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Map 1:]Merchandise exports and imports jn current US dollars by region, 20122
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2 Values and shares include intra-EU trade.
Source: WTO Secretariat.
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Map 29 Exports and imports of commercial services |n current US dollars by region, 2012
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* up 9%
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2 Values and shares include intra-EU trade.
Source: WTO and UNCTAD Secretariats.
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Importancia de las Infraestructuras
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Factores de Infraestructura y Competitividad

e Calidad general de infraestructura

e Calidad de los carreteras

e Calidad de la infraestructura ferroviaria

e Calidad de la infraestructura aérea

e Calidad en el suministro de electricidad

e Usuarios de nternet users por cada 100 personas
e Lineas telefénicas por cada 100 personas

e Telefénos Celulares por cadal00 personas



Calidad general de infraestructura
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Calidad en infraestructura portuaria

Calidad en infraestructura aérea
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Calidad en suministro de electricidad

Calidad en infraestructura ferroviaria
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Usuarios de Internet por cada 100 personas
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Celulares por cada 100 personas

Emiratos Arabes Unidos (l.m.)
Panama
Argentina
Guatemala

El Salvador
Uruguay
Honduras
Ecuador
Venezuela
Promedio Lat
Chile

Estados Unidos
Colombia
Brasil
Paraguay

Per

M éxico

Bolivia
Micaragua
Costa Rica

0 25 50 75 100 125 150 175 200 225 250

Source = WEF Global Competitiveness Report 2010-2011



Wil v WL w

Table 1: Infrastructure: Latin America and the Caribbean and selected comparators

A. Transport B. Electricity and telephony
Infrastructure 2010-2011 infrastructure 2010-2011 infrastructure 2010-2011
Country/Economy Rank Score Rank Score Rank Score
Hong Kong SAR 1 6.77 1 6.69 1 6.85
Korea, Rep. 18 559 12 513 30 544
Barbados 23 537 29 4.82 15 593
Chile 40 4.69 37 4.56 48 4.83
Panama 44 453 46 4.15 44 492
Trinidad and Tobago 4h 4.53 58 3.94 38 h.12
Puerto Rico 49 4.44 30 4.76 70 412
China 50 4.44 K] 4.73 69 414
Uruguay 53 429 15 354 42 5.03
El Salvador 59 413 66 3.78 56 4.49
BRIC average n/a 410 n/a 427 n/a 393
Brazil b2 4.02 67 3.76 b5 4.28
Jamaica 65 391 51 4.05 86 3.76
Guatemala 66 3.9 16 348 64 431
Latin America & Caribbean average n/a 175 n/a 348 n/a 4.01
Mexico 75 374 57 3.96 92 a.51
Argentina 7 363 89 307 13 408
Costa Rica 78 3.62 m 278 59 4.45
Colombia 79 3.59 101 294 68 4.24
Honduras 85 3.51 82 3.30 a8 3.73
India 86 3.49 39 450 115 249
Peru a8 3.47 94 3.08 84 3.86
Ecuador 96 3.18 99 2.96 95 3.39
Bolivia 100 3.04 122 259 94 3.49
Guyana 103 292 100 295 102 290
Dominican Republic 107 2.83 79 338 121 2.28
Venezuela 108 282 123 2.58 98 3.06
Nicaragua 111 2.73 102 290 112 2.55

Paraguay 125 2.46 138 2.10 104 282




Investments in Infrastructure

Investment in economic infrastructure in Latin America and the Caribbean (2012), in GDP

percentages™:

. . . 547 @ & Investment in infrastructure by sector in the region,
Countries in the Region . : 2012 (a5 GDP percentage)*:
Should Invest 6.2% of .5-'33 | Uguay
Annual GDP to SatiSfy .4.93 Micaragua I !

Infrastructure Demands . e
Balivia
(5320 Billion) S
. 446 . Peu Transport Energy
Currently they invested an . 4,10 . sea 1.46 % 1.26 %
average of 2.7% of GDP in -
. 2 © Mexico
the last decade. . 33 _
. 3.32 + Pamama
. 2.89 Argenting Telecommunications Water and sanitation
©® 153 —~ 0.45 % 0.33 %
. 2.45 Calombla
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* Preliminary data.



