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United States Department of State 

iw\ Assistant 'Secretary of State for Oceans and 

^||VjJ J^^rnaticmal Environmemal and Scientific Affa 

•ashingt^n, D.C. 20520 

MEMORANDUM 

^ j Y ^ <r>^^ T ^ ' r u a r y 19, 1993^,^^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ 

^ ^ ^ ^ 

TO; Department of Conunerce - Richard Morningstar 
Departinent of Agriculture - Joe O'Meara 
Department of Justice - Webster Hu^Dbell 
Department of I n t e r i o r - Tom Colliisr 
Department of Energy - Rich Williamson 
Environmental Protection Agency - Alan Hecht 
Food and Drug Administration - Dr. Stuart 
Nightingale 

Department of Justice - Myles F l i n t 
Office of the U.S. Trade Representative - Brian Samuels 
Office of Management and Budget ~ Gordon Adams 
Office of the Vice President ^ Leon Fuerth 
Office of Environmental Policy - Katie McGinty 
Council of Economic Advisers - K. C. Fung 
National Security Council - Eileen Claussen 
National Economic Council - Bo Cutter 
Department of State - Joanna Shelton 

Donna Hrinak 

FROM; 

SUBJECT: 

Curtis Bonle:^^^ 

NAFTA/Environmental Issues 

As requested by the National Economic Council workinq 
group on the NAFTA, I w i l l be chairing an ii:iteragency meeting to 
aaaress environmental issues surrounding the NAFTA at 3-30 P M 
S2 l l i i ^ l ' February 19, i n room 1105 i n the State Department! 
We need to^consider ways of making progress on environmental 
issues that have been raised i n connection with the NAFTA and, 
?n!^ S^i^- ̂ ' "̂ ^̂ ^̂  agreement on the elements that should be 
included m revised negotiating instructions for the North 
American Commission on the Environment (NACE). The attached 

difcJ;sion!'''^'' ^"''^ '"^ ^ basis foJ our 

no mor. f i ^ " ? ' ' ^ ' ^ ®̂ h e l p f u l , i f possible, to l i m i t attendees to 
? L ! than two per agency. Please c a l l 202-647-1555 to l e t us 
knowiwho w i l l be attending from your agency. 

Attachment: as stated. 
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DRAFT OyriONG PATER 
For Consideration by 
Sub-group on Environmon't, 
Ad HOP Working Group on NAFTA,-
National Economic Council. 

THS NAFTA; POSSIBLE OPTIONS FOR ADDRESSING ENVIROKMENTAL ISSUES 

This draft paper preeents a framework for clociftion-maJcers to 
approach, the environmental concerns ejcpressed by environmental 
NGOs, CongreBBi U.S. Government Agencaiee and/ox: tha Preeldent 
about environmental issues raised in connectiori. with the North 
American Free Trade Agreement {NAFTA) but not q,ddrotfc«d in th© 
Agraement i t s e l f . The f i r s t category below, entitled 
"Assuaprlons/considex-ations", l i s t s ttatter& that presumably w i l l 
inform how a l l "Concerns" are addressed. Next, each major 
conoem than needs to hts addressed by the Adairidatration (bocaus«i 
i t i s valid and/or politically necessary) i s identified and 
discussed. Beneath each uuucem, which may be broken down into a 
set of related concerns, ie a set of "Possible Options," not 
intended to be exhaustive;, roilowed by "Factorsi" titat may assist 
decision-makers in choosing aonong these or other "Options." 

ASSUMPTIONS/COMSlD£gATIOSS; 

o President Clinton has said the NAFTA text w i l l not be 
reopened to further negotiation (a copy of the relevant NAFTA 
sections i s attached for reference); 

a The NAFTA countries agree that economic dtsvelopment flowing 
from NAFTA shall be undertaken "in a manner consistent with 
environmental protection and conservation" and i that the 
development promoted by the Agreement shall be "sustainable 
development;" 

o A principal environmental objective of KAPTA i s "to 
strengthen the development and enforcement of <anvironmental laws 
and regulations;" 

o The extent to which environmental, health, safety and 
conservation (hereinafter "environacntal") conierne are addressed 
v^y Hetarmine whether NAFTA i s approved. How supplementa,l or 
"parallel track** environmental initiatives and; agreemfent.s neip 
ensure th?it the NAFTA i s both an engine for econoaic growtii and 
an affirmative force for environmental protection, restoration 
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and firhan;;em<sint. Will shapft Congressional respo^ise to creation of 
a North American free trad© area; 

