WTO DISPUTE SETTLEMENT: ONE-PAGE SUMMARIES 1995-2014 (WTO 2015)

CHINA - INTELLECTUAL PROPERTY RIGHTS'
(DS362)

________pames | AcmesmenT TIMELINE OF THE DISPUTE

Establishment of Panel 25 Septewmber 2007
Comgplairant Uinked State=s Circulation
TRIPS At 8, -:IT.I'HEE.BT of Panel Report T3Noramber J008
Circulation of AB Report ™ NA

Respondent China
Adaption 20 March 2009

1. MEASURE AND INTELLECTUAL FROPERTY RIGHTS AT ISSUE
= Measure at issue:

M  Ching's Crominal Law =nd relasted Supreme People®s Court Inferpretations which esteblish threshalds for criminal
procedures end penalties for infringements of intelectual property rights;

(i) Ching's Regulations for Customs Protection of Intellectual Properfy Righis and related Implementing Measures that
govermn the dispossl of infringing goods confiscated by customs autharities; snd

Qi) At 4 of Ching's Copymght Law which denies protection and enforcement to works that have nof been sutharized for
pubbcation or disfribution within China

= IP at issue: Copyright and fradamarks.

2. SUMMARY OF KEY PANEL FINDINGS®

= TRIPS Ari. 61 (border measures — remedies): The Panel found that while Chind's criminal measures exclude
some copyright end trademark infringement=s from criming! liabidify where the infringement falls below numerical
threshaolds ficed in terms of the amownt of burnower, profit, =ales or copies of infringing goods, this fact alone was
not encugh to find 2 wiolation because Art 61 does not reguire Members to cimingize all copynght and trademark
infringament The Paned found thet the term "commercial scebe” in At 61 meant “the megnitude or extent of fypical
or usuel commercial activity with respect to a given product in & given markef®. The Panel did not endaorse China's
threshalds but conduded that the factusl evidence presented by the Unitad Stefes was inadequste o show whather
ar not the cazes exchuded from criming lishility met the TRIPS stendard of “commercial scele™ when that standard is

applad to Ching's marketplace.

=  TRIPSArt. b8 (emedies): The Panel found that the customs messures were not subject to Trips Agreement Arts. 51
to 60 o the extent that they apply to exporis. With respact to imports, atthough suctioning of goods & not prohibitad
oy Art 50, the Panel concludad that the way in which Chings customs auchions these goods was inconsistant with
Art 58, because it permits the =zale of goods after the simple remaval of the trademark in more than just exceptional
CESES.

= TRIPS Art. 81 (Berne Comvention — Ars. 5(1) and 17) and TRIPS Art 411 {enforcement — general
obligations): The Panel found that while China has the mght to prohibit the circulation and exhibition of warks, as
acknowiedged in Art 17 of the Bermne Comvention, thes does not justify the denial of all copynght profection in smy
woak. Ching's failure to profect copymght in prohibited works e that are banned because of their illegal content) is
therefore inconsistent with Art 5(1) of the Berne Comention as incorporated inArt 801, g5 well 25 with Art 411, as
the copyright in such prohibited waeks cennot be enforced

| China - Measwras Alfccling the Frotection and Enforceman' of ntellactus! Froperty Mights
2 Other issues addressed: prima fade case; Panel's terms of reference; e hawstivenass of TRIPS Art 58; information from WIFO,



WTO DISPUTE SETTLEMENT: ONE-PAGE SUMMARIES 1995-2014 (WTO 2015)

US — SHRIMP AND SAWBLADES (CHINA)
(DS422)

L eammes | Acreswent TIMELINE OF THE DISPUTE

Estabkshment of Paned 25 October 2011
Complainant Chirm

Carrulation
& feane 2002
ADA Art 2437 of Panel Report
Carulation of AB Report  NA
Respondent Linied Siales
Adogbon 23 oy 2012

1. MEASURE AND PRODUCT AT ISSUE
=  Measure at isswe: Lnited Stetes ants dumping measures covering two products from Chinee

. Product at isswe: () certain frozen warmwater shrimpe end (i) diamond sewhblades end paris theraaof.

2. SUMMARY OF KEY PANEL FINDINGS

= ADA Art. 2.4.2 {dumping determination — zeroing): The FPanel upheld Ching's cleim thet the use of zeming in
calculeting the margins of dumping in the anti-dumping imvestigabions st issue was inconsistent with Art 242, and
therefore concludad that the Unifed Siates had acted inconsistently with its obligations under this prowision.