Figure 1: The Global Competitiveness Index framework

GLOBAL COMPETITIVENESS INDEX

Basic requirements Efficiency enhancers Innovation and sophistication
subindex subindex factors subindex

Pillar 1. Institutions Pillar 5. Higher education and Pillar 11. Business sophistication

fraining

Pillar 2. Infrastructure Pillar 12. Innovation

. : . Pillar 6. Goods market efficiency
Pillar 3. Macroeconomic environment

Pillar 4. Health and primary education Pillar 7. Labor market efficiency

Pillar 8. Financial market
development

Pillar 9. Technological readiness

Pillar 10. Market size

S e

Key for Key for Key for
factor-driven efficiency-driven innovation-driven
economies economies economies




Relacion entre Indice de Competitividad Global e infraestructura
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OECD Product Market Regulation - Absolute values
Higher values are associated with regulations more restrictive to competition

PPN
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DID YOU

Some Latin America’s Facts KNOW

v The Regions represents $5.7tn and 600 Million people, 80% of
whom live in cities making it an attractive destination for

multinationals (Nestle derives 15% of global sales from Latin
America)

v" According to the Economist, Latin America’s Intra-Regional Trade

is only 27% compared with 63% in the European Union and 52%
in Asia.

v' Latin America is the most unequal region in the World



Crecimiento del PIB o Capital, Capital Humano y Competitividad

12
10
8
Eﬁe
e
z 4
. |
C Q@& X @ 82 .. 2 NG D D . D o2 Q>
I o @1‘,“ o (.53.~ & R & qe@ q?‘b éb & NS o&: é_}'b & oy & '\’b(\b &0
& VP 2 QF (@0 (¥ & C o5 & € W RN
é% © ] QL 04@ on \'S‘b \1\ ‘-_}Q&@

WK WmL*H I TFP



Haciendo un diagnostico
competitividad del comercio
internacional



Trade Competitiveness Diagnostics

Trade outcomes analysis (TOA)

/ Orientacion, Supervivencia y\

Product —_— Diversificacion Calidad
el Crecimiento Entrada ¥
| Fie
data Snapshot of vulnerability Snapshots using Sur:jnval gattgrns_ of interviews
Tendencias, cuotad de to specific shocks; EXPY/PRODYs; Unit a?rgob uggctii?:eatilg: of . ’
mercado, composicién decomposition of export Values P Zestinationg to validate
sectoriial, GVC growth into margins desk-based
integration .
i Characteristics of qualit Syrvwal patterns O.f
Drivers .of pr_o'duc't/market i q Yy firms; entry and exit
diversification upgraders dynamics, drivers...

[ Market access—trade policy Supply-side factors Trade promotion and infrastructure\
* Tariffs Incentive framework B . * Export and investment promotion

* Non-tariff Measures (NTMs) « Macro-fiscal environment actor condi |on.s e Quality infrastructure (standards, product

e Preferential Trade Agreements (PTAs) * Labor regulations and requirements, etc.)

) o * Exchange rates = i . .
e Services restrictiveness 8 . = skills o * Special Economic Zones (SEZ) and customs
olicies S . ices i . .
. (F;ompetition saltie ° Senuices |r}Puts * __Industry coordination bodies
. Resulatorv environment & Access to_ (nance e Connectivity: transport and logistics
& y * |tend and infrastructure e Border management and trade facilitation
and governance

& /

Competitiveness Diagnostics




1 Trade Outcomes Analysis (TOA): the main components

The Trade Outcomes Analysis covers four broad components of trade perform.

Level and share

(Intensive margin)

___________________ M Quality and sophistication
(Quality margin)

Export competitiveness:

—————————r—

the margins of growth

—> New products J

Diversification
(Extensive margin)

> New destinations J

* Entry and survival

* (Sustainability margin)




Exports are extremely concentrated

Very few firms account for a very large share of exports — the “export superstars”

Share of non-oil exports accounted for by top 1% of exporters (2012-2014 average)

Source: adapted from Freund and Pierola (2015) based on Exporter Dynamics Database version 2.0.