o Certain environmental concerns are related to the stage of 
developacnt of the Mexican economy and how existing conditions 
may be ejcacerbated or improved by NAFIA; 

o The proposed timing of submission of implementing 
legislation to congress and tne up-or-down vote on that 
legislation i s such that i f side agreement(s) are to be 
considered concurrently/ thair negotiation mufit be concluded by 
June 1, 1993; 

o There i s a range of available foreign policy tools (bi and 
t r i l a t e r a l agreements or initiatives and uiiilat«rn1 actions) that 
the U.S, may use, concurrently i f necessary (i.e., they are not 
jiutually-exclusive) , to addrossEs regional environmental concerns; 

o Agreement (&) reached with Mexico and/or C«inada to addres^ 
environmental concerns w i l l likely be "reciprocal", meaning that 
the U.S. w i l l i t s e l f be subject to the eame oo^ditionss that i.t 
succeeds in imposing on the other NAFTA countries; 

o Each NAFTA country, including the U.S., i:s concerned 
witn tne measure or "sovereignty" i t wi l l aurrender in reaching 
agreement on how environmental concems are to be addressed; 
0 subnational authorities in each KAFTA coujritry retain certain 
authority over environmental enforcement and atandards 
development,' 

o - There are limitations on what the U.S. cotuld accept with 
respect to enforcement within i t s national juriisdictian, given 
i t s system involving significant prosecutorial discretion. 
Constitutional rights of due process and concerns related to the 
commitment of resources; 

o The content of any agreement that the U.S. reaches with 
Mexico and/or Canada w i l l influence tne form cif Uie agreement 
(e.g., executive agreement, treaty requiring two-thirds approval 
by the Senate, Agreement and/or i t s implementing legitilation 
rolled into NAFTA implementing legislation); 

o The U.S., Mexican and Canadian legal systems are different 
from one another (e.g., Mexico's reliance on udmlnistrative 
action as opposed to litigation and Canada's generally non-
litigious system); 

o Institutions or mechanisms created in tn<i NAI-'TA context may 
"be viewed as a modcle in other multilateral fgra; 
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o Therp, are budgetary constraints on the ability of each NAFTA 
country to address every environmental concetii raised in 
connection with the NAPTA; the effectiveness of any new 
institutions or mechanisms created and Mexico's 
willingness/ability to take additional enviroimental measures 
could be dependent upon the commitment of additional financial 
resources froa tne U.S./Canada; 

o With c-esp«ct to the issue of working towafd the 
harmonization of standards, i t . should be noted that the united 
states hae recognized, laoet recently in Principle 11 Of the Rio 
Declaration, that "[e]nvironnental standarda, management 
objectivce and priorities should r«flftct the environmental and 
development context to which they apply. Standards applied by 
some countjri&s may be inappropriate and of unw^irranted economic 
and social cost to other countries, in particular developing 
countries. ** 

Pt^tHCIFAI. ENVIRONKENTAL CONCERNS RAISED BY THE KAFTA; 

Set forth below, not necessarily in order of priority or 
importsmce, are major envlronment«l "Concerns" (capabla of being 
addressed without reopening NAFTA negotiations;] expressed by 
e.nVironinental non-governmental organizations (NGOs), the 
Congress, U.S. Governmental Agencies in their preparation of an 
Snvironoental Review o£ the NAFTA, and/or President Clinton 
during the recent campaign. (The President's October 4, 1992 
statement i s attached). 

CONCEPJI # i ! Closer economic integration with Mexico w i l l have 
significant negative transboundary effcatc on tho U.S. 
environment. 

Transboundary concerns Related to Border Environmental 
conditions 

o Increased trade flows and Aconomic 
development caused by free trades m̂ y place strains 

. on the U.S.-Mexico Border Region with i t s 
inadequate infrastructure and already-degraded 
conditions that may further neyitively impact the 
U.S. environment. 

