THE 2016 NATIONAL TRADE ESTIMATE REPORT

Trade policy done right bolsters the United States economy and reinforces our global leadership. That’s
why President Obama has pursued a trade agenda that promotes economic growth, supports high-paying
American jobs, and strengthens the middle class — because we know that when the playing field is level,
our workers and businesses can compete — and win — in the global economy.

The United States already has one of the world’s most open economies. But not all countries are playing
by the same rules, and all too often, our workers and businesses face significant obstacles when they export
their goods and services abroad. Opening foreign markets through smart, high-standard trade agreements
— and enforcing our existing agreements to ensure that other countries live up to their commitments — is
how we can level that playing field and make trade deliver for the American middle class.

The 2016 National Trade Estimate (NTE) plays a vital role in our efforts to open overseas markets for our
businesses and workers by identifying and cataloguing the challenges American exporters face worldwide.
The NTE covers 63 economies — from China, Japan, and the European Union to India, Brazil, South Africa
and more— and addresses thousands of particular issues in specific markets, from technical barriers to trade
affecting U.S. auto exports and limits on the flow of digital data to steel overcapacity, conformity
assessment procedures and local-content rules. Cataloguing these barriers helps to facilitate efforts to
resolve them. And of course, the Administration continues to work with Congress and stakeholders to
address trade barriers and policy issues as they emerge, whether or not if they are included in the NTE,
including ongoing issues that have been raised in the context of U.S. trade agreements.

The status quo is that our workers and businesses face high tariffs and other complex barriers in many
foreign markets. They compete against workers in some countries that do not protect even the most basic
labor rights. And they are competing against companies that get subsidies or other preferential treatment
from their governments, or that are not required to maintain strong environmental protections. The question
is, what do we do about it? Do we accept this status quo, or do we actively work to change it?

The Obama Administration has demonstrated a commitment to shape the global trading system to reflect
our interests and our values, leveling the playing field for American workers and businesses.

We have worked tirelessly to tear down barriers to Made-in-America exports.

o We successfully concluded the Trans-Pacific Partnership, which will eliminate over 18,000 foreign
taxes on U.S. exports. Adding up all these gains for American workers and businesses, the Peterson
Institute for International Economics finds passage of the TPP this year offers the United States
and its workers the prospect of an additional $357 billion in annual exports and $131 billion in
annual national income by 2030.

o We are forging ahead with negotiations for a high-standard Transatlantic Trade and Investment
Partnership with the EU, as part of an effort to strengthen the largest trade and investment
relationship in the world.

e We are seeking to conclude the Environmental Goods Agreement to reduce tariffs on
environmental technologies like wind turbines and solar water heaters.

e We are pursuing the Trade in Services Agreement to create new opportunities for U.S. exporters in
an industry where the United States is a global leader.



o We successfully concluded the Trade Facilitation Agreement, the first multilateral trade agreement
in the WTQO’s 20-year history, which will improve efficiency, reduce costs, and ease exports for
our businesses and workers.

o We finalized expansion of the Information Technology Agreement to eliminate tariffs and expand
exports of information and communication technology goods.

o We worked with Congress to secure passage of free trade agreements with Korea, Colombia and
Panama.

President Obama has also made trade enforcement a key part of our strategy for opening markets for U.S.
exports, and we have put in place a robust and strategic trade enforcement program.

Since 2009, the Administration has filed 20 complaints at the WTO — more than any other WTO Member
during this period — and has won every case decided to date. We have focused on systemic barriers in key
strategic markets for our exporters, including China, India, the EU, Argentina, and the Philippines. This
has included significantly increasing the rate of cases against China, winning all seven cases decided to
date and reaching a favorable settlement in an eighth.

The NTE report has helped focus these enforcement efforts: for example, an earlier version of this report
identified Chinese export quotas and other restraints on products like rare earths, tungsten, silicon, and other
essential industrial inputs. Following U.S. victories in WTO disputes on these issues, in 2013 China in
removed export restraints on an array of products of particular interest to U.S. steel, aluminum, and
chemicals industries, and in 2015 announced the elimination of export restraints on rare earths, tungsten,
and molybdenum. These victories helped level the playing field for U.S. workers and businesses that
manufacture downstream products in the steel, aluminum and chemical sectors

This report is both a guide to the significant barriers our exporters face in foreign markets, and a case study
in the value of President Obama’s strategy of opening markets, enforcing rights, and using trade policy to
help promote growth and support better jobs for Americans. Together, those features help underscore that
American leadership on trade is more important than ever.

Amb. Michael B.G. Froman
U.S. Trade Representative
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FOREWORD

SCOPE AND COVERAGE

The 2016 National Trade Estimate Report on Foreign Trade Barriers (NTE) is the 31st in an annual series
that highlights significant foreign barriers to U.S. exports. This document is a companion piece to the
President’s Trade Policy Agenda published by USTR in March.

In accordance with section 181 of the Trade Act of 1974, as added by section 303 of the Trade and Tariff
Act of 1984 and amended by section 1304 of the Omnibus Trade and Competitiveness Act of 1988, section
311 of the Uruguay Round Trade Agreements Act, and section 1202 of the Internet Tax Freedom Act, the
Office of the U.S. Trade Representative is required to submit to the President, the Senate Finance
Committee, and appropriate committees in the House of Representatives, an annual report on significant
foreign trade barriers. The statute requires an inventory of the most important foreign barriers affecting
U.S. exports of goods and services, foreign direct investment by U.S. persons, and protection of intellectual
property rights. Such an inventory enhances awareness of these trade restrictions and facilitates
negotiations aimed at reducing or eliminating these barriers.

This report is based upon information compiled within USTR, the Departments of Commerce and
Agriculture, and other U.S. Government agencies, and supplemented with information provided in response
to a notice published in the Federal Register, and by members of the private sector trade advisory
committees and U.S. Embassies abroad.

Trade barriers elude fixed definitions, but may be broadly defined as government laws, regulations, policies,
or practices that either protect domestic goods and services from foreign competition, artificially stimulate
exports of particular domestic goods and services, or fail to provide adequate and effective protection of
intellectual property rights.

This report classifies foreign trade barriers into ten different categories. These categories cover
government-imposed measures and policies that restrict, prevent, or impede the international exchange of
goods and services. The categories covered include:

e Import policies (e.g., tariffs and other import charges, quantitative restrictions, import licensing,
customs barriers, and other market access barriers);

e Sanitary and phytosanitary measures and technical barriers to trade;
e Government procurement (e.g., “buy national” policies and closed bidding);

e Export subsidies (e.g., export financing on preferential terms and agricultural export subsidies that
displace U.S. exports in third country markets);

o Lack of intellectual property protection (e.g., inadequate patent, copyright, and trademark regimes
and enforcement of intellectual property rights);

e Services barriers (e.g., limits on the range of financial services offered by foreign financial
institutions, regulation of international data flows, restrictions on the use of foreign data processing,
and barriers to the provision of services by foreign professionals);

FOREIGN TRADE BARRIERS
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e Investment barriers (e.g., limitations on foreign equity participation and on access to foreign
government-funded research and development programs, local content requirements, technology
transfer requirements and export performance requirements, and restrictions on repatriation of
earnings, capital, fees and royalties);

o Government-tolerated anticompetitive conduct of state-owned or private firms that restricts the sale
or purchase of U.S. goods or services in the foreign country’s markets;

o Trade restrictions affecting electronic commerce (e.g., tariff and nontariff measures, burdensome
and discriminatory regulations and standards, and discriminatory taxation); and

e Other barriers (barriers that encompass more than one category, e.g., bribery and corruption,’ or
that affect a single sector).

Pursuant to Section 1377 of the Omnibus Trade and Competitiveness Act of 1988, USTR annually reviews
the operation and effectiveness of U.S. telecommunications trade agreements. The USTR makes a
determination on whether any foreign government that is a party to one of those agreements is failing to
comply with that government’s obligations or is otherwise denying, within the context of a relevant
agreement, “mutually advantageous market opportunities” to U.S. telecommunication products or services
suppliers.

The Section 1377 Review highlights both ongoing and emerging barriers to U.S. telecommunication
services and goods exports, and identifies the most effective bilateral or multilateral fora to monitor, engage,
and seek to overcome these barriers. In past years, the findings of the Section 1377 Review have been
published along with the description of the foreign practices reviewed in a separate report. This year, USTR
has streamlined the presentation of the 1377 Review by consolidating that information on foreign trade
barriers into the NTE. This change allows USTR to describe in one comprehensive report all trade barriers
concerning telecommunications services and goods along with related digital trade issues.

Barriers to trade in telecommunications services and goods can have outsized effects beyond the
telecommunications sector because a large and growing segment of international trade is conducted
digitally or otherwise depends on high quality telecommunications. The telecommunications trade barriers
identified in this year’s NTE include restrictions on cross-border data flows, foreign investment caps,
limitations on competition, increased termination rates for international traffic, and restrictions on the
supply of satellite services, as well as concerns about possible local content requirements and burdensome
equipment standards and conformity assessment procedures. USTR works with foreign governments
bilaterally and in multilateral fora to address these concerns and to forestall new obstacles to
telecommunications trade.

The NTE continues to highlight the increasingly critical nature of standards-related measures (including
testing, labeling and certification requirements) and sanitary and phytosanitary (SPS) measures to U.S.
trade policy, to identify and call attention to problems and efforts to resolve them during the past year and
to signal new or existing areas in which more progress needs to be made. Standards-related and SPS
measures serve an important function in facilitating international trade, including by enabling small and
medium sized enterprises (SMESs) to obtain greater access to foreign markets. Standards-related and SPS
measures also enable governments to pursue legitimate objectives such as protecting human, plant, and
animal health, the environment, and preventing deceptive practices. But standards-related and SPS
measures that are nontransparent and discriminatory can act as significant barriers to U.S. trade. Such
measures can pose a particular problem for SMEs, which often do not have the resources to address these
problems on their own.

FOREIGN TRADE BARRIERS
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USTR will continue to identify, review, analyze, and address foreign government standards-related and
SPS measures that affect U.S. trade. USTR coordinates rigorous interagency processes and mechanisms,
through the Trade Policy Staff Committee and, more specifically, through specialized TBT and SPS
subcommittees. These TPSC subcommittees, which include representatives from agencies with an interest
in foreign standards-related and SPS measures, maintain an ongoing process of informal consultation and
coordination on standards-related and SPS issues as they arise.

The United States actively engages with foreign governments to prevent unwarranted standards-related and
SPS measures, and works to resolve specific trade concerns arising from standards-related and SPS
measures. The WTO TBT Committee and the WTO SPS Committee are the principal multilateral fora for
engagement on trade issues relating to standards-related and SPS measures. The mechanisms for
cooperation on these measures in U.S. FTAs and Trade and Investment Framework Agreements (TIFAS)
also play a vital role in facilitating U.S. efforts to prevent and resolve standards-related and SPS trade
concerns. Inaddition, U.S. agencies seek to prevent potential standards-related and SPS trade barriers from
emerging by engaging in multilateral, regional, and bilateral cooperative activities, information exchanges,
technical assistance, and negotiations on specific arrangements. These efforts are aimed at helping other
governments design effective and well-conceived standards-related and SPS measures, with the goal of
producing better regulatory outcomes and facilitating trade.

In recent years, the United States has observed a growing trend among our trading partners to impose
localization barriers to trade — measures designed to protect, favor, or stimulate domestic industries, service
providers, or intellectual property at the expense of imported goods, services or foreign-owned or developed
intellectual property. These measures may operate as disguised barriers to trade and unreasonably
differentiate between domestic and foreign products, services, intellectual property, or suppliers. They can
distort trade, discourage foreign direct investment and lead other trading partners to impose similarly
detrimental measures. For these reasons, it has been longstanding U.S. trade policy to advocate strongly
against localization barriers and encourage trading partners to pursue policy approaches that help their
economic growth and competitiveness without discriminating against imported goods and services. USTR
is chairing an interagency effort to address localization barriers. This year’s NTE continues the practice of
identifying localization barriers to trade in the relevant barrier category in the report’s individual sections
to assist these efforts and to inform the public on the scope and diversity of these practices.

USTR continues to vigorously scrutinize foreign labor practices and to address substandard practices that
impinge on labor obligations in U.S. free trade agreements (FTAs) and deny foreign workers their
internationally recognized labor rights. USTR has also introduced new mechanisms to enhance its
monitoring of the steps that U.S. FTA partners have taken to implement and comply with their obligations
under the environment chapters of those agreements. To further these initiatives, USTR has implemented
interagency processes for systematic information gathering and review of labor rights practices and
environmental enforcement measures in FTA countries, and USTR staff regularly works with FTA
countries to monitor practices and directly engages governments and other actors. The Administration has
reported on these activities in the 2016 Trade Policy Agenda and 2015 Annual Report of the President on
the Trade Agreements Program.

The NTE covers significant barriers, whether they are consistent or inconsistent with international trading
rules. Many barriers to U.S. exports are consistent with existing international trade agreements. Tariffs,
for example, are an accepted method of protection under the General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade 1994
(GATT 1994). Even a very high tariff does not violate international rules unless a country has made a
commitment not to exceed a specified rate, i.e., a tariff binding. On the other hand, where measures are not
consistent with U.S. rights international trade agreements, they are actionable under U.S. trade law,
including through the World Trade Organization (WTO).
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This report discusses the largest export markets for the United States, including 58 countries, the European
Union, Taiwan, Hong Kong, and one regional body. The discussion of Chinese trade barriers is structured
and focused to align more closely with other Congressional reports prepared by USTR on U.S.-China trade
issues. The China section includes cross-references to other USTR reports where appropriate. This year,
sections on Bangladesh, Algeria, and Tunisia have been added to the coverage of NTE, reflecting the
growing importance of their countries as a market for U.S. exports and services. Sections on Irag and
Uzbekistan do not appear in this year’s report due to the relatively small size of their markets, a lack of
progress in government to government engagement, and the absence of major trade complaints from
representatives of U.S. goods and services sectors. As always, the omission of particular countries and
barriers does not imply that they are not of concern to the United States.

NTE sections report the most recent data on U.S. bilateral trade in goods and services and compare the data
to the preceding period. This information is reported to provide context for the reader. In more than half
of the specified cases, U.S. bilateral goods trade continued to increase in 2015 compared to the preceding
period. The merchandise trade data contained in the NTE are based on total U.S. exports, free alongside
(f.a.s)" value, and general U.S. imports, customs value, as reported by the Bureau of the Census,
Department of Commerce (NOTE: These data are ranked in an Appendix according to the size of the export
market). The services data are drawn from the October 2014 Survey of Current Business, compiled by the
Bureau of Economic Analysis in the Department of Commerce (BEA). The direct investment data are
drawn from the September 2014 Survey of Current Business, also from BEA.

TRADE IMPACT ESTIMATES AND FOREIGN BARRIERS

Wherever possible, this report presents estimates of the impact on U.S. exports of specific foreign trade
barriers and other trade distorting practices. Where consultations related to specific foreign practices were
proceeding at the time this report was published, estimates were excluded, in order to avoid prejudice to
those consultations.

The estimates included in this report constitute an attempt to assess quantitatively the potential effect of
removing certain foreign trade barriers on particular U.S. exports. However, the estimates cannot be used
to determine the total effect on U.S. exports either to the country in which a barrier has been identified or
to the world in general. In other words, the estimates contained in this report cannot be aggregated in order
to derive a total estimate of gain in U.S. exports to a given country or the world.

Trade barriers or other trade distorting practices affect U.S. exports to another country because these
measures effectively impose costs on such exports that are not imposed on goods produced in the importing
country. In theory, estimating the impact of a foreign trade measure on U.S. exports of goods requires
knowledge of the (extra) cost the measure imposes on them, as well as knowledge of market conditions in
the United States, in the country imposing the measure, and in third countries. In practice, such information
often is not available.