ADA Art. 2,42 (dumping determination — separste rate calculation): The Panel rejected Ching's clam
concerning the separsie rate in the shrimp imvestigation. A= the imvestigetion concermed imports from a non-market
econarmy, the United States Deperment of Commernce (USDIOC) assigned a “ssparate rate” to exporters thet wers
ghle to demonsfreie the absence of gowernment confrol, both de jure Bnd de fecio, over their export ectivities; other
exporiers were assigned the rate for the People's Republic of Chine-entity. In celculating the separate refe, the
USDOC hed swersged the dumping margns of the ewestigaied compenies, which were caloulated with zerging.
China angued that the separate rate was also inconsistent with ADA Art 242 The Panel considered thet China
“has not ... satisfacionly esxplained how Arficle 242 could prowide the legal besis for a finding of inconsistency with
respect to the separste rete” and said that “[tjhe fact that margins of dumging are inconsistent with Artide 2.4.2 doas
naf necessarily mean that 8 separste rate caloulated on the besis of such mesgins is also, itsel, inconsistent with
that same provision™. The Panel howewer sgreed with the statement of the panel in LS - Shrmp (Ecrador) that the
calculetion of the separate raie on the besis of indmidual mangins caloulated with zeroing “necessarily incorporates
the WTO-inconssstent zeming methodology®.

3. OTHER ISSUES

- Uncontested claims: Althouwgh the respondent did not contest Ching's cleims, the Panal considered that s
responsibdities remained as set forth under OSU Art 11, ie. to meke "an objective assessment of the matter baiore
it". Further, with respect fo the burden of proof, the Panel held thet even though the respondent did not contest the
clamms, China was navertheless required to make a prima face case of violation.

I Linited' Srates - An-Dumping M caseves on Cor fain Shemp and iamond Sewidados fom Chine
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WTO DISPUTE SETTLEMENT: ONE-PAGE SUMMARIES 1995-2014 (WTO 2015)

US - TYRES (CHINA)!

(DS399)
[ eammes | AcReEMeNT TMELINE OF THE DISPUTE
Establshment of Panel 150 B0
T China = e anuary
China's Accession Comulation of Fanel Repaort 13 December 200 0
Frotocal Carculation of AB FReport 5 September 2011
Respondent Linited Stales
Adogtion 5 October 2011

1. MEASURE AND PRODUCT AT ISSUE

=  Measure at issue: US fransifonsl produd-specific safeguard measwe spplied under para 16 of Ching's Accassion
Frotocol pursuant to Section 421 of the US Trade Act of 1874,

=  Product st isswe: Certain passenger wehicle end light fruck gres from Chine

2. SUMMARY OF KEY PANEL/AE FINDINGS®

=  Ching's Accession Protocol para. 164 (imporis “increasing rapidly™): The Appelate Body wupheld the Panels
finding that the Uni#ed States Inbernational Trede Commission ("USITC™ properly established that imporis of subject
tyras from China met the Sincressingly rapedly” threshold provided in para. 16.4. The Appeallate Body ressoned that such
inoreasas in imports must be gocwming over & short and recent period of time, end must be of & sufficient magnibude in
relative or absplute terms 50 85 to be & significant cause of meteral injury to the domestic ndustry.

= Ching's Accession Protocol, para. 16.4 (causation): The Appsllste Body upheld the Pane!s finding Sat the USITC
propearly demonstrated that subject imports were a *significant cause” of material mjuy. The Appeliate Body found that
the causal nk expressad by the term "a significant cause”™ in pare. 16.4 requires that rapidly increasing imports make an
Smportent” or *noisble™ contribution in bringing ebout material injury to the domestbic industy. An investigating suthority
can find imporis to be & significant cause of metedal injury only if it ensures that the efiects of other known causes are
nof improperly attnbuted to subject mports.

The Appellate Body further upheld the Pansal's finding that the USITC's reliance on an owerall correlation between an
upward movement in subject imporis and a dowmward movement in injury fechors reasonably supported the USITCs
finding that rapidly increesing subject imports were a significant cause of maberial injury to the domestic inury within the
meaning of pare 16.4.

The Appelleie Body atso uphedd the Panel's finding that China failed to estsblish that the USITC impropesdy sttributed
injury caused by other factors fo subject imports from China. The Appellaie Body found that the coliective injurious:
efiects of other ceuses (e.g US indusiry’s business strategy, the reasons for US plant dosures, changes in demand, and
the effects of imports from third countries) did not suggest that subject impors were not "a significent ceuse™ of maberial
imjury ta the U5 domestic industny.