Transboundary Concerns not Limited to the Border; 

o Free trade should lead to increased 
industrial development in Mexico beyond Uie Border 
Area that may negatively iTnpact the U.S. 
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Environment: Increased pollutinq industrial 
activity in Mexico beyond the border may have 
neciative env ironmental effects in the U.S. (e.g., 
increased industrial activity may lead to air 
quality and surface water pollution problems as 
well as pollution from wastes and additional 
hazardous waKta disposal problems). 

o Effects of TJAFTX on land use and a shared 
ecosystem extending beyond the Bo^er Area may 
affect human, animal and plant l i ^ e or health, 
increased agricultural production could lead to 
cloaring and deforestation which, itogether with 
increased use of pesticides affecting non-target 
epeciofl and other factors, »ay le«id to loss of 
wildlife habitat, wildlife and biodiversity, and 
loss of uoeable surface and groundwater supplies. 

o Severe human health problems,, including some 
that cannot be confined to the border, may be 
related to Gnvironaental degradation exacerbated 
by increased trade flows and industrial 
development. Hepatitis A and B and tuherculosiR 
are rampant on both aides of the U.S. border. 
Cholera has reached tha Mexican side of th^ Rio 
Grande. Thesa diseases, caused bif inadequate 
ow?vge and waste dieposal in areap wh«r* 
populations are expected to grow isven more rapidly 
with free trade, are easily oprea^ in any mobile 
society. High rates of Ancncepha^ly (a failure of 
the brainstew to develop) among habicc born in the 
Brownsville, Texas area have been traced to fo l i c 
acid defitsienciea but cnviron»ental faotorc have 
not been ruled out. 

gosaible Optionst 

Bilateral Approaches; 

o Adopt new annexes to the u.£;.-Mexico 1983 
Border Environment Agreement 

o Execute tne new bilateral agrec««srit on 
environmental pollution, initialled l a s t August, 
which constructs a framework for;bilateral 
cooperation and assistance activities throughout 
Mexico 

o Strengthen implementation of the 1989 
EPA/SEDUE (now SEDESOL) Mexico City Agreement 
under whioh several work groups have been formed 
to deal with the pollution issues of the capital 
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region but which have not met reijalarly or 
developed joint programs 

o Strengthen implementation of the Department 
of Energy's agreement with K«vlc,a on Cooperation 
for the Protection and Improvement of the 
Environmont in the Mexico City wletTopdlitan Area. 

o Fully implament the f i r s t phase (1992-1994) 
Of the U.S. Hexico Border Flan; .Address additional 
issues in development and ijaplettsntation of the 
second phase of the Flan (199S-I997) 

o In the development of phase two of the Border 
•Plan, include greater involvement by HHS (Public 
Health service) and the center for Disease Control 
as well as state and local health authorities 

Trilateral Ap^roacheg 

o An institution such as the ifACB oculd be 
given authority to promote and facilitate 
cooperation between and emong a l l NAFTA aeuntrieo/ 
inoluding with respect to the provision of 
technical and cooperation aasist-ance. 

o An institution such as the NACE could, he 
empowered to discuss, and maKe recommendations on, 
any aspect of the Nurth Americarii Environment, 
including on environmental issues related the 
viability of natural resourt^es ̂ md public health 
concerns. 

Factors r 

o increased trade flows generate additional 
resources which, i f properly directed, may improve 
environmental conditions. Trade lib̂ »ralization need 
not necessarily result in environmental degradation. 

CONCERN 2 Mexico does not adequately enforce i t s environmental 
laws, regulations and atandards: 

o Disparity in Environmental Enforcement Levels 
Between the U.S. and Mexico Could Lead to the Creation 
of Pollution Havens. Non-enforcement^ or waiver or 
derogation from established levels o;f environmental 
protection to retain domestic investiaent or attract 
foreiqn investment may cause U.S. in^iustry (and jobs) 
to relocate to Mejcico axid deprive the U.S. economy of 
expected NAFTA benefits. 
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o Mexico's failure to enforce i t s environmental laws 
is a "brown subsidy" that creates a mlevel playing _ 
field and harms oompetitivenscc of U.S. goods. Mexican 
failure to enforce i t s environmental laws, regulations 
and £5tandardE, w i l l give to certain Hoxican exports an 
unfair advantage over similar U.S. goods produced under 
far more s t r i c t a«d aoctly environmental standards that 
are enforced, rendering them less competitive. 

