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7.642 China responds that it was right to rely only on the data considered by Chairman Koplan
, since that data alone related to stainless steel wire as such.  The analysis provided by Commissioners Bragg and Devaney could not provide any useful basis for the assessment of imports trends for stainless steel wire, since they focused on another product, i.e. "stainless steel wire products, including stainless steel wire and rope".

(b) Stainless steel rod

7.643 China claims that the USITC failed to determine whether the increase in imports was recent enough, sudden enough, sharp enough and significant enough.  According to China, indeed, the USITC did not address the right question when it stated that imports showed a dramatic and rapid increase in 2000, since "rapid and dramatic" was not the vocabulary chosen by the Appellate Body.  In any event, there is a lack of explanation.

7.644 China also argues that the USITC failed to consider the rate and amount of increased imports in absolute and relative terms and the trends.
  China and the European Communities further argue that the USITC failed to consider trends in imports over the period of investigation.  According to China and the European Communities, these trends show that imports of stainless steel rod increased twice during the period of investigation (by 29.4% in 1997 and by 25% in 2000), and that each surge was followed by a decline in the following year.  Being immediately compensated the following year, these imports could not be considered as significant.
  The European Communities adds that the decline in actual import levels was already noticeable during the first half of 2001 and acknowledged by the USITC as a decline by 31.3% between interim 2000 and interim 2001 and that there is no reasoned and adequate explanation of how this just another one-year high justifies a safeguard measure and there is also no explanation with regard to the relative import increase, given that the USITC Report only shows asterisks.

7.645 The United States maintains that the USITC Report contains an adequate, reasoned and reasonable explanation of how the facts in the record support the USITC's determination that there were increased imports of stainless steel rod.  China's and the European Communities' contentions rest on the use of full-year 2001 data, which were not, and should not be, considered.  When viewed within the USITC's period of investigation, imports show a clear rising trend over the last two full years, with the largest increase – of over 25% on an absolute basis – occurring in 2000.  Moreover, even if imports followed a pattern of successive surging and receding, this could cause serious injury to the domestic industry, such as to warrant a safeguard measure.
  

7.646 China points out that since a decline in imports in interim 2001 occurred, it was a clear signal for the United States to look at the full data for 2001, in order to determine whether or not this new trend was representative.  In view of the fact that increased quantities in 1997 and 2000 had vanished by the following year, it was all the more necessary to look at data for the full year 2001.

7.647 In response to China's argument that the USITC failed to evaluate the rate and amount of increased imports, the United States points out that the USITC noted the amount of the increase in imports from the first full year to the last full year of the period of investigation; and it noted the trends during the period of investigation (some fluctuation, with a sharp increase at the end).  The Agreement on Safeguards does not require that competent authorities describe the data in certain ways.
  

7.648 The United States further argues that China misconstrues what is meant by "recent" when arguing that the USITC failed to consider the most recent period, i.e. interim 2001.  As the US – Line Pipe Panel recognized, it is not necessary that imports be increasing up to the very end of the period of investigation.  The Agreement on Safeguards also does not require a determination that the increase in imports was "recent enough, sudden enough, sharp enough and significant enough".

7.649 China finally affirms that imports decreased from 45,647 short tons in the first half of 2000, to 36,697 short tons in the second half of 2000, and finally to 31,365 short tons in the first half of 2001.  China submits that this strong and lasting recent decline was not given any consideration.
  
7.650 As regards China's argument about a decline in imports that started in 2000 and lasted until the end of the period of investigation, the United States rejects this attempt to carve up the investigation period to achieve a desired result.  Also, the Agreement on Safeguards does not specify how the period of investigation should be broken down.  In the absence of any evidence of manipulation or bias, the investigating authorities' methodology should be left undisturbed.
  

E. serious injury or threat of serious injury

1. Competent authorities' obligations under the Agreement on Safeguards in making injury determinations

7.651 Relying upon the Appellate Body decision in US – Lamb, China asserts that, in determining whether the domestic industry has suffered serious injury, that is "significant overall impairment" of its position in the industry, competent authorities must evaluate all relevant factors and conduct a substantive evaluation of the "bearing", "influence", "effect" or "impact" that the relevant factors have on the situation of [the] domestic industry.
  China and the European Communities also rely upon that decision to argue that the competent authorities' explanation must fully address the nature, and, especially, the complexities of the data, and respond to other plausible interpretations of that data.

7.652 The European Communities argues that it follows from Articles 2.1 and 4.2 of the Agreement on Safeguards, that a competent authority is under an obligation to justify its decision to impose safeguard measures.  That is, in the words of the Appellate Body, it must provide a "reasoned and adequate explanation" of its determination that the necessary pre-conditions for the application of safeguard measures have been fulfilled.

7.653 The European Communities argues that, in addition, flowing from Articles 3.1 and 4.1(c) of the Agreement on Safeguards, a competent authority must publish a report  setting out its factual findings and providing justification for  the conclusions which led to the imposition of safeguard measures.  The European Communities argues that this is also a logical consequence of the domestic investigation process set out in Article 3, which is intended to give interested parties the opportunity to make any concerns known to the competent authority.  The European Communities argues that a competent authority must also justify its decision in the light of the comments made before it during its investigation.
  In the view of the European Communities, the competent authority's report must set out the pertinent facts on the basis of which a Member imposes a safeguard measure.  Moreover, the published report cannot leave the reader guessing about how the competent authority dealt with complexities arising from the data- examination process.

2. "Significant overall impairment"

(a) CCFRS

7.654 With regard to the USITC's determination of whether there had been a "significant overall impairment in the position of the domestic industry" producing CCFRS, New Zealand argues that although the USITC referred to some factors to support its findings, it did not balance these factors in any objective way.  New Zealand questions how, when the domestic industry's share of total domestic consumption had remained stable (and increased significantly in the interim 2001 figures to 93.1% from 91% in 1996), when the domestic share of total commercial shipments had been stable (and increased from 76% in 1996 to 81.5% in interim 2001), when domestic sales had been shown to have increased by 10.9%, when domestic production had increased 8.4% and when productivity had "increased sharply" rising 13.2% there could still be a finding of "serious injury".
  New Zealand asserts that the USITC chose to disregard these factors, focussing instead on the fact that capacity utilization had decreased from 91.0% to 85.1%, the fact that operating income had fallen from 4.3% of sales to –1.4% of sales and the fact that the number of workers had declined by 4.4% and the number of hours worked had declined by 3.5%.  New Zealand argues that the USITC did not explain why these three negative factors should have outweighed the five positive factors.

7.655 Further, New Zealand argues that the USITC failed to accord appropriate weight to the significant number of factors indicating gains rather than declines in the position of the domestic industry, and it accorded disproportionate weight to the factors that indicated declines.  New Zealand asserts that the USITC frequently rejected factors that did not support a predetermined conclusion of "serious injury" and that nowhere did the USITC show how the factors it had relied upon adequately demonstrate the "very high" standard of "significant overall impairment" in the position of the industry.
  Similarly, China notes that the USITC made reference to the industry's financial problems in its report.  However, China argues that at no point did the USITC explain how the importance of this factor outweighed the other positive factors and leads to the conclusion that there is an overall impairment of the situation of the industry.

7.656 In response, the United States asserts that the USITC acknowledged that not every single factor it examined pertinent to the industry's condition was in decline.  The United States argues that there need not be a decline in each Article 4.2(a) factor for there to be a finding of serious injury.  The United States notes that the USITC specifically found, however, that improvements in certain factors "do not offset the significant declines exhibited by other indicia of the industry's condition with respect to the issue of whether the industry is suffering serious injury".  In this regard, the United States makes reference to declines, which it claims have not been disputed by any party, including significant idling of productive capacity, sharp deterioration in financial performance, and significant unemployment.

7.657 The United States also asserts that the USITC specifically discussed and acknowledged increases in capacity, production and productivity
 and examined the implications of the increases.  The USITC fulfilled its obligation under Articles 2.1 and 4.2(a) by concluding that these isolated increases did not detract from its finding of serious injury in light of all pertinent factors having a bearing on the state of the industry.

7.658 In particular, the United States argues that the USITC Report provided several reasons why increases in production and capacity were consistent with a finding of serious injury.  First, according to the United States, the USITC explained that increases from 1996 to 2000 occurred at a time when apparent domestic consumption of CCFRS was increasing.  The United States asserts that one would normally expect production and capacity to increase in a growing market.  However, according to the United States, the increase in production from 1996 to 2000 was only incrementally greater than the increase in United States apparent consumption of CCFRS during the same period.
  Second, the USITC emphasized that the increased capacity was not being utilized.  Instead, capacity utilization for the domestic industry had declined steadily from 1996 to 2000 and fell sharply between interim 2000 and interim 2001.  The United States asserts that the USITC emphasized that declines in capacity utilization were apparent in each of the particular product categories within the industry, as well as in the industry as a whole.
  In any event, the United States argues that Article 4.2(a) does not expressly mention changes in capacity as a factor that an investigating authority must consider in evaluating whether there is serious injury.  Instead, it references changes in "capacity utilization".
  Third, according to the United States, the overall picture in the industry was not one of steady expansion.  The United States asserts that, as had been found by the USITC, ten United States producers of CCFRS declared bankruptcy during the period of its investigation and several shut down and ceased production altogether.
  The United States argues that, in light of the foregoing, the USITC thoroughly explained why the positive trends with respect to capacity and production did not outweigh other negative trends concerning idling productive resources in the industry.

7.659 According to the United States, the USITC also acknowledged that productivity in the CCFRS industry increased from 1996 to 2000.  The United States asserts that the USITC considered the effect of this increase on employment levels in the industry and concluded that the increase in productivity "may have offset to some degree the declines in employment".
  The United States argues that, therefore, it is clear that the USITC considered the increase in productivity but concluded that it did not outweigh or entirely explain the declines in employment.  According to the United States, the annual trends in productivity do not correlate with the trends in employment.  Productivity for the CCFRS industry increased during every full year during the period of investigation.  This included years in which employment was relatively stable as well as those in which it declined.
  The United States argues that, moreover, increased productivity could only explain declining employment at a particular facility where production continued on an ongoing basis.  It could not explain declines in employment attributable to the shutting down of operations at production facilities.  According to the United States, the decline in employment for the CCFRS industry occurred at a time when several productive facilities closed entirely.  Thus, there were losses of employment at facilities where productivity essentially declined to zero.
  The United States also argues that increases in productivity, which would generally be expected to lead to improved financial results, did not track productivity given that the financial results of the CCFRS industry declined sharply after 1997, and the industry recorded overall operating losses in 1999, 2000, and interim 2001.

7.660 In counter-response, New Zealand asserts that a simple unreasoned assertion that improvements in the range of performance factors described in detail by the USITC itself "do not offset the significant declines exhibited by other indicia"
, can never hope to meet these requirements.

7.661 New Zealand further argues that the United States provides no substantiation for the key propositions it asserts.  New Zealand questions why it is necessarily "consistent with a finding of serious injury" that production increases from 1996 to 2000 of 8.4% "occurred at a time when apparent consumption of certain flat steel was increasing"?  According to New Zealand, an increase in production is a positive indicator in its own right, to be weighed and balanced with other factors, positive and negative, when coming to an overall determination on serious injury.  So, for that matter, is an increase in consumption, which offers strong evidence of a healthy market.  New Zealand asserts that, what is more, there is no logical or legal basis in Article 4.2(a) – and the United States offers none – for ignoring a positive industry condition indicator just because it correlates (or does not correlate) with movements in another of the listed factors.

7.662 With regard to the reasons advanced by the United States as to why the industry's increase in capacity is irrelevant and not to be taken into account as a positive factor
, New Zealand submits that none is credible.  According to New Zealand, the mere fact that this factor is not included in the Article 4.2(a) list is neither here nor there, given that the text requires an evaluation of all relevant factors, "in particular" (i.e. not limited to) those factors then listed.  Capacity increases could well be evidence of an industry in good health and therefore need to be assessed and weighed against other factors in the course of reaching an overall evaluation of serious injury.  In this connection, the United States argument that certain producers declared bankruptcy so there is no overall industry picture of expansion is belied by the USITC's own figures, which showed an increase in capacity of 15.9%.
  Nor should capacity increases be discounted just because they correlate, or do not correlate, with movements in other factors such as capacity utilization.
  Accordingly, it should be regarded as a potential positive factor in its own right.

7.663 In relation to the sharp productivity increase of 13.2%, New Zealand submits that the United States considers this can apparently be discounted because "annual trends in productivity do not correlate with the trends in employment"
 and the increase "cannot explain the financial results of the certain flat steel industry".  According to New Zealand, nothing in Article 4.2(a) suggests that a productivity increase has to correlate with employment trends
 or a certain type of financial result before it qualifies to be weighed and balanced with the whole range of negative and positive factors in making an overall assessment of serious injury.

7.664 In the context of its arguments regarding causation, the United States argues that the Agreement on Safeguards "requires not a focus on one or two selected criteria but on all of the relevant criteria bearing on the condition of the industry".
  New Zealand argues in response that the United States then fails to draw the obvious conclusions: that the USITC's serious injury analysis does not meet the relevant requirements of the Agreement on Safeguards as interpreted by the Appellate Body.  According to New Zealand, to a large extent the United States submissions comprise mere repetition of the USITC's findings and "reasoning" and fail to provide any credible defence of why what the USITC did could in fact comply with the Agreement on Safeguards provisions and the relevant Appellate Body decisions in this area.

7.665 With respect to the USITC's conclusion that there had been a "significant idling" in the domestic industry's productive facilities, New Zealand asserts that the USITC placed great weight on the decline between 1996 and 2000 but argues that the 6% overall decline in capacity utilization was dwarfed by the much more significant capacity, production, and productivity increases that occurred during the same period.  In particular, New Zealand argues that during that period, capacity increased 15.9%, production 8.2%, and productivity "sharply increased" by 13.2%.
  New Zealand argues that the USITC simply brushed these factors aside without any adequate or reasoned explanation, observing simply that "despite increases in capacity and production, there was significant idling of the domestic industry's productive facilities during the period, given the numerous bankruptcies and the shut down of some facilities, as well as decreased capacity utilization".  In making this statement, New Zealand argues that the USITC also failed to explain that the bankruptcies referred to did not necessarily equate with an idling of productive facilities; the USITC itself conceded that only "some" bankrupt companies "ceased operations altogether".
  With regard to the issue of capacity utilization, see arguments made by the United States in paragraph 7.658.

7.666 New Zealand also argues that the USITC's finding that there was "significant unemployment or underemployment in the domestic industry" was based on a reduction over the period of investigation in the number of workers and the number of hours worked.  According to New Zealand, the USITC did not consider the role of increased productivity in reducing labour requirements; nor did it consider the role of newer, less labour intensive, technology upon this indicator.  New Zealand asserts that this failure is particularly noteworthy given the USITC's recognition that the period of investigation witnessed the "first large-scale production of cold-rolled and coated steel by minimills".  New Zealand argues that the fact that the number of workers and hours worked had reduced should not be presumed to indicate injury given the labour advantages enjoyed by minimills.
 With regard to the issue of productivity, see arguments made by the United States in paragraph 7.659.

7.667 New Zealand also argues that the USITC failed to investigate the extent to which the negative effects they perceived to be affecting the domestic industry differed as between integrated producers and more modern efficient minimills, which was necessary in order to arrive at an accurate assessment of significant "overall" impairment.  According to New Zealand, while the former were utilizing increasingly obsolete production technology, the latter were taking advantage of modern technologies and increasing their market share during the period of the investigation.  The analysis thus failed to reckon with the fact that during the period of investigation the United States steel industry was an industry in transition – undergoing structural change – with modern minimill producers displacing or taking market share away from obsolete integrated plants.
  New Zealand argues that the USITC failed to investigate properly the extent to which performance differed as between integrated mills and minimills.

7.668 In response, the United States argues that under both Articles 2.1 and Article 4.2(a) of the Agreement on Safeguards, an investigating authority must determine whether "a domestic industry" is experiencing serious injury or is threatened with serious injury.  According to the United States, nothing in these provisions require an authority further to determine that each discrete segment that may exist within a particular industry is seriously injured.  Having determined that the pertinent domestic industry was the one producing CCFRS, the United States asserts that the USITC's obligation was to assess serious injury on an industry-wide basis.  This is precisely what it did.
  The United States submits that an examination of the CCFRS industry could not have encompassed only minimills, when the industry contained both minimill producers and the much larger integrated producers.  It adds that the obligation to evaluate the industry as a whole, however, does not require an investigating authority to obtain information concerning every producer, or on 100% of industry production.  The Panel in US – Lamb observed that the "as a whole" and "major proportion" clauses in Article 4.1(c) were grammatically linked and relate "to the representativeness of the data pertaining to the condition of the industry".  The United States submits that the USITC collected and used the most comprehensive data possible concerning each of the ten domestic industries on which it made an affirmative finding of serious injury or threat of serious injury.  The USITC collected questionnaire data from United States producers representing a clear majority of production in each of these industries.
  In this regard, the United States notes that based on the data concerning CCFRS minimill production
  and the data concerning total CCFRS production
, minimills account for less than 15% of total United States CCFRS production in 2000.

7.669 The United States argues in this regard that minimills were part of the domestic CCFRS industry, and the USITC found both that the CCFRS industry as a whole was seriously injured and that minimills, as well as integrated producers, had been adversely affected by the increased imports.  The USITC acknowledged that minimills had cost advantages over integrated producers, and had some effect on price levels.  It concluded, however, that the imports, not the minimills, led to the price pressure that typically drove prices downwards.
  The United States argues that numerous manifestations of serious injury to the CCFRS industry were applicable to minimill producers.  Minimill producers' prices went down and their profitability declined during the period of investigation.

7.670 The United States adds that even if a sectoral analysis of the CCFRS was required, the USITC engaged in such an analysis as well.  In particular, the United States argues that the USITC's analysis was conducted on the basis of the pertinent product categories (i.e, slab, plate, hot-rolled, cold-rolled, and galvanized) on which the producers and importers were requested to provide data.  According to the United States, the USITC found that its conclusions concerning declines in capacity utilization and financial performance were applicable for each product category as well as for the industry as a whole.
   The United States also submits that, in any event, the impact of minimills was pertinent, if at all, to the issue of causation rather than to the issue of whether the entire CCFRS industry in which minimills were responsible for a much smaller share of production than were integrated producers was incurring serious injury.

7.671 In counter-response, New Zealand observes that the USITC focuses in an unbalanced and unobjective way on the poorly performing sectors of the industry while seemingly unaware that the industry was already making the transition to efficiency and long-term viability, as evidenced by the increasingly strong performance of minimill producers.
  This fact receives no mention in the USITC serious injury analysis.  According to New Zealand, the United States mischaracterizes this observation as a claim by New Zealand that the USITC was required to undertake separate sectoral injury evaluations, whereas the Agreement on Safeguards requires an analysis of the whole industry.  In fact, New Zealand is saying the opposite – that the USITC needed to consider adequately the condition of all sectors, not just the sector that was failing, in order to carry out the industry-wide analysis which the United States accepts was required.

7.672 In conclusion, New Zealand submits that the United States has failed to rebut New Zealand's case that the USITC selectively and disproportionately accorded weight to some factors and not others.  Nor has the United States been able to demonstrate that adequate consideration was given to the condition of all sectors of the domestic industry or that the high threshold of "serious injury" has been met.  Accordingly, the United States has failed to demonstrate the existence of "serious injury" being suffered by the domestic industry as required by Articles 2.1 and 4.2(a) of the Agreement on Safeguards.  It also follows that the United States has failed to provide a reasoned and adequate explanation for its determination of "serious injury" as required by Article 3.1 of the Agreement on Safeguards.

7.673 The United States submits that because a serious injury finding must focus on an entire industry, an authority is not obliged to conduct an analysis that focuses only on one segment of an industry in isolation.  For this reason, the United States submits that the Panel must reject New Zealand's claim that the USITC gave insufficient attention to minimill producers in determining that the CCFRS industry was seriously injured.
  The United States reiterates that minimill producers accounted for less than 15% of overall United States CCFRS production in 2000.
  The USITC acted appropriately, and consistently with United States obligations under the Agreement, by basing its serious injury finding for CCFRS on data relating to the entire industry, rather than to only the 15% of the industry which was represented by minimill production.

(b) Rebar

7.674 China argues that given that most of the injury factors were positive in the case of rebar, the USITC had the obligation to explain how the negative factors outweighed the positive factors and why the overall situation of the industry was nevertheless severely impaired.  China asserts that it was not enough to merely state that positive factors reflected strong increases in United States apparent consumption.

7.675 In response, the United States argues that the USITC did exactly what China suggests it should have done.  In particular, the United States contends that the USITC explained how the negative factors outweighed the positive factors and why the overall situation of the industry was nevertheless considered to have been severely impaired.  The USITC acknowledged that "several indicators pertaining to the rebar industry, such as capacity, production, and employment, increased during the period examined".  It found, however, that these increases reflected strong increases in United States apparent consumption.
   The United States asserts, however, that United States producers' shipments did not increase commensurately with apparent consumption notwithstanding increases in the domestic industry's productive capacity.  The United States argues that, consequently, as the USITC emphasized, the domestic industry lost substantial market share during the period of investigation.  In the United States' view, relying on this consideration was clearly consistent with Article 4.2(a), which specifically references "the rate and amount of the increase in imports of the products concerned in absolute and relative terms" as a pertinent factor in evaluating serious injury.