=  Ching's Accession Protocol, paras. 16.3 and 16.6 (remedy and duration) The Panel found that China failed to
establish that () the measure sxceedad the extent necessary to prewent or remedy the market disrupfion caussd by
rapidly increasing subject imports contrary to para. 16.3; end (5) the measwe excesded the period of teme necessary fo
prevent or remedy the market d=ruption under para. 1686

=  DSUArt 194 (Panel and Appellate Body's recommendations — suggestion on implementation): The Appellats
Body did not find that e United States acted nconsistenty with itls WTO oblgations in imposing a product-specific
sefeguard messure on subject tyres from China Hence, the Appalleie Body made no recommendetion under Art 1801,

| Limited States — Moazuwras AllocEng .l.luururr: of Cavtain Pessonger Vailvickes and Light Truck Tpres from China
T Other issues addressed- GATT Arts. |:1 and [EL.
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WTO DISPUTE SETTLEMENT: ONE-PAGE SUMMARIES 1995-2014 (WTO 2015)

CHINA - ELECTRONIC PAYMENT SERVICES!
(DS413)

| eammes | scresmenT TIMELINE OF THE DISPUTE

Establishment of Panel 25 March 2011

Comglairant Linfted Stains Circulaticn
GATS Atz X and XMT TiEE i
Circulation of AB Report ™ WA

16 Ty 2002

Respondent China
Adoption 31 Augwst 2012

1. MEASURES AND SERVICES AT ISSUE

= Measures st issue: A series of requirements imposed by Chinae and alleged by the United Stefes to constifute
impermissible market eccess restrictions or nabionel treatment limitetions on foreign suppliers of the services at issue

= Semices atissue: Electronic payment services ("EFPST) for el types of renminii (RMBT) pgrment card transechions
involving bank cards issued andfor usad in Chine

2. SUMMARY OF KEY PANEL FINDINGS

=  Classification of the services at issue: The Panel found that electronic peyment services for pgyment cerd
tran=actions are clessifiable under Subsecior TB(d) of China's Services Schedule, which reads "[a]ll payment
and money fransmission services, including credit, cherge, and debit cards, frawellers cheques end benkers drafis
({including import end export settiementy”. It chserved that the use of the term “all® manifest= an intenbion to cover the
entire spactrum of the *peyment and money transmission services" encompessed under Subsector (d).

=  Scope of China's GATS commitments: The Panel rejected the United Stetes’ wew that Ching's Schedule includes
a cross-border (mode 1) market access commitment to allow the supply of EPS nfo China by foreign EPS suppliers.
The Panel found, howeves, that China's Schedule indudes a market access commitment that alows foreign EPS
suppliars to supply their senvices through commercal presence (mode 3) in China, so long as a suppler meets cartsin
guakficafions requirements related to local currency business. The Panel further found that Chinags Schedule conteins
a full national trestment commitment for the cross-border supply of EPS (mode 1) as well s 8 commitment under
made 3 (commercal presence) that is subgact to certem qualifications reguirements redated fo bocel currency busmess.

=  GATS Art XV (market access obligation): The Panel rejectad on the besis of lack of evidence that China mainteins
China UnionPay (CUF) — & Chinese EP'S supplier — as an across-the-boerd monopaly supglier for the processing of
all domestic AMB peyment card transectons, in breach of its obligations under Art 3VL The Panel found, howeser,
thet Chine ected nconsistently with GATS Art XV1:2(a) in wiew of its mode 3 market access commitment by granting
CUP & monopoly for the clessing of certain RMB payment card frensactions, because only CUFP may clesr RMB-
denominated transactions nvolving FMB payment cards issued in China and usad in Hong Kong or Macag, or RMB
cards issued in Hong Kong or Macao used in China.

= GATS Art. XVl of the GATS (national treatment obligation): The Panel found that some of the relevant
requirements, namsaly the requirements that a8 bank cards issued in China must bear the Yin Lisn/UnionPay logo
{i.e, the logo of CUP*s network) and be inferoperable with that netwark, that all feeminel equipment in China must be
cepable of accepfing ¥in Lisn/UnionPay logo cards, end that acquirers of frensactions for payment card companies
post the ¥in Lian'UnionPay logo end be capeble of accepting payment cards bearing that logo, are esch inconsistent
with Ching's national freatment obligafions under Art XVIL. This is because, contrary to Ching's mode 1 and mode 3
national freatmeant commitments, these reguirements medified the condibons of competition between EPS suppliers of
other Members and China's own Bke services and service suppler CUP to the detnment of those other EPS supphers.