o Mexico's failure to enforce i t a environmental laws 
and doccntiraliae enf orocaaont policy making w i l l lead to 
further environmental degradation that adversely 
impacts the Onited etates. Mexico, with every 
incentive to improve enforcement, hŝ s made only modest 
otaridea toward improving enforcement and decentralieing 
decision making. Failure to fully participate in 
bilateral initiatives, lack of data 'sharing, etc. 
suggest once the NAFTA "carrot" i s gone, this beginning 
trend may not continue. Failure to <iieck growing 
pollution problems could have a negative impact on the 
U.S. envir onment. 

o NATTA countries have no meaningful recourse 
against any other NAFTA country that frustrates 
eichievtiixent of HAFTA'e environmental goals due to 
failure to enforce i t s environmental laws, regulations 
or standaras. 

Bilateral Approaches: \ |u^*.A\)iv^ 

o cooperative efforts already underway (e.g., 
in the form of bilateral enforcement workgroups 
formed under the 19B^ La Faz Agreement and the 
U.S.-Mexico Border Plan) could be enhanced or 
expanded in scope. 

o Technical assistance (e.g., including 
training of enforcement personnel)/ provision of 
targeted financial resources could be increased. 

o The U.S.-Mexico bilateral agreement on 
environmental pollution issues, which provides for 
enforcement cooperation beyonfi the border area, 
could b^ signed'as is or in mcKdified for^n. 

o Because Mexican environmental enforcement is 
so highly centralized, enforcement cooperation 
could become a focus of the 15*89 Mexico City 
Agreement. 
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Bilateral or Trilateral Approaches: 

o Encoiirage Mexico (and possibly Canada) to 
commit in a legally binding agrjaement to adopt 
community-right-to-know laws which promote 
citizen involvement, the dissemination of 
important information to the puJblio and 
governmental responsiveness to public concerns, 

o. Encourage Mexico (and poss;ihly Canada) to 
.commit in a legally binding agreement to permit 
suits by their citizens to enfoyoe Mexican (and 
pofisibly Canadian) environmental laws and 
regulations and to provide for other rights and 
remedied (possibly modeled after provisions of 
the NAPTA on Intellectual prope^y, 17,14-17.17) 

Trilateral Approaches: 

o ^ Reach agreement with Mexico and Canada that a 
trilateral environmental inet itut ion sTjch as the 
proposed North American Commis8.ton on the 
Environment (NACE) should! 

— have authority to monitor,;and r«port 
regularly and publicly on, bow iiie NAITA countries 
are meeting that Agreement's anyironmental 
Objectives (one of which is "to|strengUien the 
development fltid emforgcuBQnt, of environmental lawe 
and regulations)", thus providijjig for periodic 
review of the environmental impacts of its 
implementation; 

play a role in the implewehtation of the 
NATTA investment provision thatjNAPTA countrisB 
"recognize that i t is inappropriate to encourage 
Investment hy relaxing domesticjhealth, safety or 
environmental measures" and providing for 
consultation in the event "a Party considers that 
another Party has. offers such encouragement"; 

provide environmental expertise to NAFTA 
dispute settlement panels,-

generally discuss/report on 
NAFTA Free Trade Commission) anv 
issues related to the NAFTA; 

(including to the 
environmental If 

be granted what has neen t(|:rmed broadly 
"enforcement authority", which could mean one or 
more of the following: 
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o the ability to/fe.csfAvf^ comMsrintSTrom 
the public/ Right/ of citizens ffom a NAFTA 
eoiintry to complain could be limitAd to 
matters regarding enforcement of their own 
country'e lawe or to transbQundary 
enforcement concerns, i.e., environmental 
impacts in one NAPTA country caused by lax or 
nonenforcement in another; 

o some degree of inspection authority, 
e.g., the ability to conduct; fact-finding and 
investigations in the threeiNAPTA countries; 

o some authority to impose penalties — 
for example, trade meaouroo.-againet another 
NAPTA country — upon a determination that i t 
has relaxed or waived i ta enViifonmental 
requirements to attract or i-etain investment; 
and/or 

(3 functioning only as the i n i t i a l point ef 
consideration for complaints, leaving both 
enforcement and retaliation:for lacH of 
enforcement with national authorities 
(Senator Baucuts) ; 

Unilateral Approaches 

o Amend U.S. trade law to proyide that 
countervailing daLies may be applied to goods 
produced abroad in pollution hav^ans, or without 
enforcement of comparably s t r i c t envirotmental 
standards. 