7.676 China disagrees that the USITC has provided sufficient explanation as how the negative factors outweighed the positive factors.  China reiterates that it was not admissible to disregard all the positive factors by simply stating that they reflected strong increases in United States apparent consumption.  According to China, the United States' reply does not provide any further justification, but rather only restates what already was to be found in the USITC Report.

(c) Welded pipe

7.677 Switzerland argues that the trends of several indicators referred to by the USITC do not testify to a threat of injury that was serious enough to fulfil the criteria of the Agreement on Safeguards.  Switzerland notes in this regard that the USITC mentions that "the years 1996 to 1998 were a period of generally good health for the domestic industry producing welded tubular products".  Switzerland argues that, moreover, some of the indicators examined by the USITC were positive: the number of employees as well as the hourly wages were higher in 2000 than in 1996; the same remarks can be made in relation to United States shipments quantities, operative income and capital expenditures.
  Switzerland also notes that the USITC mentioned that two United States firms closed down during the examined period.  Switzerland argues, however, that the USITC failed to show why this fact was relevant, since the importance of these bankruptcies was not clearly explained in the USITC Report.  Moreover, according to Switzerland, bankruptcies of non-competitive firms were, in principle, considered to be normal phenomena in a market-based economy and must not necessarily be the consequence of serious injury that has been suffered by a certain industry.
  With regard to the relevance of bankruptcies, see arguments made by the United States in paragraph 7.681.

7.678 In response to Switzerland's criticism of the USITC's determination on the basis that certain factors, such as employment and United States shipment quantity, were higher in 2000 than in 1996, and that the operating income of the industry producing welded pipe products remained positive, the United States contends that this overlooks the fact that the USITC's determination was based on threat of serious injury rather than serious injury.  The USITC acknowledged that the industry's condition was not at the level of serious injury.
  However, in the United States' view, the USITC found that the industry's condition would imminently deteriorate to the level of serious injury.  In so doing, the USITC put particular emphasis on declines since 1998 in many factors, particularly production, shipments, capacity utilization, financial performance, and employment.  The United States submits that this is fully consistent with the statement of the Appellate Body that, for purposes of the Agreement on Safeguards, "data relating to the most recent past will provide competent authorities with an essential, and, usually, the most reliable, basis for a determination of a threat of serious injury".
  The United States notes that the Appellate Body has also instructed that "competent authorities cannot rely exclusively on data from the most recent past, but must assess that data in the context of the data for the entire investigative period".  The United States contends that, consistent with this instruction, the USITC did not rely solely on the fact that important indicators of industry performance had declined during the latter portion of the period of investigation.  Instead, it emphasized that, in 2000, several of these indicators were at their lowest full-year level during the period of investigation (i.e., capacity utilization, market share, operating income), or were only marginally higher than the period lows (i.e., production, employment).   The USITC thus fully explained why the declines it observed during the latter portions of the period of investigation demonstrated an imminent threat of serious injury.

3. Obligation to evaluate all relevant factors

7.679 New Zealand argues that in view of the disproportionate weight that the USITC accorded to some factors in making its serious injury determination and its failure to accord appropriate weight to others, the USITC failed to evaluate all relevant factors.

7.680 The United States asserts that the USITC evaluated each of the factors specified in Article 4.2(a).
  The United States argues that while the factors expressly articulated in Article 4.2(a) are "of an objective and quantifiable nature", the factors are not all quantifiable in the same manner.  For example, imports, sales, and production will be measured in units of output, employment will be measured in numbers of workers, profits and losses will be measured in units of currency, and capacity utilization and productivity are ratios.
  The United States argues that, consequently, when conducting its analysis under Article 4.2(a), an investigating authority cannot derive a single injury "measure" and that there is no requirement that it do so.  According to the United States, the evaluation must be based on the factors as a whole.  Moreover, the authority may find serious injury even if not every single factor it examines concerning the industry's condition is declining.  The United States contends that, instead, "it is the totality of the trends, and their interaction, which must be taken into account in a serious injury determination" and the "overall picture" of industry factors must demonstrate significant overall impairment.

7.681 The United States argues that in conducting its analysis of serious injury an authority may examine factors not expressly referenced in Article 4.2(a).  More particularly, the United States argues that an authority can and should examine additional "factors of an objective and quantifiable nature having a bearing on the industry" that it has concluded are relevant.  For several industries, the USITC evaluated additional factors it deemed to be relevant, including bankruptcies that had been declared by producers.  The United States argues that while several complainants have questioned the relevance of this factor, its significance is clear.  According to the United States, firms that declare bankruptcy but remain in operation frequently restructure their operations as part of the bankruptcy process.  Consequently, bankruptcies can indicate declines in productive facilities and employment levels.  Additionally, the United States argues that when a corporation lacks sufficient liquid assets to pay its creditors, and consequently must seek protection, restructuring, or even liquidation from the United States bankruptcy courts, this situation has obvious implications for the competitive viability of that producer.  According to the United States, a corporation will generally not make a bankruptcy filing unless its operations have been significantly impaired.  Similarly, an entire industry's viability may be in question when several producers within that industry declare bankruptcy.
  The United States also questions the contention by China that the USITC's finding that hot-rolled bar producers had gone bankrupt "is not supported by all the relevant and sufficient data".  It points in this regard to the fact that bankruptcies of United States firms are a matter of public record.  It also notes that the public USITC Report identified four hot-rolled bar producers that declared bankruptcy and indicated that three of the four had shut down all or a portion of their production operations in 2001.  The United States asserts that the accuracy of this data cannot be challenged.

7.682 China refers to the Appellate Body decision in US – Lamb.  China states that, in that case, the Appellate Body stated that:

"[…] Under Article 4.2(a), competent authorities must, as a formal matter, evaluate 'all relevant factors'.  However, that evaluation is not simply a matter of form, and the list of relevant factors to be evaluated is not a mere 'check-list'.  Under Article 4.2(a), competent authorities must conduct a substantive evaluation of 'the 'bearing ', or the  'influence '  or  'effect ' "  or "impact" that the relevant factors have on the "situation of [the] domestic industry". (Emphasis added)".

7.683 China asserts that what the United States seems to be saying is that a competent authority has no obligation to make a separate evaluation of injury for all the relevant factors.   According to China, this is not true. Moreover, China does not agree with the United States that this evaluation "must be based on the factors as a whole".  It is true that the Appellate Body stated that competent authorities must reach a determination in light of the evidence as a whole.
  However, according to China, this requirement relates only to the final determination of injury and does not prevent the competent authority from conducting, prior to this final determination, an evaluation of injury from all relevant factors.

7.684 In support, the European Communities notes that in Argentina – Footwear (EC) the Appellate Body stated that:

"Article 4.2(a) of the Agreement on Safeguards requires a demonstration that the competent authorities evaluated, at a minimum, each of the factors listed in Article 4.2(a) as well as all other factors that are relevant to the situation of the industry concerned."

7.685 The European Communities submits that this makes it clear that there must be an evaluation of each factor listed in Article 4.2(a).  The European Communities submits that the competent authority is then under an obligation to determine whether, on the basis of an evaluation of these and any other relevant factors, the domestic industry has suffered a "significant overall impairment" in the sense of Article 4.1(a).  The European Communities refers to the following excerpt from the Appellate Body's report in Argentina – Footwear (EC):

"In our view it is only when the overall position of the domestic industry is evaluated, in light of all the relevant factors having a bearing on a situation of that industry, that it can be determined whether there is 'a significant overall impairment' in the position of that industry.  Although Article 4.2(a) technically requires that certain listed factors must be evaluated, and that all other relevant factors must be evaluated, that provision does not specify what such an evaluation must demonstrate.  [….] [I]n addition to a technical examination of whether the competent authorities in a particular case have evaluated all the listed factors and any other relevant factors, we believe that it is essential for a panel to take the definition of 'serious injury' in Article 4.1(a) of the Agreement on Safeguards into account in its review of any determination of 'serious injury'."
 

7.686 New Zealand also refers to the Appellate Body decision in US – Lamb where, New Zealand says, the Appellate Body repeatedly emphasized that a competent authority must evaluate, in assessing serious injury, "all relevant factors" of an "objective and quantifiable nature" and their "bearing" on the domestic industry.  This requires a separate evaluation of each factor.

7.687 New Zealand also argues that the Panel's duty is to review whether the competent authority has, "as a formal matter", evaluated all relevant factors, and second whether it has, "as a substantive matter, provided a reasoned and adequate explanation of how the facts support their determinations".  The Appellate Body in US – Lamb found that the USITC failed this second requirement, though emphasized it was not making a factual determination as to whether or not there was a threat of serious injury.  New Zealand submits that the present case is very similar.  The USITC had as a formal matter identified a series of positive and negative factors but had as a substantive matter failed to provide a reasoned and adequate explanation of how the facts supported its serious injury determinations.  For example it did not examine and weigh these factors together.  Hence, whether or not serious injury actually existed, the USITC – to paraphrase the finding in US – Lamb – "acted inconsistently with Article 4.2(a) and Article 2.1 of the Agreement on Safeguards".

7.688 China submits that the United States seems to consider that the competent authority conducting an investigation should have discretion in determining what other factors are relevant for its injury determination and that its evaluation should be limited to these other factors alone.
  China believes that such an interpretation does not meet the requirements of the Agreement on Safeguards, as clarified by the Appellate Body.  The United States refers to the Appellate Body report in US – Wheat Gluten to assert that: "An authority can and should examine additional 'factors of an objective and quantifiable nature having a bearing on the industry' that it has concluded are relevant".  According to China, such an interpretation would restrict the obligations of the competent authority far beyond the requirements of the Agreement on Safeguards as clarified by the Appellate Body.
  In China's view, rather, it is clear that the first obligation of the competent authority is to evaluate all the relevant factors and that, therefore, the competent authorities "must undertake additional investigative steps, when the circumstances so require, in order to fulfil their obligation to evaluate all relevant factors".

7.689 In this regard, and as far as the bankruptcy factor is concerned, China asserts that the United States may not provide in its written submission an explanation regarding the relevance of this factor.  Rather, the USITC should have provided, in its report, an adequate and reasoned explanation as why it was relevant to analyse this factor in its injury determination and to what extent it was allowed to demonstrate the existence of serious injury.  According to China, the fact that the United States needs to provide such additional information in its written submission is clear evidence that the USITC failed to do so.

4. Obligation to provide reasoned and adequate explanations

7.690 China argues that, with respect to the USITC's interpretation of the investigation data on injury for all ten products that are covered by the safeguard measures, the USITC failed to provide reasoned and adequate explanations.
  Similarly, the European Communities argues that the United States is in breach of its obligations under Articles 2.1 and 4.2 of the Agreement on Safeguards because it failed to provide reasoned and adequate explanations of its determination that serious injury, or threat thereof existed.  The European Communities also asserts that it is also in violation of Articles 3.1 and 4.2(c).

7.691 In response, the United States contends that the USITC explained in some detail why there was a significant overall impairment of the state of each industry that it concluded was seriously injured.  According to the United States, these industries uniformly reported poor financial performance.  Numerous firms, and often the entire industry, showed unprofitable operations.  In several industries, producers had gone bankrupt.  For most of the pertinent industries, there were also declines in capacity and production, with closures in productive facilities.  Many also had declines in capacity utilization and employment.
  The United States also argues that for both welded pipe and stainless steel wire (the two industries on which it found threat of serious injury) the USITC provided a detailed, fact-based explanation why a significant overall impairment in the state of the industry was clearly imminent.

7.692 China disagrees that the USITC has sufficiently explained, in a reasoned and adequate manner, "why there was a significant overall impairment of the state of each industry that it concluded was seriously injured".

(b) Alternative explanations of data

7.693 On the basis of the Appellate Body decision in US – Lamb, China argues that the Panel should determine whether the explanations given in the USITC Report fully addressed the nature and, especially, the complexities of the data, and responded to the interpretations of that data by China.  In other words, if the explanations given by the USITC do not rebut China's interpretation, or if contradictions between the facts and the USITC's conclusions are not fully addressed, China asserts that the Panel must find that the explanations are not reasoned and adequate.

7.694 In response, the United States observes that China did not provide any interpretations of data to the USITC in its investigation and that Article 3.1 merely directs authorities to provide "findings and reasoned conclusions reached on all pertinent issues of fact and law";  it does not further require authorities to respond directly to all arguments raised by parties to the investigation.  The United States indicates that the USITC report nevertheless contains sufficient reasoning to respond to the criticisms of China.

(ii) CCFRS

7.695 China argues that the determination that the domestic industry of CCFRS products was suffering serious injury did not fulfil the requirements of Articles 2.1 and 4.2 of the Agreement on Safeguards.

7.696 China refers
 to the statement contained in the USITC Report that "In view of the significant idling of productive facilities, the sharp deterioration in the financial performance of the domestic industry, and significant unemployment or underemployment within the domestic industry, we find that the domestic industry producing CCFRS is seriously injured".  With regard to employment, China argues that, contrary to the conclusion reached by the USITC, although employment had decreased, this did not necessarily indicate the industry had been injured.  Indeed, productivity had increased by 13.2% between 1996 and 2000 and consumption had only increased by 7.8%.  China further argues that since the industry is capital-intensive rather than labour-intensive, it may be that unemployment was mainly due to higher productivity.

7.697 China notes that the USITC also mentioned a decline in capacity utilization with respect to CCFRS in its report.  China argues that the fact that the increase in productivity was well in excess of domestic demand must also have had some impact on capacity utilization.  China argues that, therefore, although capacity utilization declined, this does not mean that the industry was in a difficult position, especially given the fact that the domestic industry gained a larger market share of the United States market.

7.698 China also notes that the USITC made reference to the industry's financial problems in its report.  However, China argues that at no point did the USITC explain how the importance of this factor outweighed the other positive factors leading to the conclusion that there is an overall impairment of the state of the industry.

7.699 China argues that the USITC did not provide a reasoned and adequate explanation for its determination given that the USITC Report did not address the issues referred to by China nor did it explain why the industry had been seriously injured, despite the existence of the positive factors that had been raised by China.

7.700 In response, the United States asserts that the USITC acknowledged that not every single factor it examined, pertinent to the industry's condition, was in decline.  The United States argues that there need not be a decline in each Article 4.2(a) factor in order for there to be a finding of serious injury.  The United States notes that the USITC specifically found, however, that improvements in certain factors "do not offset the significant declines exhibited by other indicia of the industry's condition with respect to the issue of whether the industry is suffering serious injury".  In this regard, the United States makes reference to declines, which it claims have not been disputed by any party, including significant idling of productive capacity, sharp deterioration in financial performance and significant unemployment.

7.701 The United States also asserts that the USITC specifically discussed and acknowledged increases in capacity, production and productivity
 and examined the implications of the increases.  The USITC, it asserts, fulfilled its obligation under Articles 2.1 and 4.2(a) by concluding that these isolated increases did not detract from its finding of serious injury in light of all the pertinent factors having a bearing on the state of the industry.

7.702 In particular, the United States argues that the USITC Report provided several reasons why increases in production and capacity were consistent with a finding of serious injury.  First, according to the United States, the USITC explained that increases from 1996 to 2000 occurred at a time when apparent domestic consumption of CCFRS was increasing.  The United States asserts that one would normally expect production and capacity to increase in a growing market.  However, according to the United States, the increase in production from 1996 to 2000 was only incrementally greater than the increase in United States apparent consumption of CCFRS during the same period.
  Second, the USITC emphasized that the increased capacity was not being utilized.  Instead, capacity utilization for the domestic industry had declined steadily from 1996 to 2000 and fell sharply between interim 2000 and interim 2001.  The United States asserts that the USITC emphasized that declines in capacity utilization were apparent in each of the particular product categories within the industry, as well as in the industry as a whole.
  In any event, the United States argues that Article 4.2(a) does not expressly mention changes in capacity as a factor that an investigating authority must consider in evaluating whether there is serious injury.  Instead, it references changes in "capacity utilization".
  Third, according to the United States, the overall picture in the industry was not one of steady expansion.  The United States asserts that, as had been found by the USITC, ten United States producers of CCFRS declared bankruptcy during the period of its investigation and several shut down and ceased production altogether.
  The United States argues that, in light of the foregoing, the USITC thoroughly explained why the positive trends with respect to capacity and production did not outweigh other negative trends concerning idling productive resources in the industry.

7.703 According to the United States, the USITC also acknowledged that productivity in the CCFRS industry increased from 1996 to 2000.  The United States asserts that the USITC considered the effect of this increase on employment levels in the industry and concluded that the increase in productivity "may have offset to some degree the declines in employment".
  The United States argues that, therefore, it is clear that the USITC considered the increase in productivity but concluded that it did not outweigh or entirely explain the declines in employment.  According to the United States, the annual trends in productivity did not correlate with the trends in employment.  Productivity for the CCFRS industry increased every full year during the period of investigation.  This included years in which employment was relatively stable as well as those in which it declined.
  The United States argues that, moreover, increased productivity could only explain declining employment at a particular facility where production continued on an ongoing basis.  It could not explain declines in employment attributable to the shutting down of operations at production facilities.  According to the United States, the decline in employment for the CCFRS industry occurred at a time when several productive facilities closed down entirely.  Thus, there were losses of employment at facilities where productivity essentially declined to zero.
  The United States also argues that increases in productivity, which would generally be expected to lead to improved financial results, did not track productivity given that the financial results of the CCFRS industry declined sharply after 1997, and the industry recorded overall operating losses in 1999, 2000, and interim 2001.

7.704 Despite explanations proffered by the United States, China submits that it still considers that the USITC did not provide an adequate and reasoned explanation for its determination.  Indeed, China does not consider that the USITC has furnished sufficient explanation as to how the negative factors outweighed the other positive factors.  In China's view, a mere statement that "the improvements in these indicia do not offset the significant declines exhibited by other indicia" is an insufficient explanation.
  Furthermore, China notes that the explanations given by the United States, which are to a large extent a re-statement of the USITC Report as far as capacity, production and productivity are concerned, are largely based on end-points comparison between 1996 and 2000.  According to China, reliance on such end-points comparison is insufficient to rebut the claim by China that the USITC did not properly examine these three factors.

7.705 China argues that the USITC did not provide a reasoned and adequate explanation for its determination given that the USITC Report did not address the issues referred to by China nor did it explain why the industry had been seriously injured, despite the existence of positive factors that had been raised by China.

(iii) Hot-rolled bar

7.706 China argues that the determination that the domestic industry of hot-rolled bar was suffering serious injury did not fulfil the requirements of Articles 2.1 and 4.2 of the Agreement on Safeguards.
 China believes that the USITC did not fully address the nature and the complexity of the data.  China argues, that, moreover, the USITC Report does not contain a response to the interpretations of the data that have been put forward by China.  On this basis, China argues that the USITC failed to provide a reasoned and adequate explanation for its determination.

7.707 In response, the United States argues that there is no basis for China's assertion that the USITC did not fully address the nature and complexity of the data.  The United States submits that, on the contrary, the USITC's report fully explained both the nature of the data the USITC used in analysing serious injury to the hot-rolled bar industry and why that data supported its conclusion of serious injury.  That conclusion satisfies the obligations of Articles 2.1 and 4.2(a) of the Agreement on Safeguards.

7.708 More particularly, the United States argues that in determining that the hot-rolled bar industry was seriously injured, the USITC cited a wide variety of data indicating that the industry was in a significantly impaired condition.  It pointed to declining  production, shipments, and capacity that had occurred in the industry since 1998; three United States producers declaring bankruptcy and shutting down production in early 2001; idling productive facilities; the sharply declining financial performance of the industry since 1998 and the overall operating losses in 2000 and interim 2001; declining employment during the latter portion of the period of investigation and capital expenditures and research and development expenditures declining throughout the period of investigation.
  The United States asserts that China, ignoring these pervasive declines and the reasoning the USITC used to support its serious injury conclusion, instead chooses to direct a number of scattered criticisms concerning the USITC's analysis.  The United States argues that China's criticisms, in addition to being factually incorrect, do not demonstrate that the United States failed to comply with its obligations under Articles 2.1 and 4.2(a).

7.709 China refers to the statement contained in the USITC Report that: "In light of the poor financial performance of the hot-rolled bar industry, the declines in output and shipments, and the numerous bankruptcies and plant closures that occurred during the latter portion of the period examined, with the consequent unemployment due to these closures, we conclude that the industry is seriously injured".
  China argues that the USITC's statement as far as it concerns "declines in output and shipments" is not supported by the facts of the investigation.  Rather, in China's view, production and shipments increased between 1996 and 2000.  China acknowledges that both factors declined towards the end of the period of investigation.  However, China argues that the USITC failed to explain why these declines indicated serious injury and were not just a normal reaction to the sharp increase in these factors which had occurred at the beginning of the period of investigation.  China argues that, in any case, the USITC failed to justify why only the last years of the period of investigation were considered relevant in examining these factors.  In addition, China asserts that the USITC failed in its argument that these factors declined between interims 2000 and 2001 because the industry was injured rather than as a result of a decline in consumption.