1

Firm-level customs data

.. and is fundamental to design policies to support trade competitiveness

* Forinstance, firm-level customs data can help
understand the relationship between exporter
dynamics, such as exporter survival, export
diversification, and policy factors such as:

— Trade costs (logistics costs, customs delays)
— Trade barriers (tariffs, non-tariff measures,
contingent protection measures)

— Business environment or economic shocks

(exchange rates)

Ex.: Survival of new exporters beyond the first year is lower

where trade costs (measured in vertical axis) are higher
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Example of export survival probabilities

Export survival can be estimated using WITS data and also using firm-level data, which provides more insights

Export survival

CHL

Export survival by company size (firm-level data)
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Orientacion y crecimiento del
comercio



APERTURA COMERCIAL
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DESCOMPOSICION DE VALOR EN LAS EXPORTACIONES

$100 car industry production
Domestic vs. Foreign

—

FOREIGN . . .
1 — Invarious industries
Value added expo.r’rs only take into Vil iictided
account the domestic value added
component of gross exports.
—— Inre-imported intermediates
In sectors supplying auto sector
DOMESTIC
Value-Added

Directly to the auto sector

Source: Making Global Value Chains Work for Development, WBG, forthcoming.
Based on Baldwin and Lopez-Gonzales, 2013.



Full decomposition of gross exports by sector and source
country

$10 million Mexican gross exports

Full decomposition by sector and nation

AUS VA (1&S) - Foreign VA
:::Zr?r:fdsi:aisl MEX VA (1&S) (all intermediates) — — EXGR_FVA
usva gas =
{ s1 } EXGR_RIM

MEX VA (R&P) Domestic VA -
(all intermediates) —
$2 __ EXGR_IDC

Rubber
and plastics
intermediates

US VA (R&P) $0.5

)|

Domestic
value added —
in car sector

Car sector MEX VA (car)

A

__ EXGR_DDC

Source: Taglioni and Winkler (2015)
Based on: Baldwin and Lopez-Gonzales 2013.
Note: Values are in millions of dollars
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3554 3,097 2 15% 2,398 3,058 4 -22%
24 LAN /7
Communication Providers _ Airlines
3476 3,006 [ 16% 2,207 2494 2 -“12%
25
Banhs Banks
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Retail
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Top 50 Latin American brands, 2013

Rank
2013

bt

Rank
change

New
-5
12
-2

11

-11

Brand

Corona

Telcel

Skol

Petrobras
Falabella
Bradesco
Ecopetrol

Claro

Itag

Aguila

Brahma

Natura

Banco de Chile
Sedimac
Televisa

LAN

Copec
Bancolombia
Bodega Aurrera
Bimbo

Telmex

Poker

Banco de Bogota
Modelo

Banco Popular
Inbursa
Liverpool
Cemex

Sadia

Lider

BCP

Elektra
Banorte
Almacenes Paris
Sanborns
Banco do Brasil
Cristal

Exito
Antarctica
Davivienda

YPF

Jumbo

Mall Plaza
Soriana
Interbank

Lojas Americanas
Perdigao
Bohemia

Vale

Banco de Occidente

Brand value

2013
($m)
6,620
6,577
6.520
5,762
5,611
5,492
5,137
4,454
4,006
3,903
3,803
3,707
3,632
3,537
3,281
3,274
3.204
3,009
2,992
2,976
2,768
2,487
2,466
2.301
2,094
2,091
2,066
2,034
1,993
1,932
1,636
1,578
1,567
1,558
1,465
1,427
1,401
1,286
1,284
1,281
1,272
1,248
1,190
1,187
1,095
1,046
1,036
1,010
1,009
992

Brand value
2012
($m)
5,114
8,449
4,698

10,560
5,263
6,690
4,240
4,336
6,606
2,359
3,307
3,109
3,318
2,585
3,964
2,815
3.465
2,511
1,995
2,656
2.842
1.244
2,414
1,352
1,156
1.494
1.496
1,980
1,398
1.699
1,834
4,574
1,168

851
1,251
3,074
1,361
1,116

762
778
697

1,708

1.143

Brand value change
2013 versus 2012
(%)

29

-22
39
-45

-
-18

-13
19
as

n.a.
-13
85
-13
55
79
36
33

n.a.
i3
n.a.

