Ljiljana Biukovic, Armand de Mestral, 

       Leonard Bartels, J.A. Winder, Mark Manger. 
Students:    Mohammad Nsour, Viet Do Dung, Anne-Marie  Loong, Paul Clark, Alireza 

       Falsafi, Viet Do Dung, Hayane Dahmen
PROCEEDINGS:

1. CALL TO ORDER

Meeting called to order at 9:30 AM by Professor de Mestral

2. ANALYSIS OF THE POLITICAL ECOCNOMY OF RTAs 
2.1. Professor Manger presented the modeling for the spread of the preferential trade agreements (PTAs). He reviewed the agreements notified to the GATT/ WTO since the 1960 in different parts of the world. He then attempted to explain the geographic variation in the spread of PTAs. He shared with the participants some of the “bottom up” explanations by some commentators. He cited Milner (1997) and Chase (2003, 2005) who asserted that multinational firms were using PTAs for greater economies of scale and to facilitate regional production sharing. He cited also Mansfield and Milner who suggested that democratic countries tend to more engage in PTAs. Professor Manger however observed all countries in the world were regionalizing.  

2.2. He then offered a “top down” explanation for PTAs and cited Mansfield and Reinhardt (2003) who argued that the growing WTO membership created friction; more PTAs induce states to likewise sign agreements. Professor Manger noted however that this point of view left geographic pattern of PTAs unexplained.
2.3. Next, Professor Manger explored the domino theory of regionalism. He criticized those who argued that countries join PTAs because they fear trade diversion because trade diversion is not evident and the analysis should not be based on expectations since countries rarely join existing PTAs. 
2.4. Professor Manger discussed how RTAs discriminate.  He argued that PTAs discriminate through tariffs, non-tariff measures such as rules of origin and products standards. He noted in this context that GATT Article XXIV is weak. He argued when highlighting services that Article V of the GATS does not cover technical standards and certifications and market structure. 

2.5. Professor Manger explored imperfect competition and services liberalization. He noted that given economies of scales, the first entrant into a newly liberalized market buys key assets.  He added that scale economies deter competitors from the entering the market.  
2.6. Professor Manger invoked Baldwin hypothesis which indicated that trade diversion leads countries to join existing PTAs with neighbors. 

2.7. Professor Manger foresaw that future research revolves around matters beyond geography like GDP/cap, export profiles, and trade links.

3. FREE MOVEMENT OF CAPITAL AND THIRD COUNTRIES 
3.1. Professor O’Brien started her presentation by discussing Articles 56-58 of the TEC and raised the following questions: To what extent does established Community law on free movement of capital apply to movements between the EU and third countries?; What is included in free movement of capital?  What kinds of measures can be justified?  What constitutes a restriction in relation to third countries? What is the WTO law relationship with regional movement of capital?
3.2. Professor O’Brien cited (Fidium Finanz, 2006) and explained that where capital overlaps with services, the restrictive measure is aimed directly at regulation of service providers and the effect on free movement of capital is merely an indirect and inevitable consequence of the measure, no recourse may be had to Article 56, even by a third country service provider. She then wondered whether Fidium Finanz can be extended to cases where the freedom of establishment overlaps with free movement of capital, and if yes what will be still protected by Article 56.  

3.3. Professor O’Brien discussed direct restrictions on free movement of capital and noted that cross border portfolio investments, direct investment not amounting to control. She then presented defined concepts like the “effective fiscal supervision” and “prevention of fiscal evasion”. Next, Professor O’Brien analyzed Article 58 and remarked that the ECJ required member-states to demonstrate that the difference in treatment was because the taxpayer’s circumstances were not objectively comparable to the circumstances of a resident taxpayer or a taxpayer who has invested capital within the member-state. She added that the “strict proportionality principle” applies; measures must be no more restrictive than is required to attain the legitimate objective.