7.710 In response, the United States argues that the fact that production and shipments for the hot-rolled bar industry were each higher in 2000 than they were in 1996 cannot be dispositive.  According to the United States, Article 4.2 does not permit an investigating authority to rely exclusively on an endpoint-to-endpoint analysis in assessing serious injury.
  The United States asserts that the USITC did not stop with an endpoint-to-endpoint analysis.  It also examined trends within the period of investigation.  The United States contends that this examination demonstrated that production, shipments, sales quantities and revenues pervasively declined over the latter portion of the period of investigation.  Moreover, shipments and sales quantities declined, and production increased only minimally from 1999 to 2000, when United States apparent consumption of hot-rolled bar increased.  Consequently, in the United States' view, this was not a situation where the rate of increase merely slowed during the period of investigation, as China appears to posit.  According to the United States, the USITC's thorough examination and explanation of trends within its period of investigation further indicates that the declines in output-related indicators were not merely functions of changes in United States apparent consumption.
  The United States also states that declines in production, shipments, and sales during the latter portion of the period of investigation were significant because, first, they were based on the most recent data available and clearly probative of current impairment in the position of the domestic industry and. secondly, they were coincident with other negative trends upon which the USITC relied – namely, the industry's deteriorating operating performance.

7.711 China disagrees with the statement by the United States that China tried to rely on an end-points comparison, as far as the analysis of production and shipments is concerned.  In its submission, China stated that: "Production and shipments rather increased between 1996 and 2000".  Rather than relying on a comparison between end-points, China emphasized that the general trend over the whole investigation period was somewhat upward, even if slight decreases could be noticed.

7.712 China also states that special attention needs to be drawn to the "numerous bankruptcies and plant closures".  Contrary to the USITC's view, China does not believe that this criterion should be used as grounds for a determination of serious injury since it was not supported by all the relevant and sufficient data.
  In this respect, China asserts that all that was known about the hot-rolled bar industry was that there were 32 domestic firms that responded to the questionnaire and which represented 70 to 78% of domestic production.  No information had been provided on the total number of firms or the size of the different firms.
  China also notes that the USITC stated that the 3 firms that declared bankruptcy in 2001 did not respond to the questionnaire.
  China asserts that the only information available was that these three firms accounted for approximately 1.5 million tons of capacity.  However, according to China, there was no information concerning the time during which such capacity was achieved, nor concerning productivity or any other criteria.  Furthermore, there was no information concerning the health of these firms during and before the period of investigation.  China argues, in addition, that there was no information as to why this factor should be considered.

7.713 With respect to the reference to bankruptcies by the USITC in making its serious injury determination, the United States argues that in conducting its analysis of serious injury an authority may examine factors not expressly referenced in Article 4.2(a).  More particularly, the United States argues that an authority can and should examine additional "factors of an objective and quantifiable nature having a bearing on the industry" that it has concluded are relevant.  For several industries, the USITC evaluated additional factors it deemed to be relevant, including bankruptcies that had been declared by producers.  The United States argues that while several complainants have questioned the relevance of this factor, its significance is clear.  According to the United States, firms that declare bankruptcy but remain in operation frequently restructure their operations as part of the bankruptcy process.  Consequently, bankruptcies can indicate declines in productive facilities and employment levels.  Additionally, the United States argues that  lacking sufficient liquid assets to pay its creditors, and consequently having to seek protection, restructuring, or even liquidation from the United States bankruptcy courts, has obvious implications for the competitive viability of a producer.  According to the United States, a corporation will generally not make a bankruptcy filing unless its operations have been significantly impaired.  Similarly, an entire industry's viability may be in question when several producers within that industry declare bankruptcy.
  The United States also questions the contention by China that the USITC's finding that hot-rolled bar producers had gone bankrupt "is not supported by all the relevant and sufficient data".  It points, in this regard, to the fact that bankruptcies of United States firms are a matter of public record.  It also notes that the public USITC Report identified four hot-rolled bar producers that declared bankruptcy and indicated that three of the four had shut down a portion or all of their production operations in 2001.  The United States asserts that the accuracy of this data cannot be challenged.

7.714 As far as bankruptcies are concerned, China does not challenge the accuracy of the data, but rather would like to underline that, due to the lack of response to the questionnaire, there is insufficient explanation as to how this criterion could be used in the assessment of whether the industry has suffered a serious injury and whether this injury can be attributed to increased imports.
  China reiterates that if some producers did not respond to the questionnaires, the information provided to the competent authority may not reflect completely, and may not be truly representative of the industry's situation.  The authority must therefore be particularly cautious when using this information.  In this case, the need for a reasoned and adequate explanation is of particular importance.

7.715 China notes that, according to the USITC, the data from the questionnaires showed a decline in employment.  However, China is of the opinion that no such decline took place and that, rather, changes in employment were a function of cycles during the period of investigation.
  China notes, in this regard, that while the USITC stated that "the lack of questionnaire responses from some producers that have shut down facilities means that the questionnaire data do not fully reflect declines in employment that occurred at the conclusion of the period examined" it went on to state that following the closing down of the three firms, which have not answered the questionnaire, 1,000 employees have lost their jobs.
  China argues that if the answers to the questionnaires did not fully reflect the situation of the industry as regards unemployment, such information was not representative of the industry and the USITC's conclusion in respect of this criterion could not have been reasoned and adequate.

7.716 China also argues that the treatment of the employment factor by the USITC was not objective.  In this regard, China points out that the USITC considered unemployment in all three firms that declared bankruptcy, although these firms did not respond to the questionnaire.  However, the USITC did not consider employment in the remaining firms which were not bankrupt and which did not answer the questionnaire either.  China argues that the examination of the employment factor was not objective, reasoned or adequate preventing the USITC from making an objective determination of the overall situation of the industry.

7.717 In response, the United States notes that, as stated in its report, because not all the bankrupt hot-rolled bar producers responded to its questionnaire, the USITC referred to public data concerning these firms in its analysis of capacity and employment trends for the hot-rolled bar industry.
  The United States also asserts that China cites no provision of the Agreement on Safeguards to justify its apparent belief that the USITC could only use information it obtained from the questionnaire responses it received in its analysis of serious injury.  The United States submits that, to the contrary, Article 3.1 of the Agreement on Safeguards requires investigating authorities to provide "public hearings or other appropriate means in which importers, exporters, and other interested parties could present evidence and their views" but that, presumably, it would not require investigating authorities to permit interested parties to submit evidence pertinent to the investigation if the investigating authorities could not consider such evidence once it were submitted.
  The United States notes that interested parties that supported the imposition of safeguards remedies for hot-rolled bar presented information concerning certain hot-rolled bar producers that did not respond to the USITC's questionnaire, including information on capacity of certain firms that had ceased operations and the number of employees affected by each shutdown.  The United States argues that parties that opposed the imposition of remedies had the opportunity to challenge the accuracy or reliability of this data.  According to the United States, none did so before the USITC and China does not do so before the Panel.  In the United States' view, the USITC found the data to be reliable and probative.  Consequently, it acted in a manner fully consistent with the Agreement on Safeguards when relying on the entirety of data in its record concerning the hot-rolled bar industry.

7.718 As far as employment is concerned, China considers that, since the USITC acknowledged that the questionnaire data did not fully reflect falls in employment, this data was not sufficiently reliable for the USITC to draw conclusions from it.  Since the data gathered by the USITC through the questionnaires was clearly incomplete, it should have considered this data very carefully and there was an increased need for an adequate and reasoned explanation as to how it was supporting the USITC's conclusion that the industry was being seriously injured.
  China also submits that the USITC should have addressed the issue of unemployment for the remaining firm that were not bankrupt.  According to China, there is no evidence indicating that the United States did so.  On this basis, China considers that the USITC did not fully address the nature and complexity of the data.

(iv) Cold-finished bar

7.719 China argues that the USITC determination that the domestic industry of cold-finished bar was suffering serious injury did not fulfil the requirements of Articles 2.1 and 4.2 of the Agreement on Safeguards.
 China believes that the USITC did not fully address the nature and the complexity of the data.  China argues, moreover, that the USITC Report does not contain a response to the interpretations of the data that have been put forward by China.  On this basis, China argues that the USITC failed to provide a reasoned and adequate explanation for its determination.

7.720 In response, the United States notes that in finding that the cold-finished bar industry was seriously injured, the USITC identified the industry's poor financial performance (such as drops in operating income, the existence of operating losses and declines in sales revenue) and loss of market share as particularly pertinent.  The United States contends that the USITC also cited declines in the industry's capacity, shipments, and production during the last three full years of its period of investigation, and its low levels of capacity utilization.
  The United States argues that the USITC objectively examined all pertinent factors and provided a reasoned explanation for its conclusion that the cold-finished bar industry was seriously injured.  The United States, therefore, satisfied its obligations under Articles 2.1 and 4.2(a) of the Agreement on Safeguards.

7.721 China notes that the concluding section on injury in respect of cold-finished bar in the USITC Report stated that: "The most pertinent indicator of the industry's condition is the poor financial performance.  The industry's financial condition improved in 1997 and 1998 from the level in 1996, but its operating performance declined sharply in 1999 and continued to be poor in 2000.  During both 1999 and 2000, the industry was only marginally profitable, with an increasing number of firms posting operating losses.  Industry financial performance continued to deteriorate in interim 2001, when the industry sustained an operating loss.  Although the cold finished-bar industry's shipments and production were higher in 2000 than in 1996, these indicators declined during the last three years of the period examined and there was significant unused capacity throughout the period.  In light of these considerations, we conclude that the cold-finished bar industry is seriously injured".
  China argues that this statement does not present an accurate picture of the situation of the industry.  With regard to production, United States shipments, capacity and capacity utilization, increases between 1996 to 1998 were significant.  China argues that, accordingly, even if production and the other factors subsequently declined in the period of investigation, levels in 2000 were significantly higher than the 1996 levels.  China also asserts that United States consumption significantly increased between 1996-2000.  China argues that, therefore, a sound interpretation of the data should be that the position of the industry was positive.

7.722 According to China, the USITC could not ignore the positive factors that it itself acknowledged, by simply stating that the financial performance was the most pertinent indicator of the industry's condition.  In any case, it is China's view that this is insufficient to explain how the negative factors outweighed the positive factors.  Indeed, there is nothing in the Agreement on Safeguards that would allow the USITC to consider one indicator more important than the others.  Furthermore, the USITC has given no explanation as to why the deterioration of the industry's financial performance was to be considered as the "most pertinent indicator of the industry's condition".

7.723 In response, the United States notes that the USITC expressly acknowledged that certain output-related factors increased from 1996 to 2000 for cold-finished bar.  The United States further contends that the analysis of serious injury is not merely a question of endpoint-to-endpoint comparisons.

7.724 China also does not agree with the USITC's interpretation that emphasis should be placed on the most recent period, given the sharp increase in most factors at the beginning of the period of investigation.  More particularly, China argues that the recent decline in factors had to be evaluated in the light of the unusual increase that had taken place just before that period.  In China's view, the recent decline in some factors only demonstrates that factors were stabilizing and that, therefore, the industry was not seriously injured.

7.725 In response, the United States argues that China has not explained what was "unusual" about the increases in shipments and production that the USITC acknowledged occurred between 1996 and 1998.  In the United States' view, these increases merely followed increases in domestic consumption.  Apparent consumption also increased from 1999 to 2000, yet the domestic industry's shipments and production declined during this period.  The United States argues that the USITC appropriately concluded that, although the United States cold-finished bar industry was able to increase its output to reflect changes in apparent consumption at the beginning of the period of investigation, it was not able to do so at the conclusion of the period.
  The United States also argues that, contrary to a submission made by China, the cold-finished bar industry's financial condition was not "stabilizing" at the conclusion of the period of investigation.  Instead, financial indicators declined sharply after 1998.  The United States asserts that the deterioration of the industry's financial performance, which the USITC explained was "[t]he most pertinent indicator of the industry's condition" was simply ignored by China.

7.726 As far as the word "unusual" is concerned, China states that it was used by China to underline the clear contradiction between the USITC's conclusion that the industry has been seriously injured and the clear positive trends shown by certain factors.  However, the point of the sentence quoted by the United States was to make clear that China disagrees with the USITC's interpretation that considerable importance should be given to the most recent period.  The state of the domestic industry should have been assessed with a view of the trends over the whole investigation period, which are clearly positive for a certain number of indicators.

(v) Rebar

7.727 China argues that the USITC failed to make a determination of injury with respect to rebar that was consistent with the requirements of Articles 2.1 and 4.2(a) of the Agreement on Safeguards.
  China believes that the USITC did not fully address the nature and the complexity of the data and that, as a result, the USITC failed to provide a reasoned and adequate explanation for its determination.

7.728 In response, the United States argues that the USITC objectively considered all the pertinent data and provided a reasoned basis in finding that the rebar industry was seriously injured.  According to the United States, that finding is consistent with Articles 2.1 and 4.2(a) of the Agreement on Safeguards.
  More particularly, the United States notes that in finding that the rebar industry was seriously injured, the USITC emphasized the industry's poor financial performance during the latter portion of the period of investigation.  Reference is made by the United States in particular to the deterioration of the industry's financial condition between 1999 and 2000: the fact that the domestic industry's capital expenditures declined during each year of the period of investigation, and the 2000 expenditures were less than half the 1996 level; and that the domestic industry's market share was considerably lower in 2000 than it was in 1996.

7.729 China notes that the USITC stated in its report that: "Although several indicators pertaining to the rebar industry, such as capacity, production, and employment, increased during the period examined, these increases reflect strong increases in United States apparent consumption.  Notwithstanding these increases, however, the rebar industry showed poor financial performance during the latter portion of the period examined.  The industry's financial condition deteriorated sharply between 1999, when it had a positive operating margin of 5.0%, and 2000, when it had a negative operating margin of 1.6%.  Additionally, the domestic industry's market share declined during the period examined and its capital expenses declined considerably. We consequently conclude that the rebar industry is seriously injured".
   China believes that this statement does not present an accurate picture of the situation of the industry.
  In particular, China argues that while the imports' share of the domestic market was greater in 2000 as compared to the level in 1996, it remained low.  Furthermore, domestic industry sales and capacity utilization increased.  China further argues that losses suffered by the industry were incurred towards the end of the period of investigation.  China points out that such losses were also suffered at the beginning of the period of investigation, which did not prevent the industry from realizing important profits three years in a row.  Thus, China posits that the losses incurred by the industry towards the end of the period of investigation were just part of a cycle.  China argues that the USITC did not make any demonstration to the contrary.

7.730 In response, the United States argues that the record did not show an industry with cyclical patterns.  Rather, it showed one that had continued and sustained increases in demand for its product throughout the period of investigation.  According to the United States, rebar producers' inability to operate profitably during a time of record demand was a clear indication of serious injury.
  The United States notes that apparent United States consumption of rebar rose by 48.1% during 1996 to 2000 and was also 2.0% higher in interim 2001 than in interim 2000.  In light of these conditions of competition, the fact that the United States rebar industry expanded capacity and employment and was able to increase its output during the period of investigation was not surprising.  The United States submits that, as the USITC observed the rebar industry was not able to benefit from increasing demand.  Its share of the United States market fell significantly (10 percentage points) from 1996 to 2000.  Moreover, notwithstanding increases in factors such as production and employment, its financial condition deteriorated sharply.  The industry had an operating loss in 2000, and was only marginally profitable during interim 2001.  The USITC also noted that the industry's capital expenses declined over the period of investigation.  The USITC properly evaluated both the industry's improvements and declines with respect to each of the Article 4.2(a) factors, and fully explained why the factors as a whole supported its conclusion of serious injury.

7.731 China submits that its claim that the losses incurred by the industry towards the end of the period of investigation are just part of a cycle was an illustration of the lack of adequate explanation provided by the USITC regarding the losses incurred by the industry with regard to only one specific part of the investigation period.

7.732 The United States submits in response that the USITC explained that it was highly pertinent that the domestic rebar industry had sharply deteriorating financial performance during the latter portion of the period of investigation, notwithstanding its increases in output.  There was no evidence in the record for finding that the domestic industry's financial performance was a reflection of a business cycle.  The record did not show an industry with cyclical patterns – it showed one that had continued and sustained increases in demand for its product throughout the period of investigation.  Rebar producers' inability to operate profitably during a time of record demand was a clear indication of serious injury.

7.733 China notes that, in its reply, the United States responds that "the USITC further explained that it was highly pertinent that the domestic rebar industry had sharply deteriorating financial performances during the latter portion of the period of investigation, notwithstanding its increases in output".  However, there is no explanation as why this would be "highly pertinent".

(vi) Welded pipe

7.734 Switzerland argues that the USITC failed to demonstrate for welded pipe products (other than OCTG), that there was a threat of "serious injury" in the sense of a "significant overall impairment in the position" of the industry, as is required by Article 4.1(a) of the Agreement on Safeguards.
  In particular, Switzerland argues that if the categorisation of welded pipe products had been done correctly, the USITC would have found that for precision tubes, there was until recently only one firm among the tubes producers in the United States that claimed to be able to produce similar products, albeit not of the same quality.  Accordingly, Switzerland argues that it fails to understand how the United States industry in the sector could face serious injury.

7.735 By way of a general response, the United States argues that, in requesting establishment of a Panel, Switzerland did not include a claim that the United States findings of serious injury or threat of serious injury were inconsistent with Articles 2.1 and 4.2 of the Agreement on Safeguards.  The United States submits, therefore, that this claim is outside the Panel's terms of reference, and there is no basis for the Panel to address it.  It goes on to state, however, that if the Panel decides to address this issue, it should find that Switzerland has failed to meet their burden of proof.

7.736 In counter-response, Switzerland submits that it did not specifically mention the requirement of serious injury or the threat thereof in its request for establishment of a Panel.  However, in its request for the establishment of a Panel, it invoked Articles 2.1 and 4.2(a) of the Agreement on Safeguards, which explicitly refer to increased imports, serious injury or threat thereof and causal link.  Switzerland, furthermore, specifically referred to increased imports and causal link.  The argument of causal link (between increased imports and serious injury or threat thereof) inherently covers the element of serious injury or threat thereof as no argument can be made regarding the causal link if the argument of injury or threat thereof is excluded.

7.737 China argues that the USITC failed to make a determination of threat of serious injury in relation to certain pipe products that was consistent with the requirements of Articles 2.1 and 4.2(a) of the Agreement on Safeguards.

7.738 In response, the United States notes that the USITC's determination on welded pipe was based on threat of serious injury.  While the USITC found that the industry producing welded pipe was not seriously injured, it characterized its overall condition as "weak".   It concluded that serious injury appeared imminent on the basis of the fact that production had declined since 1998 despite generally stable United States apparent consumption; capacity utilization had fallen sharply in 1999 and 2000; United States producers' market share had fallen sharply in 2000 and declined further in interim 2001; domestic producers' operating income was at its lowest full-year level in 2000; and employment in the industry had fallen in 1999 and 2000, and was close to the lowest level of the period of investigation in 2000.  Wages showed similar trends.  Interim 2001 employment levels were above those of 2000, but wages and the number of hours worked were not.

7.739 Switzerland does not dispute that the United States industry has suffered difficulties.  However, it argues that the USITC has not demonstrated, for the welded pipe products (other than OCTG), the threat of "serious injury" in the sense of a threat of a "significant overall impairment in the position" of the industry, as is required by Article 4.1(a) of the Agreement on Safeguards.
  In this regard, Switzerland points out that the USITC found that the domestic industry of welded pipe was facing a threat of serious injury.  The USITC came to this conclusion after having given  particular emphasis to the following declining factors since 1998: production, shipments, capacity utilization, financial performance and employment.  However, the USITC itself recognized that "during the period of investigation the domestic welded pipe capacity increased and was at its highest level in 2000.  According to Switzerland, United States capacity growth largely tracked the increase in apparent consumption of welded pipe. The recent decline in domestic production coupled with the increase in domestic capacity resulted in a significant decline in capacity utilization beginning in 1999 and continuing through 2000, and interim 2001". 

7.740 China argues that the USITC failed to explain, in a reasoned and adequate manner, why there was a threat of serious injury to the certain pipe products industry, given that the market for large diameter line pipe had begun to surge and would continue to expand in the immediate future.
  China asserts in this regard that the USITC agreed with the projections of continued growth due to rising demand for pipeline projects.  According to China, the USITC also stated that domestic production increased between 1996 and 1998 in conjunction with rising levels of aggregate apparent United States consumption.  China argues that, according to the USITC, since rising levels of consumption resulted in an increase in production, one could expect the increase in demand for line pipe to result in an increase in production, which would improve the situation of the industry.

7.741 In response, the United States argues that the USITC acknowledged in its report that there had been a recent increase in demand for large diameter line pipe and that continued growth in this market segment was likely.
  The United States notes that the USITC provided two reasons why this fact did not detract from its conclusion of threat of serious injury.  It first observed that large diameter line pipe accounted for only 20 to 30% of the entire industry producing welded pipe.
  Contrary to China's contention, the USITC was justified in concluding that it should not have been dispositive.  In support, the United States asserts that the USITC was analysing serious injury on the basis of the industry as a whole.  In making an analysis for 100% of the industry, the USITC was not compelled to conclude that increased demand in 20% of the industry outweighed the remaining 80% facing different conditions of competition. 
  Secondly, the USITC did not find the increase in demand for large diameter line pipe to be dispositive.  As the USITC noted, demand for this product had already begun to increase.  Consequently, whether the increase in demand for large diameter line pipe would affect demand in the entire industry would be apparent in the data collected in the USITC investigation.
  However, overall demand for welded pipe had not increased appreciably during the latter portion of the period of investigation.  Instead, as the USITC observed, it had remained generally stable since 1998.
  The United States argues that, although the increases in demand for large diameter line pipe observed at the conclusion of the period of investigation had been sufficient to stabilize overall United States demand for welded pipe, it had not been sufficient to prevent the declines in shipments, production and capacity utilization observed during these periods.  Although the USITC concluded that demand conditions for the imminent future would be the same as those observed during the latter portion of the period of investigation, it was nevertheless justified in finding that the unfavourable trends in output-related factors for the entire industry producing welded pipe, which it had observed during these periods would continue.