-20
-69
n.a.
10
51

-59
-8

n.a.
n.a.
37
33
45

-13

BC Index **

Ul-l‘ulNNNNW&N&NMMNN&NNN‘AND-‘ND-Ub“hNth&hNMNb&wNﬂﬂNh‘h‘hwh

Category

Beer

Communication providers
Beer

VF.nergy

Retail

Financial institution
Energy

Communication p(ovidefé
Financial institution

Beer

Beer

Cosmetics

Financial intitution

Retail

Communication providers
Airlines

Energy

Financial institution

Retail

Bakery

Communication providers
Beer

Financial institution

Beer

Financial institution
Financial institution
Retail

Cement

Food

Retail

Financial institution
Retail

Financial institution
Retail

Retail

Financial institution
Beer

Retail

Beer

Financial institution
Energy

Retail

Retail

Retail

Financial institution
Retail

Food

Beer

Mining
Financial institution

» Clarp is based in Mexco. but has no operations there
++ The Brand Contribution Index runs from 1 (low) uwp to 5 (high)
wex Porais a new country in the Lataen rankine

Country
Mexico
Mexico

Brazil
Brazil
Chile
Brazil
Colombia
~ Latam
Brazil
Colombia
Brazil
Brazil
Chile
Chile
Mexico
Chile
Chile
Colombia
Mexico
Mexico
Mexico
Colombia
Colombia
Mexico
Colombia
Mexico
Mexico
Mexico
Brazil
Chile
Pefu CEE]
Mexico
Mexico
Chile
Mexico
Brazil
M g
Colombia
Brazil
Colombia
Argentina
Chile
Chile
Mexico
M *ne
Brazil
Brazil
Brazil
Brazil
Colombia

14 from Mexico

il

24 from Brazil

9 from Colombia

9 from Chile



Exports and Imports Cost Decomposition in Colombia

Cost of Export Procedures (SUSD)
2500 4 2355 170
=i 300
2000 - B
. 1,535
1500 -
1000 -
500 -
T8 1F 23 i@ &f
3 2% § g =5 BT
= = g ¥ 3
- §5 E£°
z : 2
3% &
~ =
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4~ Cost to Import

Time to Import =@ Documents to Import
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1800 | 10
1610 9
1600 1|8 A 8 = om
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4~ Cost to export

Time to export =@-Documents to export
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TRANSPARENCY AND CORRUPTION

THE TRANSPARENT SCENARIOS IN INTERNATIONAL BUSINESS

Sub-Saharan Africa
South Asia

OECD high income

Middle East & North Africa
Latin America & Caribbean

Eastern Europe & Central Asia

East Asia & Pacific

0 1 2 3 4 5
m Losses due to theft, robbery, vandalism, and arson (% sales)

= Value of gift expected to secure a government contract (% of contract value) 34
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Indicates the corruption level on the public sector according to perception of businessmen and analysts

Sowyces | 9.0-10.0
8089

7079

W soss

W 5059
Moo
Wzoas
W02
W09

row ot ] 0.0-0.9
no data

TRANSPARENCY
INTERNATIONAL

Source: Transparency International. http://www.transparency.org/policy_research/surveys_indices/cpi/2009/press_kits
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Visual example of technological classification of exports in 2018

Classification following Lall (2000)

Reporteriame Description

Brazil

Ecuador

Paraguay

High Tech

Low Tech
Medium Tech
Primary Products
Resource Based
High Tech

Low Tech
Medium Tech
Primary Products
Resource Based
High Tech

Low Tech
Medium Tech
Primary Products
Resource Based
High Tech

Low Tech
Medium Tech
Primary Products
Resource Based

Technological Classification of Exports

— o
—
I 2500
I 2500
I © 3000

B 00100

ReporterName
IV (al)

¥ Argentina
[V Brazi

[ Chile

[V Ecuador
[ Paraguay

Year
v 2007

™ 2010




Export sophistication as measured by the EXPY

<x]_k> Change in Export S’cﬂmphistication
')y and EXPY, = “k ) prODY; -
v and BXPL =) (% :

l

898

PRODY, = Z

72X k

895

Source: Hausmann, R., J. Hwang, and D. Rodrik. 2007. “What You Export
Matters.” Journal of Economic Growth

PRODY for a single product is calculated as a / ‘
weighted average of the GDP per capita of all
Blﬁ '513 975

Log EXPY
8.4
1

1

83

countries exporting that product, where weights are _ :
RCA ' Log GDP per capita

. . = Russi = Chi
* Interpreted as GDP per capita of “typical Bzl * India

country” exporting that good.