Where sufficient data exist, an approximate impact of tariffs on U.S. exports can be derived by obtaining
estimates of supply and demand price elasticities in the importing country and in the United States.
Typically, the U.S. share of imports is assumed to be constant. When no calculated price elasticities are
available, reasonable postulated values are used. The resulting estimate of lost U.S. exports is approximate,
depends on the assumed elasticities, and does not necessarily reflect changes in trade patterns with third
countries. Similar procedures are followed to estimate the impact of subsidies that displace U.S. exports in
third country markets.
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The task of estimating the impact of nontariff measures on U.S. exports is far more difficult, since there is
no readily available estimate of the additional cost these restrictions impose. Quantitative restrictions or
import licenses limit (or discourage) imports and thus raise domestic prices, much as a tariff does. However,
without detailed information on price differences between countries and on relevant supply and demand
conditions, it is difficult to derive the estimated effects of these measures on U.S. exports. Similarly, it is
difficult to quantify the impact on U.S. exports (or commerce) of other foreign practices, such as
government procurement policies, nontransparent standards, or inadequate intellectual property rights
protection.

In some cases, particular U.S. exports are restricted by both foreign tariff and nontariff barriers. For the
reasons stated above, it may be difficult to estimate the impact of such nontariff barriers on U.S. exports.
When the value of actual U.S. exports is reduced to an unknown extent by one or more than one nontariff
measure, it then becomes derivatively difficult to estimate the effect of even the overlapping tariff barriers
on U.S. exports.

The same limitations that affect the ability to estimate the impact of foreign barriers on U.S. goods exports
apply to U.S. services exports. Furthermore, the trade data on services exports are extremely limited in
detail. For these reasons, estimates of the impact of foreign barriers on trade in services also are difficult
to compute.

With respect to investment barriers, there are no accepted techniques for estimating the impact of such
barriers on U.S. investment flows. For this reason, no such estimates are given in this report. The NTE
includes generic government regulations and practices which are not product specific. These are among
the most difficult types of foreign practices for which to estimate trade effects.

In the context of trade actions brought under U.S. law, estimates of the impact of foreign practices on U.S.
commerce are substantially more feasible. Trade actions under U.S. law are generally product specific and
therefore more tractable for estimating trade effects. In addition, the process used when a specific trade
action is brought will frequently make available non-U.S. Government data (from U.S. companies or
foreign sources) otherwise not available in the preparation of a broad survey such as this report.

In some cases, stakeholder valuations estimating the financial effects of barriers are contained in the report.
The methods for computing these valuations are sometimes uncertain. Hence, their inclusion in the NTE
report should not be construed as a U.S. Government endorsement of the estimates they reflect.

March 2016
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Endnotes

i Corruption is an impediment to trade, a serious barrier to development, and a direct threat to our collective security. Corruption
takes many forms and affects trade and development in different ways. In many countries, it affects customs practices, licensing
decisions, and the awarding of government procurement contracts. If left unchecked, bribery and corruption can negate market
access gained through trade negotiations, undermine the foundations of the international trading system, and frustrate broader
reforms and economic stabilization programs. Corruption also hinders development and contributes to the cycle of poverty.

Information on specific problems associated with bribery and corruption is difficult to obtain, particularly since perpetrators go to
great lengths to conceal their activities. Nevertheless, a consistent complaint from U.S. firms is that they have experienced
situations that suggest corruption has played a role in the award of billions of dollars of foreign contracts and delayed or prevented
the efficient movement of goods. Since the United States enacted the Foreign Corrupt Practices Act (FCPA) in 1977, U.S.
companies have been prohibited from bribing foreign public officials, and numerous other domestic laws discipline corruption of
public officials at the State and Federal levels. The United States is committed to the active enforcement of the FCPA.

The United States has taken a leading role in addressing bribery and corruption in international business transactions and has made
real progress over the past quarter century building international coalitions to fight bribery and corruption. Bribery and corruption
are now being addressed in a number of fora. Some of these initiatives are now yielding positive results.

The United States led efforts to launch the Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD) Convention on
Combating Bribery of Foreign Public Officials in International Business Transactions (Anti-bribery Convention). In November
1997, the United States and 33 other nations adopted the Anti-bribery Convention, which currently is in force for 40 countries,
including the United States. The Anti-bribery Convention obligates its parties to criminalize the bribery of foreign public officials
in the conduct of international business. It is aimed at proscribing the activities of those who offer, promise, or pay a bribe (for
additional information, see http://www.export.gov/tcc and http://www.oecd.org).

The United States also played a critical role in the successful conclusion of negotiations that produced the United Nations
Convention Against Corruption, the first global anticorruption instrument. The Convention was opened for signature in December
2003, and entered into force December 14, 2005. The Convention contains many provisions on preventive measures countries can
take to stop corruption, and requires countries to adopt additional measures as may be necessary to criminalize fundamental
anticorruption offenses, including bribery of domestic as well as foreign public officials. As of November 2014, there were 174
parties, including the United States.

In March 1996, countries in the Western Hemisphere concluded negotiation of the Inter-American Convention Against Corruption
(Inter-American Convention). The Inter-American Convention, a direct result of the Summit of the Americas Plan of Action,
requires that parties criminalize bribery and corruption. The Inter-American Convention entered into force in March 1997. The
United States signed the Inter-American Convention on June 2, 1996 and deposited its instrument of ratification with the
Organization of American States (OAS) on September 29, 2000. Thirty-one of the thirty-three parties to the Inter-American
Convention, including the United States, participate in a Follow-up Mechanism conducted under the auspices of the OAS to monitor
implementation of the Convention. The Inter-American Convention addresses a broad range of corrupt acts including domestic
corruption and trans-national bribery. Signatories agree to enact legislation making it a crime for individuals to offer bribes to
public officials and for public officials to solicit and accept bribes, and to implement various preventive measures.

The United States continues to push its anticorruption agenda forward. The United States seeks binding commitments in FTAs
that promote transparency and that specifically address corruption of public officials. The United States also led other countries in
concluding multilateral negotiations on the World Trade Organization (WTO) Trade Facilitation Agreement which contains
provisions on transparency in customs operations and avoiding conflicts of interest in customs penalties. The United States has
also advocated for transparency of government procurement regimes in FTA negotiations. In the Trans-Pacific Partnership and
Transatlantic Trade and Investment Partnership negotiations, the United States is seeking expanded transparency and anticorruption
disciplines. The United States is also playing a leadership role on these issues in APEC and other fora.

i Free alongside (f.a.s.): Under this term, the seller quotes a price, including delivery of the goods alongside and within the reach
of the loading tackle (hoist) of the vessel bound overseas.
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ALGERIA

TRADE SUMMARY

The U.S. goods trade deficit with Algeria was $1.5 billion in 2015, a 25.7 percent decrease ($517 million)
over 2014. U.S. goods exports to Algeria were $1.9 billion, down 28 percent ($741 million) from the
previous year. Corresponding U.S. imports from Algeria were $3.4 billion, down 27 percent. Algeria was
the United States' 60th largest goods export market in 2015.

U.S. foreign direct investment (FDI) in Algeria (stock) was $5.2 billion in 2014 (latest data available), a
11.3 percent increase from 2013.

TECHNICAL BARRIERS TO TRADE / SANITARY AND PHYTOSANITARY BARRIERS
Technical Barriers to Trade
Vehicles

In March 2015, the Algerian government enacted various new safety requirements for imported vehicles,
with a focus on passenger automobiles. Algerian officials assert that these new requirements apply to all
vehicles, but the effect of the requirements has been most noticeable on vehicles imported into Algeria.
Automotive industry representatives have expressed concerns that the requirements, which are based only
loosely on the United Nations Economic Commission for Europe (UNECE) vehicle standards, are overly
broad and focus on the attributes of specific safety components rather than performance. Under the new
procedures intended to enforce the requirements, all vehicles entering the country must be accompanied by
a “certificate of conformity” before they are inspected by a representative of the Ministry of Industry and
Mines. Algeria also requires a certificate in order to obtain the letter of credit necessary to finance a vehicle
importation. In addition, the new requirements were adopted without stakeholder input, or sufficient
transition period for implementation, resulting in thousands of cars blocked on arrival or held at the port of
origin as a result of non-compliance.

Food Products

Algeria requires imported food products to have at least 80 percent of their shelf life remaining at the
time of importation.

Sanitary and Phytosanitary Barriers

The Algerian government currently bans the importation, distribution, or sale of seeds that are the products
of biotechnology. There is an exception for biotech seeds imported for research purposes.

Algeria has not agreed to export certificates that would permit the importation of beef and poultry from the
United States. Although there are no official bans or specific regulations prohibiting the importation of
U.S. beef into Algeria, the Government of Algeria has expressed concerns about the widespread use of
growth hormones in the United States and has restricted U.S. beef imports in the past. Export certificates
are being negotiated between U.S. and Algerian veterinary authorities to allow the importation into Algeria
of U.S. breeding cattle and bovine genetics.
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IMPORT POLICIES
Tariffs

Goods imported into Algeria face a range of tariffs, from zero to 70 percent. Nearly all finished
manufactured products entering Algeria are subject to a 30 percent tariff rate, but some limited categories
are subject to a 15 percent rate. Goods facing the highest rates are those for which direct equivalents are
currently manufactured in Algeria, including some pharmaceuticals. The few items that are duty free are
generally EU-origin goods that are for use in manufacturing industries and are exempt from tariffs under
the European Union-Algeria Association Agreement.

In addition, most imported goods are subject to the 17 percent value-added tax and an additional 0.3 percent
tax is levied on a good if the applicable customs duty exceeds DZD 20,000.

Customs Procedures

Clearing goods through Algerian customs is the single most frequently reported problem facing foreign
companies operating in Algeria. Delays can take weeks or months, and in many cases are not accompanied
by official explanations. In addition to a certificate of origin, the Algerian government requires all importers
to provide certificates of conformity and quality from an independent third party. Customs requires
shipping documents to be stamped with a “Visa Fraud” note from the Ministry of Commerce, indicating
that the goods have successfully passed a fraud inspection, before the goods are cleared. Many importations
also require authorizations from multiple ministries, which causes additional bureaucratic delays, especially
when the regulations do not clearly specify which ministry’s authority is being exercised.

Storage fees at Algerian ports of entry are high, and the fee rates double when goods are stored for longer
than 10 days. One U.S. manufacturer reported spending $6 million in 2014 on storage fees. Firms report
that bribery is used widely to effect the release of shipments, and both U.S. and non-U.S. company
representatives have claimed that shipments are sometimes deliberately held at port to increase payments
to customs officials.

Import Restrictions
Pharmaceuticals and Medical Devices

Since 2010, Algeria’s Ministry of Health has been issuing regulations, pursuant to a 1985 law, to ban imports
of a number of medications, medical devices, and other medical goods. It is now estimated that 460 products
have been affected by these regulations. In mid-2015, Algeria began to set quotas for drugs for which an
equivalent is produced domestically. If at least three national laboratories produce an equivalent, imports
of the drug are prohibited. The Ministry of Health has been applying these policies despite the inability of
local production to meet demand for dozens of affected medications.

The Ministry of Health also began imposing mandatory local sales price reductions of up to 75 percent for
imported drugs in May 2015. In its calculations, the Ministry sought to match, with only a slight adjustment,
the lowest sale price worldwide for all imported pharmaceuticals, disregarding potentially unique factors
present in other economies that would contribute to price variations.

The Algerian government instituted in 2007 a regulation that effectively bans the import of used medical
equipment. The government has applied the rule broadly to block the re-importation of machinery that has
been sent abroad for maintenance under warranty, even for equipment owned by state-run hospitals.
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Import Licenses and Quotas

The 2016 budget, signed into law on December 31, 2015, empowers the Ministry of Commerce to require
import licenses for goods in certain sectors. Products subject to licensing are determined by an inter-
ministerial committee chaired by the Ministry of Commerce. As of February 2016, these licensing
requirements have been used to establish quotas for automobiles, cement, and steel reinforcing rods (rebar),
as part of an effort to protect 15 “strategic sectors” defined in the 2015 budget. Other products under
consideration for such requirements include wood, ceramics, iron, raisins, garlic, potato chips, and some
confectionary products.

Vehicles

The Ministry of Commerce has announced that, beginning in 2016, Algeria will limit imports of vehicles
to 400,000 per year. Imports of used vehicles and of construction equipment have been banned since 2007.

Other Product Bans

All types of used machinery are banned from entry into Algeria. All products containing pork or pork
derivatives are prohibited.

GOVERNMENT PROCUREMENT

Algeria announced in August 2015 that all ministries and state-owned enterprises (SOEs) would be required
to purchase domestically manufactured products whenever available. It further announced that the
procurement of foreign goods would be permitted only with special authorization at the minister level and
if a locally made product could not be identified. For housing projects that are at least partially funded by
the state, a Ministry of Housing and Town Planning edict in effect since December 2014 prohibits
contractors from using imported construction materials when equivalent products of equal quality are
produced locally.

Algeria is not a WTO member and is not party to the WTO GPA.
INTELLECTUAL PROPERTY RIGHTS PROTECTION

Algeria remains on the Watch List in the Special 301 Report. Although Algeria has a robust legal
framework for IPR protection, enforcement of those rights is lacking. The production of counterfeit goods
has been nearly eradicated, but imports of counterfeit goods have increased dramatically; an estimated 85
percent or more of software in the country is pirated. Patent and trademark protection is ineffective,
especially in the pharmaceutical sector. U.S. companies have reported unlicensed production of their brand-
name drugs in the Algerian market.

SERVICES BARRIERS

Banking

Since 2010, Algeria has restricted foreign shareholders from making loans to Algerian subsidiaries.
Direct wire payments for imported goods are not permitted. Instead, all importers must secure letters of

credit covering at least the full cost of the imported goods for any shipments totaling at least DZD 4 million
(approximately $38,000), and the validity of the letters of credit is limited to 60 days.
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The government tightly controls foreign exchange for Algerian firms. Algerian companies (except those in
the hydrocarbons sector) may receive up to 50 percent of their export earnings in U.S. dollars, and the
remainder must be paid in local currency. Algerian companies in the hydrocarbons sector must receive 100
percent of export revenue in local currency. These limits present barriers to trade for international companies
as well, since these companies must form joint ventures with Algerian firms to make any local investments.

With few exceptions, the Algerian government prohibits Algerian citizens from holding financial assets
abroad. The government permits Algerians to obtain foreign currency for the importation of goods only if
they have in local currency the equivalent of the hard currency cost of the imports.

Electronic Payment Services

Electronic payment services are limited in Algeria owing to an underdeveloped telecommunications
infrastructure to support electronic banking and a weak consumer credit culture. The government banned
consumer credit from 2009 to 2014, and consumer loans are almost entirely restricted to the purchase of
domestically-produced goods. Credit cards are rare. Those that exist are primarily local use cards known
as CIBs issued by local banks. Internationally recognized cards such as Mastercard and Visa have been
authorized only recently for use within Algeria.

INVESTMENT BARRIERS

The 49/51 investment law requires Algerian ownership of at least 51 percent in all projects involving foreign
investments. It originated as part of the 2006 law governing hydrocarbons but was expanded in the 2009
supplementary budget law to include all foreign investments.

As there is no economy-wide process for registering foreign investments, prospective investors must work
with the relevant ministry or ministries to negotiate, register, and set up their businesses. U.S. businesses
have commented that the process is subject to political influence, and that companies not given an informal
“green light” by the relevant ministry may not be able to establish their company in Algeria. The lack of
transparency behind the decision making process makes it difficult to determine the reasons for any delays.

Algeria does not currently have a law allowing franchising, but is working, with U.S. Government
assistance, to draft one. In addition, franchisees currently may not repatriate royalties, and as a result, it is
very difficult for foreign franchises to operate in Algeria.

The extent of Algerian bureaucratic requirements causes significant delays and deters many companies
from attempting to enter the market. Several U.S. companies, particularly in the pharmaceutical sector,
have reported difficulties in renewing their operating and market access licenses with the relevant ministries
in Algeria. Without a valid license, the process for obtaining import authorization is extremely slow. In
some cases, the companies have speculated that licenses have been deliberately obstructed to block imports.