7.742 China notes that, despite the foregoing, the USITC explained that large diameter line pipe only represented a portion of the industry and that overall demand for welded pipe products remained "relatively" constant despite the recent rise in demand.  On that basis, the USITC believed that the threat of serious injury remains.
  In China's opinion, this explanation was far from sufficient.  First, China argues that it was normal that overall demand increased only slightly in interim 2001 given that demand was only starting to rise at that point.  Moreover, China argues that in order to come to the conclusion that serious injury was still imminent, the USITC had to determine the impact in the near future of this increase in demand and then determine whether it could prevent serious injury or not.
 China argues that the fact that 20‑30% of the whole category of the product in question would be affected by the increasing demand was a very important factor to be considered.  China argues that the USITC did not examine it closely enough and did not give reasoned and adequate explanations as to why injury was still imminent.

7.743 Despite arguments of the United States, China notes that the USITC did not assess to what extent the demand for line pipe, that the USITC acknowledged should still be increasing in the future, could have an impact in the on the demand for the overall welded product category.  Indeed, this might have confirmed the trend, underlined in the United States' reply, that consumption of welded pipe has been increasing since 1999.
  Accordingly, China maintains that the USITC failed to provide a reasoned and adequate explanation as to why injury was still imminent.

7.744 Switzerland notes that the USITC, in its report, stated that: "In view of the declining trends in most of the industry's performance factors beginning in 1999 and continuing through 2000 and into 2001, particularly the decline in industry production, capacity utilization, shipments, number of workers, and profitability in 2000, we find that the domestic industry is approaching a state of serious injury".
  Switzerland argues that rather than there being a threat of serious injury, the relevant United States domestic industry actually failed to adapt to the adjustment process of the steel industry world-wide.
 

7.745 In response, the United States argues that Switzerland does not explain why a more generalized discussion of the adjustment process of the steel industry world-wide is required under Article 4.2(a).  According to the United States, this topic clearly does not pertain to any factor expressly listed under Article 4.2(a) nor is the topic analogous to any factor listed under Article 4.2(a).  The United States contends that the focus in that provision is on objective, empirical factors "having a bearing on the situation" of the pertinent domestic industry.  These factors describe or indicate the state of the industry, as opposed to considerations not subject to quantification that may have an effect on the domestic industry.  The United States submits that, in contrast, an analysis of the effects of world-wide conditions of competition would appear more properly to relate to the evaluation of the causal link between increased imports and serious injury required under Article 4.2(b).  The United States argues that the USITC's consideration of all the factors expressly listed in Article 4.2(a), together with several other empirical factors relevant to evaluation of the condition of the domestic industry producing welded pipe, fully satisfies the requirements of that provision.
 

7.746 Concerning the question of the adaptation of the United States domestic industry to the adjustment process world-wide, Switzerland, on the basis of the injury factors considered by the USITC, is of the view that the United States industry of welded tubes increased its capacity to the extent that, already in 1996, the capacity exceeded the United States apparent consumption by 855,809 tons.
  Recognizing that Article 4.2(a) of the Agreement on Safeguards does not require an analysis of the adjustment process of the steel industry world-wide, Switzerland does not claim that the United States should have done so.  Switzerland submits that it deduced from the figures cited in the USITC Report and the developments in the steel industry worldwide that the United States industry must not have adapted to the situation of the steel industry world-wide, suffering from chronic overcapacity of production, the way for instance Swiss steel industry did.

7.747 As regards the indicator of capacity, Switzerland notes that United States domestic capacity increased strongly (+22%) and constantly between 1996 and 2000, whereas United States domestic demand increased to a lesser extent (+19%).  In comparison, foreign capacity increased only slightly (+3%) during the same period.  Switzerland states that during the period of investigation the share of the United States industry in global capacity rose from about 25% to nearly 29%.  With an increase in their capacity larger than the increase in United States demand, United States firms had either to gain market share in the United States, to produce for the stocks or not to use their capacity.
  Switzerland further argues that because the United States industry increased, between 1996 and 2000 its production capacity (+22%) more than the United States demand  increased (+19%), United States firms had either to gain market share in the United States, to produce for the stocks or not to use their capacity.  Switzerland submits that the decline in the factors examined by the USITC should not be a surprise, because the United States capacity of the welded pipe industry was too great and still increased while the situation of the United States industry started to deteriorate.  The argument made by the United States that the decline of capacity utilization is an indication that the industry was facing a threat of serious injury is not valid despite Article 4.2(a) of the Agreement on Safeguards because firms cannot simply assume that they can increase the capacity as they like and transform it into increased production opportunities.

7.748 Switzerland also notes that the import unit value continuously decreased (-9%) between 1996 and 2000.  Switzerland suggests that this could be explained by the fact that, abroad, investments were largely made with the objective of reducing production costs.  However, according to Switzerland, in the United States, the average sales value increased by 3% between 1996 (USD606) and 1998 (USD622), before it started decreasing.  Switzerland suggests that this could have been due to either enterprises' inadequate pricing policies or to a wrong investment policy, or to other reasons.

7.749 Switzerland also notes that the USITC Report indicates that the United States producers' shipments increased through 1999, but then fell by 9.1% in 2000 and remained stable (at slightly lower levels) in the first half of 2001.  According to the figures in the USITC Report, the United States producers' shipments increased slightly in interim 2001 compared with interim 2000.
  Thus, according to Switzerland, if the situation stabilized or even seemed to have improved recently, the threat of serious injury is not really demonstrated.

7.750 Finally, Switzerland submits that using the basis of only a one-year decline to conclude that the United States industry is in a situation of threat of serious injury is using too short a period of time.  The threat could be demonstrated almost at will.  In the present case, it is more important to take into account a longer period, because certain indicators were increasing also in the short run.  Taking, for instance, employment, the United States claims that serious injury appeared imminent because the employment in the industry fell in 1999 and 2000 and was close to the lowest level of the period of investigation in 2000.
  In reality, the number of workers was relatively stable and fluctuated just slightly during the period of investigation except in 1999 where it increased by 7%.
  It even increased in interim 2001 (1.2%) compared to interim 2000.  Industries that consider they are facing a threat of serious injury would not hire additional workforce.  In addition, the number of production workers was higher at the end (6,736 in 2000) of the period of investigation than at the beginning (6,539 in 1996).

(vii) Stainless steel wire

7.751 China argues that the determination that the domestic industry of stainless steel wire was suffering serious injury or threat of serious injury did not fulfil the requirements of Articles 2.1 and 4.2 of the Agreement on Safeguards.
  China believes that the USITC did not fully address the nature and complexity of the data.  China argues, moreover, that the USITC Report does not contain a response to the interpretations of the data that have been put forward by China.  On this basis, China argues that the USITC failed to provide a reasoned and adequate explanation for its determination.

7.752 In response, the United States argues that each of the affirmative-voting Commissioners provided a lengthy analysis of the Article 4.2(a) factors, and explained how these factors supported their affirmative conclusions.

7.753 China argues that consideration of the relevant injury factors for stainless steel wire demonstrate that there was no overall impairment of the situation of the industry.

7.754 In response, the United States notes that Chairman Koplan made an affirmative determination of threat of serious injury based on a domestic industry producing stainless steel wire.  He emphasized pervasive declines in many industry indicators between interim 2000 and interim 2001, including shipments, production, market share, productivity, employment, wages and financial performance.  The United States submits that several of the other factors were already at low levels or well below period peaks before they declined in interim 2001, such as operating income, which declined rapidly between interim 2000 and interim 2001, employment indicia and capital expenditures.  The United States notes that Commissioner Bragg based her determination on a domestic industry producing both stainless steel wire and stainless steel wire rope.  She likewise cited pervasive declines in industry performance from interim 2000 to interim 2001.  Commissioner Devaney also found that the pertinent domestic industry produced both stainless steel wire and stainless steel wire rope.  He found this industry to be seriously injured, citing inadequate profitability and declines in market share, employment, and capital expenditures.

7.755 China argues that there was no threat of serious injury  to the market for stainless steel wire.  In support, China argues that slight declines in employment, R&D and capital expenditure were not significant enough to offset the overall positive situation of the industry.  Moreover, according to China, there were no signs that competitive conditions would change in the immediate future so as to warrant the conclusion that the industry would be impaired especially given that imports' market share declined during the first five full years of the period of investigation.  China also argues that although imports consistently undersold domestic products, price movements did not clearly correlate with the underselling of imports.  Since imports had failed to injure the industry in the past, and since the condition of the industry had improved over the period of investigation, China submits that the only sound conclusion that could be reached was that that there was no threat of serious injury.

7.756 Similarly, the European Communities argues that the USITC's finding of threat of serious injury for stainless steel wire was premised on the notion that imports would continue to increase and the threat of serious injury would materialise into serious injury.  However, according to the European Communities, while the data before the USITC for interim 2001 showed a small increase in imports when compared to interim 2000, the data available before the President decided to impose safeguard measures showed that imports for full year 2001 had decreased slightly from full year 2000.  The European Communities asserts that this suggested that the trend of increase in interim 2001, on which the USITC based its determination, did not continue in the second half of 2001.  According to the European Communities, given this change in trend, the competent authority, who should have been aware of this data, was under a duty to reason its decision to impose safeguard measures based on the threat of serious injury.  The European Communities asserts that the President did no such thing and that, therefore, the measures imposed on stainless steel wire were inadequately explained and inconsistent with Article 2.1 and 4.2.

7.757 In response, the United States asserts that China's argument that affirmative threat determinations were not warranted in light of "slight" declines in indicators during the latter part of the period of investigation and the "overall positive" condition of the industry, mischaracterizes and fails to address or acknowledge the findings that Commissioners Koplan and Bragg made.  Neither Commissioner found the current condition of the industry to be positive overall.  According to the United States, Chairman Koplan emphasized the low operating margins of the industry.  Commissioner Bragg characterized industry performance as "not strong".  Both Commissioners noted significant declines between the interim periods in production, capacity utilization, market share and employment.
  Consequently, both Commissioners Koplan and Bragg evaluated the declines in industry indicators during interim 2001 in the context of the industry's lacklustre performance overall during the period of investigation as a whole.  The United States argues that, as a consequence, both their analyses and explanations of threat of serious injury with respect to domestic industries producing stainless steel wire satisfy the requirements of Articles 2.1 and 4.2(a).

7.758 China also argues that three USITC Commissioners expressed in the USITC Report that there was no serious injury or threat of serious injury in relation to stainless steel wire.  In China's view, their conclusions were also supported by explanations concerning the facts of the investigation.  China argues that, as a result, the remaining Commissioners had a duty to support their affirmative determinations with explanations that rebutted the interpretations and conclusions of the three Commissioners who voted in the negative.  China submits that the absence of such a rebuttal resulted in contradictions.  Furthermore, in China's view, there was no clear indication as to why serious injury or threat thereof was still present.  Accordingly, China argues that there is a clear lack of reasoned and adequate explanation by the USITC.
 

7.759 In response to a question from the Panel as to whether, in the event of a split vote within a competent national authority such as the USITC, there is a legal requirement to rebut the arguments of the negative determinations, the European Communities and Norway answered in the affirmative arguing that the negative or dissenting determinations constitute, or at least contain, plausible alternative explanations and the prevailing determination must therefore consider them and explain why they are not adopted or followed in the prevailing determination.
  Korea argues that since the concept of a split vote does not exist in the context of the Agreement on Safeguards, the question is whether the conditions for safeguard relief have been met.  A finding that they have been met and a finding that they have not been met in the same determination cannot be reconciled and, consequently, the conditions for imposing safeguard relief have not been met. 
  Japan, on the other hand, argues that as long as there is a legitimate affirmative determination (in other words, a majority of Commissioners voting affirmative or negative on the basis of the same like product), there is no legal requirement to rebut the arguments of Commissioners dissenting from the majority vote; nor does it matter whether a dissenting Commissioner publishes a separate dissenting opinion.

7.760 The United States answers in the negative.  It submits that there is no requirement in the Agreement on Safeguards for members of the USITC voting in the affirmative to rebut the arguments raised by other members of the USITC who voted in the negative.  As long as the official determination of the USITC includes the findings, reasoned conclusions, detailed analysis of the case and demonstration of the relevance of the factors examined as required by Articles 3 and 4 of the Agreement on Safeguards, then the determination is sufficient.  The United States argues that this conclusion does not change depending on whether or not a Member publishes separate or dissenting votes.  A determination stands on its own, regardless of whether certain decision-makers disagree with that determination.  A contrary conclusion would lead to absurd results.  It would mean, in effect, that a determination might be consistent with the Agreement on Safeguards when  the views of dissenting or concurring decision-makers are not published, but an identical determination would be inconsistent when such views are published.  Such a rule would lead Members to avoid publishing separate or dissenting votes, which would stifle a full discussion of the issues.

7.761 For China, it remains clear that the fact that the decision, by the President, that the determinations of those Commissioners who voted in the affirmative should be the determination of the USITC, is not sufficient to resolve the contradictions between the views of the various Commissioners.  In particular, China finds it surprising that the United States seems to consider the three Commissioners, members of the USITC, even if they made negative findings related to the existence of serious injury, as "persons or entities who may participate in the investigation, but are not part of the authority that has made the serious injury determination".

7.762 Furthermore, according to China, even for the Commissioners who voted in the affirmative, it is clear that, in view of the numerous positive trends in certain factors, their determination is revealing a lack of adequate and reasoned explanation.  For instance, the fact that Chairman Koplan mainly relied on interim data clearly provides insufficient justification for the findings.
  In any case, China considers that, as for the analysis on increased imports, the analysis provided by Commissioners Bragg and Devaney is of no relevance since it was based on an industry producing not stainless steel wire, but "stainless steel wire products", i.e. stainless steel wire and stainless steel wire rope.  Therefore, these analyses cannot provide any useful indications as far as the state of the industry producing stainless steel wire only is concerned, and cannot be compared with the results of the analysis provided by Chairman Koplan either.  There is a clear lack of adequate and reasoned explanation as to how the analyses of these two Commissioners can support final determinations regarding the state of the industry producing stainless steel wire.
  According to China, this is even more evident in view of the fact that there was not even agreement between the three Commissioners voting  affirmatively about the state of these different domestic industries.  Indeed, Chairman Koplan found a domestic industry producing stainless steel wire to be threatened with serious injury.
  While Commissioner Bragg found a domestic industry producing both stainless steel wire and stainless steel wire rope to be threatened with serious injury.
, At the same time, Commissioner Devaney found the same industry producing stainless steel wire and stainless steel wire rope to have been seriously injured.

7.763 China argues that, consequently, the decision by the President itself does not provide sufficient explanation as to the final determination by the USITC.  Indeed, it is not clear whether the final determination of the USITC was that the industry was suffering serious injury (opinion of Commissioner Devaney), or that serious injury was only threatened  (opinion of Commissioners Koplan and Bragg). This reveals obvious contradictions in the assessment both of the domestic industry and of the injury indicators that, in itself, sufficiently demonstrates the lack of adequate and reasoned explanation underlying the US measure on stainless steel wire.
  China states that it does not intend to contest the right of WTO Members to establish their own decision-making processes for reaching determinations in applying safeguard measures.  China merely argues that this does not excuse the United States from satisfying the requirement of providing an "adequate and reasoned explanation", in particular, from giving proper or adequate consideration to views, even minority ones, that have been expressed in the USITC Report.

(viii) Other products

7.764 The United States notes that none of the complainants have made any challenge to the USITC's determinations of serious injury to the industries producing tin mill, carbon and alloy fittings and flanges, stainless steel bar, or stainless steel rod.  The United States argues that, consequently, the complainants have not satisfied their burden of presenting a prima facie case of a violation of section 4.2(a) with respect to the findings concerning these industries.
 

7.765 In response, China disagrees with the statement by the United States that "no complainant has made any challenge to the USITC's determinations of serious injury to the industries producing tin mill, FFTJ, stainless steel bar, or stainless steel rod".  In its second written submission, China states that it did challenge the determinations of the USITC regarding serious injury for all ten products in the following terms: "China believes that for all ten products covered by the measures of safeguard, the USITC failed to provide reasoned and adequate explanations".
  In addition, for six out of ten products, China presented some possible alternative interpretations of the facts.

7.766 The European Communities asserts that the suggestion by the United States that for four product bundles the complainants had not challenged the USITC's serious injury determination is inaccurate.  While the European Communities has not entered into a discussion of the specifics of any product bundle determination, it has challenged the methodology applied in each of those determinations.  Not only has the USITC employed a methodology which fails to meet the standards of the Agreement on Safeguards, it has also failed to provide a reasoned and adequate explanation of certain findings where it has provided insufficient or no data at all.

7.767 Norway also submits that Norway did challenge the USITC's determination of serious injury to the industry producing tin mill products, in the following manner:

"For the Tin Mill Products, the USITC claims that the domestic industry is experiencing serious injury.  While Norway will not dispute before this Panel that the United States steel industry in general has suffered difficulties, the United States has not demonstrated, for the producers of inter alia Tin Mill Products, the existence of 'serious injury' in the sense of a 'significant overall impairment in the position' of the industry, that can be attributed to imports."

7.768 Norway states that it did not expand further on this issue while it was so blatantly clear that no causal link whatsoever existed between any injury that might be suffered by the United States' industry and imports.

(c) Representativeness of data

(i) Production destined for internal consumption

7.769 The European Communities argues that in analysing financial performance only on the basis of commercial shipments, i.e. production which was not destined for further internal consumption, the USITC failed to examine the industry as a whole and thus failed to arrive at an objective and reasoned determination of the existence of serious injury.
  The European Communities argues that this vitiates both the USITC's injury finding and also the causation finding given that causation is established by relating and comparing the trends between the injury indicators and increased imports.
  The European Communities further argues that such a selective examination does not permit a competent authority to establish the existence of serious injury.  By limiting its examination in such a manner, the competent authority does not determine the existence of "serious injury" as is required by Articles 2.1 and 4.2(a) of the Agreement on Safeguards and as a consequence does not provide a reasoned and adequate explanation of its findings.

7.770 In response, the United States argues that the data collected by the USITC purported to provide, and did in fact provide, information pertaining to the entire industry.
  Consequently, the USITC satisfied the obligation under Articles 4.1 and 4.2(a) of the Agreement on Safeguards to render its analysis of serious injury or threat of serious injury based on information pertaining to each domestic industry at issue.
  The United States submits that the USITC did not reduce the scope of its injury examination.
  

7.771 The United States notes in this regard that there is an important distinction between transfers for internal consumption, on the one hand, and transactions in the commercial or merchant market, on the other.  In the commercial market, a producer sells product to a purchaser in an arm's-length transaction.  By contrast, the internal transfers of an individual producer are not the result of such transactions and, thus, should not be considered "sales".  The United States submits that because product that is internally transferred is not sold, the USITC could not generate objective and consistently-derived data concerning the valuation of such transfers that could be used in financial analysis.  Consequently, the USITC's financial analysis was based on the one type of objective industry-wide data available in the record, namely that pertaining to commercial sales.  The United States further notes that the unreliability of transfer value data was a particular problem for the domestic industry producing CCFRS.  Including data on internal transfers would have resulted in double or triple counting of the same unit of production.  This is because all internal transfers of hot-rolled steel are ultimately reported as cold-rolled or corrosion-resistant steel when sold in their final processed form.  Thus, to have included in the CCFRS financial analysis data concerning both internal transfers of hot-rolled steel and commercial sales of cold-rolled or coated steel would have counted the same ton of steel twice.  The United States submits that by using commercial sales value, the USITC was able to avoid problems relating to double-counting of product.  The United States submits that, by contrast, the USITC could and did generate objective quantity-based information on internal transfers.  It used and relied on such data in its report in calculating the quantity of production, total United States shipments, and United States apparent consumption.

7.772 The European Communities submits that the claim that the USITC could not "generate objective and consistently-derived data" is not a sufficient defence.  First, there is no examination of the industry as a whole – as is clearly required by the Agreement on Safeguards.  There can be little doubt that the USITC is capable of obtaining such data at least for all productive activities of the industry – that is exactly what it did in the determination which led to the US – Hot-Rolled Steel dispute.
  The European Communities questions why this exercise is possible for an industry where 60% of production is internally consumed but not possible for industries in which considerably less production is internally consumed.  Second, even if the USITC was not in a position to gather the data which it considered necessary, the Appellate Body clearly required that an explanation be given why production for internal consumption was not examined.
  The USITC never provided such an explanation.
  The European Communities submits that, as a result, the United States has, by failing to examine performance on production for internal consumption failed both to ensure an examination of the performance of the industry as a whole and to examine, where it has examined only one part of the industry, other parts in an equivalent manner.  Therefore, all the USITC's injury determinations should be found to be inconsistent with Articles 2.1 and 4.2 of the Agreement on Safeguards.