Factors: 

o with respect to granting any supranational institution 
certain enforcement authorities, e.g, autnority to Impose trade 
or other sanctions or penalties, serious legal concems would be 
raised for the U.S. in addition, the composition ot the 
institution (i. e . , whether members are government 
representatives) would likely be affected by the inclusion of 
such powers; 

o Mexico has declared at the highest le;vels i t s intention 
never to become a pollution haven. Recent efforts at improved 
enforcement and commitment of financial resources to 
environmental enforcement, often in response tc Mexican public 
opinion, suggest that this i s the general trend in Mexico; 
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° There i s unc€irtainty and debate concerning the precise 
that industrial and agricultural develop^ient related to 

^ ^ j Y i J ^ ^ ^ ' ^ r M^^ioo'B natural r«ourcee. Including for^rfrM 
and wildlike habitat and the resulting harm to i:he giobll 
eoAttons 

o Mexico has been unwilling to sign the new bilatera] nr. f'? 
environmental poUution pending conclusiorof tlie NACE / . 
JSIT!]'*^^**?- <̂*.=«=t̂ i<̂ ving a better senso of Cl:L:nton 
Aam.Lnistration views; • 

t-«}nr.?.î  <=itizen suits in NAFTA <30untries 
coi?pi? S^'';^Si^"''if J*",".?^ neaiarntion which, in the 
SSh J ^ r ? ! ? ^ ^ ^ * " participation and environmental issues states 
that "errectxye access to judicial and adminiatj-otive 
proceedings, including redress and remedy, shall be provided"; 

1- ° , .'^^^'^o's commitment to adopt communitY-rigbt-to-Jcnow 
iM^s*"^ -5* ' ' ^ ^ ^ ^ J * ^ ^ ^'^^ Principle 10 Of tiU Rio Dcolara?ion 
^ c c e s / ? r - * ^ r individual Shan have appropriate 
Snh?fJ concerning the environment that i l held by 
S n S ^ i ? t ? ? S i e f ir;hi«''^^^^ information on ha;i:ardous maS^Zals 
S - V L T ? t ? thteir liommunitxeo, and the opportunity to 
participate in decision-making processes;" 

leverLe u°t^?5S^* ^ the U.S. on Rio Declaraibion language to 

S ? ? i o n ' i J ^ e r i S S e X " " ' '̂̂ ^̂  

There are numerous ways that inspection activitifto 

iS5-S¥?rf-^= ^Insufficient bilateral and t r i l a t e r a l 
i S S i i f d''̂ ; '̂''̂ ^̂ ^ oversight mechanisms exiJt ?o"niure that 
S Z T ^ J i i i t r t ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ doerno^^Lm 

O _ Increased public involvement in addressina 
enviromuental concerns xn each NAFTA country i s needed and 
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CQNCEltM # 5; There i s a need for the U..*!-, Mexico and Canada to 
begin working toward the development of certain "luinimum 
enviromnontal etandards" which each would agree to enforce within 
i t s own jurisdiction. 

Possible Qptlonat 

o Reach t r i l a t e r a l agreement on common "minimum" environmental 
standards, which would act as a floor and not a ceiling, which 
would promote enforcement of such standards throughout the 
region. Bach KA17A country would remain free to eot higher thaji 
minimum standards. 

Factors: 

o There ia the concem with respect to enforcement of any 
"minimum" Korth American environmental standards, * that euch an 
agreement could lead to lower standards than those currently 
mandated under Mexican law (but not necessarily enforced) and 
could also lead to pressure in the U.S. for downward 
harmonization resulLiuy in lower levels of protection; 

o Mexico's environmental laws, regulations and. standarda, as 
written, are broadly comparable to those of the tfnited states but 
in Mexico, one finds much less monitoring of comp-iiance with, and 
enforcement of, those laws. 

cpNCERN * 6 The total cost of addressing Key enviroimental 
concerns, including border clean-up, i s unlcnown l>ut generally 
believed to be in the several billions of dollars. Adequate 
funding of initiatives and agreements to address environmental 
concerns i s not yet assured by the NAFTA countries, some means, 
whether unilateral, bilateral or t r i l a t e r a l must be developed to 
provide each NAFTA country with resources to fund i t s share of 
environmental preservation, restoration and enhancement costs. 