ELECTRONIC COMMERCE

Under current law, Algerian citizens may not purchase goods online. Businesses, however, may purchase
items online and import them for business-related uses.
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OTHER BARRIERS
State-Owned Enterprises

State-owned enterprises (SOEs) comprise about two-thirds of the Algerian economy. The national oil and
gas company Sonatrach is the most prominent SOE, but SOEs are present in all sectors of the economy.
While Algeria once gave equal opportunity to foreign and local companies competing for government
contracts, in the last few years the government has favored SOEs and other Algerian companies.
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ANGOLA

TRADE SUMMARY

The U.S. goods trade deficit with Angola was $1.6 billion in 2015, a 55.3 percent decrease ($2.0 billion)
over 2014. U.S. goods exports to Angola were $1.2 billion, down 43 percent ($876 million) from the
previous year. Corresponding U.S. imports from Angola were $2.8 billion, down 51 percent. Angola was
the United States' 74th largest goods export market in 2015.

U.S. foreign direct investment (FDI) in Angola (stock) was $1.9 billion in 2014 (latest data available), a
56.2 percent increase from 2013.

IMPORT POLICIES
Tariffs and Nontariff Measures

Angola is a member of the World Trade Organization (WTQ) and the Southern African Development
Community (SADC). However, Angola has delayed implementation of the 2003 SADC Protocol on Trade,
which seeks to reduce tariffs. The Angolan government is concerned that implementation of the SADC
Protocol on Trade would lead to a large increase in imports, particularly from South Africa.

Angola’s new tariff schedule was published in November 2013 and became effective in January 2014.
Through the new schedule, the government aims to protect and stimulate national industry by raising import
and consumption duties on items that Angolan companies already produce, even if domestic production
cannot meet domestic demand. Notable changes under the new schedule include a 50 percent import tax
on beer (reflecting a 20 percent increase from the previous import tax); a 50 percent import duty (35 percent
increase) on fruit juices; and a 50 percent import tax (35 percent increase) on certain vegetables, including
tomatoes, onions, garlic, beans, and potatoes. The import taxes for roofing materials and bricks have also
increased by 20 percent to 50 percent. The import tax for chicken products, which make up the bulk of
U.S. food exports, has not changed under the schedule, but it remains high.

Tariff rates on a few products like palm oil, railway materials, and wheat flour have decreased, to a limited
extent, under the 2013 tariff schedule. Another prominent feature of the new tariff schedule is a policy that
allows Angolan producers to enjoy import tax exemptions on inputs that are used to manufacture Angolan
products.

Tariffs for the oil industry are largely determined by individually negotiated contracts between international
oil companies and the Angolan government. As most U.S. exports to Angola consist of specialized oil
industry equipment, which are largely exempt from tariffs, the annual impact of tariffs on U.S. exports is
relatively low. If companies operating in the oil and mining industries present a letter from the Minister of
Petroleum or the Minister of Geology and Mines, they may import without duty equipment to be used
exclusively for oil and mineral exploration.

Under Presidential Decree No. 2/15, “Opera¢des Cambiais de Invisiveis Correntes,” a new 10 percent tax
on remittances to pay for foreign technical or administrative services became law in June 2015. The new
10 percent tax on remittances to pay for services sourced abroad is in addition to the 6.5 percent tax assessed
on such services.
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Presidential Decree No. 5/15 in September 2015 sets forth new consumption taxes mostly on luxury goods,
with what appear to be different rates on a number of domestically produced goods compared to
international goods. The United States is working to address this issue with Angolan government officials.

Cement is also a focus of the Angolan government’s efforts to protect and promote local production, both
for domestic consumption and exports. Executive Decree No. 15/14 sets limits on cement importation,
regulates prices, and specifies ports through which cement can be imported.

Customs Barriers

Administration of Angola’s customs service has improved in the last few years, but remains a barrier to
market access.

Presidential Decree No. 63/13 established that pre-shipment inspections are no longer mandatory for goods
shipped after June 12, 2013. However, traders may continue to contract for pre-shipment inspection
services from private inspection agencies if they wish to benefit from faster “green channel” access, or if
pre-shipment inspection is required by their letter of credit agreement. Some importers find that the fees
charged by Bromangol, a private laboratory which dominates the inspection market, are excessive, and they
also question whether testing is actually completed.

Any shipment of goods equal to or exceeding $1,000 requires use of a clearing agent. While the number
of clearing agents increased from 55 in 2006 to 232 in 2015, competition among clearing agents and reduced
importing activity have not reduced fees for such agents, which typically range from one percent to two
percent of the value of the declaration.

The importation of certain goods may require specific authorization from various government ministries,
which can result in delays and extra costs. Goods that require ministerial authorization include the
following: pharmaceutical substances and saccharine and derived products (Ministry of Health); fiscal or
postal stamps, radios, transmitters, receivers, and other devices (Ministry of Post and
Telecommunications); weapons, ammunition, fireworks, and explosives (Ministry of Interior); plants,
roots, bulbs, microbial cultures, buds, fruits, seeds, and crates and other packages containing these products
(Ministry of Agriculture); poisonous and toxic substances and drugs (Ministries of Agriculture, Industry,
and Health); and samples or other goods imported to be given away (Customs). The import of goods such
as poultry has also been hindered at times through the use of restrictive import licensing rules.

GOVERNMENT PROCUREMENT

Angola’s government procurement process lacks transparency and fails to support competition among
suppliers. Information about government projects and procurements is often not readily available from the
appropriate authorities. Although calls for bids for government procurements are sometimes published in
the government newspaper, “Jornal de Angola,” many contracting agencies already form a preference for
a specific business before receiving all the bids. The Promotion of Angolan Private Entrepreneurs Law
provides Angolan companies preferential treatment in the government’s procurement of goods, services
and public works contracts. Angolan companies often then deliver these goods and services by
subcontracting with foreign companies.

Angola is not a signatory to the WTO Agreement on Government Procurement.
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INTELLECTUAL PROPERTY RIGHTS PROTECTION

Angola was not listed on the 2015 Special 301 Report. Angola is a party to the World Intellectual Property
Organization (WIPO) Convention, the Paris Convention for the Protection of Industrial Property, and the
WIPO Patent Cooperation Treaty. Intellectual property rights (IPR) are administered by the Ministry of
Industry (trademarks, patents, and designs) and by the Ministry of Culture (authorship, literary, and artistic
rights).

Although Angolan law provides basic protection for IPR and the National Assembly continues to work to
strengthen existing legislation, IPR protection remains weak in practice due to a lack of enforcement
capacity.

INVESTMENT BARRIERS

Angola can be a difficult environment for foreign investors. Oil revenues contribute 77 percent of
government revenues and are the dominant source of foreign exchange. Starting in late 2014, as a direct
result of the decline in oil prices, foreign exchange availability for imports, royalties and remittances has
greatly suffered. To address this shortfall, the Angolan government significantly revised downward its
2015 budget, and is limiting foreign exchange approvals through a Central Bank managed, foreign
exchange auction and approval process. This process prioritizes imports related to oil sector operations,
food, and medicine, but even these imports face long delays for approval of foreign exchange.

American businesses have reported significant difficulties repatriating profits out of Angola. Central Bank
approvals for remittance and royalties are subject to particularly severe delays. Corporations report that,
following direct appeals to the Central Bank, they are able to access foreign exchange to remit only very
small portions of their local currency accounts.

On August 26, 2015, the Angolan government enacted a new private investment law that stripped the
National Agency for Private Investment (ANIP) of its authority with respect to attracting, facilitating, and
approving investments. The law assigned responsibility for overseeing new investments across various line
ministries, with the aim of expediting investments and improving investment oversight. ANIP is folded
into a new entity, the Angolan Investment and Export Promotion Agency.

The new private investment law maintains the existing requirement that a $1 million investment is required
of foreign investors in order to be eligible for fiscal incentives from the government. The threshold for
eligibility for these incentives for Angolan investors is lowered to $500,000. The law also requires at least
35 percent local participation in foreign investments in the following strategic sectors: electricity, water,
tourism, hospitality, transportation, logistics, telecommunications, information technology, construction,
and media. The previous law did not require local partnerships in specific sectors, with the exception of
the energy, banking, and insurance sectors. The new private investment law will not apply to existing
investments, which will continue to be governed by the old legal framework. Investments in Angola’s
mining, finance, and petroleum sectors are not affected by the new law, as they continue to be governed by
sector-specific legislation.

The investment law expressly prohibits private investment in strategic areas such as defense and national
security; banking activities relating to the operations of the Central Bank and the Mint; the administration
of ports and airports; and other areas where the law gives the state exclusive responsibility.

Under the new law, foreign investors pay higher taxes on dividends and profit repatriation. The new tax

rate starts at 15 percent and rises to as much as 50 percent, depending on the date and amount of repatriation.
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By law, the Council of Ministers has 30 days to review a foreign investment application, although in
practice decisions are often subject to lengthy delays. Obtaining the proper permits and business licenses
to operate in Angola is time consuming, and adds to the cost of investment. The World Bank’s “Doing
Business in 2015” report noted that it takes an average of 66 days to start a business in Angola compared
to a regional average of 29.7 days.

The Angolan justice system can be slow and arduous. The World Bank’s “Doing Business in 2015” report
estimates that enforcing contracts (measured by the amount of time elapsed between the filing of a
complaint and the receipt of restitution) generally takes 1,296 days in Angola, whereas the average period
in sub-Saharan Africa is 650 days. While existing law contemplates domestic and international arbitration,
arbitration law is not widely practiced in the country.

The Angolan government is gradually implementing legislation for the petroleum sector, which was
originally enacted in November 2003 (Order 127/03 of the Ministry of Petroleum). This legislation requires
many foreign oil services companies to form joint venture partnerships with local companies. With respect
to the provision of goods and services not requiring heavy capital investment or specialized expertise,
foreign companies may only participate as a contractor or sell manufactured products to Angolan companies
for later resale. Foreign petroleum companies face local content requirements forcing them to acquire low-
capital investment goods and services from Angolan-owned companies. For activities requiring a medium
level of capital investment and a higher level of expertise (not necessarily specialized), foreign companies
may only participate in association with Angolan companies.

The Foreign Exchange Law for the Petroleum Sector requires that all petroleum, oil, and gas companies
use Angola-domiciled banks to make all payments, including payments to suppliers and contractors located
outside of Angola. Furthermore, payments for goods and services provided by resident service providers
must be made in local currency.

OTHER BARRIERS
Corruption

Corruption is prevalent in Angola for many reasons, including an inadequately trained civil service, a
highly-centralized bureaucracy, antiquated regulations, and a lack of implementation of anticorruption
laws. “Gratuities” and other facilitation fees are sometimes requested to secure quicker service and
approval. It is common for Angolan government officials to have substantial private business interests.
These interests are not necessarily publicly disclosed. Likewise, it is difficult to determine the ownership
of some Angolan companies. The business climate continues to favor those connected to the government.
Laws and regulations regarding conflict of interest are not widely enforced. Some investors report pressure
to form joint ventures with specific Angolan companies believed to have connections to political figures.

FOREIGN TRADE BARRIERS
-16-



ARAB LEAGUE

The effect of the Arab League’s boycott of Israeli companies and Israeli-made goods on U.S. trade and
investment in the Middle East and North Africa varies from country to country. While the boycott still on
occasion can pose a barrier (because of associated compliance costs and potential legal restrictions) for
individual U.S. companies and their subsidiaries doing business in certain parts of the region, it has for
many years had an extremely limited practical effect overall on U.S. trade and investment ties with many
key Arab League countries. The 22 Arab League members are the Palestinian Authority and the following
countries: Algeria, Bahrain, Comoros, Djibouti, Egypt, Iraq, Kuwait, Jordan, Lebanon, Libya, Mauritania,
Morocco, Oman, Qatar, Saudi Arabia, Somalia, Sudan, Syria, Tunisia, Yemen, and the United Arab
Emirates. About half of the Arab League members are also Members of the World Trade Organization
(WTO) and are thus obligated to apply WTO commitments to all current WTO Members, including Israel.
To date, no Arab League member, upon joining the WTO, has invoked the right of non-application of WTO
rights and obligations with respect to Israel.

The United States has long opposed the Arab League boycott, and U.S. Government officials from a variety
of agencies frequently have urged Arab League member governments to end it. The U.S. Department of
State and U.S. embassies in relevant Arab League host capitals take the lead in raising U.S. concerns related
to the boycott with political leaders and other officials. The U.S. Departments of Commerce and Treasury,
and the Office of the United States Trade Representative monitor boycott policies and practices of Arab
League members and, aided by U.S. embassies, lend advocacy support to firms facing boycott-related
pressures.

U.S. antiboycott laws (the 1976 Tax Reform Act (TRA) and the 1977 amendments to the Export
Administration Act (EAA)) were adopted to require U.S. firms to refuse to participate in foreign boycotts
that the United States does not sanction. The Arab League boycott of Israel was the impetus for this
legislation and continues to be the principal boycott with which U.S. companies must be concerned. The
EAA’s antiboycott provisions, implementation of which is overseen by the U.S. Department of
Commerce’s Office of Antiboycott Compliance (OAC), prohibit certain types of conduct undertaken in
support of the Arab League boycott of Israel. These types of prohibited activity include, inter alia,
agreements by companies to refuse to do business with Israel, furnishing by companies of information about
business relationships with Israel, and implementation of letters of credit that include prohibited boycott
terms. The TRA’s antiboycott provisions, administered by the Department of the Treasury and the Internal
Revenue Service, deny certain foreign tax benefits to companies that agree to requests from boycotting
countries to participate in certain types of boycotts.

The U.S. Government’s efforts to oppose the Arab League boycott include alerting appropriate officials to
the presence of prohibited boycott requests and those requests’ adverse impact on both U.S. firms and on
Arab League members’ ability to expand trade and investment ties with the United States. In this regard,
U.S. Department of Commerce/OAC officials periodically visit Arab League members to consult with
appropriate counterparts on antiboycott compliance issues. These consultations provide technical
assistance to those counterparts to identify language in commercial documents with which U.S. businesses
may or may not comply.

Boycott activity can be classified according to three categories. The primary boycott prohibits the
importation of goods and services from Israel into the territory of Arab League members. This prohibition
may conflict with the obligation of Arab League members that are also Members of the WTO to treat
products of Israel on a most favored nation basis. The secondary boycott prohibits individuals, companies
(both private and public sector), and organizations in Arab League members from engaging in business
with U.S. firms and firms from other countries that contribute to Israel’s military or economic development.
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Such firms may be placed on a blacklist maintained by the Central Boycott Office (CBO), a specialized
bureau of the Arab League; the CBO often provides this list to other Arab League member governments,
which decide whether or to what extent to follow it in implementing any national boycotts. The tertiary
boycott prohibits business dealings with U.S. and other firms that do business with blacklisted companies.

Individual Arab League member governments are responsible for enforcing the boycott, and enforcement
efforts vary widely among them. Some Arab League member governments have consistently maintained
that only the Arab League as a whole can entirely revoke the boycott. Other member governments support
the view that adherence to the boycott is a matter of national discretion; thus, a number of governments
have taken steps to dismantle various aspects of their national boycotts. The U.S. Government has on
numerous occasions indicated to Arab League member governments that their officials’ attendance at
periodic CBO meetings is not conducive to improving trade and investment ties, either with the United
States or within the region. Attendance of Arab League member government officials at CBO meetings
varies; a number of governments have responded to U.S. officials that they only send representatives to
CBO meetings in an observer capacity, or to push for additional discretion in national enforcement of the
CBO-drafted company blacklist. Ongoing political upheaval in Syria since 2011 has prevented the CBO
from convening meetings on a regular basis.