7.773 The European Communities further argues that Article 4(1)(c) of the Agreement on Safeguards refers to "producers as a whole" and producers of a major proportion of "total domestic production" as the object of the serious injury examination.  The European Communities argues that in making the serious injury examination, a competent authority cannot distinguish per se between producers on the basis of the destination of their output.  That is, a competent authority cannot define the "domestic industry" as only those producers who sell their produce on the "free" or "merchant" market as opposed to those who produce for internal consumption of an integrated downstream processor, or captively consumed products.  In this regard, the European Communities points to the Appellate Body decision of US – Cotton Yarn.  The European Communities asserts that, when faced with a United States decision to exclude from the definition of "domestic industry" producers of cotton yarn who produced for integrated upstream processors, the Appellant Body found in that case that the term "producing" in Article 6.2 of the Agreement on Textiles and Clothing "cannot be given a different or a qualified meaning on the basis of what a domestic producer chooses to do with a product".
  The European Communities argues that while it is not alleged that the USITC has defined the domestic industry so as to exclude producers who produce only for internal consumption, the USITC has, nevertheless, in its examination of profits and losses, neglected to examine the potential relevance of an industry's production for internal consumption, and in so doing has reduced the scope of its injury examination.

7.774 The European Communities also makes reference to the Appellate Body decision made in the context of an injury determination for an anti-dumping investigation.  According to the European Communities, in US – Hot-Rolled Steel, the Appellate Body found that the definition of "domestic industry", and the use of the term in Article 3 of the Anti-Dumping Agreement, indicated that an investigating authority was not entitled to look only at "one part, sector or segment of the domestic industry".
  The European Communities also asserts that the Appellate Body found in that case that investigating authorities are not entitled to conduct their investigations in such a way that it becomes more likely that, as a result of the fact finding or evaluation process, they will determine that the domestic industry is injured.
  The European Communities asserts that in US – Hot-Rolled Steel, the Appellate Body found that where free market sales are subject to a specific examination, it is not enough that captive sales be included in the overall assessment, they must be disaggregated and a separate analysis must be carried out.
  The European Communities asserts that the same reasoning applies to a safeguards investigation.

7.775 In response, the United States asserts that it does not dispute the general proposition that Articles 4.1(a), 4.1(c), and 4.2(a) of the Agreement on Safeguards require that an authority's finding of serious injury pertain to the entire domestic industry.  It also acknowledges jurisprudence that an investigating authority cannot consider the factors referred to in Article 4.2(a) for only one segment of the industry without explaining how the factor is significant for the industry as a whole.
  The United States argues that the USITC's analysis focused on each industry as a whole consistent with United States law and the mentioned jurisprudence.  With one exception, the USITC did not engage in a segmented analysis for any of the domestic industries it examined.  In the case of the exception, the United States contends that the USITC used its analysis of the various segments to support its conclusions concerning serious injury to the industry as a whole.

7.776 With respect to the reference by the European Communities to the Appellate Body decision in US – Hot-Rolled Steel, the United States argues that, in that case, the Appellate Body addressed the consistency with the AD Agreement of a provision of US anti-dumping and countervailing duty law directing the USITC to focus primarily on merchant market sales in certain circumstances.
  The United States argues that that particular provision of US law is not applicable to safeguards investigations and was never invoked by the USITC in the present case.  The United States asserts that the portions of the USITC Report that discussed serious injury did not refer to "merchant market" or "captive consumption" segments but, rather, were computed on the basis of the entire industry.

7.777 The European Communities asserts that the United States contents itself with claiming that, because it was not possible to generate consistent data for internal production, it satisfied its obligations under the Agreement on Safeguards.  The United States defends itself legally by arguing that the report of the Appellate Body in US – Hot-Rolled Steel, which concerned the identical situation in the anti-dumping context, did not concern both a US statutory provision regulating captive production and its application, but only concerned the statutory provision.
  However, the European Communities asserts that the briefest examination of the Appellate Body's report in US – Hot-Rolled Steel shows that the Appellate Body considered that the lack of analysis of financial performance on internal consumption when an analysis had been made of commercial sales vitiated the USITC's determination irrespective of the statutory provision at issue.  This shows both that the United States' legal defence fails to deal satisfactorily with the basic thrust of the Appellate Body's decision, and that the United States' explanation that it could not derive consistent data for internal consumption is wholly inadequate.

7.778 The European Communities states that in order to better understand the import of the Appellate Body's findings, it is useful to examine the nature of the investigation which the Appellate Body was asked to consider.  The Appellate Body set out the situation as follows:

"[W]e observe that the USITC Report contains data for, firstly, the merchant market and, secondly, for the overall market. […] In particular, in its examination of market share and of each of the financial performance indicators, the USITC mentioned data pertaining to the merchant market and the overall market. However, while the USITC Report includes frequent reference to data for the merchant market, it does not contain, describe, or otherwise refer to, data for the captive market. […] According to the United States, the examination of the data for the captive market is subsumed within the examination of the domestic market as a whole, even though the merchant market is the subject of separate and express examination.

It is true [...] that the aggregate data for the industry as a whole includes data for every part of the industry. However, without further analysis to disaggregate this data, the data relating to the captive market remains unknown. Moreover, the mere fact that the aggregate data for the industry as a whole include data for every part of the industry does not overcome the fact that the USITC Report discloses no analysis of the significance of the data for the captive market. Thus, there is no explanation by the USITC of the state of the part of the domestic industry that is shielded from direct competition with imports, nor any explanation of the significance of that shielding for the domestic industry as a whole. […] Yet, in the examination provided of the merchant market, there is an explanation of the poor state of that part of the domestic industry which is not shielded from the effects of imports. 

As we have already explained, in the absence of a satisfactory explanation, Article 3.1 of the Anti-Dumping Agreement does not entitle investigating authorities to conduct an selective examination of one part of a domestic industry. Rather, where one part of an industry is the subject of separate examination, the other parts should also be examined in like manner. Here, we find that the USITC examined the merchant market, without also examining the captive market in like or comparable manner, and the USITC provided no explanation for its failure to do so."
 (footnotes omitted, emphasis in original)

7.779 The European Communities submits that, in other words, the Appellate Body found an examination of financial performance which was divided into an examination of performance on the merchant market (i.e. on commercial sales) and for all production, was inconsistent with the AD Agreement because there was no comparable focus on performance on captive consumption or no reasonable explanation why this was not necessary.  In the present case, as is undisputed, the USITC analysed the industry's financial performance only on commercial sales, and not for all productive activities nor specifically for internal consumption.
  According to the European Communities, the United States seeks to deny that US – Hot-Rolled Steel is relevant.  The European Communities submits that, evidently it is relevant – it sets out a principle that the United States has failed to respect.  Indeed, the United States has acted inconsistently with its obligations in two senses – it has failed to examine all activities of the industry, and by examining only one part it has failed to examine all parts equally or explain why this was not necessary.

7.780 The European Communities argues that where captive activities are excluded from the analysis, a competent authority will not have made an objective assessment nor provided a reasoned and adequate explanation of its conclusions.  Moreover, such an incomplete analysis will bring into question the objectivity and representativeness of the competent authority's investigation under Article 4.2.
  The European Communities argues that this, in turn, takes away the basis for concluding that there is serious injury suffered by the domestic industry.
  It states that this is confirmed by Article 4.2(a) of the Agreement on Safeguards, which contains a non-exhaustive list of injury indicators which an investigating authority must examine.
  It argues that the scope of the provision is not qualified by reference to the use made of the products in question.  Consequently, according to the European Communities, a competent authority must examine the state of all the productive activities of the domestic industry.  A competent authority cannot simply examine "profit and losses" made on non-internally consumed production and conclude that there is sufficient evidence of significant overall impairment  in the position of a domestic industry.
  In this regard, the European Communities points out that an integrated producer may forego profits on upstream input products in order to maximise profit-taking on sales of more valuable downstream finished and highly specialised products and may simply sell surplus production of the input product. Therefore, an analysis of whether losses are made on sales of the upstream input product will only provide an incomplete picture of the state of such an industry.

7.781 The European Communities further argues that the USITC's examination is not objective, because it does not examine all areas of activities, including those in which the domestic industry may be performing well.  "Serious injury" is defined in Article 4.1(a) as a "significant overall impairment in the position of a domestic industry".  Article 4.2(a) requires an evaluation of "all relevant factors" "having a bearing on the situation" of the industry.  The performance of an industry with respect to production for internal consumption must be a factor which may have a bearing on that industry and which therefore must be evaluated and cannot be ignored.  The European Communities argues that consequently, the United States has not evaluated all relevant factors, and has not, therefore, undertaken a proper serious injury examination.  The total absence of any information on its treatment of production for internal consumption also raises serious questions as to how costs were allocated between production for commercial sale and that for internal consumption.  If costs were disproportionately allocated to commercial sales, this would evidently decrease the profitability of such sales.  Since the United States admits that it did not ensure consistent treatment of internal transfers (and therefore that profits and losses were not artificially shifted between products), it has failed to conduct a proper investigation.
  The European Communities argues that this methodological flaw applies to all of the products concerned.  For each product, at least some of the production is internally consumed and financial performance on these products was, therefore, not analysed.  Consequently, all findings are not based on an assessment of the situation of the domestic industry as a whole.
 

7.782 In response, the United States contends that the information concerning operating performance and profit margins included in the USITC's report was intended to represent the performance of each industry as a whole, not merely a particular segment of that industry.
  The United States acknowledges that the data on operating income that appeared in the USITC Report were based on the value of commercial sales.  However, the United States explains that there were several reasons why the USITC used this measure.  First, the USITC obtained financial performance data principally through the questionnaires it issued.  According to the United States, by requesting that producers, for purposes of providing financial information, limited their reporting to revenues actually received for commercial sales, and costs relating to those sales, the USITC assured that the financial data it received would be computed on a basis that was both consistent among different producers for each particular product on which it collected data and consistent for a particular producer across several products it produced.  Therefore, according to the United States, the USITC assured that the financial data it received was "objective" and consistent with United States generally accepted accounting principles.
  In contrast, presenting financial data based on many different schemes for computing transfer values for internal transfers of product could have seriously compromised the objectivity of the data reported.
  The United States argues that, moreover, had the USITC instructed the producers to attempt to determine values for internal transfers of product, this presumably would have required producers to construct transfer values on the basis of commercial sales values.  Therefore, there would have been no difference or only minimal difference between those constructed transfer values and the reported concerning merchant sales values, particularly for the numerous domestic industries where internal transfers constituted a very small percentage of overall production.
 

7.783 The European Communities submits that, inevitably, if data for commercial sales is all that is analysed, questions arise as to how costs are allocated between production for internal consumption and production for commercial sales.  An improper analysis of costs would undermine both the analysis of serious injury and the analysis of causation.  This issue has already exercised the panel and Appellate Body in US – Wheat Gluten.
  In that dispute, similarly to the instant dispute, three products, one of which was wheat gluten, were produced from the same raw material on the same production line. Indeed, in the present dispute, the product is in fact the same (stainless steel rod for internal consumption is identical to stainless steel rod for commercial sale), only the immediate use is different – either commercial sale or internal consumption.  In US – Wheat Gluten the European Communities raised a concern as to how the allocation of profits between the different products was carried out.  The Appellate Body reversed the panel's finding that the USITC had provided a reasoned and adequate explanation of the allocation methodologies applied to allocate profit among the three different products, because the panel relied on statements made by the United States which were not contained in the USITC Report.
 

7.784 The European Communities states that, in the present case, the European Communities asked the United States to identify where in the USITC Report it had explained how it ensured that allocations of costs to commercial sales were consistent and objective.  In its response to this question, the United States explained that USITC staff checked data reported by US producers against audited annual financial statements, referring to page 7 of the overview of the USITC Report.
  The USITC explained in page 7 of its overview, after describing how it distributed questionnaires:

"[A] careful review of the data submitted by questionnaire respondents was undertaken by the Commission staff. Certain basic analytical procedures were conducted on data in questionnaires from all sources, including US producers, foreign producers, US purchasers, and US importers. Each firm's unit values for major items such as shipments, prices, sales values, and costs were scrutinized and compared to public source data and to the aggregate unit values for all firms. Comments regarding discrepancies from all parties in the investigation were considered and material problems with data submissions were resolved. 

Additional procedures and reviews focused on US producer companies. Their reported data on sales, operating income, and capacity were reconciled with each firm's financial statements to the fullest extent possible, and reported sales values were compared with reported commercial sales values. A limited-scope verification was also conducted on one of the largest US steel producers, Nucor Corp., wherein its questionnaire data were reconciled with its corporate records."

7.785 According to the European Communities, on its face, the USITC Report does not explain how the USITC ensured the correct allocation of costs.  Indeed, the latter paragraph on domestic producers does not refer to costs at all.  There is no explanation of how the USITC ensured that the allocation of costs was consistent across different companies.  Reconciling data with annual financial accounts for a company as a whole, based on income generated on all the products sold by the company, takes for granted certain allocations of operating income and hence costs, which may be done by different companies on a different basis.  Moreover, according to the European Communities, there is no explanation whatsoever as to how the USITC verified the accuracy of any data for interim 2001 since the data for these periods could not logically be checked against annual audited accounts.  Nor can it be determined how the USITC verified the accuracy of the data for interim 2000 because no explanation is provided of how the respondents allocated data within the year 2000.

7.786 The European Communities notes that, in US – Wheat Gluten, the USITC had explicitly discussed the issue of allocation of profits.  The USITC concluded:

"Based on a careful review of the allocation methodologies used by domestic wheat gluten producers in responding to the Commission's questionnaire, we find those allocations to be appropriate."

7.787 According to the European Communities, the Appellate Body concluded that this statement did not provide a reasoned and adequate explanation of the USITC's treatment of the allocation of profits.  It found the panel's determination that the above-quoted statement did constitute a reasoned and adequate explanation on the basis of information provided during the panel proceedings to be inconsistent with the standard of review the panel was required to apply, and consequently reversed the Panel's findings.

7.788 The European Communities asserts that in the present case, the USITC did not even discuss the allocation methodologies applied, did not explain whether it considered the allocation methodologies were consistent between different producers and did not even claim that the allocations were "appropriate".  In the light of the Appellate Body's examination of this similar issue in US – Wheat Gluten, the European Communities requests that the Panel find that the USITC failed to provide a reasoned and adequate explanation of how it ensured that costs were properly allocated between production for commercial sale and for internal consumption.

7.789 In response, the United States submits that to the extent that there are "serious questions as to how costs were allocated between production for commercial sale and that for internal transfer", as the European Communities asserts
, it has fully responded to them and allayed any possible concerns about the USITC's cost allocation methodology.  The United States reiterates that USITC accounting staff reconciled the financial data United States producers reported in their questionnaire responses with those producers' audited financial statements to ensure that cost data in its report were allocated to commercial sales in a manner consistent with United States generally accepted accounting principles.  Indeed, because the audited financial statements contain information about commercial sales only, and do not encompass internal transfers, the USITC could not have performed an analogous reconciliation process had it attempted to use data concerning such transfers for its financial analysis.
  The United States submits that the nature of the reconciliation process ensured that the financial data on which the USITC relied were objective.  By contrast, a financial analysis based on data relating to internal transfers, as the European Communities advocates, would have raised many difficulties with respect to double counting of product, particularly with respect to the CCFRS like product.

7.790 The European Communities states that it is not in a position to assess the effect in this particular case of the fact that internal consumption has not been taken into account.  It submits that it is not for the European Communities, which does not have access to the same information which the United States authorities had, or should have had, to establish what would have been the difference in this case had captive consumption been properly considered.  However, the European Communities considers that it has made a prima facie case that the methodology used by the United States does not permit an evaluation of the existence of serious injury consistent with the Agreement on Safeguards.  It is not in a position to apply the correct methodology, and consequently determine the difference a proper examination would have made to the serious injury determination.  Needless to say, while the USITC neglected to examine profits and losses on internal consumption for all product bundles, for those product bundles with substantial proportion of internal consumption the effect of this exclusion may well be significant.
  In any event, the United States was obliged to explain why it did not examine such production, even where only a small proportion of production was internally consumed, and why only examining the free market sales still allowed, in its view, to have a reliable basis for a WTO consistent serious injury determination.  Such a conclusion must be demonstrated by the competent authorities in their report and not ex post facto before the Panel.

7.791 The United States submits that the European Communities has failed to establish that there is some objective manner of measuring financial "performance" with respect to what is not an arm's-length commercial transaction, but merely a single producer's internal transfer.  The United States further argues that the European Communities has failed to rebut statements made by the United States about the lack of objective data pertaining to financial performance concerning internal transfers.

7.792 The European Communities concludes that it is clear that the USITC has, by failing to examine performance on production for internal consumption, failed both to ensure an examination of the performance of the industry as a whole and to examine, where it has examined only a segment, other segments in an equivalent manner.  The European Communities submits, therefore, that the USITC's findings are not reasoned and adequate and should not be upheld.  In addition, the USITC failed to explain, in a reasoned and adequate manner, how it ensured that the allocation of costs between production for commercial sales and internal consumption was verified and ensured to be consistent across the various producers which responded.  As a result of these two failings, the USITC's injury determination is inconsistent with Articles 2.1, 4.2(a), 3.1 and 4.2(c) of the Agreement on Safeguards.

(ii) Confidential information

7.793 The European Communities argues that, despite the numerous injunctions of the Appellate Body, the USITC failed to provide a reasoned and adequate explanation of the basis for its findings because it did not provide substantial data elements.
  More particularly, the European Communities argues that the findings in the USITC Report fail to provide a reasoned and adequate explanation of the determination because it kept confidential, or fails to provide, significant swathes of information which were necessary to properly assess the correctness of the USITC's findings with respect to the existence of serious injury and that this also affected the determination of the existence of a causal link.
  The European Communities argues that this failing is particularly relevant with respect to the product groups of CCFRS, stainless steel rod, stainless steel wire and stainless steel bar.
  The European Communities argues that this vitiates both the USITC's injury finding and the causation finding given that causation is established by relating and comparing the trends between the injury indicators and increased imports.

7.794 With regard to CCFRS, the European Communities argues that the overall tables for flat products, that is, the tables in which the USITC had aggregated slab, plate, hot-rolled, cold-rolled, coated, grain oriented electrical steel and tin mill were regarded as confidential by the USITC.
  With respect to stainless steel rod, the USITC did not provide any data with respect to "trade and employment" (i.e. capacity, production, shipments, inventories and employment), "financial indicators" (i.e. results of operations) and price comparisons.  Similarly, with regard to stainless steel bar and stainless steel wire, no data was provided on the financial performance of the industry.  The European Communities argues that none of these determinations are, therefore, consistent with Articles 4.2(a) and 4.2(b) of the Agreement on Safeguards.
  The European Communities also argues that no or only partial data was provided with respect to undercutting or underselling for slabs; coated; cold-finished bar; certain pipe products; carbon and alloy fittings and flanges; stainless steel bar; and stainless steel rod.

7.795 According to the United States, other than to make a general claim that the United States acted inconsistently with its obligations by not publishing the confidential data, the European Communities does not ask for the tables either in their confidential form or in an indexed form.  Nor does the European Communities assert that any of the redacted information is necessary or appropriate to the Panel's evaluation of its claims, or ask the Panel to invoke Article 13.1 of the DSU.
  The United States notes that the European Communities in particular claims that the USITC violated Article 3.1 by failing to publish certain "aggregated data" regarding domestic flat-rolled steel producers.
  In this regard, the United States points out that in its report, the USITC published data regarding the "results of operations of US producers", and "U.S. producers' capacity, production, shipments, inventories, and employment" for each flat-rolled product (i.e., slabs, plate, hot-rolled, cold-rolled, coated, and tin) except GOES.   The reason data were not published for GOES was that, because there are only two domestic producers, such publication might reveal confidential company-specific information.  The USITC could not publish aggregate flat-rolled data because to do so would enable readers to determine GOES information simply by subtracting data for each of the other flat-products.

7.796 The United States argues that the assertion by the European Communities that the USITC should, at the very least, have published "aggregated data" to maintain confidentiality, while complying with the publication requirements of Article 3.1, was rejected by the US – Wheat Gluten panel.
  The United States submits that the panel in US – Wheat Gluten concluded that in view of:

"[T]he fundamental importance of maintaining the confidentiality of sensitive business information in order to ensure the effectiveness of domestic safeguards investigations; the discretion implied in Article 3.2 SA for the investigating authorities to determine whether or not "cause" has been shown for information to be treated as "confidential"; and the specific and mandatory prohibition in that provision against disclosure by them of such information without permission of the party submitting it, we cannot find that the United States has violated its obligations under Articles 2.1 and 4 SA, nor specifically under Article 4.2(c), by not disclosing, in the published report of the USITC, information qualifying under the USITC policy as information 'which is by nature confidential or which is provided on a confidential basis,' including aggregate data."

7.797 The United States continues by stating that most recently, the Panel in US – Line Pipe confirmed that the publication requirements of Article 3.1 must be construed so as not to impair the confidentiality requirements of Article 3.2.  In particular, the panel stated that:

"In respect of Korea's claim that a failure to include relevant confidential information in a published determination constitutes a violation of Articles 3.1 and 4.2(c), we note that the panel in US – Wheat Gluten found that the requirement in Article 4.2(c) to publish a 'detailed analysis of the case under investigation' and 'demonstration of the relevance of the factors examined' cannot entail the publication of 'information which is by nature confidential or which is provided on a confidential basis' within the meaning of Article 3.2."

7.798 According to the United States, there is no reason why the Panel should not to be guided by the US – Wheat Gluten Panel's finding in respect of the European Communities' Article 4.2(c) claim.  Similarly, and given the express reference in Article 4.2(c) to Article 3, the United States notes that it fails to see how the Article 3.1 (last sentence) requirement to "publish a report setting forth their findings and reasoned conclusions reached on all pertinent issues of fact and law" could entail the publication of "information which is by nature confidential or which is provided on a confidential basis" within the meaning of Article 3.2.  The United States submits that, accordingly, it encourages the Panel to reject the European Communities' claim that failure to include relevant confidential information in a published determination is per se a violation of Articles 3.1 and 4.2(c).  In the view of the United States, there was, therefore, no requirement that the United States publish confidential information, even in an "aggregated" format.