Caveats:
EXPY is calculated by weighting the PRODYs across all

: e Stage of production of a product matters
products by its export share.

more than product a country ends up
exporting (basic input for the EXPY).

* how the product is produced matters



Aranceles y NTMs




How to deal with NTMs? Three families of approaches

/

~

.

o

/

N\

World Bank
NTM Review

Toolkit

Talk & do
nothing

(COMESA)

= =

Sectoral Harmonization/ NAMA negot.:
(ASEAN) MRA (EU) proposals tabled in
2009 on NTMs

<<Horizontal

Sectoral proposals:
* Chemicals
* Electronics & Auto

mechanism>> (informal
consultations on NTM
concerns)




80%

60%

40%

20%

A

Why the emphasis on NTMs?

As tariffs have been reduced over time, NTMs are the
most visible issue to be addressed and seem to have
been increasing over time

Average tariffs and ad-valorem equivalent

Tariffs +MNTs

[N ,  —
— -~ equivalent of
- --o_ Tariffs Aulbis
| I | | | I I
1997 2000 2003 2006 2009 2012 2015

Source: Niu et al (2018), Review of World Economics

GVCs can magnify the effect of NTMs.

NTMs are harder to overcome for smaller businesses,
especially in low-income countries.

* Measures can represent large fixed entry
costs; lack of scale economies.

* Yet, developing countries stand to gain the
most from lowering NTMs —

New trade agreements are deeper and aim at
facilitating a regulatory framework.

41



Servicios
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Example:

Quantitative
restrictions on entry
and operations.
Discriminatory taxes
and subsidies.

De jure or de facto
discriminatory
regulation.

services trade restrictions by country

"0.0-10.0(1)
10.0- 20.0 (37)
20.0-30.0(31)
30.0-40.0(11)
40.0-50.0 (13)
50.0-60.0 (5)
60.0-70.0(4)
70.0-80.0(0)
80.0-100.0(1)
No data (105)
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Services in the domestic economy for Peru

Primary
Energy

Manufacturing

Services

Electricity, Gas, and Water

Construction

Trade, Distribution,

Transport
Communication
Finance

Insurance

Other Business Services

Other Consumer Services

Other Services

Rackward/ Demand

12.7

3.5

2.7

0.0

0.1

0.2

0.2
0.2
0.5
0.1

13

0.1

0.1

19.1

i | B
> o

0.1

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.6

Manufacturing

= V!
o

28.3

5.5

0.1

0.2

0.6

0.5
0.4
0.9
0.1

23

0.3

0.2

40.5

0.9
0.8

7.2

0.1

8.9

1.4

2.5
1.6
1.6
0.9

5.1

4.0

5.0

Electricity, Gas, and Water

0.0
0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

Construction

2.2

10.3

0.0

8.6

0.1

0.1
0.1
0.3
0.0

1.0

0.1

0.0

12.8

o o Trade, Distribution, and

SRl hotels

=
>

&
N

0.0

0.0

11

0.2
0.2
0.3
0.0

1.1

0.1

0.0

4.8

Transport

o o
QNN

87/

0.0

0.0

0.1

2.0
0.1
0.3
0.1

1.0

0.1

0.0

Communication

0.0
0.0

0.1

1.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0
0.9
0.0
0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0
0.0

0.0

0.5

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0
0.0
0.4
0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.5