The current situation in individual Arab League members is as follows:

EGYPT: Egypt has not enforced any aspect of the boycott since 1980, pursuant to its peace treaty with
Israel. However, U.S. firms occasionally have found that some government agencies use outdated forms
containing boycott language. In past years, Egypt has included boycott language drafted by the Arab
League in documentation related to tenders funded by the Arab League. The revolution and resultant
political uncertainty in Egypt since early 2011 introduced some uncertainty with respect to future Egyptian
approaches to boycott-related issues, but thus far the Egyptian government has affirmed its continued
commitment to the peace treaty.

JORDAN: Jordan formally ended its enforcement of any aspect of the boycott when it signed the
Jordanian-Israeli peace treaty in 1994. Jordan signed a trade agreement with Israel in 1995, and later an
expanded trade agreement in 2004. While some elements of Jordanian society continue to oppose
improving political and commercial ties with Israel as a matter of principle, government policy has sought
to enhance bilateral commercial ties.

LIBYA: Prior to its revolution, Libya did not maintain diplomatic relations with Israel and had a law in
place mandating application of the Arab League boycott. The Qaddafi regime enforced the boycott and
routinely inserted boycott language in contracts with foreign companies. Bills of lading and customs
declarations for imports could not indicate trade with Israel, and shippers were legally required to certify
that no goods they were handling were of Israeli origin. Foreign ships were prohibited from calling at
Libyan ports if they had called at an Israeli port within the preceding year. Ongoing political upheaval in
Libya since 2011 has made it impossible to determine the current attitude of Libyan authorities toward
boycott issues. The Administration will continue to monitor closely Libya’s treatment of the boycott.

IRAQ: U.S. companies and investors consider the existence of boycott-related requirements in
procurement contracts and tenders issued by the government of Iraqg as significant disincentives for doing
business in the country. It is estimated that since 2010, U.S. companies have lost more than $1 billion in
sales opportunities in Iraq due to Arab League boycott-related requests.

Despite antiboycott guidance given on two occasions from the Iragi Council of Ministers to all ministries,
the number of boycott-related requests from Iragi entities increased from 2009 to 2013. In 2014, there were
70 prohibited requests (as defined by U.S. antiboycott laws) from Iragi entities reported to the U.S.
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Department of Commerce; the level fell to 62 in 2015. Requests emanated from several Iragi government
entities, including the Ministry of Health (MOH) and its procurement arm, the Iragi State Company for
Importation of Drugs and Medical Appliances (Kimadia); the Ministry of Planning; the South Oil
Company; the General Directorate of Electrical Energy Production; and the Ministry of Electricity.

The MOH committed to the United States in June 2013 that it would stop issuing boycott-related requests.
Since that time, however, the MOH has issued several boycott-related requests that negatively affected U.S.
suppliers of medical and pharmaceutical products. In January 2014, the head of Kimadia informed the
United States that the MOH and Kimadia would move to end the practice of including Arab League boycott-
related requirements in tender packages for new procurements. The South Oil Company, which had stopped
issuing tenders with boycott language several years ago, recently resumed issuing tenders containing
boycott-related language. Increased boycott-related requests from the Ministry of Electricity are also very
troubling, since Iraq is seeking investment and procurement of key power sector technologies from foreign
companies and critical procurement projects currently are underway.

YEMEN: Yemen has not put a law in place regarding the boycott, though it continues to enforce the
primary aspect of the boycott and does not trade with Israel. Yemen in the past has stated that, absent an
Arab League consensus to end the boycott, it will continue to enforce the primary boycott, though it pledged
to adhere to its 1995 governmental decision to renounce observance of the secondary and tertiary aspects
of the boycott. Continuing serious political unrest within the country and resultant deterioration in the
government’s ability to implement policies make it difficult to predict Yemen’s future posture toward
boycott-related issues.

LEBANON: Since June 1955, Lebanese law has prohibited all individuals, companies, and organizations
from directly or indirectly contracting with Israeli companies and individuals, or buying, selling, or
acquiring in any way products produced in Israel. This prohibition is by all accounts widely adhered to in
Lebanon. Ministry of Economy officials have reaffirmed the importance of the boycott in preventing Israeli
economic penetration of Lebanese markets.

PALESTINIAN AUTHORITY: All foreign trade involving Palestinian producers and importers must be
managed through Israeli authorities. The Palestinian Authority (PA) agreed not to enforce the boycott in a
1995 letter to the U.S. Government and the PA has kept to this commitment since. Various groups
advocating for Palestinian interests continue to call for boycotts and other actions aimed at restricting trade
in goods produced in Israeli West Bank settlements.

ALGERIA: Algeria does not maintain diplomatic, cultural, or direct trade relations with Israel, though
indirect trade reportedly does take place. The country has legislation in place that in general supports the
Arab League boycott, but domestic law contains no specific provisions relating to the boycott and
government enforcement of the primary aspect of the boycott is reportedly sporadic. Algeria appears not
to enforce any element of the secondary or tertiary aspects of the boycott.

MOROCCO: Moroccan law contains no specific references to the Arab League boycott. The government
informally recognizes the primary aspect of the boycott due to Morocco’s membership in the Arab League,
but does not enforce any aspect of it. According to previously published Israeli statistics, Morocco in recent
years has been Israel’s seventh largest trading partner in Africa and third largest in the Arab world, after
Jordan and Egypt. U.S. firms have not reported boycott-related obstacles to doing business in Morocco.
Moroccan officials do not appear to attend CBO meetings.

TUNISIA: Upon the establishment of limited diplomatic relations with Israel, Tunisia terminated its
observance of the Arab League boycott. In the wake of the 2011 Tunisian revolution, there has been no
indication that Tunisian government policy with respect to the boycott has changed.
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SUDAN: The government of Sudan supports the Arab League boycott and has enacted legislation requiring
adherence to it. However, there appear to be no regulations in place to enforce the secondary and tertiary
aspects of the boycott.

COMOROS, DJIBOUTI, AND SOMALIA: None of these countries have officially participated in the
Arab League boycott. Djibouti generally supports Palestinian causes in international organizations and
there is little direct trade between Djibouti and Israel; however, the government currently does not enforce
any aspects of the boycott.

SYRIA: Syria traditionally was diligent in implementing laws to enforce the Arab League boycott,
maintaining its own boycott-related blacklist of firms, separate from the CBO list. Syria’s boycott practices
have not had a substantive impact on U.S. businesses due to U.S. economic sanctions imposed on the
country since 2004; the ongoing and serious political unrest within the country has further reduced U.S.
commercial interaction with Syria.

MAURITANIA: Though Mauritania “froze” its diplomatic relations with Israel in March 2009 in response
to Israeli military engagement in Gaza, Mauritania has continued to refrain from enforcing any aspect of
the boycott.

GULF COOPERATION COUNCIL (GCC): In September 1994, the GCC member countries (Bahrain,
Kuwait, Oman, Qatar, Saudi Arabia, and the United Arab Emirates) announced an end to their enforcement
of the secondary and tertiary aspects of the boycott, eliminating a significant trade barrier to U.S. firms. In
December 1996, the GCC countries recognized the total dismantling of the boycott as a necessary step to
advance peace and promote regional cooperation in the Middle East and North Africa. Although all GCC
states are complying with these stated plans, some commercial documentation containing boycott-related
language continues to surface on occasion and impact individual business transactions.

The situation in individual GCC member countries is as follows:

Bahrain: The U.S. Government has received assurances from the government of Bahrain that it has no
restrictions on U.S. companies trading with Israel or doing business in Israel, regardless of their ownership
or other relations with Israeli companies. Bahrain abolished its boycott law and enforcement office in
September 2005 while preparing to sign its Free Trade Agreement with the United States. Tender
documents from Bahrain have occasionally referred to the secondary and tertiary aspects of the boycott,
but such instances have been remedied when brought to authorities’ attention. The government has stated
publicly that it recognizes the need to abandon formally the primary aspect of the boycott. There are no
laws prohibiting bilateral trade and investment between Bahrain and Israel. No entities exist in Bahrain
that promote trade with Israel; however, Israeli-labeled products reportedly can occasionally be found in
Bahraini markets.

Kuwait: Kuwait continues to recognize the 1994 GCC decision and has not applied secondary or tertiary
aspects of the boycott since 1991. Kuwait claims to have eliminated all direct references to the boycott in
procurement documentation as of 2000. Kuwait has a three person boycott office, which is part of the
General Administration for Customs. Although Kuwaiti officials reportedly regularly attend Arab League
boycott meetings, it is unclear whether they are active participants.

Oman: Oman does not apply any aspect of the boycott and has no laws providing for boycott enforcement.
Although boycott-related language occasionally appears in tender documents, Omani officials are
committed to ensure that such language is not included in new tender documents and have removed boycott-
related language when brought to their attention. Omani customs processes Israeli-origin shipments
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entering with Israeli customs documentation, although Omani firms typically avoid marketing any
identifiably Israeli consumer products. Telecommunications and mail flow normally between the two
countries. Omani diplomatic missions are prohibited from taking part in Arab League boycott meetings.

Qatar: Qatar has a boycott law but the extent to which the government enforces it is unclear. Although
Qatar renounced implementation of the boycott of U.S. firms that do business in Israel (the secondary and
tertiary boycott) in 1994, U.S. firms and their subsidiaries continue to report receiving boycott-related
requests from public Qatari companies; in those instances, companies have made an effort to substitute
alternative language. An lIsraeli trade office opened in Qatar in May 1996, but Qatar ordered that office
closed in January 2009 in protest against the Israeli military action in Gaza. Despite this closure, Qatar
continues to allow trade with Israel and allows Israelis to visit the country. Official data from the Qatari
government indicated that there was approximately $3 million in trade between Qatar and Israel in 2009.
Actual trade, including Israeli exports of agricultural and other goods shipped via third countries, is likely
higher than the official figures. Qatar permits the entry of Israeli business travelers who obtain a visa in
advance. The chief executive of Qatar’s successful 2022 World Cup bid indicated that Israeli citizens
would be welcome to attend the World Cup.

Saudi Arabia: Saudi Arabia, in accordance with the 1994 GCC decision, modified its 1962 law, resulting
in the termination of the secondary and tertiary boycott. Senior Saudi government officials from relevant
ministries have requested that U.S. officials keep them informed of any allegations that Saudi entities are
seeking to enforce these aspects of the boycott. Saudi companies have usually been willing to void or revise
boycott-related language in commercial documents when they are notified of its use.

The United Arab Emirates (UAE): The UAE complies with the 1994 GCC decision and does not implement
the secondary and tertiary aspects of the boycott. The UAE has not renounced the primary aspect of the
boycott, but the degree to which it is enforced is unclear. The United States has had some success in
working with the UAE to resolve specific boycott-related cases. The U.S. Department of Commerce/OAC
and Emirati Ministry of Economy officials have held periodic meetings aimed at encouraging the removal
of boycott-related terms and conditions from commercial documents. The Emirati government has taken a
number of steps to eliminate prohibited boycott requests, including the issuance of a series of circulars to
public and private companies explaining that enforcement of the secondary and tertiary aspects of the
boycott is a violation of Emirati policy.

Non-Arab League Countries

In recent years, press reports occasionally have surfaced regarding the implementation of officially
sanctioned boycotts of trade with Israel by governments of non-Arab League countries, particularly some
member states of the 57 member Organization of the Islamic Conference (OIC), headquartered in Saudi
Arabia (Arab League and OIC membership overlaps to a degree, though OIC members are geographically
and culturally much more diverse). Information gathered by U.S. embassies in various non-Arab League
OIC member states does not paint a clear picture of whether the OIC enforces its own boycott of Israel (as
opposed perhaps to simply lending support to Arab League positions). The degree to which non-Arab
League OIC member states enforce any aspect of a boycott against Israel also appears to vary widely.
Bangladesh, for example, does impose a primary boycott on trade with Israel. By contrast, OIC members
Tajikistan, Turkmenistan, and Kazakhstan impose no boycotts on trade with Israel and in some cases have
actively encouraged such trade; Turkey has an active history of trade with Israel.
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ARGENTINA

TRADE SUMMARY

The U.S. goods trade surplus with Argentina was $5.4 billion in 2015, a 18.2 percent decrease ($1.2 billion)
over 2014. U.S. goods exports to Argentina were $9.3 billion, down 14 percent ($1.5 billion) from the
previous year. Corresponding U.S. imports from Argentina were $3.9 billion, down 6.9 percent. Argentina
was the United States' 28th largest goods export market in 2015.

U.S. exports of services to Argentina were an estimated $6.7 billion in 2014 (latest data available), and U.S.
imports were $1.7 billion. Sales of services in Argentina by majority U.S.-owned affiliates were $9.4 billion
in 2013 (latest data available), while sales of services in the United States by majority Argentina-owned
firms were $7 million.

U.S. foreign direct investment (FDI) in Argentina (stock) was $13.4 billion in 2014 (latest data available),
a 0.2 percent decrease from 2013. U.S. direct investment in Argentina is led by manufacturing, information,
and mining.

INTRODUCTION

The government of President Mauricio Macri, which took office on December 10, 2015, has taken steps to
reverse many of the trade restrictive policies and measures that were in effect in 2015, as noted in this
report. During President Obama’s visit to Argentina, the United States and Argentina signed a bilateral
Trade and Investment Framework Agreement (TIFA) on March 23, 2016. The TIFA creates a forum for
the United States and Argentina to engage on a broad range of bilateral economic issues, such as market
access, intellectual property rights protection, and cooperation on shared objectives in the World Trade
Organization and other multilateral fora.

TECHNICAL BARRIERS TO TRADE / SANITARY AND PHYTOSANITARY BARRIERS
Technical Barriers to Trade
Consumers Goods Label Supervision System

In October 2015, Argentina issued Resolution 420/2015, which established a Label Supervision System
affecting several products for human consumption and human handling, including imported food and
beverages, personal hygiene, perfume and cosmetics. This measure contained duplicative requirements for
documentation that must be submitted to regulatory authorities, resulting in delayed label approval and
increased costs that will increase prices to the consumer. On January 28, 2016, the recently elected
government of President Mauricio Macri issued Resolution 6/2016, which revokes this measure in its
entirety, and removes this barrier to U.S. exports.

Regulation of Low Voltage Electrical Equipment Safety

On October 22, 2015, Argentina issued Resolution 508/2015, which changes the procedures for obtaining
safety certificates for low voltage electrical equipment. Specifically, the measure amends the universe of
products that, when used professionally or by electrical safety experts, may be subject to alternative means
of compliance with safety requirements; establishes criteria for forming families of products, with a view
to issuing a certificate for each of these families and creating a single certificate format for each of the
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authorized modalities; and establishes new guidelines for the monitoring of certified products by
certification bodies. Argentina notified this measure to the WTO Committee on Technical Barriers to Trade
(TBT Committee) on November 2, 2015, and it came into force on November 22, 2015. U.S. stakeholders
submitted comments on the measure through the U.S. Inquiry Point on January 4, 2016 citing transparency
concerns, a need for a longer implementation period, and offered suggestions to improve the regulation.
We will continue to engage with Argentina on this issue in 2016.

Conformity Assessment Requirements

Since 2013, Argentina has maintained mandatory conformity assessment requirements for electrical and
electronic products that require foreign manufacturers and importers of all electrical and electronic products
to obtain safety certifications from Argentine bodies before they can enter commerce in Argentina. These
repetitive testing requirements are applicable only to foreign manufacturers, and they impose significant
delays and increase costs.

Testing Requirements for Lead in Graphic Products

In 2010, Argentina issued Resolution 453/2010, which required that all inks, lacquers and varnishes used
in producing printed materials, such as books, magazines, newspapers, package labeling and inserts,
undergo testing for lead content. The resolution also required the testing to be conducted in one of two
designated laboratories in Argentina. The United States, along with other WTO members, raised these
requirements in the WTO Committee on Technical Barriers to Trade, noting that the requirements appeared
to apply only to foreign producers and resulted in a de facto ban on imports of books, magazines and
newspapers. InJanuary 2016, the new government issued Resolution 1/2016, to exclude books, magazines,
brochures, leaflets, and periodicals from the technical restrictions established in Resolution 453/2010,
thereby re-opening the Argentine market to imports of printed materials.