3.4. Professor O’Brien discussed Article 57 which dealt with the derogation in respect of third countries and noted that most national tax measures which restrict free movement of capital with third countries existed as of December 31, 1993, or accession. She added that all EU direct taxation measures must be adopted by unanimity, so even those not existing at December 31, 1993 were “grandfathered”.

3.5. Professor O’Brien explored what constitutes a restriction in third countries cases, and wondered whether it was simply a measure which discourages EU investors from investing in third countries, or third country investors from investing in a member-state as opposed to keeping their capital in their home country.
3.6. Professor O’Brien highlighted the issue of bilateral relations and wondered whether the provisions of a tax treaty between a third country and an EU Member State can justify a restriction on free movement of capital, thus raised the question of legal hierarchy between Article 56 and the tax treaty. She wondered in that context if EU Members can agree to limit the benefits of their tax treaties to their own residents, and not to residents of other member-states. She wondered also whether justification of a restriction depends on the nature of the third country’s tax system, commitments to sharing of tax information and mutual enforcement.
3.7. Finally, Professor O’Brien wondered how the OECD Code applies in relation to Article 56 as between EU Members  that are OECD members and third countries that are OECD members, and whether the WTO and GATS could affect free movement of capital which overlaps with free movement of services.
4. REGIONAL TRADE AGREEMENTS AND DISPUTE SETTLEMENT MECHANISMS
4.1. Professor Biukovic highlighted the importance of dispute settlement mechanisms in international law in general as a vehicle for integration. She outlined  the reasons for the dynamic development in dispute settlement mechanisms such as: increased density, volume and complexity of international norms; the greater commitment to the rule of law in international relations at the expense of power-oriented diplomacy; the easing of international tensions and the positive experience with some international courts and tribunals as in the ECJ.

4.2. Professor Biukovic analyzed dispute settlement mechanisms as a vehicle of disintegration of the international trade regime. She argued that the proliferation of RTAS led to proliferation of and possible jurisdictional overlap; potential for jurisdictional overlap of dispute settlement mechanisms in RTAs and the WTO dispute resolution mechanism. She noted that dispute settlement mechanisms were for developed countries a tool to export their laws and values to the other (developing countries) that were party to the RTA, and called this a legal transplantation as a form of neo-colonialism.
4.3. Professor Biukovic classified dispute settlement systems into political (power based), quasi-adjudicative and adjudicative systems (rule based). She cited Scheider who differentiated between dispute settlement mechanisms based on direct effect, standing, supremacy, transparency, and enforcement. She then reviewed Scheider’s theory in determining how to determine the success or failure of dispute settlement mechanisms. She also discussed the factors that determine the optimal dispute settlement mechanisms’ structure for a particular RTA according various scholars including Reisman and Weidman. Professor Biukovic noted that two trends in international trade dispute settlement: first, the shift from “diplomatic” dispute settlement dispute settlement mechanisms towards adjudication of at least multi-tier dispute settlement mechanisms; second, the shift from the optional and consultative jurisdiction to the compulsory jurisdiction of international tribunals.