0.0
0.0

0.1

0.8

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0
0.0
0.0
0.7

0.1

0.0

0.0

0.9

Other Business Services

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0

1.2

0.0

0.0

1.5

Other Consumer Services

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0
0.1
0.1
0.0

0.2

33

0.0

4.6

Other Services

= o o
N

o
n

0.0

0.1

0.1

0.1
0.2
0.1
0.0

0.5

0.5

4.9

8.2

Forward/Supply

19.2
2.5

39.0

)2

0.2

9.1

2.2

3.2
2.1
3.0
11

8.7

4.4

5.2

100.0

44
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Econometric analysis of services constraints on firm productivity using Enterprise
Surveys: Africa

_ Regional Regional Regional Regional Regional Regional Regional Regional
average average average average average average average average

Dep Var TFP All firms All firms All firms All firms Africa Africa Africa Africa
Exporter 0.161*** 0.161*** 0.161*** 0.162*** 0.187** 0.185** 0.186** 0.199**
(0.0221) (0.0221) (0.0221) (0.0224) (0.0923) (0.0928) (0.0924) (0.0970)
Firm size 0.218*** 0.218*** 0.218*** 0.227*** 0.132*** 0.140*** 0.138*** 0.148***
(0.0131) (0.0131) (0.0131) (0.0132) (0.0478) (0.0467) (0.0474) (0.0489)
Firm age 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.005*** 0.005*** 0.005*** 0.005***
(0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001)
Finance Obstacle -0.038 -0.127
(0.03) (0.09)
Transport Obstacle -0.0149 -0.03
(0.0339) (0.162)
Electricity Obstacle 0.0502 -0.044
(0.0317) (0.105)
Telecommunications Obstacle -0.006 -0.289**
(0.031) (0.134)
Constant C0.32%+ 0.42% -0.436 -0.647* -0.618* 0.0150
(0.07) (0.07) (0.09) (0.073) (0.35) (0.36) (0.344) (1.318)
Sector dummies YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES
Country-Year dummies YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES
Observations 12,824 12,824 12,824 12,442 1,334 1,334 1,334 1,241

R-squared 0.046 0.046 0.046 0.050 0.040 0.039 0.039 0.045



Acuerdos de comercio




Since 1990 there has been a surge of preferential trade agreements (PTASs)
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PTA participation has in general accelerated over time and Brazil is an exception to this pattern

On average one country participates in fourteen agreements

f
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The continuing proliferation of PTAs over the last 30 years involves a wide
network of participants

16%

40%

44%

m North-North  m North-South South-South



PTAs are also becoming “deeper”
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PRINCIPALES MATERIAS ACORDADAS EN

ACUERDOS COMERCIALES
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Trade agreements disciplines and the supply chain

Retail price
* Market access
* Rules of origin Wholesale Retail markups
price
* Trade facilitation > Semfes (AR -
* Services (express delivery) Landed duty- Wholesale ) Cerwce:.t. IStri Il'j lon Services
\ paid price markups ompetition policy
* Government procurement
e SPS .
CIF price when .
* TBT (compliance) .p Tariffs
. imported
* Environment -
* Labor FOB price i
h P dl - Freight and * TBT (conformity assessment)
\ when exported | jnsyrance costs
Investment
Capital movement Factory or _ | Land transport * Intellectual property
Competition policy farm price and port costs

* Services, such as business services, telecom, finance,
transport and logistics, everywhere on the supply chain.
* E-commerce




2

Selected literature review

Theory on GVC and deep agreements

* Informal. For example: Lawrence (1996), Baldwin (2010), WTO (2011)
e Formal. For example: Antras and Staiger (2008), Blanchard (2014)

Evidence on trade effects of PTAs
» Trade effects by type of agreements (Baier et al., 2014)
* Trade costs and GVCs (Noguera, 2012; Johnson and Noguera, 2014)

* Impact of deep agreements: Orefice and Rocha (2014); Osnago, Rocha
and Ruta (2015);

e Overview by Limao (2016)
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Mercosur members are less integrated compared with other countries of the region

Number of Agreements

Argentina

Bolivia

Brazil

Chile Colombia Ecuador Mexico
mFTA mCU mFTA& EIA = CULEIA

Parag uay

Peru

Uruguay

Venezuela



Brazil has not participated in agreements with other regions or with developed
economies
Pacific Alliance members have increasingly integrated with the North

With the exception of Russia and Brazil, the BRICS countries are significantly involved in N-S integration

Number of Agreements Number of Agreements
25 20
20
15
15

. | l I .