3. OTHER ISSUES
=  Preliminary ruling: The Panel rejected Ching's claim that the United States’ request for the esteblishment of a panal

failed to meet the requirement in DSU Art. 6.2 to provide a brief summary of the legel basis of the complent sufficient
to present the problem clearly.

I Civira - Contain Moxsuras Afocting Booronic Payment Sorwoos

2015 EDITION
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WTO DISPUTE SETTLEMENT: ONE-PAGE SUMMARIES 1995-2014 (WTO 2015)

CHINA - RARE EARTHS!
(DS431, 432, 433)

L eammes | AGREEMENT TIMELINE OF THE DISPUTE

Urdted Stades, Establishment of Panel 2T duly 202
Complairanis fl.rnpﬂ.lnl.hm n iam Fra I Wing Circulafion e o
Repor, Marrakesh Agreament, aof Parel Repart
GATT Arts. KT and XX Circulafion of AB Report 7 August 2014

Respondent China

Adapiion 28 uguse 2004

1. MEASURE AND PRODUCT AT ISSUE

Measure at issue: Export restricions on a number of rare earths, tungsten, end molybdenum. The export restrichons
comgrised export dulies, export guotes, end certain limitetions on the enterprizes permitied to export the products.

Products at issue: Various forms of rere earths, tungsten, and molybdenum

2. SUMMARY OF KEY PANEL/AB FINDINGS

Accession Protocol (export duties)yMamakesh Agreement/GATT Art. XX [general exceptions): The Pansal
found that Ching's export dufies on rare earths, tungsten, and molybdenum were inconsistent with &= Accession
Protocol In its examinetion of this Esue and Chind's defence under Art 304, the Panel was mindful of the Appellate
Biody ruling that sbsent “cogent reasons an edjudicatory body will resolve the same legal quesbon in the same wey m
3 subsaquent cass”. The Panel concluded thef none of Ching's arguments constiuied cogent reasons for deperting
from the Appelate Body's finding in China — Rew Matenals that the obligation in Paragraph 11.3 of Ching's Accession
Protocol i= not subject to the general exceptions in Art 30X of the GATT 1294, China appealed an intermediate finding
made by the panel in reaching its conclusion that Art X0 of the GATT 1884 was not availsble to justify a breach
of Paragraph 11.3 of s Accession Protocol regerding export dufies. In upholding the penels finding, the Appellate
Body found that the Memakesh Agreement, the Mulfileieral Trade Agresments, and Chings Accession Protocol
farm a single package of rights and obiigabons that must be reed fogether However, the guestions whather thers
is an abjective link between an individual provision in Ching's Accession Protocol end existing obligetions under the
Mesrakiesh Agreement and the Mulfilateral Trede Agreements, end whether Chine may refy on an excepfion provided
far in those agreements to justify & breach of its Accession Protocal, must be answered through a thorough enalysis
of the relevant provisions on the basis of the customery rules of fresly interpretation and in Bght of the croumstances
of the dispute

GATT Art. X (guantitative restrictions)/GATT Art XX{g) (general exceptions — exhaustible natural
resource s): The Panel found that Ching's export quotas on rare earths, tungsien, and molybdenum were inconsistent
with GATT Art XI. The Panel also concluded that the export guotas were not jusfified under the exceplion in GATT
Art X X{gh which sllows 'WTO Members to implement GAT T-inconsistent measures “relating to the consarvation of
axhaustible natural resources”™. China did not appeal the panel's owerell finding, but sppeslad limited espects of the
panel's interpretation and apphcation of Art 300{g), m connection with its findings thet the export quotss &t Esue
were not meesures *relating io” the conservation of exhaustible netural resources, and were not “made effectve n
conunction with” restictions on domestic production or consumption. The Appellate Bady found that the panel rightly
con=dered that it shouwld focus on the measures’ design end structure rather than on their effects in the markefplacs,
although it was not precluded from considering merket effects. The Appellate Body further conduded that the burden
of conzervabion did not have to be evenly distrbuted, for example, betweaen foreign consumers, on the ane hend, and
domesfic producers or consumers, on the other hand.