7.799 The European Communities argues that Article 11 of the DSU directs panels to, inter alia, make an objective assessment of the facts.  The European Communities also relies upon the Appellate Body decision in US – Wheat Gluten where, according to the European Communities, the Appellate Body found that the Panel had failed in its duty under Article 11 when, in evaluating the soundness of the USITC's analysis, it relied upon explanations furnished by the United States during the cause of proceedings which were not present in the USITC's Report.  On the basis of that decision, the European Communities argues that a Member applying a safeguard measure must provide all data and explanations sufficient to justify the measure in the report it is required to provide.  According to the European Communities, this does not oblige a Member to divulge data which are confidential, release of which would harm individual enterprises.  However, according to the European Communities, it does require that the Member provide aggregate data in which the data on individual enterprises are not identifiable, or provide indexed data which illustrates the trends in the data.  The European Communities submits that such a requirement is, in some senses, the concomitant obligation to that imposed on individual enterprises to provide a non-confidential summary of the data, set out in Article 3.2.

7.800 The European Communities argues that data may legitimately be kept confidential where only one company has provided a competent authority with the data which has been used to justify a safeguard measure.  In this respect, the European Communities notes that Article 4.1(c) of the Agreement on Safeguards defines the "domestic industry" as "producers as a whole", or "those whose collective output of the like or directly competitive product constitutes a major proportion of total domestic production".  The European Communities argues that given that serious injury must be shown, at the very least, to a "major proportion" of production, it must be questioned whether the data can be considered to prove that a "major proportion" of the domestic industry has suffered serious injury if only one producer provides data.

7.801 The European Communities argues that while it is understood that the USITC was under certain confidentiality obligations under domestic law, this does not excuse the United States from its WTO obligations to provide an adequate and reasoned explanation of its factual findings and the legal conclusions drawn therefrom.  In the European Communities' view, where two or more companies had provided data, the aggregated data would have been sufficient to ensure that confidential company-specific information would not come into the public domain.  It argues, further, that even where data had been provided by only one company, such data could have been indexed in a manner which would be sufficient to demonstrate, in a reasoned and adequate manner, that the safeguard action taken was justifiable.

7.802 The United States notes that the European Communities is the only complainant in this proceeding to raise a claim concerning confidential information.  The United States asserts that, therefore, all other complainants found the public USITC Report either to be adequate in this regard, or, at least, not a subject to be addressed by them in this dispute.

7.803 The United States notes that the European Communities acknowledges that the United States has certain confidentiality obligations under domestic law and does not ask the United States to violate those obligations or for the United States to provide the confidential versions of the relevant data tables.  The United States notes that, indeed, the protections afforded to confidential information under United States law are consistent with similar protections accorded by Article 3.2 of the Agreement on Safeguards.
  The United States also notes that the European Communities claims that the United States "could have" indexed such information in its report, but it apparently now does not seek indexed information either.  The European Communities states that it is too late for the United States "to cure its insufficient report by providing now the information".
  In response, the United States argues that whether the United States "could have" developed a non-confidential summary of the confidential data does not translate into a requirement that it must have done so.  The Agreement on Safeguards does not require that a Member publish indexed information or other public summaries as parts of its report, and the European Communities cites no provision in the Agreement or panel or Appellate Body findings in support of its inference that it does.  Under Article 3.1 of the Agreement, it is sufficient that "competent authorities shall publish a report setting forth their findings and reasoned conclusions reached on all pertinent issues of fact and law".

7.804 The United States notes that the USITC published two versions of its report, a confidential version and a public version.  The confidential version was sent to the President and to authorized persons under the USITC's administrative protective order (including attorneys representing most of the major EU steel producers).   A redacted version was made available to the general public.  Nothing in Articles 3.1 and 4.2(c) of the Agreement on Safeguards requires the competent authorities to publish, in a public report, the confidential information that supports their findings and conclusions.  Indeed, paragraph 2 of Article 3, the second paragraph of the very same article that requires the competent authorities to publish a report, acknowledges that the competent authorities are likely to have received confidential information in the course of their investigation, and very unambiguously states that "Such information shall not be disclosed without permission of the party submitting it".

7.805 The United States also asserts that it is not only domestic law which precludes the Commission from disclosing confidential information.  Article 3.2 of the Agreement on Safeguards itself requires that such confidentiality be maintained.  The United States refers to the panel in US – Wheat Gluten which found that:

"Article 3.2 SA places an obligation upon domestic investigating authorities not to disclose –  including in their published report setting forth their findings and reasoned conclusions reached on all pertinent issues of fact and law and demonstrating the relevance of the factors examined –  information which is "by nature confidential or which is provided on a confidential basis" without permission of the party submitting it."

7.806 According to the United States, given that the very terms of Article 4.2(c) expressly incorporate the provisions of Article 3, and given the specific and mandatory language of Article 3.2 dealing with the required treatment of information that is by nature confidential or is submitted on a confidential basis, the requirement in Article 4.2(c) to publish a "detailed analysis of the case under investigation" and "demonstration of the relevance of the factors examined" cannot entail the required publication of "information which is by nature confidential or which is provided on a confidential basis" within the meaning of Article 3.2 of the Agreement on Safeguards.

7.807 The European Communities argues in counter-response that the USITC, as an investigating authority, was obliged to treat some of the information it received as confidential.  This meant that those data could not be disclosed in its public report.  The European Communities does not dispute that the United States may refuse to provide specific data when confidential treatment is warranted.  However, that the United States may withhold specific data does not excuse it from its obligation to provide a reasoned and adequate explanation.  Without such a reasoned and adequate explanation, the Panel cannot make an objective assessment of the matter before it and, with interested WTO Members, cannot ensure that the conditions necessary for the application of safeguard measures have been satisfied.

7.808 The European Communities further argues that much of the United States' argumentation on this issue has been that it is not required to disclose confidential data.
  According to the European Communities, this is besides the point.  The European Communities has argued that the USITC was under an obligation to provide a reasoned and adequate explanation, and that this could be done in the form of the provision of, for example, indexed data, or aggregated data. The United States rejected this, arguing that:

"[W]hether the United States "could have" developed a non-confidential summary of the confidential data does not translate into a requirement that it must have done so."

7.809 According to the European Communities
, in so doing, it appeared to deny the obligation to provide a reasoned and adequate explanation of its findings. However, in response to a question from the Panel as to the relationship between the possibility to protect confidential information and the obligation to provide a reasoned and adequate explanation the United States opined:

"When an investigation involves substantial amounts of confidential information, there are several means by which the authority can satisfy both its Article 3.1 obligation to provide findings and reasoned conclusions, and its Article 3.2 obligation not to disclose confidential information."

7.810 The European Communities states that while it would not formulate the applicable law in quite the same manner, the European Communities does welcome the fact that the United States agrees that the claimed right not to disclose confidential information coexists with the obligation to provide a reasoned and adequate explanation to meet the "serious injury" test in Article 4 of the Agreement on Safeguards.  The issue then becomes what is required of an investigating authority in the light of the obligation to provide a reasoned and adequate explanation with respect to data that is entitled to confidential treatment ?

7.811 The European Communities notes that in an effort to settle this dispute, the European Communities requested the United States to provide information that had been withheld in the public version of the USITC Report.  The European Communities states that the United States never responded to that request.  It further argues that the United States cannot attempt to cure its insufficient report by now providing the information which, in order to respect Articles 2.1, 4.2, and 3.1 of the Agreement on Safeguards, should have appeared in the report.

7.812 In response, the United States asserts that after meeting with the European Communities representatives, USTR informally asked the USITC to review the public version of its report to determine whether any of the redacted data in the tables was improperly designated as confidential and should be disclosed.  The USITC found that none of the data had been improperly designated as confidential.  Accordingly, there was nothing for the United States to report.  The United States comments that the Panel should be aware that the USITC Report contained nearly 400 tables, the overwhelming percentage of which were made available in their entirety in the public version of the USITC Report.  According to the United States, the European Communities is taking issue with data redacted from only 14 of those tables.

7.813 In response to a question posed by the Panel, the United States argues that it does not believe that the Article 3.1 requirement to provide a reasoned and adequate explanation and the Article 3.2 requirement to protect confidential information are in conflict.  An authority's obligation to protect confidential information under Article 3.2 is not conditioned in any way.  The first sentence of Article 3.2 states that confidential information "shall, upon cause being shown, be treated as such by competent authorities".  Article 3.2 does not state that the authority may release such information if it is particularly central to its decision, or if its disclosure would aid in understanding the reasons for its findings and conclusions.  Instead, the authority's obligation not to disclose confidential information is absolute.  The United States argues that, consequently, the findings and reasoned conclusions that an authority provides under Article 3.1 must be findings and conclusions that do not disclose confidential information.  Indeed, because maintaining confidentiality is an obligation, a Panel cannot take an adverse inference against a Member because the Member's competent authority did not disclose confidential information.  Instead, the Panel must judge the adequacy of the authority's explanation on the basis of the information the authority could properly disclose.

7.814 The United States also argues that when an investigation involves substantial amounts of confidential information, there are several means by which the authority can satisfy both its Article 3.1 obligation to provide findings and reasoned conclusions and its Article 3.2 obligation not to disclose confidential information.  One is to provide a non-confidential narrative discussion of the confidential information.  The United States submits that this is an approach the USITC repeatedly took in its report.  For example, in the discussion of price declines for cold-finished bar, the USITC had to redact certain numbers quantifying price declines that appear on page 105 of its report.  Instead, it characterized the declines as "dramatic".  Consequently, the nature of its discussion is clearly discernible.  Even for stainless steel rod, where virtually all data concerning the domestic industry was confidential, the USITC still was able to discuss trends in the industry data in general, but descriptive, terms that enable the Panel to discern the reasons for the USITC's conclusions.  In this manner the USITC provided findings and conclusions that did not disclose confidential information.

7.815 In response, the European Communities states that the question is not whether the trend is "discernible" as a result of the use of the word dramatic.  The issue is whether, in the words of the Appellate Body, a competent authority has provided a "reasoned and adequate explanation of how the facts support its determination".
 The use of the word "dramatic" says nothing about whether the facts support the determination that the price decline was "dramatic".  The European Communities states that it is not suggesting that the United States disclose information which is confidential. Indexing pricing developments would be one way of allowing a Panel to determine whether a decline in prices was in fact "dramatic".  Indeed, quoting the finding for which the United States considers that the use of the word "dramatic" is sufficient illustrates that the notion of the "non-confidential narrative discussion" of confidential information does not permit a competent authority to provide a reasoned and adequate explanation of its findings:

"[A]verage unit values of the imports trended downward from 1996 to 1998, and the decline accelerated in 1999. [...] Additional evidence that import prices declined dramatically in 1999 is provided by data for one-inch round C12L14, the cold-finished bar product for which the Commission obtained significant pricing data concerning imports. Between the fourth quarter of 1998 and the first quarter of 1999, import prices for this product declined by *** percent. They fell an addition *** percent between the first and second quarters of 1999, the largest quarterly decline to that point in the period examined."

7.816 According to the European Communities, there is no indication of how the facts support the USITC's determination that the decline in imports prices was "dramatic".  Had the data on import pricing been indexed, the investigating authority, without providing the specific figures, could have shown that the decline in prices was of a sufficient magnitude to be qualified as "dramatic".  Thus, providing a "non-confidential narrative discussion" is not sufficient to provide a reasoned and adequate explanation of how the facts support the determination.

7.817 With reference to the alleged failure to provide any data (other than import data) for stainless steel rod and the failure to provide financial data for stainless steel bar and stainless steel rod, the European Communities notes that for all three products, the European Communities has argued, and the USITC acknowledged, that cost developments (mostly related to nickel), in addition to energy costs, had a substantial effect on the industry's performance.  The European Communities notes that with respect to stainless steel bar, the USITC found that:

"While the average unit value of the industry's net commercial sales increased in 2000 and 2001, the industry's cost of goods sold rose from *** percent of its net sales revenues to *** percent of its net commercial values in 1999, *** percent of net commercial sales in 2000, and *** percent in interim 2001. As a result of these decreasing margins between the industry's cost of goods sold and its net sales values, the industry's operating income levels declined from a profit of *** percent in 1998 to a loss of *** percent in 1999, recovered only slightly to a minimal profit of *** percent in 2000, and then fell to a loss of *** percent in interim 2001."

7.818 According to the European Communities, increasing costs may, in certain circumstances be an alternative cause of injury.  Thus their analysis may be vital.  However, because costs for these products have not been provided on an indexed basis, there is no means to determine whether the facts which the USITC found supported its determination. The same issue was dealt with in the same manner for stainless steel rod 
 and for stainless steel wire.
  The European Communities submits that perhaps the most striking use of redaction is with respect to arguments of interested parties that certain problems affecting one of the very few domestic producers impacted the overall situation of the domestic industry.  For stainless steel rod and bar the USITC noted:

"[I]n addition, we also have considered respondent's argument that the industry's condition during the period was affected significantly by the poor operations of the domestic producer AL Tech/Empire. However, ***."

7.819 The European Communities asserts that having accepted, therefore, that a Member must provide a reasoned and adequate explanation, even when certain data cannot be disclosed for reasons of confidentiality, there can be no doubt that providing only a "non-confidential narrative discussion" is insufficient to provide a reasoned and adequate explanation of how the facts support a determination of the existence of serious injury and a causal link.  According to the European Communities, the United States proved that it was perfectly capable of providing data in another format which protected the confidentiality of the underlying data, and could potentially provide a reasoned and adequate explanation, in its discussion of the proportionality of the measure on Stainless Steel Rod.
  The United States, has, therefore, for stainless steel rod, stainless steel bar and stainless steel wire acted inconsistently with Articles 2.1, 4.2(a), 3.1 and 4.2(c) of the Agreement on Safeguards.

(iii) Recent data

7.820 The European Communities argues that a Member must take account of all information available to it before taking a measure.  It asserts that this is an essential element of the provision of an adequate and reasoned explanation, especially in relation to determinations of threat of serious injury, which depend on extrapolations of trends.  The European Communities argues that if recent data that is available before the competent authority decides to impose safeguard measures would bring a determination of threat of serious injury into doubt, the competent authority must justify its determination of threat of serious injury in light of those recent developments.  According to the European Communities, failing to do so means that the determination is not reasoned and adequate and, further, a conclusion by the competent authority that a measure is justified would be inconsistent with Articles 2.1 and 4.2 of the Agreement on Safeguards.

(iv) Analysis of trends

7.821 The European Communities asserts that the USITC based a number of its determinations (on, for example, capacity utilization, average unit values, cost of raw materials and productivity) on an end-to-end comparison (i.e. 1996 against 2000).  In so doing, it provided no data that would have indicated the trends of the injury indicators over the period of investigation and would have consequently permitted a proper causation analysis.  The European Communities argues that the absence of data showing the trends shows that both the injury and causation analysis had not been adequately reasoned or explained by the USITC.

(d) Aggregation of data

(i) CCFRS

7.822 The European Communities argues that, as concerns CCFRS, the USITC Report failed to provide a reasoned and adequate explanation of the determination.  In particular, the European Communities argues that while separate data sets existed for each of the products which the USITC collapses into the single CCFRS group (that is, for slabs, plate, hot-rolled, cold-rolled and coated), there were no tables that contained data for the five products as grouped together by the USITC.  Thus, the injury findings for the single product group of CCFRS were based on aggregated data from the five individual products.  The European Communities argues that there were no means to determine how the data for CCFRS as a whole had been calculated and, consequently, whether the conclusions reached by the USITC are justified.

7.823 Further, the European Communities argues that aggregation involved substantial double-counting issues which, it says, must be accommodated in order to avoid that the aggregated data become unreliable.
  The European Communities submits that double counting arose as a result of the fact, inter alia, that capacity for some products was also used to produce other products, and that a substantial proportion of products were consumed in the production of downstream products.  The European Communities asserts that the USITC was, therefore, aware of these issues as it conducted its investigation.  However, it never provided, in the USITC Report (or elsewhere), a table showing and explaining its adjustment of the data to take account of such double-counting.

7.824 The European Communities submits that the United States cannot, at the same time, pretend to rely on an aggregated group CCFRS and fail to provide correct data for this artificial group which it itself created.  According to the European Communities, without such a demonstration, the determination is not reasoned and adequately explained.
  The European Communities notes in this regard that the overall tables for flat products were regarded as confidential by the USITC.
  The European Communities states that, in any event, these tables would not have provided a fully accurate picture of the group of CCFRS because they also included data for GOES and tin mill products.

7.825 In response, the United States submits that in conducting its investigation, the USITC recognized that the internal consumption of types of CCFRS to produce other such downstream products could lead to double-counting problems if the data for some injury factors (such as production and capacity) were merely aggregated for the five types of CCFRS.  It sought the advice of the parties to the investigation as to how these double-counting issues could be minimized.
  In making its determinations, the USITC generally relied on combined data for the five types of CCFRS.  However, to account for the double-counting problem, it also examined data for the separate types of CCFRS and considered a variety of different ways of measuring these factors, in accordance with arguments made by representatives of domestic and foreign producers.  It found that, in most cases, these separate data showed trends that were similar to the aggregated data for the industry as a whole.
 

(ii) Tin mill products

7.826 Norway submits that an unspecified number of tin mill producers also produce a variety of other types of CCFRS, including slab and also hot-end production (slabs).  There is no evidence that the operating results from these parts of the firms have been separated out when establishing which firms are the "producers of the like product".
  Norway submits that when this has not been done, an incorrect assessment of injury to the tin mill industry results, given that the alleged injury may be caused to other parts of the operations of these firms.

7.827 In response, the United States submits that Norway is mistaken.  Its argument appears to assume that, if a United States producer produced several different types of steel, it would report its data to the USITC on the basis of all the products it produced.  In fact, the USITC's questionnaire instructions required each domestic producer to report all data, including financial data, separately for each of the 33 categories of steel.
  Since tin mill was a distinct category for data collection, a producer that produced both tin mill and other types of steel covered by the investigation would have reported its tin mill data separately from data on other categories.  Furthermore, the USITC staff examined all domestic producer questionnaire responses to ascertain whether they contained data discrepancies on reported information on factors including shipments, sales, and capacity.
 

(e) Decision-making processes in the context of the USITC's injury determinations

7.828 China argues that because of the tie-vote situation in relation to stainless steel wire, the investigation with respect to this product was not completed until the President decided, in his Proclamation, which determination he was in favour of.  China notes that at Article 4 of the Presidential Proclamation, the President decided to "consider the determination of the groups of commissioners voting in the affirmative" with regard to stainless steel wire.  China asserts, however, that the Commissioners voting in the affirmative did not agree upon a single and common determination and the President did not state precisely according to which views he decided to vote in favour of a safeguard measure.  China argues that, accordingly, the decision of the President was not supported by clear explanations of why he found that the stainless steel wire industry was suffering injury or threat of serious injury.  On the basis of the foregoing, China submits that it is very difficult to determine whether injury factors were properly examined and whether sufficient and sound explanations were given for the Presidential determination.

7.829 In response to a question posed by the Panel, the United States notes that Chairman Koplan found threat of serious injury based on a like product of stainless steel wire, Commissioner Bragg found threat of serious injury based on a like product of "stainless steel wire products" (including both stainless steel wire and stainless steel wire rope), Commissioner Devaney found serious injury based on a like product of stainless steel wire products, and the other three USITC Commissioners made negative determinations with respect to stainless steel wire.  The United States argues that for purposes of determining whether increased imports are causing serious injury to a domestic industry, the "determination of the competent authorities" is a matter of the Member's domestic law.  There is a well-established practice under United States law that when USITC Commissioners disagree with respect to the like product definition, the USITC determination is based on the overlap of the determinations of the individual Commissioners.  The United States submits that, here, the six Commissioners produced three affirmative and three negative individual determinations concerning stainless steel wire. Under United States domestic law, the President may treat the USITC's equally divided determination as an affirmative determination.  An overlap of decisions is acceptable as long as each decision-maker addressed the goods in question and found that the increased imports caused serious injury or threat of serious injury. 

7.830 The United States notes that there is also the separate question of whether the competent authority has presented the "findings and reasoned conclusions reached on all pertinent issues of fact and law" for its determination required by Article 3.1.  The United States submits that United States law differentiates between the determination, which is the USITC's conclusion, and the explanation of the determination.  When an authority such as the USITC has multiple members and these members do not issue a collective opinion in support of their determination, the Panel should refer to the opinion for each individual member of the authority whose vote was necessary for the authority to reach its determination.  The United States argues that the Article 3.1 requirement is satisfied when each member has provided findings and reasoned conclusions that support the ultimate conclusion he or she reached with respect to the goods in question.

F. causation

1. Definition and establishment of "causal link"

7.831 Norway, Brazil and other complainants argue that Articles 2.1 and 4.2(b) of the Agreement on Safeguards mean that Members must demonstrate an explicit "causal link" between the increase in imports and any serious injury suffered by the domestic industry.

7.832 China and New Zealand submit that, on the basis of Appellate Body jurisprudence, a competent authority's task in determining whether the causal link between increased imports and serious injury exists "involves a genuine and substantial relationship of cause and effect".
  In doing this, the competent authority must establish the coincidence between increased imports and serious injury, it must not attribute to increased imports injury caused by other factors, and it must establish non-attribution explicitly and expressly through a reasoned, clear, unambiguous and straightforward explanation.
  Switzerland and Norway consider that the determination of the existence of a genuine and substantial relationship of cause and effect usually involves two elements:  first, there is typically a coincidence in trends between serious injury and increased imports and second, the transmission of serious injury by increased imports must be shown, in the light of the coincidence (or lack of) between trends.