Sanitary and Phytosanitary Barriers

Food Safety and Animal Health

Live Cattle, Beef, and Beef Products

Argentina has banned imports of all U.S. live cattle, beef, and beef products since 2002 due to concerns
about the status of bovine spongiform encephalopathy (BSE) in the United States. In June 2015, through
Resolution 238/2015, Argentina’s National Service of Agricultural and Food Health and Quality
(SENASA) published new import requirements for ruminants and ruminant products, replacing previous
requirements from 2010 and adopting three World Organization for Animal Health (OIE) categories for
BSE risk classification. The OIE recognizes the United States as negligible risk for BSE. The United States
has initiated discussions with SENASA to gain full access for U.S. beef, beef products and live cattle based
on the United States’ BSE negligible risk status.

Animal Health
Pork

Argentina does not currently allow imports of U.S. pork. In July 2014, Argentina provided an official
response to a 2011 request from the United States for access for fresh, chilled, frozen and cooked pork meat
and meat products. Argentina indicated that it will only accept imports of U.S. pork from herds that have
tested negative for Trichinellosis and have no reported cases of Porcine Reproductive and Respiratory
Syndrome (PRRS), among other requirements. The United States does not consider any of these
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requirements to be science-based. For example, U.S. producers maintain stringent biosecurity protocols
that have virtually eradicated trichinae in commercial pork production. The risk of introducing PRRS into
the Argentine herd due to the import of U.S. pork is negligible. The OIE does not recognize trade in pork
as posing a threat of transmitting the disease. The United States will continue to engage with SENASA to
resolve these issues.

Poultry

Argentina does not allow imports of fresh, frozen, and chilled poultry from the United States due to
concerns over Avian Influenza (Al). Argentina also has not recognized the U.S. sanitary inspection system
as equivalent to the Argentine system. During bilateral technical meetings in October 2015, the U.S.
Department of Agriculture’s Animal and Plant Health Inspection Service (APHIS) and Foreign Agricultural
Service (FAS) provided SENASA a comprehensive presentation on the current status of Highly Pathogenic
Avian Influenza (HPALI) in the United States and the success of the U.S. Government eradication program.
In addition, APHIS requested that Argentina regionalize its restrictions related to HPAI either by state or
county. On November 30, 2015, APHIS informed SENASA that the United States had complied with all
required OIE actions and requirements related to HPAI to be declared free of the disease after the 2015
HPAI outbreak. Argentina has indicated that it would accept cooked poultry products from the United
States, but there is no agreement yet on the terms of the necessary sanitary certificate as Argentina has
maintained that the U.S. poultry inspection system is not “equivalent” to the Argentine system.

IMPORT POLICIES
Tariffs

Argentina is a member of the MERCOSUR common market, formed in 1991 and composed of Argentina,
Brazil, Paraguay, Uruguay, and Venezuela. MERCOSUR maintains a Common External Tariff (CET)
schedule with most favored nation (MFN) applied rates ranging from zero percent to 35 percent ad valorem.
Argentina’s import tariffs follow the MERCOSUR CET with some permitted exceptions. Argentina’s
MFN applied average tariff was 13.6 percent in 2014. Argentina’s average bound tariff rate in the WTO is
significantly higher at 31.8 percent. According to current MERCOSUR procedures, any good introduced
into any member country must pay the CET to that country’s customs authorities. If the product is then re-
exported to any other MERCOSUR country, the CET must be paid again to the second country.

At the MERCOSUR Common Market Council (CMC) ministerial meeting in December 2011,
MERCOSUR members agreed to increase import duty rates temporarily to a maximum rate of 35 percent
on 100 tariff items per member country. For Argentina, the list of products subject to the tariff increases
as of October 2014 can be viewed at: http://www.infoleg.gob.ar/infoleginternet/anexos/235000-
239999/235857/norma.htm. These tariff increases are still in effect.

MERCOSUR member countries are also currently allowed to set import tariffs independently for some
types of goods, including computer and telecommunications equipment, sugar, and some capital goods.
Argentina currently imposes a 14 percent tariff on imports of capital goods that are also produced
domestically. Imports of certain other capital goods that are not produced domestically are subject to a
reduced ad valorem tariff of 2 percent. A list of the goods affected and their respective tariff rates can be
found at http://infoleg.gov.ar/infoleginternet/anexos/195000-199999/199256/norma.htm.

Argentina has bilateral arrangements with Brazil and Uruguay on automobiles and automotive parts
intended to provide preferential access among the three countries. Mexico and Argentina also have a
separate bilateral trade agreement regarding automobiles and automotive parts.
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Nontariff Barriers

In recent years, Argentina has imposed a number of customs and licensing procedures and requirements,
which make importing U.S. products difficult. The measures include additional inspections, restrictions on
entry ports, expanded use of reference prices, import license requirements, and other requirements, such as
requiring importer invoices to be notarized by the nearest Argentine diplomatic mission when imported
goods are valued below reference prices. Many U.S. companies with operations in Argentina have
expressed concerns that the measures have delayed exports of U.S. goods to Argentina and, in some cases,
stopped exports of certain U.S. goods to Argentina altogether.

Argentina has relied on nontariff barriers to protect industries considered sensitive, such as leather, shoes,
textiles, toys, plastics and chemicals, and automobiles. The new Argentine government, which took office
December 10, 2015, has stated publicly that about 1,200 product types will still require non-automatic
import licenses.

Capital Goods Imports

Argentina prohibits the import of many used capital goods. Under the Argentina-Brazil Bilateral
Automobile Pact, Argentina bans the import of used self-propelled agricultural machinery unless it is
imported to be rebuilt in country. Argentina also prohibits the importation and sale of used or retreaded
tires (but in some cases allows remolded tires); used or refurbished medical equipment, including imaging
equipment; and used automotive parts. Argentina generally restricts or prohibits the importation of any
remanufactured good, such as remanufactured automotive parts, earthmoving equipment, medical
equipment, and information and communications technology products. In the case of remanufactured
medical goods, imports are further restricted by the requirement that the importer of record must be the end
user, such as a hospital, doctor, or clinic. Such parties are generally not accustomed to importing and are
not typically registered as importers.

Domestic legislation requires compliance with strict conditions on the entry of those used capital goods that
may be imported, as follows:

e Used capital goods can only be imported directly by the end user;

e Overseas reconditioning of the goods is allowed only if performed by the original
manufacturer. Third-party technical appraisals are not permitted,;

o Local reconditioning of the good is subject to technical appraisal only to be performed by the
state-run Institute of Industrial Technology (INTI), except for aircraft related items;

o Regardless of where the reconditioning takes place, the Argentine Customs Authority requires
at the time of import the presentation of a “Certificate of Import of Used Capital Goods.” This
certificate is issued by the Secretariat of Foreign Trade, after the approval by the Secretariat of
Industry. Pursuant to Resolutions 12/2014 and 4/2014 of January 2014, the import certificate
for used capital goods has a duration of 60 working days from the issuing date; and

e The time period during which the imported used capital good cannot be transferred (sold or
donated) is four years.

Pursuant to Decree 2646/2012, capital goods that may be imported are subject to a 28 percent tax if there
is existing local production of the good, a 14 percent tax in the absence of existing local production, and a
6 percent tax for used capital goods for the aircraft industry. There are exceptions for some industries (e.g.,
graphics, printing, machine tools, textiles, mining, and some types of aircraft), enabling importation of used
capital goods at a zero percent import tax.
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National Supply Law

In September 2014, Argentina amended the 1974 National Supply Law to expand the ability of the
government to regulate private enterprises by setting minimum and maximum prices and profit margins for
goods and services of private enterprises. The law covers all economic processes related to such goods and
services at any stage of economic activity. Private companies determined by the government to be making
“artificial” or “unjustified” profits may be subject to fines of up to 10 million pesos (approximately $770
thousand) and a potential 90-day closure of their business. Under the authority of the amended Supply
Law, Argentina requires pharmaceutical companies, including some U.S. companies, to lower their prices
of certain medicines. The government also imposes hefty fines on certain automakers for failing to provide
an adequate supply of cars at a specified price for the government’s auto stimulus program.

In February 2015, Argentina issued Resolution 17, which creates a System of Monitoring the Supply and
Availability of Goods and Inputs (SIMONA). SIMONA is a data tracking tool that aims to detect
production or distribution issues before they affect supply. Pursuant to Resolution 17, any company
engaging in production or distribution in Argentina must report via SIMONA any impediments to its
production or distribution process. The information gathered by the government through SIMONA may be
used to identify ways to reduce the effects of variations in supply. In addition, the government may impose
fines on companies found to be setting unjustifiably high prices. Argentina apparently uses SIMONA to
collect price data.

Used Clothing Imports

Argentina maintains an import prohibition on used clothing that was due to expire in December 2015. Since
no new resolution has been issued to negate the current resolution, the decree remains in effect.

Taxes

In August 2012, the Argentine Tax Authority (AFIP) issued Resolution 3373, which raised the rate of
certain taxes charged after import duties are levied, thereby increasing the tax burden for importers. The
value-added tax (VAT) advance rate rose from 10 percent to 20 percent on imports of consumer goods, and
from 5 percent to 10 percent on imports of capital goods. The income tax advance rate on imports of all
goods increased from 3 percent to 6 percent, except when the goods are intended for consumption or for
use by the importer, in which case an 11 percent income tax rate applies.

In 2015, Argentina imposed a sliding scale tax on imported luxury vehicles. Under that system, cars priced
above 195,500 pesos (approximately $15,000, based on the 2015 average official exchange rate of 13 pesos
to the U.S. dollar) were subject to a 30 percent tax, while vehicles priced above 241,500 pesos
(approximately $18,600) were subject to a 50 percent tax. Motorbikes priced above 34,500 pesos
(approximately $2,650) were taxed at 30 percent, and motorbikes priced above 61,500 pesos
(approximately $4,700) were taxed at 50 percent. The luxury tax was imposed on top of the normal import
duty.

In January 2016, the Macri government issued Decree 11/2016, which reduced the luxury tax for imports
and also applied such taxes to locally produced vehicles. In particular, the Decree eliminated taxes on cars
priced below 350,000 pesos (approximately $26,900), reduced the tax to 10 percent for cars valued between
350,000 (approximately ($26,900) and 799,000 pesos (approximately $61,500) and to 20 percent for cars
priced above 800,000 pesos (approximately $61,5000). This Decree also reduced the tax imposed on
motorbikes priced above 65,000 pesos (approximately $5,000), boats priced above 400,000 pesos
(approximately $31,000) and planes priced above 225,000 pesos (approximately $17,300) to 10 percent.
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Consumer Goods Price Control Program

In January 2014, the Argentine government launched a consumer goods price control program called
“Precios Cuidados,” which established price caps on nearly 200 basic consumer goods. Although
participation in the program is supposed to be voluntary, several supermarkets have reportedly been subject
to steep fines for failing to stock all of the products subject to price caps. Since the program was first
launched in January 2014, the number of products subject to price caps has increased substantially, and the
maximum prices have been revised several times. The list of goods and their maximum prices can be found
at: http://precioscuidados.gob.ar/inicio. The website also includes a link for consumers to claim if a shop
or supermarket does not comply with the price control program. In January 2016, the new government
announced the extension of the program for several more months. In February 2016, the Argentine
government issued resolution 12/2016, which established the Argentine Electronic System of Advertised
Prices (or SEPA) program, accessible online or via mobile app, to monitor retail prices. Supermarkets are
required to publish their price lists, and customers can submit observed price information. Customers can
complain about price increases on any given product to the Competition Defense Commission, which has
the authority to fine companies if it determines the price increases are not justified. Previously, the
Commission had fined companies nearly 15 million pesos (approximately $1.2 million) for violations of
the “Precios Cuidados” program.

Preference for Domestic Medicines

In October 2015, Resolutions 1710/2015 and 406/2015 established a framework to comply with the
reimbursement functions assumed by health insurance agents in connection with high cost medicines. The
resolutions provided that health insurance agents should give preference to locally manufactured products
that have the same active ingredient as, or are biosimilars to, imported products, subject to the condition
that the final selling price of the locally manufactured products are significantly lower than the average
price of similar products of foreign origin.

Import Licenses

From 2012 through 2015, Argentina maintained an import licensing system known as the Advance Sworn
Affidavit on Imports (or “DJAI” by its Spanish acronym), which required that all imports receive advance
approval by the Argentine government. Argentina used the DJAI system to limit the volume or value of
imports, extract commitments from importers to export goods from Argentina, increase investments in
Argentina, increase the use of local content, and refrain from repatriating profits. Prior to 2012, Argentina
also operated a far-reaching automatic and non-automatic import licensing scheme. That system was the
subject of much criticism by WTO members even before the DJAI requirement was put in place.

In 2012, the United States, along with the European Union and Japan, initiated WTO dispute settlement
proceedings to challenge Argentina’s import licensing regime. In August 2014, the WTO dispute
settlement panel ruled in favor of the United States, the European Union, and Japan, finding that Argentina’s
import licensing requirements and other import restrictions breached international trade rules. In September
2014, Argentina appealed the panel decision, and on January 15, 2015, the Appellate Body affirmed the
earlier findings of the WTO panel. Argentina agreed to comply with the WTO ruling by December 31,
2015.

On December 22, 2015, AFIP issued Resolution 3823/2015, which established a Comprehensive Import
Monitoring System (SIMI) to manage a new automatic and non-automatic import licensing regime, created
by Resolution 5/2015 issued on December 23, 2015. The new resolutions require that importers submit
electronically to SIMI detailed information about goods to be imported into Argentina. Once the
information is submitted, the relevant Argentine government agencies are able to review the application
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through a “Single Window System for Foreign Trade” and make any observations or request additional
information. The automatic import licensing requirements apply to approximately 18,000 tariff lines, or
approximately 86.5 percent of Argentina’s tariff schedule. Non-automatic import license requirements
apply to approximately 1,200 tariff lines, or approximately 13.5 percent of Argentina’s tariff schedule,
including sectors and products the government has deemed import-sensitive, such as automobiles, paper
and cardboard, iron and steel, nuclear reactors, electrical materials and parts, toys, textiles, apparel and
footwear. The resolutions do not provide a maximum time period for AFIP to issue a decision on import
license applications. Automatic import licenses are valid for 180 days from the date of approval, while
non-automatic licenses are valid for 90 days. The full text of Resolution 5/2015 with the affected tariff
lines can  be  accessed  at: http://www.infoleg.gob.ar/infoleginternet/anexos/255000-
259999/257251/norma.htm. The United States has significant questions about whether the adoption of the
SIMI brings Argentina’s import licensing measures into compliance with its WTO obligations, and the
United States is working with Argentina to address these concerns.

Dollar Payments Authorization Requirement

From 2012 through December 2015, many U.S. companies reported that they had to request authorization
from the Central Bank to make substantial exchanges of pesos to U.S. dollars to pay foreign suppliers for
imported goods. This requirement was neither officially published nor written, and Central Bank officials
reportedly communicated the amounts permitted informally via phone calls or text messages. The threshold
level of the amount permitted for payments abroad was apparently lowered from $300,000 to $150,000
daily in September 2014. By December 2015, the threshold level was reportedly $50,000 daily. Many U.S.
companies have reported that this requirement and the changing threshold amounts prevented them from
planning for inventory and increased delays in their ability to import goods.

On December 17, 2015, the new government announced the elimination of capital controls, a move that
appeared to suggest that importers would no longer need Central Bank authorization to exchange pesos for
dollars to pay for imported goods going forward. Due to delayed Central Bank authorization for dollar
payments, private importers accumulated debt estimated between $5 billion and $10 billion to suppliers for
previously imported goods. To resolve the importers’ debt, as well as a stock of profits that companies
wanted to repatriate, the Central Bank and the Ministry of Treasury and Finance offered two options in late
December 2015, a payment schedule or a sovereign bond. There are to be no restrictions on the amount of
payment requests after May 2016.