Working Party Report (trading rights): The Panel found that China maintained restrictions {(minimwm registerad
capital, prior export experience and expart performance) on the trading rights of enterprises exparting rare earths and
malybdenum contrary fo Paragrephs 83 and B4 of Chana's Working Parfy Report The Panel found that China was
entitied to seek to jusiify these breaches pursuent to Art X X{gh Howewes, China feled to make a prma face cass
thet such requirements were justfied pursuant fo Art X2X(g) In this respect, the Panel considered that Ching's trading
rights obligations were distinct oblgations and that breachses of thesa obligetions had to be pustified separataly from
the justficetions that China had sdvanced for the mposition of export quotas in viplafion of Art X1 of the GATT 1904,

I China — Moaswvas Ralatod fo the Exporfation of Raro Earths, Tengsion and Molpbdannm

2015 EDITION
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WTO DISPUTE SETTLEMENT: ONE-PAGE SUMMARIES 1995-2014 (WTO 2015)

CHINA - AUTOS (US)!

(DS440)
L eaames AGREEMENT TIMELINE OF THE DISPUTE
GATT Art W Establishmesnt of Panel 23 Ocrober 2012
Complainart ~ Linited States S TS LRI R 2R Cincasetion
41, 53 54, 62 651,68 68 23 May 2014
A T of Panel Report
ASCM Arts. 10, TLE, 14, 1240, Circulation of AE Report M
Respandent Chirm 127 128 151, 182, a4 185
161, 223 225 Adoplicn 18 June 201 4

1. MEASURE AND PRODUCT AT ISSUE

=  Measure at isswe: Anti-dumping and countervailing duties imposed by China on cerfem automobiles from the United
Siates.

=  Product at issue: Cerizn sutomobiles from the United States with engme deplacements egual to or grester than
2500 cubic centimeafres (oL

2. SUMMARY OF KEY PANEL FINDINGS®

= ADA Art. B5AJASCM Art 1244 (evidence — confidential information): The Panal found a viclation of thase
two provisions on the ground that MOFCOM had fafled to require the petitioner to furnish adequate non- confidentisl
sumimaries of confidential informetion presented in the petition.

= ADA Art 6.9 {evidence — essential facts): The FPanal found eviolation of this provision on the ground that MOFCOM
had failed to disclose essantisl fects to US compeny respondents, spacifically the data and calculations underlying
their respective dumping masgins.

= ADA Art. 6.8 and Annex |l para. 1/ASCM Art 127 (evidence — facts available), ADA& Art. 6. ASCM Art. 12.8
(evidence — essential facts) and ADA Arts. 12.2, 122 VASCM Arts. 22.3 and 22.5 {evidence — findings and
conclusions on material isswes of fact and law): The FPanel found a violetion of ADA Art E8 and Annax || pare.
1ASCM AL 1227 because MOFCOM had resorted to facks eweiable in the calculstion of residusl duty retes without
nofifying unknown exporters subject to such duty retes of the mformation required of them and of the fact thet if they
failed to submit the required information the residual duty retes would be calculated on the basis of fects available.
Haowewar, the Fenel rejecied the United Stetes’ daims, under ADA Art 6.5 and ASCM Art 12.8, that MOFCORM
had failed fo disclose fo interested parbies the essentisl fects under considerstion thet formed the basis for its
calculefion of the residusl ADYCY duty rates, and its claims, under ADA Art 1221220 snd ASCM Art. P2 /006,
that MOFCOM had fafied to giwe public notice of the findings and conclusions reached on all issues of fact end law
considered material by MOFCOM, or all relayant informabion on matters of fact and law and reasons which had led to
the impaositon of final measures.

= ADA Art. 3AFASCM Art. 151 (injury determination — positive evidence and objective examination) and ADA
Ark. 4.1/A5CM Art. 161 {definition of domestic industry): The Fanel considered that the United States failed to
establish that MOFCOM had viclated these provisions in defining the domestic industry.