7.833 New Zealand adds that Articles 4.2(a) and (b) in combination underline the importance of ensuring that the competent authorities substantiate their determination that increased imports have caused, or threaten to cause serious injury through a proper and objective assessment of all relevant factors bearing on the industry.  In New Zealand's view, only in this way can the requisite "causal link", as specifically referred to in Article 4.2(b), be demonstrated.

7.834 The United States notes that the Appellate Body has described the basic requirements applicable to a causation analysis under the Agreement on Safeguards on several occasions.
 As a general matter, the Appellate Body has stated that Article 4.2(b) of the Agreement on Safeguards contains "two distinct legal requirements" that must be satisfied for a safeguard action to comply with the Agreement.  First, as indicated in the first sentence of Article 4.2(b), the authority must demonstrate the "'existence of the causal link between increased imports of the product concerned and serious injury or threat thereof.'"  Second, as set forth in the second sentence of Article 4.2(b), the competent authority must ensure that the "injury caused by factors other than the increased imports [is] … not … attributed to increased imports."

2. Correlation

7.835 The European Communities, Japan, Korea, Switzerland, Norway, New Zealand and Brazil argue that the Appellate Body in Argentina – Footwear (EC) stated that if causation is present, increased imports "normally should coincide" with a decline in the relevant injury factors.
  New Zealand further argues that a coincidence between increased imports and injury factors will provide an important initial indication of a causal link
 and that a competent authority should demonstrate such coincidence.
  According to the European Communities and Brazil, the facts must demonstrate, at a minimum, a correlation in time between the increased imports and the decline in industry performance.

7.836 New Zealand notes that the Appellate Body has not set out abstract mathematical parameters for how close a degree of coincidence is required.
  Similarly, the European Communities and Norway argue that there is no mathematical formula which dictates the applicable time-frame for establishing causal link.
  Likewise, Japan and Brazil argue that it is impossible to put forward a precise standard.
  Nevertheless, the European Communities, Switzerland and Norway argue that the degree of coincidence between the increased imports and the serious injury suffered should be significant.

7.837 Japan, Switzerland and Brazil submit that the term "coincide" implies a very tight correlation between increased imports and injury within a narrow period of time.  Indeed, the Oxford English Dictionary defines "coincide" as, to "[o]ccupy the same portion of space ... [o]ccur at or during the same time".
  Korea argues that the relevance of the coincidence of time between increased imports and materialization of injury is that there logically should be a close connection.
 

7.838 The European Communities and Brazil argue that absent this correlation, the increase in imports cannot be said to have caused the serious injury.
  More particularly, Brazil submits that in the absence of a correlation between increased imports and serious injury, there can be no causal link, and no measure applied.
  Similarly, Norway argues that if there is no correlation between the increase in imports and the serious injury suffered, it is highly doubtful that a causal link exists.

7.839 The European Communities, Japan and Brazil argue that if there is no coincidence, it is still possible that there is a causal link, but a competent authority must provide a "very compelling analysis" of this causal link.
  Switzerland and Norway also submit that in the absence of coincidence, a "compelling analysis" is needed that establishes the existence of a genuine and substantial relationship of cause and effect between increased imports and the serious injury allegedly suffered, in the light of the coincidence of trends, and the means by which such injury is transmitted by increased imports.
 Japan and Brazil say that, at a minimum, some level of demonstrable, relevant and "very compelling" correlation between increased imports and serious injury must exist.

7.840 The United States argues that the Appellate Body has consistently stated that the "primary objective" of a Member when conducting a safeguards investigation is to "determine whether there is 'a genuine and substantial relationship of cause and effect' between increased imports and serious injury and threat thereof."  Accordingly, the United States asserts that, when interpreting Article 4.2(a) and 4.2(b), first sentence, of the Agreement, the Appellate Body has stated that the "central" consideration in a causation analysis is assessing whether there is a "relationship between the movements in imports (volume and market share) and the movement in injury factors."  The United States adds that, the Appellate Body has indicated that, even in the absence of a "coincidence between an increase in imports and a decline in the relevant injury factors," a competent authority is not precluded from finding that there is the requisite causal link between increased imports and serious injury; instead, the competent authority may still find the causal link needed to justify a safeguard action if the authority provides a "compelling analysis of why causation is still present."

7.841 The United States adds that, for the ten steel products for which the President imposed a safeguard remedy, the USITC considered all of the record evidence and concluded that there was a clear correlation between the volume and price trends of imports and declines in the overall condition of the industry.  Moreover, for each product, the USITC also conducted a detailed and well-reasoned discussion of the ample record evidence showing that there was a genuine and substantial correlation between increased imports and serious injury.

7.842 The United States argues that although the complainants correctly recognize that the Appellate Body has indicated that there should "normally" be a "relationship between the movements in imports (volume and market share) and the movement in injury factors", their arguments in this regard generally focus almost exclusively on an analysis of correlations in import and industry trends within the same calendar year.  This approach fails to appreciate that the full impact of an increase in import volumes or a decline in import prices in one calendar year may not be fully reflected in the condition of the industry until the next calendar year, or even the year after.
  The United States also argues that, in many instances, the complainants improperly focus solely on year-to-year correlations between changes in import volumes and changes in industry injury indicia without recognizing that changes in an industry's condition can be the result of both volume and price-based import competition.
  The United States argues that the sort of analysis urged by the complainants – that is, an examination only of the correlations between trends in import volume and industry profitability levels – would reflect an imprecise and demonstrably incomplete assessment of whether increased imports, and their pricing patterns, had seriously injured the domestic industry.

7.843 Korea argues that a lag or disconnect between the increased imports and the serious injury shows the high likelihood that the impact identified is caused by other external factors and not the increased imports.  Furthermore, in such a case, the competent authorities should provide an explanation why and how they still found a causation between the increased imports and the serious injury despite a lack of coincidence.
  Similarly, Japan and Brazil concede that it might be possible to find a correlation between increased imports and injury in situations where the effect is lagged.  However, they argue that it would be for the "compelling analysis" to explain why such a lag exists and how it operates.  In this respect, they assert that the existence of a causal lag is industry and market specific.
  The European Communities, Japan, Korea, New Zealand and Brazil argue that the more attenuated the occurrence of serious injury is from the increase in imports (that is, the greater the lapse of time) the more likely that the injury found is due to factors other than the increased imports.
  The authorities, therefore, have a higher burden to establish by compelling evidence that the relationship nonetheless exists in such circumstances.

7.844 In response, the United States argues that these complainants appear to agree with the United States that imports can have a direct, albeit lagged, impact on certain indicia of an industry's condition.  In response to questions from the Panel, the United States notes that the complainants have conceded the Agreement on Safeguards does not require increased imports to have a direct and immediate impact on all indicia of an industry's condition in the same year when an import surge occurs.  As recognized by the European Communities, under the Agreement on Safeguards, "there is no mathematical formula which dictates the applicable time frame for establishing [a] causal link" between imports and declines in the condition of the industry during the period of investigation.  Similarly, Japan agrees that there is "no test for determining when the effect of increased imports on the domestic industry must materialize."  In other words, like several other complainants, Japan and the European Communities clearly recognize that the nature of the temporal "correlation" between import increases and changes in an industry's condition is dependant upon the performance factors being examined and the manner in which imports affect those factors.

7.845 As a result, the United States argues that the complainants are mistaken when they argue that a competent authority must provide a "more compelling" causation analysis if there is a time lag between an increase in imports and declines in certain performance factors of the industry.  According to the United States, it is simply not the case that a temporal lag between import increases and declines in industry performance factors indicates a lack of  "correlation" or coincidence between the import increase and the performance declines.  Natural business cycles or other external factors may cause imports to have a direct but delayed impact on one or more of an industry's performance indicia.

7.846 The United States argues that an import increase can have an immediate and direct impact on many performance factors for an industry, such as market share, production levels, or shipment levels.
  Notwithstanding this, an increase in imports can also have a direct but delayed impact on certain performance factors for an industry, such as the industry's employment levels, capital investment levels, or its research and development expenses.  For example, a company affected by a substantial surge of imports in one year will not necessarily immediately go into bankruptcy.
  On the contrary, most companies will take every action possible to avoid entering bankruptcy because entering bankruptcy will have a substantial negative impact on their commercial reputation and their access to capital.  Accordingly, companies may delay entering bankruptcy for a number of years, even after their business has been seriously harmed by a major event such as a sudden and serious surge in imports.
  The United States submits that similarly, a company may not immediately cut its workforce when imports first surge into a market.  Instead, the company might reasonably take some time to assess whether import increases appeared to reduce its shipment or pricing levels over an extended period, which might indicate that a long-term reduction in the company's work force was necessary to reduce its costs.
  Indeed, it is possible that an increase in imports can have both an immediate and a delayed impact on one of the industry's performance factors.

7.847 In response to this particular argument, Japan argues that the United States offers the simplistic argument that bankruptcies and labour reductions are inherently delayed reactions to market-driven events. Japan argues that, however, this argument misses the point.  The question is what caused the bankruptcies and labor reductions.  The answer is a decline in sales revenue and profits, which was caused by a decline in prices, as the domestic industry argued and the USITC found.
  The USITC considered this as evidence of the industry's injury, but failed to correlate the declining domestic prices to increased imports, which, in fact, stopped increasing in 1998.  The question that should have been asked, therefore, is what caused domestic prices to decline.  As argued, price effects are far more immediate than bankruptcies and labour reductions, assuming there is no inventory overhang.  As there was no inventory overhang in this case, the lack of correlation between import increases and domestic price declines shows that something other than the two-year-old increase in imports was affecting the industry.  In proceedings before the USITC, respondents demonstrated the effects of other causes, with which there was a clear correlation with industry performance, but the USITC ignored these proven effects.

7.848 The United States notes that in the anti-dumping context, an adopted panel report has specifically found that there need not be an immediate temporal link between import trends and declines in an industry's condition to establish a causal link between imports and those declines. 
  In Egypt – Steel Rebar, the Panel rejected Turkey's contention that there must be a strict temporal connection between the dumped imports and any injury being suffered by the industry, noting that this argument:

"… rest[ed] on the artificial assumption that the market instantly absorbs, and reacts to, imports the moment they enter the territory of the importing country.  Such an assumption implicitly rests on the existence of so-called "perfect information" in the market (i.e., that all actors in the market are instantly aware of all market signals.)" 

7.849 According to the United States, in other words, the Panel concluded that a competent authority need not be expected to find that there is a direct and immediate causal link between imports and downward trends in an industry's condition, as the complainants consistently urge.

7.850 Accordingly, the United States contends, the complainants are mistaken when they argue that a competent authority must provide a "more compelling" causation analysis if there is a time lag between an increase in imports and declines in certain performance factors of the industry.  It is simply not the case – as the complainants assume – that a temporal lag between import increases and declines in industry performance factors indicates a lack of  "correlation" or coincidence between the import increase and the performance declines.  Natural business cycles or other external factors may cause imports to have a direct but delayed impact on one or more of an industry's performance indicia.
 

7.851 In light of the foregoing, the United States submits that the Panel need not apply a heightened standard of scrutiny to the USITC's analysis simply because there is a temporal lag between an import increase and declines in certain of the performance factors for an industry.  Instead, the sole inquiry for the Panel should be whether the USITC's explanation of the causal link between imports and the declines in the industry's condition is "reasoned", "adequate", and "clear" as established in US  Line – Pipe.

7.852 Japan and Brazil also submit that in the case of the steel industry, there are active spot markets.  In other words, they submit that sales are made on a "spot" basis rather than a contract basis.  They argue that this is particularly true for CCFRS products.  Thus, if imports themselves are having an effect on domestic prices, that effect will be seen quickly in changes in domestic industry spot market prices.  For the same reason, volume effects also can be seen quickly.  Japan and Brazil argue that while inventory is an important consideration, the inventory levels in this case do not suggest extended lingering effects.  The inventory levels were approximately one month or less.  Thus, according to the European Communities, Japan, Korea, New Zealand and Brazil, the United States argument that imports in 1998 could have lingering adverse effects at the end of 1999 is extremely remote and was certainly not proven by the USITC.
  Brazil argues that the data relied upon and arguments made by the United States, whether based on volume or price, do not support the "lingering effects" theory, and certainly not in a "compelling" way.  Brazil submits that this is clear from a brief review of the volume and pricing information that was before the USITC and from the simplistic assumptions made by the USITC that are never substantiated.

7.853 The United States submits that while there is a substantial volume of spot sales in the CCFRS market, the market is characterised by a more substantial volume of sales.  The United States submits that, more specifically, of the 233 purchasers who reported making all or nearly all of their purchases on a spot or contract basis, 128 (or 54%) reported making all or nearly all of their purchases on a contract basis.  Moreover, of the 73 purchasers who reported making substantial amounts of both contract and spot purchases, more than twice as many purchasers reported making the larger percentage of their purchases on a contract basis.
  In other words, the carbon flat-rolled market cannot be described as merely a spot market; indeed, the majority of purchase decisions in the market are made on a contract basis.  Moreover, given the importance of contract sales in the market, it is incorrect for Brazil to suggest that spot prices are the main determinant of pricing levels in the market.  Quite clearly, contractual pricing had an important role in market pricing as well.

7.854 Brazil further submits that the United States seemingly understands and appreciates the significance of the need to find a causal link between increased imports and serious injury to the domestic industry before a measure may be imposed.
  However, according to Brazil, the United States never meets its burden of showing how the USITC actually demonstrated a causal link in this case, nor does the attempt by the United States at rehabilitation of the USITC's "analysis" suffice.  Brazil submits that increased imports did not "coincide" with a decline in the relevant injury factors of the domestic industry, and the USITC did not provide a "very compelling analysis" of why causation was still present (i.e., some correlation between increased imports and serious injury).

7.855 In addition, Japan, Switzerland and Brazil argue, that as a matter of law, there is a limit on any time‑frame given the threshold requirement under Article 2.1 and Article XIX of the GATT 1947 that increased imports be recent.
  Japan, Korea and Brazil argue that a two-year lag, which they contend existed in this case, fails this requirement.
  Korea, Norway and Brazil submit that there was no compelling analysis supporting a lag effect and that, rather, the facts support the opposite conclusion.  Similarly, Norway argues that the lag effect that has been put forward by the United States is not substantiated – product by product – by the "compelling analysis of why causation is still present" required by the Appellate Body.
  Brazil submits further that the United States authorities have provided what, at most, is only a theoretically possible explanation and that that explanation ignores other crucial evidence.
  Similarly, Korea argues that the United States has not demonstrated the "vehicle" or means by which the much earlier increase in imports resulted in the serious injury that occurred much later and the USITC certainly did not document that causal link.
  Korea adds that the required "compelling analysis" must be found in the USITC Report itself and cannot be offered by the United States via ex post facto justifications.

7.856 The United States also argues that the complainants routinely present causation arguments that are based primarily on comparisons of imports trends with a limited number of selectively chosen industry performance factors.  The United States submits that these arguments are flawed because the Agreement on Safeguards requires not a focus on one or two selected criteria but on all of the relevant criteria bearing on the condition of the industry.  The United States submits that, in fact, the failures of these arguments become even more evident when one recognizes that the complainants routinely change the indicia used in their causation arguments from product to product.  For example, the United States submits that although the European Communities bases its "causal link" argument for CCFRS on an analysis of such injury factors as the industry's capacity, production, scrap costs, and profitability levels, it bases its "causal link" argument for tin mill products almost exclusively on a comparison of the AUV of imports and domestic merchandise.  The United States submits that under the Agreement on Safeguards, it is the totality of industry trends, and their interaction, that must be taken into account when a competent authority performs its analysis in a safeguards action.

7.857 In counter-response, Brazil argues that for all of the complaints from the United States about the complaining party's use of too narrow a time frame or misleading "selected data" to refute the existence of a causal link, Brazil and the other parties have merely de-constructed the USITC's own analysis.  Brazil and Korea submit that they have, in fact, examined the entire period of investigation in making their arguments.  It was the USITC that focused on selective data and a narrow period.  Brazil argues that, moreover, despite its talk about the need for a broader assessment of the industry and imports, the defence by the United States of the USITC Report focuses on the same few factors as the USITC Report itself: import volume, import price, and domestic industry profits.
  Similarly, New Zealand argues that the USITC itself focused on the effect of increased import volumes on domestic prices to the exclusion of other factors.  Accordingly, it was this analysis which New Zealand took issue with.

(b) CCFRS

(i) Coincidence in time

7.858 According to Brazil, the USITC's finding of a "causal link" was inconsistent with the facts and, therefore, violated the requirements of Article 4.2(b) first sentence.  Brazil argues that the trends in imports and the industry's performance do not provide the correlation demanded by Article 4.2.

7.859 Brazil and Japan argue that while the USITC alleges that the increase in imports and the decline in the domestic CCFRS industry performance occurred at the same time, the facts show that any injury by the domestic industry occurred only after imports already began to decline.
  More particularly, Brazil and Japan argue that the USITC's crucial assertion that in 1998 a surge in imports caused injury to the domestic industry is unsupported by its own data.  According to Japan, Korea and Brazil, the evidence shows that when imports were increasing early in the period, the United States industry was not injured;  later in the period, when the United States industry arguably was injured, imports were decreasing.
 Japan and Brazil argue that, therefore, there was a complete absence of any correlation in time between the increased imports and injury to the domestic industry.  According to the Appellate Body's jurisprudence, this fails the minimum requirement for establishing a causal link.

7.860 The European Communities, Korea and New Zealand argue that the USITC Report does not demonstrate in any plausible way, a coincidence of trends between increased imports and serious injury
 and that this calls into question whether there was a substantial relationship between serious injury and imports.
  The European Communities asserts that in the absence of a coincidence of trends, the Appellate Body has required "very compelling" evidence to demonstrate the existence of a causal link.  The European Communities and New Zealand argue that the USITC has provided no such compelling evidence.
  In Korea's view, a proper analysis of trends would have revealed that imports declined for more than two and a half years, a decline that accelerated during the most recent 18-month period.

7.861 New Zealand argues that contrary to the Appellate Body's decision in Argentina – Footwear (EC), which recognized that trends in both the injury factors and imports matter as much as absolute levels, and that it is the relationship between the movements in imports (volume and market share) and the movements in injury factors that are central to a causation analysis and determination, the USITC did not make any serious comparison between the alleged serious injury factor of the inability of domestic production operations to function at a reasonable level of profit and trends in either volume or market share of imports.  According to New Zealand, a proper comparison of these factors with the domestic operating margin shows no relationship between them.  Indeed, according to New Zealand, they prove the opposite of what the USITC assumed.

7.862 New Zealand asserts in this regard that there is no relationship between import volumes and any injury resulting from declines in domestic operating margins.  New Zealand submits that a 5% rise in import volume of CCFRS, from 1996-1997, coincided with a nearly 2% increase in domestic operating margin in 1997, a 31% rise in imports between 1997 and 1998 coincided with a 4% operating margin in 1998, and an 18% fall in imports between 1998 and 1999, which then stayed at the 1999 level through 2000, coincided with a decline, not an improvement, in the operating margin for 1999 and 2000.
  According to New Zealand, the interim (first half year) figures for 2000 and 2001 should have indicated to the USITC a trend showing the same lack of coincidence at the end of the period of investigation – a 40% decrease in imports between interim 2000 and interim 2001 coincided with a decline in operating margin to – 11.5% for the first half of 2001.  The same trend indicated that the final 2001 import volume total  would be over 30% lower than the 1996 total, when the domestic industry enjoyed an operating margin of 4.3%.
  According to New Zealand, an analysis of each individual product within the CCFRS category would produce essentially the same result.  Thus, according to New Zealand, the USITC claim that increases in imports were linked to declines in domestic operating margins simply cannot be supported.

7.863 Similarly, Brazil argues that imports of CCFRS increased from 10.0% of production in 1996 to only 13.2% of production in 1998, before dropping back to 10.5% of production in 2000, and declining even further in interim 2001.  The same trend appears when imports are measured either as a percentage of the open market or as a percentage of apparent domestic consumption.  Moreover, the USITC itself characterized 1996 operating income of 4.3% as "reasonable operating profits".  Operating income in 1998 was virtually the same at 4.0%.  Under the circumstances, it would be difficult to conclude that 1998 performance somehow constituted unreasonable operating profits, let alone serious injury.  Perhaps appreciating the point, Brazil submits that the USITC sought to maximize its "sharp decline" theory by focusing on 1997 operating income, which was modestly better than 1996 or 1998 and constituted a record peak performance for the industry.
   Other indicia of industry performance can also be used to make the point.  Moreover, the import and industry performance trends for the distinct CCFRS products – hot-rolled, plate, cold-rolled, and corrosion resistant – all share the same basic relationship.

7.864 New Zealand adds that the USITC's analysis of movements in import market share of domestic consumption is limited and misleadingly selective in that it highlights certain periodic increases rather than the overall decreasing trend in import market share.  It also fails to examine any coincidence between movements in import market share and alleged injury factors.