5 ? t 5 i
=
O

& @ N2 CaR, S N » o |
&&\ @6\4 Q}r& S & & @Q}\ ) S L &o@ &5 o m _— _—
¥ 05 <& O Qé‘\ Brazil China India Russia  South Africa

mwithEU mwithJapan =withUSA = North-South m South-South mwithEU - mwithJapan = North-South & South-South



Free Trade Agreements (FTA):

has signed 44 FTA (more than any country in the World!)
More than twice as many as and four times more than

. FTA Micaragua
_i--,*'FTA Costa Rica
f

. P;?--"'
EPA Japan

|

FTA |srael

FTA Bolivia ACE Brazil
FTA Chile

FTA Honduras, El Salvador,
Guatemala

FTA Uraguay
ACE Armentina



The case of Chile: 22 FTA with 60 Countries

I
= oS

Chile has access to more than 4.2 Billion people (60% of the population).
Mexico has access to 1 Billion people but over 60% of the Global GDP!



Facilitacion de comercio
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Trade facilitation and border management program work streams

Border management
reform and alignment
with the WTO TFA

Agribusiness sector Focus

Regional integration

Trade supply chain

trade procedures and documentation

e Conducting reforms
e |ntegrating systems into border inspections and clearance
e Supporting the implementation of Single Window Systems, and
e Improving
e Prohibited and restricted cargo
work
by creating and linking growth nodes and markets.
e Tackling trade logistics binding constraints, offering and supply chains
to for firms and suppliers in

supply chains.

; systems for border clearance and inspections
e Encourage for trade facilitation
e Simplify and streamline documents and procedures for
e Create mechanism for among various inspection/control agencies
e Implementing a
e [mprove at ports, airports and dry-ports

along the supply chain and/or specific Value Chains
e Enhance



-,
So What is Changing at the Border

Historical Approach

Priority on control

Reform episodes

High levels of physical inspection
Focus on goods

Focus on identifying non-compliance
Limited incentives for compliance
One size fits all

Limited use of ICT

Adversarial relationship with trade
Competition between agencies
Limited cooperation with neighbors
Limited operational statistics
Immediate transaction focus

Modern Approach
Facilitation/control balance
Continuous improvement

Risk based (intervention by exception
Focus on information

Focus on compliance & non-compliance
Strong incentives for compliance
Flexible solutions for different clients
Extensive use of ICT

Constructive partnership with trade
Collaboration between agencies
Extensive cross-border cooperation
Clear measures of performance
Client compliance and audit focus



TRANSPORTE




Inconvenientes de transporte intermodal en Latino América

> Inconvenientes por falta de homogeneidad de la red ( para
las dimensiones y pesos por eje de los vehiculos)

> Inconvenientes por falta de continuidad de la red
> ferro-lacustre Matarani-Puno-Guaqui-La Paz

> redes ferroviarias Guaqui-La Paz-Puerto Quijarro en
transbordo en camion en Cochabamba y Santa Cruz de |la
Sierra

> Inconvenientes por temporalidad climatica

European Agreement on Important International Combined Transport Lines and
Related Installations (AGTC Agreement)

* Network infrastructure standards

e Performance parameters and benchmarks for trains and terminals

Source: CEPAL, UNECE



Intermodal network (road-rail)

i/ 1S
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N° of trains per day and
direction on a double
tracked electrified line

> 173 > 100 %

121 — 144

Rate of
employment

70 — 84 %

Trans-alpine base tun
e Lotschberg (as of 2007)

* Gotthard (as of 2016)

* Brenner?

.. but access corridors ?
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Country

o Major Town
Liubliana Town Name
— EC /7 External Border
— Mayor Railway Corridor
= Extention / Links
Base Map: TEN-T Priorities

Bratislava

Budapest

> Bucuresti

65
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Benchmark: Ro4d
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d transport

Yy

On time
Delayed

> 3 hours
=24 hours

0%

1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011

Since 2004: Without Brenner/Austria

Eastern countries

Since 2009: Without Brenner/Austria, F-I,
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