Foreign Transactions Monitoring Unit

In November 2014, via Decree 2103/2014, the Argentine government established the Unit of Monitoring
and Traceability of Foreign Trade Operations, coordinated jointly by the Chief of Cabinet with participation
from the Ministry of Economy, the Customs Office, the AFIP, the National Securities and Exchange
Commission, Financial Information Unit, and the Central Bank, among other financial regulatory agencies.
The stated objective of this Joint Unit is to track all international trade operations to ensure transparency
and accuracy and to prevent over- and under-invoicing by commercial entities. Many enterprises,
especially multinationals, have expressed concerns that this Joint Unit further increases governmental
controls over international trade.

Customs Valuation
Argentina continues to apply reference values to several thousand products. The stated purpose of reference

pricing is to prevent under-invoicing, and authorities establish benchmark unit prices for customs valuation
purposes for certain goods that originate in, or are imported from, specified countries. These benchmarks
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establish a minimum price for market entry and dutiable value. Importers of affected goods must pay duties
calculated on the reference value, unless they can prove that the transaction was conducted at arm’s length.

Argentina also requires importers of any goods from designated countries, including the United States, that
are invoiced below the reference prices to have the invoice validated by both the exporting country’s
customs agency and the appropriate Argentine embassy or consulate in that country. The Argentine
government publishes an updated list of reference prices and applicable countries, which is available at:
http://www.afip.gov.ar/aduana/valoracion/valores.criterios.pdf.

Argentina maintains administrative mechanisms that restrict the entry of products deemed sensitive, such
as textiles, apparel, footwear, toys, electronic products, and leather goods. While the restrictions are not
country specific, they are to be applied more stringently to goods from countries considered “high risk” for
under-invoicing, and to goods considered at risk for under-invoicing or trademark fraud.

Ports of Entry

Argentina restricts entry points for several classes of goods, including sensitive goods classified in 20
Harmonized Tariff Schedule chapters (e.g., textiles; shoes; electrical machinery; iron, steel, metal, and other
manufactured goods; and watches), through specialized customs procedures for these goods. A list of
products affected and the ports of entry applicable to those products is available at:
http://www.infoleg.gov.ar/infoleginternet/anexos/130000-134999/131847/norma.htm.

Customs Procedures

Certificates of origin have become a key element in Argentine import procedures in order to enforce
antidumping measures, reference prices (referred to as “criterion values”), and certain geographical
restrictions. Argentina requires certificates of origin for certain categories of products, including certain
organic chemicals, tires, bicycle parts, flat-rolled iron and steel, certain iron and steel tubes, air conditioning
equipment, wood fiberboard, most fabrics (e.g., wool, cotton, other vegetable), carpets, most textiles (e.g.,
knitted, crocheted), apparel, footwear, metal screws and bolts, furniture, toys and games, brooms, and
brushes. To receive the MFN tariff rate, a product’s certificate of origin must be certified by an Argentine
embassy or consulate, or carry a “U.S. Chamber of Commerce” seal. For products with many internal
components, such as machinery, each individual part is often required to be notarized in its country of
origin, which can be very burdensome. Importers have stated that the rules governing these procedures are
unclear and can be arbitrarily enforced.

Simplified customs clearance procedures on express delivery shipments are only available for shipments
valued at $1,000 or less. Couriers are now considered importers and exporters of goods, rather than
transporters, and also must declare the tax identification codes of the sender and addressee, both of which
render the process more time consuming and costly. These regulations increase the cost not only for the
courier, but also for users of courier services.

EXPORT POLICIES

Export Tariffs

Argentina imposes export taxes on all but a few exports, including significant export taxes on key
hydrocarbon and agricultural commodities. In many cases, the export tax for raw materials is set higher

than the sale price of the processed product to encourage development of domestic value-added production.
Crude hydrocarbon export taxes are indexed to world commodity benchmarks.
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Argentina imposes significant export taxes on hydrocarbon goods and their derivatives (crude oil or
bituminous mineral). Pursuant to Resolution 803/2014, the export duty is 13 percent if the international
barrel price is lower than the established reference price or $503 per cubic meter; 11.50 percent if the price
is lower than $75 per barrel or $472 per cubic meter, and 10 percent if the price is lower than $70 per barrel
or $440 per cubic meter. In response to falling international oil prices, in December 2014, the Argentine
government issued Resolution 1077/2014, which established that beginning in January 2015 the export duty
will be one percent whenever the international Brent crude reference price is below $70 per barrel.

Argentina has a long history of applying differential export tariffs on a variety of agricultural commodities
with lower rates on processed goods to incentivize value-added processes and increase fiscal revenue for
the government. In 2015, Argentina applied differential taxes to the soy and grain sectors as follows:
soybeans at 35 percent; soybean oil and soybean meal at 32 percent; soybean pellets and animal food
containing soy bean hulls and waste at 32 percent; biodiesel mainly from soy oil currently at 14 percent to
15 percent, although that rate fluctuated; sunflower seed at 32 percent; sunflower seed meal and sunflower
seed oil at 30 percent; wheat at 23 percent; wheat flour at 13 percent; and corn at 20 percent with corn flour
at 15 percent. Other export taxes included beef at 15 percent; poultry, pork, apples, pears, and wine at 5
percent; and lemons, sweet citrus, at 2.5 percent. In December 2015, through the issuance of Decrees
133/2015 and 160/2015, the new government has eliminated export taxes on most goods but maintained
the following differential taxes: soybeans are taxed at 30 percent; soy flour and oil at 27 percent; soy pellets
and other refined mixed soy oils at 27 percent; bovine leather at 10 percent; wool not card or combed at 5
percent, and paper and cardboard waste for recycling at 20 percent. Full text of the decrees can be found
at: http://www.infoleg.gob.ar/infolegInternet/anexos/255000-259999/256979/norma.htm and
http://www.infoleg.gob.ar/infoleglinternet/anexos/255000-259999/257076/norma.htm.

On January 6, 2016, Argentina established a 24.24 percent export tax on biodiesel exports pursuant to
Decree 25/2016. The export tax is applied to the declared FOB price. The full text of the rule can be found
at: http://www.infoleg.gob.ar/infoleginternet/anexos/255000-259999/257595/norma.htm.

In April 2014, Argentina issued Decree 374/2014 banning exports of iron, steel, copper, and aluminum
scrap for 360 days in an attempt to ensure domestic supply. In June 2015, Decree 1102/2015 extended the
export ban for an additional 360 days. According to Decree 160/2015 issued on December 18, 2015, iron
and steel scrap are subject to a 5 percent export duty.

On February 12, 2016, the Argentine government issued decree 349/2016, eliminating the export duties on
metal and non-metal mining products, which previously ranged between 5 and 10 percent. The full text of
the decree can be found at: http://www.infoleg.gob.ar/infoleglnternet/verNorma.do?id=258595.

The MERCOSUR Common Customs Code (CCC) restricts future export taxes and anticipates a transition
to a common export tax policy, but the CCC is not yet in effect. In November 2012, Argentina became the
first MERCOSUR member to ratify the CCC, but all MERCOSUR member countries must ratify the CCC
before it goes into effect.

Export Registrations and Permits

Argentina previously required major agricultural commodities to be registered and pre-approved for export
before they could be shipped out of the country. The administration of the Registry of Export Operations
(ROEs) resided in the Office of Coordination and Evaluations of Subsidies to Domestic Consumption
(UCESCI) under the Ministry of Economy. On December 29, 2015, the new government issued
Resolutions 4/2015, 7/2015 and 7/2015 from the Ministry of Treasury and Finances, the Ministry of Agro-
industry and the Ministry of Production, eliminating export permits that controlled the flow of grain and
oilseed exports.
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In place of the export permits, the Argentine government has reintroduced Affidavits of Foreign Sales
(“DJVE” or Declaraciones Juradas de Ventas al Exterior), which was a mechanism used to track exports
prior to 2008. The DJVE does not require pre-approval for export sales. The regulations that require export
permits for meat and dairy are still in place, but the government has announced its intention to revoke these
regulations. According to the new resolution, exporters must register the export of grains, oilseeds, and
their derivatives with the Office of Coordination and Evaluations of Subsidies to Domestic Consumption
(UCESCI). Once the registration is approved, the DJVEs are valid for 180 days. In the case of wheat, the
DJVEs are valid for 45 days. In the case of soybeans and other soy products, the DJVEs will be approved
if the exporter pays 90 percent of the export tax at the time the DJVE is approved.

SUBSIDIES

In October 2014, Argentina launched the “Ahora 12” program, which allows individuals to finance the
purchase of certain domestically-manufactured goods, ranging from clothing to home appliances, in 12
monthly installments without interest. The list of qualifying goods for the Ahora 12 program can be found
at http://www.ahoral2.gob.ar/. Argentina claims the program has been very successful in increasing the
consumption of locally-produced goods and has stated that more than 4 million transactions have occurred
since the program’s inception. On December 14, 2015, Resolution 1/2015 extended the program through
March 31, 2016.

Argentina currently has a tax-exempt trading area called Special Customs Area (SCA), located in Tierra
del Fuego Province, established in 1972 through Law 19,640 to promote economic activity in the southern
province. The government has authority to exempt products shipped through the SCA (but not assembled
or manufactured therein) from all forms of taxation except excise taxes. The SCA program, set to expire
at the end of 2023, provides benefits for established companies that meet specific production and
employment objectives. Since November 2009, cell phones, televisions, digital cameras and other
electronic items not produced in the SCA are charged value-added tax rates up to 21 percent. There are
concerns that foreign companies have set up local assembly facilities in the SCA that they would not have
otherwise done in order to bring manufactured goods into the country. In particular, there are concerns that
products are brought to facilities in the SCA where they are taken apart and reassembled for sale inside
Argentina.

GOVERNMENT PROCUREMENT

Argentine law establishes a national preference for local industry for most government procurement if the
domestic supplier’s tender, depending on the size of the company, is ho more than five percent to seven
percent higher than the foreign tender. The preference applies to procurement by all government agencies,
public utilities, and concessionaires. There is similar legislation at the sub-national (state) level.

Argentina is not a signatory to the WTO Agreement on Government Procurement, but it is an observer to
the WTO Committee on Government Procurement.

INTELLECTUAL PROPERTY RIGHTS PROTECTION

Argentina remained on the Priority Watch List in the 2015 Special 301 Report. Enforcement challenges
and other factors have diminished market access for U.S. IP-intensive industries. The absence of sustained
enforcement efforts — including under the criminal laws — sufficient to have a deterrent effect, coupled with
judicial inefficiency, have made it possible for one of South America’s largest black markets for counterfeit
and pirated goods to flourish and spawn smaller branches throughout the country. Apparent lack of
understanding about technology and online jurisdiction within the judicial system hinder the ability to halt,
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through legal action, the growth of illegal online markets (the largest of which launched a mobile platform
in 2015). The United States continues to monitor the situation closely, including via USTR’s Notorious
Markets List.

The situation for innovators in the pharmaceutical and agrochemical sectors also presents significant
concerns. First, the scope of patentable subject matter is significantly restricted under Argentine law.
Second, patent pendency backlog continues to be excessive. Third, there continues to be no means of
adequate protection against unfair commercial use and unauthorized disclosure of undisclosed test and other
data submitted to the government in conjunction with its lengthy and challenging marketing approval
process.

SERVICES BARRIERS

Argentina requires individuals and companies to file an online affidavit known as the Advance Sworn
Statement on Services (or by its Spanish acronym “DJAS”) and obtain approval prior to offering or
purchasing offshore services if the value of the services to be provided exceeds $100,000. The DJAS
requirement, established through Resolution 3276/2012, creates delays and is used to restrict the purchase
of foreign services and to restrict dollar-denominated payments abroad. The DJAS requirement applies to
a wide range of services including professional and technical services, royalties, and personal, cultural and
recreational services. This requirement has reportedly resulted in significant delays in purchasing services
from U.S. services providers and has hindered the ability of Argentine purchasers to promptly transfer
payment to the United States. During 2014 and 2015, DJAS authorization has been subject to tighter
controls particularly in the case of royalty payments.

As of December 17, 2015, pursuant to Resolution 3825 issued by AFIP, all purchases of transportation
tickets and tourist packages to travel abroad paid in cash or by bank transfer are subject to a 5 percent tax.

Audiovisual Services

The Argentine government imposes restrictions on the showing, printing, and dubbing of foreign films in
Argentina. Argentina also charges ad valorem customs duties on U.S. film exports based on the estimated
value of the potential royalty generated from the film in Argentina rather than on the value of the physical
materials being imported.

The National Institute of Cinema and Audiovisual Arts taxes foreign films screened in local movie theaters.
Distributors of foreign films in Argentina must pay screening fees that are calculated based on the number
and geographical locations of theaters at which the films will be screened within Argentina. Films that are
screened in 15 or fewer movie theaters are exempted.

The Media Law, enacted in 2009, requires companies to locally produce advertisement and publicity
materials, or to include 60 percent local content.

Insurance Services

The Argentine insurance regulator (SSN) prohibits cross-border reinsurance. As a result, Argentine insurers
are able to purchase reinsurance only from locally based reinsurers. Foreign companies without local
operations are not allowed to enter into reinsurance contracts except when the SSN determines there is no
local reinsurance capacity. SSN requires that all investments and cash equivalents held by locally registered
insurance companies be located in Argentina.
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These regulations do not formally require the exchange of dollars into pesos; companies can convert their
holdings to dollar-denominated assets based in Argentina and still be in compliance. Nevertheless, non-
Argentine insurance firms — whose liabilities are often denominated in U.S. dollars — reported during 2015
that they faced increased pressure by the Argentine government to sell their dollars for pesos. In October
2015, the Argentine Insurance Superintendent issued Resolution 39517, which set out new investment rules
for insurers. Resolution 39517 required the industry to divest from its positions held in U.S. dollars before
the end of 2015. Insurance firms reported that complying with the resolution would force them to take
losses based on an official exchange rate that overvalued the peso. Many companies and industry
associations filed legal claims against enforcement of the resolution. The Argentine government also
blocked payments by subsidiaries of dividends and royalties to parent companies and shareholders abroad.

On January 15, 2016, the Argentine Insurance Superintendent issued Resolution 39646/2016, abolishing
Resolution 39517. As of January 15, insurance companies can hold and dispose their investments in any
currency they deem appropriate.

Telecommunications

Argentina enacted the Argentine Digital Law in December 2014, which declares information technology
and telecommunications as “public services” and allows the government to require private companies to
share the use of their infrastructure, such as cabling, if the government considers that it is in the public
interest. During 2015, the Argentine tax authority, AFIP, initiated several legal proceedings against
foreign-owned firms, alleging that the companies’ structures and operations were inconsistent with the
Digital Law because the companies used offshore shell corporations to shelter profits and assets from
taxation.

On December 29, 2015, Argentina issued Resolution 267/2015, which amends Argentina’s 2009 Media
Law (laws 26,522 and 27,078). One aspect of the amendments jeopardizes the business of satellite and
telecommunications suppliers in Argentina. Specifically, the resolution prohibits a satellite television
supplier from also providing (1) telecommunications services, including broadband Internet access; (2)
video-on-demand services; and (3) bundling of satellite television with any telecommunications
services. Because similar restrictions do not apply to cable or telecommunications suppliers, the measure
appears to discriminate against satellite services providers in Argentina, the main provider of which is a
U.S. supplier. In addition, the decree maintains certain regulatory requirements for satellite television (e.g.,
an obligation to carry certain free-to-air television channels) that are not applied to cable television
suppliers, putting satellite providers at a competitive disadvantage. The United States has begun to engage
the government of Argentina on the issue, and will continue to seek to ensure fair treatment for all providers.

INVESTMENT BARRIERS
Pension System

In 2008, the Argentine Parliament approved a bill to nationalize Argentina’s private pension system and
transfer pension assets to the government social security agency. Compensation to investors in the
privatized pension system, including to U.S. investors, is still pending and under negotiation.