7.865 The United States argues that the USITC established that there was a clear correlation between import trends and declines in the industry's condition.  The United States notes that the USITC explicitly took into account factors that affected the competitiveness of domestic and imported merchandise in the US market, the trends in import volumes and market share during the period, the pricing effects of imports, and correlations between these trends and changes in the various indicia of the industry's condition.
  After conducting this examination, the USITC correctly found that there was a clear correlation between increases in low-priced imports and the substantial declines in the industry's condition during the period.  In particular, after noting that the volume levels of imports remained essentially stable in 1996 and 1997
, the USITC found that a "dramatic increase in the volume of imports in 1998 – at the midpoint of the period examined – coincided with sharp declines in the domestic industry's performance and condition, which occurred despite growing US demand."  Moreover, the USITC noted that this surge of imports in 1998 entered the market at prices that were "generally significantly lower-priced" than during the first two years of the period and that imports were priced significantly below domestic merchandise, thus leading to declines in domestic prices.

7.866 The United States argues that, as the USITC correctly noted in its analysis, the record showed that there was a direct correlation between changes in both the volumes and pricing patterns of imports during 1998, 1999 and 2000 and declines in the industry's operating margins in those years.
  According to the United States, the 1998 surge in import volume did indeed have a clear and adverse impact on the overall condition of the industry.  In 1998 when import volumes increased by 31.3% and import sales values dropped by 8.4% the industry's share of the overall market fell by 2.5 percentage points, its share of the commercial market fell by more than 5 percentage points, its aggregate net sales value dropped by 3.0% (despite an increase in its overall net sales quantity of 0.5%), its average unit sales prices fell by 3.1%, its aggregate gross profits fell by 19.8%, its aggregate operating income levels dropped by 36.9%, and its operating income margins fell by 2.1 percentage points from the previous year's level.  These declines, argues the United States, occurred in a market in which demand grew by 3.2%.
  The United States argues that, moreover, there was a distinct correlation between the volume and price trends of imports and the continuing declines in the industry's condition that occurred in 1999 and 2000.  In this regard, even though import volumes "slackened somewhat" in 1999 and 2000 from their 1998 surge level, import volumes in both years remained substantially above 1996 and 1997 levels.  Indeed, in the year 2000, import volumes were 13.7% higher than in 1996.  Moreover, these elevated levels of imports continued to be sold at prices that were substantially lower than domestic prices, and were, in fact, lower than their 1996 and 1997 levels.  As a result of this continued and substantial underselling, imports depressed and suppressed domestic prices in both 1999 and 2000, and caused continued declines in the industry's net unit sales values, gross profits, operating income, and operating income margins.
  The United States submits that the USITC record supported these findings.  The record showed and the USITC correctly found that there was a direct coincidence between the surge in low-priced imports and declines in the industry's condition in 1998.

7.867 In counter-response, the European Communities submits that the argument by the United States that it is sufficient to show "a direct correlation between changes in both the volume and pricing patterns of imports during 1998, 1999 and 2000 and declines in the industry's operating margins in those years" implies that it cannot establish increased imports for those years and thus has to rely on pricing patterns.
  The European Communities submits that it is quite clear in the Agreement on Safeguards that a competent authority is obliged to establish the existence of a genuine and causal link between increased imports and serious injury.
  According to the European Communities, pricing levels may be one of the mechanisms by which such increased imports transmit or cause injury.  However, those pricing levels must be linked to increased imports which satisfy the requirements of the Agreement on Safeguards.  Pricing levels existing two years after imports have peaked cannot be considered as being linked to the import peak.

7.868 New Zealand further argues that the United States' argument that the required coincidence can be established between the import increase from 1997-1998 and injury can be easily disposed of.  The Agreement on Safeguards requires there to be a coincidence between increased imports and serious injury, not between increased imports and a decline in the industry's condition.  There was no evidence of injury in 1998, only a slight drop in operating margins to a still healthy 4%.
  Finally, New Zealand argues that the argument that injurious effects from that increase in imports (i.e. between 1997 and 1998) was still occurring in 1999 and some years after that (if accepted as a valid basis for a finding of causation under the Agreement on Safeguards) would denude the coincidence in time requirement of any content.  This coincidence did not exist, so the USITC was required to provide a "very compelling analysis" of why causation was still present.  It could not and did not, and indeed provided no evidence whatsoever either of delayed ongoing price effects or of the alleged injury this supposedly led to.

7.869 The United States illustrates its arguments regarding lag effects in paragraph 7.840 by stating that a number of CCFRS companies entered bankruptcy in 2000 and 2001
 even though imports first surged into the market in 1998.
  Similarly, the United States argues that the CCFRS industry did not immediately reduce the size of its work force in 1998, when  CCFRS imports first surged into the United States  market, even though the surge caused substantial market share losses, reduced prices, and reduced profits for the industry.
   Instead, the industry first substantially reduced the size of its work-force in 1999, when it became clear that imports would remain at elevated levels in the market and would continue to cause price declines in the market.
 

7.870 Brazil notes
 that the USITC stated that:

"After the initial import surges in 1998, as noted, the volume of imports slackened somewhat but remained above the levels seen in 1996-1997.  One way in which the impact of the massive import volume continued to reverberate beyond 1998 was through increased inventories.  End-of-period inventories held by importers increased substantially in 1998, as did inventories held by service centers."

7.871 In light of the foregoing, Korea argues that the USITC's analysis that increased imports in 1998 had lingering effects hinges on the finding, inter alia, that importers maintained increased inventories.
  Korea argues that the data cited with respect to inventories does not support the USITC's conclusion.  Inventory levels turned over rapidly.  By way of example, Korea submits that the USITC Report shows inventory levels for all CCFRS inventories held by importers at year-end to range from 7% to 15% of total shipments between 1996 and 2000
 – between 0.6 and 1.2 months of inventory over the period.  (For many individual CCFRSproducts, inventory levels never exceeded one month.)  Thus, according to Korea, in less than three months, the volume effects of imports from the previous or ending quarter would have been depleted.  Korea submits that since import volumes after 1998 declined
, those import volumes could not have lingering effects at the end of 1999, much less in 2000 or 2001 as suggested by the United States.

7.872 Similarly, Brazil notes that in 1999, with domestic shipments of CCFRS remaining basically stable compared to 1998, in virtually every product category the mills increased their shipments to distributors both absolutely and relative to total shipments, indicating that the distributors were not carrying excess inventory as a result of the 1998 surge in imports and liquidating that inventory rather than buying from United States' mills.  In addition, the mills themselves were not carrying aberrational levels of inventories as a result of the effect of the import surge in 1998 on the market.  As a ratio to shipments, mill inventories of hot-rolled and cold-rolled products at the end of 1999 were below 1997 levels, inventories of slab were almost identical to pre-surge levels both absolutely and relative to shipments, imports of plate were up half a percentage point relative to shipments (because of a decline in consumption), and inventories of coated (corrosion resistant) CCFRS products were up slightly relative to shipments primarily because the industry increased production by over 3.3 million tons while shipments increased only 3.1 million tons.  In short, according to Brazil, there is no evidence from distributors that the 1998 surge in CCFRS imports created an inventory problem either at the mills or at those customers that would be most affected by high inventory levels and decrease purchases as a result.  In discussing inventories, the USITC also failed to note that the end of period inventories of the domestic CCFRS producers actually declined between 1998 and 1999, going from 10.5 million tons to 9.8 million tons.
 

7.873 Brazil also notes that the importer inventory data which appears in the USITC Report does not support a finding that the 1998 surge in CCFRS imports created a build-up of inventory at the importer level which hung over the market into 1999, 2000 and interim 2001.  First, the CCFRS inventory levels of importers at the end of 1998 had only increased from 27 days to 32 days of shipments.  By the end of 1999, the inventory levels of finished CCFRS products held by importers was only slightly above the level of 1997 and comparable relative to shipments to 1997 levels.  The only apparent lingering inventory problem was a significant increase in inventories of slabs held by importers.
  Brazil submits that the only inventory information in the USITC Report or the Views of the Commission on Injury relating to a lingering effect of the 1998 import surge does not support the conclusion that the 1998 surge in imports led to inventory levels that continued to adversely affect the market into 1999 and beyond.  While the United States may attempt in response to this question to rehabilitate the lack of facts and reasoning behind the USITC's claim, there is nothing in the record which supports the claim.  There is a dearth of information on distributor inventory levels and, as indicated above, what there is does not support the USITC theory.  The same is true for producer inventories.  As for importer inventories, it is difficult to see how a five day increase in importer inventory levels in the aggregate could continue to have effects into 1999, 2000 and 2001.  Furthermore, given that the inventory levels for finished CCFRS products had returned to 1997 levels by the end of 1999, the only possible lingering inventory effect could be from continued high levels of slab inventories.  However, the United States has nowhere explained how slab imported and used exclusively to benefit United States producers of CCFRS products could injure those producers importing slabs, much less explained how increased inventories of slabs could adversely affect producers of CCFRS as a whole.  Thus, in order to "buy into" the USITC lingering effects theory, the Panel would have to accept that a meager five day increase in inventories reverberated through the market for 30 months and caused serious injury, or that inventories of imported slabs used by the very industry that is claiming to be injured reverberated through the market for 30 months and caused serious injury.

7.874 The United States argues that the record clearly showed there was, in fact, a substantial increase in the inventory levels of importers during the period.  Importer inventories of CCFRS grew from 788 thousand tons in 1997 to 1.322 million tons in 1998, for an increase of nearly 67.7% in that one year.  Similarly, in 1999, importer inventories increased by an additional 8.5% (to 1.434 million tons) from their 1998 levels, and then by an additional 19.2% in 2000 (to 1.709 million tons).  Inventory levels increased between interim 2000 and interim 2001 as well.  Moreover, the ratio of importers' inventories to their shipment levels also increased significantly during this period.  Between 1997 and interim 2001, the ratio of importer inventories of CCFRS to importer shipments increased from 7.3% to 17.5%, more than doubling during this period.
  Indeed, the ratio increased during each year of this period, growing from 7.3% in 1997 to 8.6% in 1998, 11.0% in 1999, 15.1% in 2000, and 17.5 percent in 2001.  In other words, the United States argues, the level of importers' inventories grew considerably, both on an absolute and a relative level, between 1998 and 2001, thereby placing substantial pressure on importers to reduce their pricing levels to move this merchandise out of inventory.

7.875 The United States also notes that the USITC did not rely upon importer inventories as a critical aspect of its causation analysis.  Although the USITC did clearly note that the increased levels of inventories during the last three years of the period were an indication that imports were having substantial negative effects in the market during the last half of the period of investigation, the USITC did not rely on this fact as the sole, or even the most critical aspect, of its causation analysis for CCFRS products.  Second, aside from ignoring completely the service center inventory data cited by the USITC, Brazil has also performed a series of calculations to support its arguments that result in a significant manipulation of the inventory data.  For example, Brazil has removed slab inventory data from its calculations – something wholly without basis given that slab was an integral part of the CCFRS product and industry.  When these numbers are included, the number of days on hand of inventory held by importers more than doubles from 1997 through 2000, from 27 days on hand to 55 days on hand.  In other words, Brazil has reduced the number of days on hand for importer inventories by taking out that part of the inventory data that most directly contributed to the increase in importer inventories during the period, thus resulting in a calculation that would obviously and clearly reduce the number of days on hand.  Third, Brazil's arguments only reference the importer inventory data from the USITC's report.  The United States argues that Brazil completely ignores the fact that the USITC also relied upon the substantial increase in inventories of CCFRS at service centers in its causation discussion.  In this regard, the USITC correctly recognized that inventories at service centers showed steady and significant increases throughout the period, going from 2.7 months of supply on hand in 1996, to 3.0 months in 1997, to 3.2 months in 1998 and 1999, to 3.7 months in 2000, to 3.8 months in interim 2001.  In absolute terms, these inventories increased by 50 percent over the period of investigation, as shown in the following table:

Service center inventories of CCFRS (net tons)

1996
1997
1998
1999
2000

2.6 million
3.0 million
3.3 million
3.4 million
3.9 million

7.876 Brazil and Japan argue that the USITC's difficulty with the timing of events also permeates its discussion of bankruptcies.  According to Brazil and Japan, the data shows that the problems facing the domestic steel industry occurred much later in the period when imports were already declining, not during 1998.  In particular, according to Brazil and Japan, a causation analysis demands assessment of when the relevant companies declared bankruptcy.  Japan and Brazil assert that eight of the ten CCFRS producers declared bankruptcy after 1998.  Most declared bankruptcy in 2000 and 2001, including the companies that were the larger of those producers that declared bankruptcy.  On a tonnage basis, the firms declaring bankruptcy in 2000 and 2001 constituted nearly 83% of total tonnage of all the CCFRS mills declaring bankruptcy over the period.

7.877 The United States argues in response that companies who begin experiencing financial difficulties as a result, for example, of lost market share and lowered prices due to import competition would not be expected to immediately seek bankruptcy protection in the first year in which those difficulties occurred.  Instead, due to the negative ramifications associated with bankruptcy (e.g., inability to obtain credit, imposition of higher credit costs, reluctance of suppliers to provide materials, and inability to attract other forms of capital), most companies spend several years struggling to regain their competitive footing before eventually entering the bankruptcy process.  Indeed, because of the lag between initial declines in financial performance and a company's entry into bankruptcy, the fact that eight of ten companies entered bankruptcy in 2000 and 2001, rather than 1998, shows that there was, indeed, a likely correlation between the surge in low-priced imports that occurred in 1998 and thereafter and these bankruptcies.

7.878 In illustrating its argument in paragraph 7.846 that an increase in imports can have both an immediate and a delayed impact on one of the industry's performance factors contained, the United States submits that, as the USITC noted in its report, the massive surge in CCFRS imports in 1998 directly caused significant declines in the price of domestic and imported merchandise in that year, with AUV of imports falling by 8.4% and those of domestic commercial sales falling by 3.2%.
   Although there was a clear and direct impact of this surge on prices in 1998, the surge also had a lagged negative effect on domestic pricing levels in 1999 and 2000, in that elevated levels of low-priced imports were able to continue depressing prices from their already depressed 1998 levels.  In this regard, the 1998 imports surge permitted elevated levels of imports in 1999 and 2000 to drive prices down to lower levels than would have occurred in the absence of the 1998 surge.

(ii) Relevance of volume and price effects of imports

7.879 New Zealand notes that central to the USITC's finding of causation is the claim that increased volumes of imports entered the market "at prices that undercut and depressed and suppressed domestic prices".  This allegedly caused serious injury.
  Brazil further submits that the USITC used underselling, in part, as a proxy for the proposition that imports led pricing downward in the United States market.
  According to New Zealand, the USITC concluded that as a result of the fall in domestic prices from 1998, industry profits turned to losses in 1999, 2000 and the first six months of 2001.
  However, New Zealand asserts that the chain of causation is simply not there.  Similarly, the European Communities submits that an examination of the data suggests this assertion is barely credible.
 

7.880 According to New Zealand, in order to establish that imports drove down domestic prices, it would be necessary to show that imports led domestic prices down and that domestic products lost market share.  However, New Zealand submits that neither of these things happened.  In fact, what the data shows is that during the relevant period there was an increase in domestic product market share as domestic product prices decreased more sharply than import prices.
  New Zealand argues that close attention to the relationship between movements in market share, operating margins, and prices of a kind not found in the USITC's brief analysis – reveals that from interim 2000 – interim 2001, CCFRS domestic prices decreased more sharply than import prices in both percentage terms and absolute terms.  New Zealand argues that the same trend is true for the period investigated as a whole.
  

7.881 In response, the United States argues that the above argument is premised on a mistaken reading of the record.  During the period of investigation, imports of CCFRS undersold domestic merchandise by substantial margins in a substantial majority of possible price comparisons, even during the last year and a half of the period of investigation.  More specifically, the public versions of the USITC's quarterly price comparisons for the slab, plate, hot-rolled and one cold-rolled price comparison products all show imports underselling domestic merchandise by substantial margins on the large majority of price comparisons through 2000.  Moreover, on one of the two cold-rolled price comparison products, imports routinely undersold the domestic product through the first quarter of 2001.  While the domestic product did undersell imports on these products in a majority of instances in interim 2001, this underselling only occurred after the domestic merchandise had pursued the imports downward on prices through the three years prior to that time.
  The United States acknowledges that for the remaining cold-rolled price comparison product, the industry undersold imports during 2000 and in interim 2001, usually by small margins.  However, it argues that the record also shows that imports of this cold-rolled product nonetheless consistently undersold the domestic industry by substantial margins during 1998 and 1999, when the industry experienced substantial declines in its profitability levels.

7.882 Moreover, the United States argues that there was a clear correlation between the persistent underselling by imports and declines in the prices and profitability levels of the domestic industry.
  The United States argues that the record established that (1) the elasticity of substitution between imports and domestic merchandise was moderate to high; (2) imports routinely undersold the domestic merchandise throughout the period of investigation; (3) import prices fell substantially as imports surged in 1998 in response to the Asian crisis and the acceleration in the financial deterioration of the former republics of the Soviet Union, and generally continued to decline throughout the remainder of the period; (4) even though there was an improvement in import and domestic prices in 2000, imports continued to undersell domestic merchandise by substantial margins on most price comparisons during 2000; (5) domestic price declines followed decreases in import prices during the period; and (6) the moderate to high level of substitutability between imports and domestic merchandise showed that domestic price declines were due, to a significant degree, to aggressive import underselling.  As a result, the industry's revenues and profitability levels declined substantially from 1998 to 2000.

7.883 With respect to the argument that domestic prices were falling more quickly than import prices during the latter half of the period, the United States argues that this ignores the conditions of competition in the marketplace.  According to the United States, it should not be surprising that domestic prices were falling faster than import prices, during a period when domestic producers were attempting to maintain market share by eliminating the substantial price undercutting that imports were engaged in throughout the period of investigation.  In such a situation, the United States argues, domestic producers will be forced to cut their prices at a more rapid rate than imports to avoid a loss of additional market share.  Given that domestic prices were routinely higher than imports throughout the period, such a decline does not indicate that it was domestic producers who were leading prices downward.

7.884 With respect to New Zealand's argument that the USITC's price suppression and depression findings are flawed because, "[t]o establish that imports drove down domestic prices, it would be necessary to show that imports led down domestic prices and the domestic product lost market share", the United States argues that that argument ignores basic economic reality.  Although it is true that a combination of import and domestic price declines and a loss of domestic market share might be a good indication that imports have suppressed or depressed domestic prices, it is not the case that price-suppression or depression will necessarily be accompanied by market share losses.  Instead, according to the United States, significant price-suppression or depression can occur without market share losses if the domestic producers choose to compete closely on price with imports rather than lose market share.  In this situation, the domestic producers may maintain a relatively stable market share in the face of aggressive import pricing competition but experience significant pricing and profitability declines.  Indeed, this is exactly what occurred in the CCFRS market in 1999 and 2000, after domestic producers realized that they had lost substantial market share in 1998 due to a massive influx of lower-priced imports.  By lowering their prices in response to import price declines, the industry was able to limit their loss of market share.

7.885 In counter-response, New Zealand argues that what the relevant data reveals is domestic producers wresting market share from imports at the same time as domestic prices decreased more sharply than import prices.
  The United States' attempt at rebuttal conveniently ignores the facts.  For example, by interim 2001 – the most recent period – domestic producers had increased their market share by a full 2.9% compared with interim 2000
 – a period when domestic prices fell by 13% as contrasted with 4% for imports.  Put another way, by interim 2001 imports held a mere 6.9% of the market, compared with 9.3% in 1997 and 11.8% in 1998 – when no-one is claiming serious injury existed.  Also, this interim 2000 – interim 2001 2.9% gain in domestic market share coincided with a sharp (14.9%) decline in domestic demand and a precipitous (40%) fall in imports.  According to New Zealand, all of this points to price pressure coming from domestic producers, not imports.
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� USITC Report, Vol. II at Table FLAT-49.


� Brazil's written reply to Panel question No. 29 at the second substantive meeting.


� USITC Report, Vol. II, Table FLAT-49 (p. FLAT-43). For ease of reference, the United States is relying on the percentages set forth for importer inventories for all carbon flat-rolled products during these periods, which include small volumes of GOES and tin mill products.  As can be seen, these percentages would not change more than minimally if the inventories of tin mill and GOES products were excluded.


� United States' written reply to Panel question No. 71 at the second substantive meeting.


� United States' written reply to Panel question No. 71 at the second substantive meeting.


� Japan's first written submission, para. 237;  Brazil's first written submission, para. 168; see also para. � REF _Ref34473379 \n \h ��7.847� , which provides Japan's written reply to Panel question No. 28 at the second  substantive meeting.


� United States' first written submission, para. 447.


� INV-Y-209, Table FLAT-ALT7 (US-33) and USITC Report, p. 61.


� United States' second written submission, para. 122.


� New Zealand's first written submission, para. 4.132.


� Brazil's second written submission, para. 72.


� New Zealand's first written submission, para. 4.132.


� European Communities' first written submission, para. 472.


� New Zealand's first written submission, para. 4.133;  See also Brazil's first written submission, paras. 74, 210-211.


� New Zealand's first written submission, para. 4.134.


� United States' first written submission, para. 475.


� United States' first written submission, para. 476.


� European Communities' first written submission, paras. 472 & 475; New Zealand's first written submission, para. 4.133.


� United States' first written submission, para. 472.


� United States' first written submission, para. 477.


� United States' first written submission, para. 479.


� New Zealand first written submission, paras. 4.132-4.136.


� The United States cannot rationally discount the significance of a decrease of this magnitude in import market share while constantly stressing the significance of the 2.5% increase in market share from 1997 to 1998.


� New Zealand's second written submission, para. 3.104.
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