4.4. Professor Biukovic reviewed the shift of economic integration in South America. She noted that the legal culture’s features were mainly: distrust in international law and international institutions (Calvo doctrine); weak national judiciary; and rejection of international commercial arbitration until the 1990s when attitude changed towards globalization in general. She noted also that general attitude towards integration was that institutionalization was not preferred, rather, reliance on political means of integration was favored. Next Professor Biukovic reviewed the general features of the Central American Common Market, and its potential dispute settlement system. She also highlighted some facets of other various RTAs in South American such as the General Treaty on Central American Economic Integration between Guatemala, El Salvador, Honduras and Nicaragua, and Mercosur. 
4.5. Finally, Professor Biukovic discussed the Caribbean Court of Justice and noted that it has a compulsory and exclusive jurisdiction in disputes involving the interpretation and application of the Treaty of Chaguaramas. The Court, according to her, applies not only the Treaty and the rules of international law but could also apply rules of equity where necessary. She noted that the Caribbean Court of Justice’ appellate jurisdiction is based on the British common law model and stare decisis but the judges are expected to follow the laws and constitutions of the signatory countries.
4.6. Next, Ms. Dahmen reviewed Mercosur cases in which the EU case law was invoked. Ms. Dahmen mentioned that in Argentina vs. Uruguay, Argentina complained and invoked case law from the EU regarding matters of discrimination. She noted the Panel held that the ECJ’s decisions do not apply because the EU is a completely different character.
4.7. Professor Biukovic intervened and noted that Mercosur gave the choice to go to the WTO in case of conflicts. Professor Bartels wondered, however, whether the WTO provided better forum than the Mersocur. Then, Professor Winter raised the point of whether WTO has a direct effect in Mercosur. 
5. ASEAN
5.1. Ms. Loong highlighted the development stages of ASEAN, and said that ASEAN members agreed on a 2020 vision that will include a dispute settlement system. She noted however that the dead line has moved many times, and wondered if this vision was still feasible. She argued that the exchange rate and its fluctuation prevent implementing common policy. She also highlighted the ASEAN FTA with China, and the economic shocks that intervene to hinder successful integration between ASEAN Members. 
5.2. Ms. Loong discussed the dispute resolution in ASEAN, and noted that the panel has adjudicated only one case so far. She concluded that in the absence of the political will, the 2020 vision will not be feasible. 
5.3. Professor de Mestral wondered if any leaders are urging the acceleration of integration in ASEAN. Professor Manger wondered also if the ASEAN-China is Article XXIV compatible, given the fact that some economist measured the integration in ASEAN and found that it was high. 
6. INVESTMEMNT 
6.1. Mr. Falsafi raised some questions on substantive issues in investment including the fair, equitable treatment, and how the MFN can fit in the scope of investment. He discussed how the context of RTAs makes a difference on investments and how this can change the attitude of RTAs towards investment. He wondered whether there should be consent regarding dispute settlement in investment. 
7. SERVICES
7.1. Mr. Clark noted that there are three modes of liberalization: harmonization, recognition and other issues like proportionality and necessity. He explained the role of central and commercial banks in services liberalization in RTAs and tackled the issue of sovereignty. 
8. LEGAL ISSUES
8.1. Mr. Nsour reviewed some historical aspects of RTAs and the different eras of regionalism. He noted that although economic and political factors are evident in RTAs, legal issues should not be underestimated. Therefore, he asserted that well structured rules are critical to the integrity of the multilateral and regional regimes. He also analyzed the possible legal conflicts that might arise between the regional and multilateral order. He gave examples on the case of NAFTA and the WTO.  He suggested that the relationship between Article XXIV and other applicable law to be clarified. He proposed amending Article XXIV to provide more discipline. 
8.2. Mr. Nsour presented his doctoral thesis. He said that he is planning to write a thesis that covers the legal issues of regionalism, and propose reforms to GATT Article XXIV. He asserted that a new agreement on RTAs might be worthy and timely.
8.3. Mr. Nsour presented the database to the participants and shared with them the new parts that were added recently. He compared the database with other similar databases. He shared with the participants some challenges for maintaining the database, and asked them to share with him their insights.  Questions were raised regarding how comprehensive the database was and whether it would be feasible to make it public while protecting its contents by passwords.  
9. PLANNING FUTURE WORK and MOT DE LA FIN
3.1. Professor de Mestral encouraged the participants to propose the main areas that the project should cover. He noted that issues like subsidies and rules of origin should be explored. He proposed to transform the group’s work into a collective book; the participants welcomed the idea. Professor de Mestral noted that it is essential to invite other interested people to participate in our work. Professor Watson, however, thought it would be better to keep the group’s meeting for the participants to share their research and advancement with each other. 
3.2. The participants also supported the idea to make the database public provided that all intellectual property concerns to be taken into consideration. 
10. CONCLUSTION OF THE ROUNDTABLE AT 1:00 PM
Professor de Mestral announced the conclusion of the Round Table and thanked the participants.
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