= ADA Art. 34MASCM Art 154 (injury defermination - positive evidence and objective examination).
ADA Art 3. 2FASCM Art. 15.2 (injury determination — price effects), ADA Art. 3 5/A5CM Art. 15.5 (injury

determination — causation): The Panal found that MOFCOM had failed fo base is prce effects and causation
enalyses on an objectve exammabion based on positive ewidence, inconsistently with these provisions.

| China — An¥-Dwmping and Countarvailing Dotias on Cartain Aufomabilos from tie United! Stalos
T Other issues addressed-A DA Art. 1, A5 At 10

m WTO Dispute Setiiement: One-Page Case Summaries
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WTO DISPUTE SETTLEMENT: ONE-PAGE SUMMARIES 1995-2014 (WTO 2015)

US —- COUNTERVAILING AND ANTI-DUMPING MEASURES (CHINA)"
(DS449)
| eammes | AGREEMENT | TMELNEOFTHEDISPUTE |
Establishment of Panel 17 December 2012
Caomglairani China a . irculnk
Sy Pl e 7t 201
— et DEWAe 83 Circulaficn of AR Report 7 July 2014
Adapiion 22 fuly 2074

1. MEASURES AT ISSUE

Measures at isswe: (1) Section 1 of US Public Las (FL) 112-23°, enacied on 13 Merch 20102, which provides for the
apphcefion of the countervailing dufy provisions of the US Tariff Act of 1930 to non-market economy countries and to
all coumtervaiing duties mitiated by the United Stefes on or sfter 20 Movember 2006 as well 2= fo all pending court
proceedings redating o such counterseding dufy proceedings: and () the United Stefes” faiure to inwestigete and avoid
double remedies potentially ansing from the concurrent mposibion of anfi-dumgping and countervailing dufies on the
=same imported products from China in the 28 counterysiling duty irvestigefions and reviews &2 =sue in this dispute.

2. SUMMARY OF KEY PANEL/AB FINDINGS

GATT Art. X:1 (trade regulations — prompt publication): In = finding not appesiad, the Penel found that Secton
1 of PLI12-98 was publshed promptly afier it had been made efieciive because it was pubkshed an the same date
that it wes made effective, end thus the United States did not act inconsistently with Art. X1 in respect of Section 1.

GATT Art. X:2 (trade regulations — no enforcement before publication): The Appefiate Body reversed the
Panal's finding thei, although Section 1 of PL 119-98 is 8 meesure of general applcation thet has been "enforced™
prior to its official publicabon, it fell outsde the =cope of Art. X2 because it neither effects an “adwance® in a rate of
duty an imports under an established or uniform prectice. nor mposes a "new” or "more burdensome™ requirement ar
rastriction on imports. The Appelate Body considered that, fo determine whether 8 measwre of general spplication
moreases 3 refe of dufy or imposes a new or more burdensome reguirement, the besaline of comparison i= not
the practice of the sdminsstrative agency as such, but rether the prior published measwre of general application as
nterpreted =and applied by the relewant domestic authorties. Heving reversed the Paneal's interpretation of Art X2, the
Appelate Body was not sble to complete its analysis a= to whether Sacbon 1 effected an “*sdvence” in a rate of duty
ar imposed a "new or more burdensome” requirement or restriction on imports.

GATT Art. X:-3(b) (trade lations — impk ntation of court decision by ao ies): In a finding not appealed,
the Panel found that the Uni#ed States did not act inconsistently with Art 2:3(b) in respact of Section 1 of PL 112-
98, as thet provision did not prohibit 2 Member from taking legesiative action such &= Sachon 1 that apples to cases
pending before its domestic cowts st the time such legisletion enters mio force and does not reopen already-decidad
court dedisions.

ASCM Arts. 18.3, 10, and 321 (*double remedy”): In & finding not appealed, the Panel found that, in 95 of the
26 counterveling duty iwestigations or reviews. the United States acted inconsistently with Arts. 18,3, 10 and 321
because & failed fo imvestgate end avoed double remedies potentially arising from the concurrent imposition of ant-
dumpang and countervailng duties on the seme impgoried produci=s from Chine.

3. OTHER ISSUES

I Lin
I "An
purpocses”.

DSU Art. 6.2 {requirements of panel reguest): The Appelate Body uphedd the Panels finding that the refarences
in China's panel request i ASCM Arts. 10, 19, and 32, read in the context of the nemative explanafion in the panel
request, alowed for the identification of the relewant cleims — Arts. 100 19.3, and 321 — relating to the messwe st
issue in this dispute. The Appeliate Body further found that the mention of *double remedies® n the pansl reguest
plainly connected the measure at Esue (the failure of the US authorties o vestigate and awoid double remedies)
and the legal cleims (ASCM Arts. 10, 18.3, and 321}, in & manner that presented the problem clearty.

tad Slafes — Counferraidng and Anti-Dumping Moaswes on Ceviain Froducts fom China
act 1o apply tha coumtemnalling duty provisions of the LS Tanff Act of 15310 to non-market aconomy countrias, and for othar

Case # 437 ‘Products from China’ not available.
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