Foreign Exchange

Hard currency earnings on exports of both goods and services must be converted to pesos in the local
official foreign exchange market. Time limits on fulfilling the requirement to convert foreign currency to
pesos range from 60 days to 360 days for goods depending on the goods involved and 15 days for services.
The time period for fulfilling these requirements changes frequently, which can significantly impede trade.
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During 2014 and most of 2015, the Ministry of Economy maintained restrictive controls on certain classes
of inbound investments, including foreign funds from private sector debt, inflows for most fiduciary funds,
inflows of nonresident funds that are destined for the holding of Argentine pesos or the purchase of private
sector financial instruments, and investments in public sector securities purchased in the secondary market.
Shortly after taking office in December 2015, the new government issued several regulations relaxing
restrictions that were previously established in the foreign exchange market, including the elimination of
the one-year mandatory unremunerated reserve requirement of 30 percent of investment inflows,
elimination of the 20 percent tax on purchases of foreign currency for saving purposes, and elimination of
the 35 percent tax on purchases made abroad using credit cards, debit cards, purchase cards, or through
online websites. The government also announced that individuals and firms are allowed to purchase up to
the equivalent of $2 million of foreign currency per month for savings purposes without prior authorization
from the federal tax agency, AFIP.

U.S. investors have reported that since 2012 the Argentine government has limited their ability to make
payments in foreign currency to entities outside of Argentina. This situation was aggravated in 2015 by a
shortage of U.S. currency in the Central Bank’s international reserves. This restriction is often
communicated informally by the Argentine government and may extend to profit remittances, royalty
payments, technical assistance fees, and payments for expenses incurred outside of Argentina. The new
government lifted capital controls for all current and future transactions on December 17, 2015. It
established two methods — a calendar of payments or a sovereign bond — by which companies could obtain
dollars to draw down their stocks of delayed import payments and profit repatriation accumulated due to
the previous government’s imposition of capital controls.

Localization Measures

Argentina maintains certain localization measures aimed at encouraging domestic production. For
example, the Argentine National Mining Agency (Agencia Nacional de Mineria) requires mining
companies registered in Argentina to use Argentine-flagged vessels to transport minerals and their industrial
derivatives for export from Argentina. Argentina requires that mining companies registered in Argentina
purchase domestic capital goods, spare parts, inputs and services. Argentina also requires that radio and
TV (via airwaves and cable) advertisements have a minimum of 60 percent local content.

ELECTRONIC COMMERCE

In January 2014, Argentina modified its retail mail order import licensing system through AFIP General
Resolution 3579. Online purchases of foreign products valued up to $3,000 and delivered through
Argentina’s official postal service are assessed a charge of 50 percent of the value of the goods. Goods in
excess of $3,000 may not be sent via the Argentine postal service. In addition, individuals may import by
mail up to $25 in duty free goods per year in up to two mail order transactions. Transactions above $25 are
subject to the import tax of 50 percent. The resolution also requires goods delivered by official mail to be
retrieved in person at the post office or customs authority.

Argentina does not allow the use of electronically produced airway bills, which would accelerate customs
processing and the growth of electronic commerce transactions.
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AUSTRALIA

TRADE SUMMARY

The U.S. goods trade surplus with Australia was $14.2 billion in 2015, a 10.9 percent decrease ($1.7 billion)
over 2014. U.S. goods exports to Australia were $25.0 billion, down 5.8 percent ($1.5 billion) from the
previous year. Corresponding U.S. imports from Australia were $10.9 billion, up 1.8 percent. Australia
was the United States' 15th largest goods export market in 2015.

U.S. exports of services to Australia were an estimated $19.4 billion in 2014 (latest data available), and
U.S. imports were $6.7 billion. Sales of services in Australia by majority U.S.-owned affiliates were $52.6
billion in 2013 (latest data available), while sales of services in the United States by majority Australia-
owned firms were $22.9 billion.

U.S. foreign direct investment (FDI) in Australia (stock) was $180.3 billion in 2014 (latest data available),
a 6.1 percent increase from 2013. U.S. direct investment in Australia is led by nonbank holding companies,
finance/insurance, and mining.

TRADE AGREEMENTS

Trans-Pacific Partnership — Australia is a U.S. partner in the Trans-Pacific Partnership (TPP) Agreement,
with 10 other countries (Brunei Darussalam, Canada, Chile, Japan, Malaysia, Mexico, New Zealand, Peru,
Singapore, and Vietnam); the 12 TPP partners together represent 40 percent of the global economy. The
TPP Agreement, which was concluded in October 2015 and signed in February 2016, will significantly
advance U.S. economic interests in some of the fastest growing economies in the world, promoting U.S.
exports of goods and services, and benefiting American workers, farmers, businesses, and
consumers. Under the TPP Agreement, our TPP partners will cut over 18,000 import taxes imposed on
Made-in-America products. The TPP Agreement will also open new markets for U.S. service suppliers;
address non-tariff barriers that unfairly block U.S. exports; promote digital trade and strong and balanced
intellectual property rules for America’s globally competitive intellectual property-intensive industries;
level the playing field for U.S. exporters by fostering fair competition and good governance; establish high,
enforceable labor and environmental standards; help ensure fair and transparent regulatory policies that
promote trade by U.S. innovators and exporters while helping to ensure consumer safety and privacy; and
promote inclusive growth, including by supporting U.S. small businesses. The TPP Parties are now focused
on completing their respective domestic approval processes so they can bring the agreement into force and
so that their workers, farmers, businesses and consumers can begin benefitting from the Agreement as soon
as possible.

United States-Australia Free Trade Agreement -- The United States-Australia Free Trade Agreement
(AUSFTA) entered into force on January 1, 2005. Since then the U.S. and Australian governments have
continued to monitor FTA implementation closely. Under the AUSFTA, trade in goods and services and
foreign direct investment have continued to expand. Between before the agreement entered into force in
2004 and 2015, U.S. goods exports to Australia increased by 79.4 percent, and two-way goods trade
increased by 66.9 percent. Between before the agreement entered into force in 2004 and 2014 (latest data
available), U.S. services exports to Australia increased by 182.8 percent, and two-way services trade
increased by 151.0 percent. Over 99 percent of U.S. exports of consumer and industrial goods now enter
Australia duty free.
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On January 14, 2015, Australia’s FTA with Japan, its second largest trading partner, entered into force.
Under that agreement, tariffs will eventually be eliminated on over 97 percent of Australia’s current exports
to Japan. Products representing about 2.5 percent of Australia’s current exports to Japan are excluded from
the agreement: rice; milk powder; butter; shiitake mushrooms; sake; “low polarity” raw sugar; and certain
fur skin products. Some tariffs and other restrictions will remain on a number of other Australian products,
including beef, pork, and some dairy products.

OnJune 17, 2015, Australia signed an FTA with China (ChAFTA), its largest trading partner, which entered
into force on December 9, 2015. The first round of tariff cuts occurred on December 20, 2015, and the
second round on January 1, 2016. The ChAFTA will result in the eventual removal of tariffs on 95 percent
of Australia’s goods exports to China. Chinese tariffs on Australian beef, currently set at 12 to 25 percent,
will be eliminated by 2024. Chinese tariffs on Australian wine of 14 percent to 20 percent will be eliminated
within four years. Almost 93 percent of China’s imports of Australian resources, energy, and
manufacturing products enter China duty free upon entry into force of the agreement, with most remaining
tariffs in those sectors eliminated in four years. Some Australian agricultural exports to China, including
sugar and rice, are excluded from the agreement.

TECHNICAL BARRIERS TO TRADE / SANITARY AND PHYTOSANITARY BARRIERS
Sanitary and Phytosanitary Barriers

Animal Health

Beef and Beef Products

Australia requires completion of a complex approval process before it will permit the importation of bovine
products from a country that has reported any indigenous cases of bovine spongiform encephalopathy
(BSE). Under Australia’s requirements, Food Standards Australia New Zealand (FSANZ) conducts an
individual country risk analysis. In August 2013, an audit team from FSANZ conducted an inspection of
U.S. production and processing facilities. In its final report, FSANZ found that the United States has
comprehensive and well-established controls to prevent the introduction and amplification of the BSE agent
within the cattle population and to prevent contamination of the human food supply with the BSE agent. It
reported that beef imports from the United States are safe for human consumption and recommended
Category 1 status under Australia’s import requirements, indicating that beef from the United States meets
the negligible BSE risk requirements of the World Organization for Animal Health (OIE) and can be
imported subject to specific import conditions. U.S. and Australian officials are currently coordinating
specific wording for required export certificates for heat-treated, shelf-stable beef products from the United
States, after which the export of these products from the United States to Australia will be able to resume.

For fresh (chilled or frozen) beef and beef products in December 2015, the Australian government
announced the start of a review of its import requirements for three countries that have applied for eligibility
to export to Australia: the United States, Japan and the Netherlands. This review will consider fresh (chilled
or frozen) beef and beef products such as meat, bone, and offal of cattle, buffalo, and bison. The start of
this review is a necessary step in the process of fully re-opening the Australian market to U.S. beef. The
United States will continue to urge Australia to open its market fully to U.S. beef and beef products based
on science, the OIE guidelines, and the United States’ negligible risk status for BSE.

Pork

Frozen boneless pork is currently the top U.S. agricultural export to Australia, valued at $136 million in
2015. However, due to concerns about porcine reproductive and respiratory syndrome (PRRS) and post-
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weaning multisystemic wasting syndrome (PMWS), the importations of fresh/chilled pork and bone-in
products are not currently permitted. The United States has requested that Australia remove all PRRS- and
PMWS-related restrictions and has provided scientific evidence to document the safety of U.S. pork
products. Australia has requested additional scientific information. Access to the Australian market for
fresh/chilled pork, bone-in pork, and pork products continues to be a high priority for the United States.

Poultry

Australia currently prohibits imports of uncooked poultry meat from all countries except New Zealand.
While cooked poultry meat products may be imported, the current import conditions (as set out in an import
risk analysis) require that imported poultry meat products must be cooked to a minimum core temperature
of 74°C for 165 minutes or the equivalent. This temperature requirement does not permit importation of
cooked product that is suitable for sale in restaurants or delicatessens, thus limiting commercial
opportunities.

In 2012, Australia initiated an evaluation of whether it would grant access for U.S. cooked turkey meat to
the Australian market under amended import conditions. The Australian government is currently
conducting an import risk analysis to assess this issue. The United States has identified resolution of this
issue as a high priority and continues to work with Australia to gain meaningful commercial market access
for cooked turkey meat.

Plant Health
Stone Fruit

In July 2013, Australia opened its market to peaches and nectarines which have been fumigated with methyl
bromide before being shipped to Australia. In December 2014, Australia also agreed to accept methyl
bromide fumigation against spotted wing drosophila (SWD) in plums. The Australian and U.S. plant
protection organizations consulted to successfully implement the methyl bromide fumigation program for
plums for the 2015 export season. As a result, the Australian market was successfully opened for California
plum exports for the 2015 season. The United States is continuing to work with Australia to obtain market
access for U.S. apricots and hybrids of apricots and plums.

Apples

Australia currently prohibits the importation of apples from the United States based on concerns about fire
blight and other pests. The U.S. Government and U.S. stakeholders have engaged with Australian officials
to demonstrate that U.S. mature, symptomless apples pose no risk of transmission of fire blight. In October
2009, Australia published a pest risk analysis for apples from the United States and identified three
additional fungal pathogens of concern to Australian regulatory authorities. Australia has indicated that in
light of the U.S. Government’s provision of additional information to Australia in December 2014,
Australia will shortly resume work on a previously commenced import risk analysis for apples from the
United States. The United States continues to work to obtain access to Australia’s market for apples, which
is a priority item for the United States.

Table Grapes

In 2010, Australia raised concerns regarding spotted wing drosophila (SWD), a species of fruit fly allegedly
associated with table grapes from California. As a result, Australia requires a carbon dioxide/sulfur dioxide
treatment plus a cold treatment to address SWD, despite the fact that SWD has never been found on
California table grapes either before or since 2010. In October 2013, USDA submitted new research to
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Australia on a revised cold treatment protocol for California table grapes that would allow the grapes to be
treated in transit to Australia. In November 2014, Australia indicated agreement that the research both
supports the efficacy of the new treatment for SWD in California table grapes and would support other
market access improvements. In July 2015, Australian and U.S. plant health regulators reached agreement
on new import conditions for California table grapes that allow cold treatment to be conducted before
departure from California or in transit to Australia, resolving the issue and permitting the exportation of
table grapes from California to continue uninterrupted.

GOVERNMENT PROCUREMENT

Under the AUSFTA, the Australian government opened its market for covered government procurement to
U.S. suppliers, eliminating preferences for domestic suppliers and committing to use fair and transparent
procurement procedures. In the Trans-Pacific Partnership (TPP), Australia has made similar government
procurement commitments to the United States and other TPP partners.

Australia began negotiations to join the World Trade Organization’s plurilateral Agreement on Government
Procurement (GPA) in June 2015.

INTELLECTUAL PROPERTY RIGHTS PROTECTION

Australia generally provides strong intellectual property rights (IPR) protection and enforcement through
legislation that, among other things, criminalizes copyright piracy and trademark counterfeiting. Under the
AUSFTA, Australia must provide that a pharmaceutical product patent owner be notified of a request for
marketing approval by a third party for a product claimed by that patent. U.S. and Australian
pharmaceutical companies have expressed concerns about delays in this notification process.

Under the TPP Agreement, which sets strong and balanced standards on IPR protection and enforcement,
Australia has committed to more robust standards for its IPR regime. The United States continues to work
with Australia to address IPR issues through TPP implementation as well as through bilateral engagement.

SERVICES BARRIERS
Audiovisual Services

The Australian Content Standard of 2005 requires commercial TV broadcasters to produce and screen
Australian content, including 55 percent of transmissions between 6:00 a.m. and midnight (and also requires
minimum annual sub-quotas for Australian drama, documentary, and children’s programs). A broadcaster
must also ensure that Australian-produced advertisements occupy at least 80 percent of the total advertising
time screened in a year between the hours of 6:00 a.m. and midnight, other than the time occupied by
exempt advertisements (which include advertisements for imported cinema films, videos, recordings and
live appearances by overseas entertainers, and community service announcements). These local content
requirements do not apply to cable or online programming.

Australia’s Broadcasting Services Amendment Act requires subscription TV channels with significant
drama programming to spend 10 percent of their programming budgets on new Australian drama programs.
This local content requirement applies to cable and satellite services but does not apply to new digital multi-
channels or to online programming.

The Australian commercial radio industry Code of Practice sets quotas for the broadcast of Australian music
on commercial radio (requiring that up to 25 percent of all music broadcast between 6:00 a.m. and midnight
must be performed by Australians). In July 2010, the Australian Communications and Media Authority
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announced a temporary exemption from the Australian music quota for digital-only commercial radio
stations (i.e., stations not also simulcast in analog); that exemption was renewed in 2014 and remains in
effect.

While these quotas remain unaffected by TPP, several provisions negotiated in TPP will enhance the ability
of U.S. suppliers to offer video services in the Australia market, including on a cross-border basis: namely,
provisions on cross-border transfer of data, location of computing facilities, and use of goods containing
encryption.

INVESTMENT BARRIERS

Foreign direct investment into Australia is regulated by the Foreign Acquisitions and Takeovers Act 1975
and Australia’s Foreign Investment Policy. The Foreign Investment Review Board (FIRB), a division of
Australia’s Treasury, screens potential foreign investments in Australia above a threshold value that stands
at A$252 million as of January 1, 2016. Based on advice from the FIRB, Australia’s Treasurer may deny
or place conditions on the approval of particular investments above the threshold on national interest
grounds.

Under the AUSFTA, all U.S. greenfield investments are exempt from FIRB screening. In addition, under
the AUSFTA, non-greenfield U.S. investments are only screened above a (higher) threshold value, which
stands at A$1,094 million as of January 1, 2016. The FIRB has generally approved U.S. investments. All
foreign persons, including U.S. investors, must notify the Australian government and get prior approval to
make investments of 5 percent or more in enterprises in the media sector, regardless of the value of the
investment.