Possible Options: 

o creation of a special North American Development Bank 
(President Salinas); --̂  

o Assessment of a fee or charge (one percent under some 
proposals) on goods and/or investment crossing the border and 
application of proceeds to border environmental restoration 
(Baucus/Gephardt/de la Garza); 

12 
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o Roalloc^tion of a portinn of duties collected on 
Mexican and Canadian goods entering the United States during the 
period that duties are phased out under MAFTA (up to IS years) to 
environmental purposes including border infrastiructure; 

o Commitment of a portion of general tait revenues to 
border environmental issuec; 

o Creation of a binational border finan^se corporation _ ^^^jyS^ 
with bonding authority, capitalized through i n i t i a l contributions / 
by both Governmentfl, to fund border environment;*! infrastructure 
(Richardson); and 

o EarmarXed increase in coporate income taxes (Hufbauer); 

o Technology partnerships (private sector)TJ u^c-f 

Factors:. 

o Any redirection of duties or other funds anticipated and 
allocated would involve reallocation, away froBS, their dedloated o 
a 
use 

o o I t i s unclear what the U.S. Government is willing to commit 
to envlronaentul c^oncerns in the way of financial resources; to 
what extent, i f any, ie the U.S. prepared to cCTOmit funds to help 
Mexico address i t s environmental problems. Thvre i s some 
expectation on the part of the Mexico that the U.S. w i l l provide 
i t witn assistance. Canada has given no indicijition of any 
intention to contribute substantially to U.S.-Mexico border 
clean-up. 

o Mexico i s limited in i t s abi.lity to absorb rapidly large 
resources directed toward environmental clean-up and enforcement 
of environmental laws, regulations and standards; 

o Border fees and other surcharges w i l l add to the cost of 
goods (even increase them in the short run) at a time when duty 
elimination .is to be phased in; 

o A border finance corporation would be most suitable for only 
those projects that have the potential to provide a return;on 
investment (e^g.^ through application of user fees); 

o Any "earmarking" of funds circumvents the normal budget 
process and does not permit a sorting out of priorities at 
particular times. 

13 
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OTHmcONC^lJi. NAFTA e s t a b l i s h e s i»o c r i t e r i a for the use of 
trade measures to affect environmentally harmful piroduction a.nd 
process methods (PPMe) - Within the NAFTA fre.. tr^de area no 
country can discriminate among liKe imports according to how they 
are produced, whatever harii that process aay poce to i t s 
environment, the regional environment, or the region's "slice of 
the global 4o»mon3. Under NAFTA (and GATT rul.«) countries may 
only discriminate among liJcft products according to their inherent 
cliaracteristics. 

PQF.BlblK ontions; 

o o Tliis concern should be addressed through U.S. Government 
efforts at GATT reform within the Uruguay Round, or through 
complementary efforts in other fora such ao offorts to develop 
trade and environment "Guidelines" now underway at the OECD. 

Factors; 

a 
labor 

o once the manner in which goods arc produced-considered, 
"Slippery slope" i s creaLed inviting consideration of child lat 
and human and animal rights issues, to name only a 
imlports may be banned for Uiese or other reasons, international 
trade flows could be substantially affected. 

OTHER CONCEMl Conflicts seem to exist between the s p i r i t of 
the NAFTA and -existing bilateral agreements '^"lating to the 
Border Area: One example ia the apparent conflict between 
creation Of a free trade area, and the burden that wi l l continue 
to-be placed on many U.S. exports to Mexico Annex I I I to the 
La PaaAgreement i s not amended, currently, U.e wastes generated 
in the production of many Mexican products mu;3t be disposed of by 
the U.sT (in the U.S.) i f delivered to the £>order. This run:, 
counter to the notion of free trade and does l i t t l e to encourage 
Mexico to develop i t s own disposal f a c i l i t i e s , with the help of 
U.S. service and technology providers. /AJSJ-A 

poggible Option: - \r^^'_,,^^^^^^ 

o Renegotiate Annex^J'II^to the i S S r ^ T L a a Agreement which has 
been "grandfathered^^ i t s current form by the NAFTA- Hazardous 
waate disposal rules could be phased out together with tariffs 
and in the interim notification requireaents could be clarified. 

Factors: 

o Mexico i s not eager to change the terms of Annex I I I . 

14 