ELECTRONIC COMMERCE

The AUSFTA recognizes the importance of avoiding erecting barriers to trade conducted electronically and
commits Parties not to impose tariffs or otherwise discriminate against digital products distributed
electronically (e.g., books, films, and music). Key provisions negotiated in the TPP that enhance electronic
commerce include provisions covering the cross-border transfer of information; the location of computing
facilities; and the protection of computer source code.
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BAHRAIN

TRADE SUMMARY

The U.S. goods trade surplus with Bahrain was $372 million in 2015, a 293.9 percent increase ($277
million) over 2014. U.S. goods exports to Bahrain were $1.3 billion, up 20 percent ($214 million) from the
previous year. Corresponding U.S. imports from Bahrain were $902 million, down 6.5 percent. Bahrain
was the United States' 71st largest goods export market in 2015.

U.S. foreign direct investment (FDI) in Bahrain (stock) was $765 million in 2014 (latest data available), a
10.7 percent decrease from 2013.

The United States-Bahrain Free Trade Agreement

Upon entry into force of the United States-Bahrain Free Trade Agreement (FTA) in August 2006, 100
percent of bilateral trade in consumer and industrial products and most agricultural products became duty-
free immediately. Textiles and apparel are duty free, providing opportunities for U.S. and Bahraini fiber,
yarn, fabric and apparel manufacturing. Generally, to benefit from preferential tariffs under the FTA,
textiles and apparel must be made from either U.S. or Bahraini yarn and fabric. The FTA provides a 10-
year transitional period for textiles and apparel that do not meet these requirements in order to assist U.S.
and Bahraini producers in developing and expanding business contacts. This provision will expire on July
31, 2016.

TECHNICAL BARRIERS TO TRADE / SANITARY AND PHYTOSANITARY BARRIERS
Technical Barriers to Trade

In December 2013, the six Member States of the Gulf Cooperation Council (GCC), working through the
Gulf Standards Organization (GSO), issued regulations on the GCC Regional Conformity Assessment
Scheme and GCC “G” Mark in an effort to “unify conformity marking and facilitate the control process of
the common market for the GCC Members, and to clarify requirements of manufacturers.” U.S. and GCC
officials continue to discuss concerns about consistency of interpretation and implementation of these
regulations across all six GCC Member States, as well as the relationship between national conformity
assessment requirements and the GCC regulations, with a view to avoiding unnecessary duplication.

Sanitary and Phytosanitary Barriers

GCC Member States notified WTO Members in June 2014 of their intention to implement a new “GCC
Guide for Control on Imported Foods” by June 2015. Due to concerns about implementation of the Guide,
Member States have not implemented it but are reviewing the current version. Stakeholders have raised
concerns that the requirements outlined in the Guide will impede trade beyond the extent necessary to
protect human or animal health. The requirements also could impose burdensome and disproportionate
demands regarding requirements for certification or forms of recognition or acceptance of foreign food
safety systems. The Guide as currently drafted does not provide scientific justification for requiring
exporting government officials to certify and attest to statements that are inconsistent with guidelines
established by the Codex Alimentarius Commission and the World Organization for Animal Health. The
United States raised concerns about the current version of the Guide in 2014 and 2015, and GCC Member
States delayed entry into force until food safety experts have an opportunity to address these concerns. The
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United States continues to engage in discussions with the GCC and its Member States regarding their import
requirements for food and agricultural products.

GOVERNMENT PROCUREMENT
Bahrain is an observer but not a signatory to the WTO Committee on Government Procurement.
INTELLECTUAL PROPERTY RIGHTS PROTECTION

Bahrain was not listed in the 2015 Special 301 Report. As part of its FTA obligations, Bahrain enacted
several Key laws to improve protection and enforcement for copyrights, trademarks, and patents. Bahrain’s
record on intellectual property rights (IPR) protection and enforcement continues to be mixed. Over the
past several years, Bahrain has launched several campaigns to combat piracy of cable and satellite TV by
blocking illegal signals and prohibiting the sale of decoding devices, and has launched several public
awareness campaigns regarding IPR piracy. However, many counterfeit consumer goods continue to be
sold openly.

As the six GCC Member States explore further harmonization of their IPR regimes, the United States will
continue to engage with GCC institutions and the Member States and to provide technical cooperation and
capacity building programs on IPR policy and practice.

OTHER BARRIERS

In February 2015, Bahrain’s Minister of Industry and Commerce issued a Ministerial Order banning
pyramid and network marketing schemes. In practice, the Minister has used this order to prevent direct
sales and multi-level marketing organizations from operating in Bahrain. One U.S.-headquartered multi-
level marketing firm, a company which operates legally in more than 30 countries worldwide, was ordered
to close its storefront and cease selling merchandise with little warning.
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BANGLADESH

TRADE SUMMARY

The U.S. goods trade deficit with Bangladesh was $5.0 billion in 2015, a 21.0 percent increase ($873
million) over 2014. U.S. goods exports to Bangladesh were $948 million, down 15 percent ($165 million)
from the previous year. Corresponding U.S. imports from Bangladesh were $6.0 billion, up 13 percent.
Bangladesh was the United States' 78th largest goods export market in 2015.

U.S. foreign direct investment (FDI) in Bangladesh (stock) was $465 million in 2014 (latest data available),
a 12.6 percent increase from 2013.

IMPORT POLICIES

Bangladesh’s import policies are outlined in the Import Policy Order (IPO) of the government of the
People’s Republic of Bangladesh, issued by the Chief Controller of Imports and Exports, Ministry of
Commerce. Foreign exchange is controlled by the Bangladesh Bank in accordance with Foreign Exchange
Control policies.

All imports, except for capital machinery and raw materials for industrial use, must be supported by a letter
of credit. A letter of credit authorization form and a cash margin (ranging from 10 to 100 percent) are also
required.

Tariffs

The IPO is the primary legislative tool governing customs tariffs. The importance of tariffs as a source of
government revenue — more than a quarter of the total — greatly complicates efforts to lower tariff rates.

Bangladesh levies tariffs at four primary levels as found at: http://customs.gov.bd/portal/services/tariff/
index.jsf. Customs duties are levied on all imports except generators, information technology equipment,
raw cotton, textile machinery, certain types of machinery used in irrigation and agriculture, animal feed for
the poultry industry, and certain drugs and medical equipment.

The average MFN tariff rate is 15.5 percent, with the average rates for agricultural products higher than for
industrial goods. The maximum MFN applied rate is 25 percent. Products subject to duty rates of 5 percent
to 25 percent include general input items, basic raw materials, and intermediate and finished products.
However, Bangladesh provides concessions for the import of capital machinery and equipment, as well as
certain inputs and parts, which can make application of tariffs complex and non-transparent. Other charges
applicable to imports are an advance income tax of 5 percent; a value-added tax of 5 percent to 15 percent
(basic necessities, food, and medicine used in poultry and dairy sectors, raw cotton, and textile machinery
are exempted from the VAT); and a supplementary duty of 10 to 150 percent (applicable on luxury items
such as cigarettes and perfume).

Bangladesh has abolished excise duties on all items except manually prepared cigarettes, bank accounts,
and textiles. Samples in reasonable quantity can be carried by passengers during travel and are not subject
to tax; however, samples are subject to tax if sent by courier.
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Nontariff Measures

All importers, exporters, and agents must be members of a recognized chamber of commerce and industry
as well as an organization in Bangladesh representing their own trade.

Import Licenses

In general, documents required for imports include the letter of credit authorization form, a bill of lading or
airway bill, commercial invoice or packing list, and certificate of origin. In certain instances, additional
certificates and/or import permits related to health, security or other matters may be required by the relevant
government agencies for imports of restricted items. There are minor documentation requirements for
public sector importers (government organizations, statutory bodies, state-owned corporations, universities,
research institutions, and industrial enterprises in the public sector). According to the IPO, import licenses
are generally not required unless otherwise specified.

Bangladesh imposes registration requirements on private industrial consumers and commercial importers,
which in some cases specify maximum values of imports. Private industrial consumers are units registered
with one of four sponsoring agencies: the Bangladesh Export Processing Zones Authority (BEPZA) for
industries located in the Export Processing Zones (EPZs); the Bangladesh Small and Cottage Industries
Corporation (BSCIC) for small and cottage industries; the Handloom Board, for handloom industries run
by weavers’ associations; and the Board of Investment (BOI) for all other private industries. Commercial
importers are defined as those who import goods for sale without further processing.

Private industrial consumers (with the exception of those located in EPZs) and commercial importers must
register with the Chief Controller of Imports and Exports (CCIE) in the Ministry of Commerce, who issues
an import registration certificate (IRC). An IRC is generally issued within 10 days of receipt of the
application. For industrial consumers, the IRC specifies the maximum value (the “import entitlement”) for
each product that the industrial consumer may import each year, including items on the restricted list for
imports. (Commercial importers are free to import any quantity of non-restricted items.) The import
entitlement reportedly serves to monitor imports of raw materials and machinery, most of which enter
Bangladesh at concessional duty rates.

Registration Certificate

Registered commercial and industrial importers are classified into six categories on the basis of the
maximum value of annual imports. The initial registration fee and annual renewal fee varies depending on
the category. The sixth category, for example, applies where annual imports are over approximately
$641,000; the initial registration fee is approximately $769, and the renewal fee is approximately $385.

An importer must apply in writing to the concerned Import Control Authority (ICA) for registration in any
of the six categories, and provide necessary documents, including an original copy of the “Chalan” (the
Treasury payment form) as evidence of payment of the prescribed registration fees. The ICA makes an
endorsement under seal and signature on the IRC for each importer, indicating the maximum value of
annual imports and the rate of renewal fees applicable in each case. An importer may not open a letter of
credit in excess of the maximum value of annual imports.

Indentors and exporters must also pay registration and renewal fees, of approximately $513 and $256, and
$90 and $64, respectively.
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GOVERNMENT PROCUREMENT

Government procurement is primarily undertaken through public tenders under the Public Procurement Act
2006 and conducted by the Central Procurement Technical Unit (CPTU). The CPTU was established in
April 2002 as a unit within the Implementation Monitoring and Evaluation Division (IMED) of the Ministry
of Planning. It is headed by a Director-General, who reports directly to the Secretary of IMED. The
government of Bangladesh publicly subscribes to principles of international competitive bidding; however,
charges of corruption are common. Bangladesh recently launched a national e-Government Procurement
portal at http://eprocure.gov.bd.

Bangladesh it is not a signatory to the WTO Agreement on Government Procurement.
INTELLECTUAL PROPERTY RIGHTS PROTECTION

Although Bangladesh has shown improvement on intellectual property rights (IPR) enforcement,
counterfeit goods continue to be widely available and music and software piracy are widespread. U.S. and
other international companies in the software, publishing, clothing, and consumer product industries
complain that inadequate IPR protection and enforcement is damaging their businesses in
Bangladesh. Bangladesh is in the first stage of formulating a National Intellectual Property Policy, which
should provide an important opportunity to address the challenges facing IPR holders in Bangladesh.

Foreign software companies face significant challenges with registering and enforcing their copyrights in
Bangladesh. Although the annual bilateral trade talks between the United States and Bangladesh, the Trade
and Investment Cooperation Framework Agreement (TICFA), have made progress on this issue by granting
recognition for foreign country copyrights, Bangladesh has not yet instituted a gazette notification system
that would allow for enforcement of these rights.

SERVICES BARRIERS

While foreign companies are legally allowed to provide services in Bangladesh, most regulated commercial
fields (such as telecommunications, banking, and insurance) and legal entities (such as financial
institutions) are strictly controlled for new entrants. There have been reports that licenses are not always
awarded in a transparent manner. Foreign investment generally is not restricted, except in sectors controlled
by administrative licensing processes. Transfer of control of a business from local to foreign shareholders
requires prior approval from the Bangladesh Bank (control is defined as the ability to control the board of
directors or a majority of the directors).

Telecommunications

In 1997, the government of Bangladesh opened telecommunications services to increased competition by
removing the sector from the “Reserve List” and establishing the Bangladesh Telecommunication
Regulatory Commission (BTRC) as the regulatory authority. The BTRC was established to facilitate
dependable telecommunication services, with the mobile sector as its primary focus. However, due to
BTRC’s control over licensing, foreign participation in the telecommunications industry in Bangladesh
remains relatively limited. Further, frequent changes to regulations and tax policy increase uncertainty for
businesses and consumers.

Bangladesh has the highest taxes on mobile services in the region, with the high taxes on the mobile industry
providing the biggest source of tax revenue for the government of Bangladesh. Under the present tax
regime, the mobile industry is taxed like a supplier of luxury goods, with multiple taxes imposed at all
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stages of operation. For example, at the infrastructure level, duties up to 25 percent are imposed on
telecommunications equipment and servicing equipment. SIM cards are subject to a 5 percent regulatory
duty, a 15 percent supplementary duty, and sales taxes of $3.80 per card. Mobile handsets are subject to a
VAT of 15 percent plus a $3.80 surcharge, plus a 15 percent customs duty, plus a one percent surcharge.
Scratch cards to purchase call time are taxed at 5.5 percent, plus 30 percent for international and roaming
calls.

Overall, total tax and fee payments as a proportion of mobile revenues were 45 percent in 2013. This
adversely affects the industry’s growth and expansion. Although 2G networks cover almost the entire
population in Bangladesh, 3G licenses were only awarded at the end of 2013 and 3G coverage stands at 70
percent.

Insurance

Section 22 of the Insurance Act of 2010 provides for foreign investors to buy or hold shares of an insurance
company and for exclusively foreign-owned companies to supply insurance without a requirement for local
or State-Owned Enterprise (SOE) equity participation. However, U.S. companies have reported that
permission to open branch offices may be politically influenced and, at present, the government of
Bangladesh is not permitting new, exclusively foreign-owned companies into its insurance market.

National Payment Switch

In 2012, Bangladesh began phasing in a National Payment Switch for processing electronic payments from
various channels, including ATMs, point of sale, mobile devices and over-the-Internet payments. Initially
only ATM transactions were routed through the National Payment Switch (NPSB); however, Bangladesh
intends to expand the system and, at present, seems to be requiring certain point of sale transactions to be
routed through the system. In operation, the NPSB is limiting the ability of global suppliers of electronic
payment services to participate in the market. Financial institutions have reported that they have been
ordered to use NPSB rather than the payment switches offered by commercial firms. As the central bank
is both the regulator and a competitor (by owning NPSB), this creates a formidable barrier for competitors
to the NPSB as their clients are afraid to avoid use of the regulator’s product.

Broadcasting

According to the Bangladesh Telecommunication Act 2001, the government must approve licenses for
foreign channels. Foreign television distributors are required to pay a 25 percent supplementary duty and
a 15 percent VAT.

OTHER BARRIERS

Bureaucratic inefficiencies often act as a discouragement to investment in Bangladesh. Overlapping
administrative procedures and the absence of a transparent system of formalities often confuse investors
proposing projects and staff and personnel assigned for discharging procedural responsibilities. Frequent
transfers of top and mid-level officials in various ministries, directorates, and departments disrupt continuity
and prevent timely implementation of both strategic initiatives and routine duties.

Extortion of money from businesses by individuals claiming political backing is common in
Bangladesh. Frequent blockades called by political parties can negatively affect businesses by keeping
workers away and blocking transport, resulting in productivity losses. Vehicles and other property are at
risk from vandalism or arson during such activities, and looting of businesses has also occurred.
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Corruption remains a serious impediment to investment in Bangladesh. While the government has
established legislation to combat bribery, embezzlement, and other forms of corruption, enforcement is
inconsistent. The 2007-2008 caretaker government attempted to address the culture of impunity in
Bangladesh by prosecuting corruption cases, implementing systemic reforms, and strengthening the role of
the Anti-Corruption Commission (ACC) as the main institutional anti-corruption watchdog. Efforts to ease
public procurement rules and proposals to curb the independence of the ACC, however, ma