Statements by the United States at the Meeting of the WTO Dispute Settlement Body
Geneva, August 27, 2018
1.

SURVEILLANCE OF IMPLEMENTATION OF RECOMMENDATIONS ADOPTED
BY THE DSB
A.

UNITED STATES – ANTI-DUMPING MEASURES ON CERTAIN
HOT-ROLLED STEEL PRODUCTS FROM JAPAN: STATUS REPORT BY
THE UNITED STATES (WT/DS184/15/ADD.186)



The United States provided a status report in this dispute on August 16, 2018, in
accordance with Article 21.6 of the DSU.



The United States has addressed the DSB’s recommendations and rulings with respect to
the calculation of anti-dumping margins in the hot-rolled steel anti-dumping duty
investigation at issue.



With respect to the recommendations and rulings of the DSB that have yet to be
addressed, the U.S. Administration will work with the U.S. Congress with respect to
appropriate statutory measures that would resolve this matter.
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1.

SURVEILLANCE OF IMPLEMENTATION OF RECOMMENDATIONS ADOPTED
BY THE DSB
B.

UNITED STATES – SECTION 110(5) OF THE US COPYRIGHT ACT:
STATUS REPORT BY THE UNITED STATES (WT/DS160/24/ADD.161)



The United States provided a status report in this dispute on August 16, 2018, in
accordance with Article 21.6 of the DSU.



The U.S. Administration will continue to confer with the European Union, and to work
closely with the U.S. Congress, in order to reach a mutually satisfactory resolution of this
matter.

Second Intervention


By intervening under this item, China attempts to give the appearance of concern for
intellectual property rights. At recent DSB meetings, we have discussed at some length
some significant and trade distorting shortcomings in China’s treatment of intellectual
property. If China is interested in discussing the protection of intellectual property rights,
the United States is certainly willing to cooperate by bringing that matter to the DSB’s
attention again.



For now, we can say that, as the companies and innovators of China and other Members
well know, the intellectual property protection that the United States provides within its
own territory equals or surpasses that of any other Member.



Indeed, as China also well knows, none of the damaging technology transfer practices of
China that we have discussed at recent DSB meetings are practices that Chinese
companies or innovators face in the United States.
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1.

SURVEILLANCE OF IMPLEMENTATION OF RECOMMENDATIONS ADOPTED
BY THE DSB
C.

EUROPEAN COMMUNITIES - MEASURES AFFECTING THE APPROVAL
AND MARKETING OF BIOTECH PRODUCTS: STATUS REPORT BY THE
EUROPEAN UNION (WT/DS291/37/ADD.124)



The United States thanks the European Union (“EU”) for its status report and its
statement today.



The United States remains concerned with the EU’s measures affecting the approval of
biotech products. Delays in approvals continue to affect the dozens of applications that
have been awaiting approval.



Further, even when the EU finally approves a biotech product, EU member States
continue to impose bans on the supposedly approved product. As we have discussed at
prior meetings, the EU has adopted legislation that permits EU member States to “opt
out” of certain approvals, even where the European Food Safety Authority (“EFSA”) has
concluded that the product is safe.



At least seventeen member States, as well as certain regions within EU member States,
have submitted requests to opt out of EU approvals.



The United States again urges the EU to ensure that all of its measures affecting the
approval of biotech products, including measures adopted by individual EU member
States, are based on scientific principles, and that decisions are taken without undue
delay.
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1.

SURVEILLANCE OF IMPLEMENTATION OF RECOMMENDATIONS ADOPTED
BY THE DSB
D.

UNITED STATES – ANTI-DUMPING AND COUNTERVAILING
MEASURES ON LARGE RESIDENTIAL WASHERS FROM KOREA:
STATUS REPORT BY THE UNITED STATES (WT/DS464/17/ADD.8)



The United States provided a status report in this dispute on August 16, 2018, in
accordance with Article 21.6 of the DSU.



On December 15, 2017, the United States Trade Representative requested that the U.S.
Department of Commerce make a determination under section 129 of the Uruguay Round
Agreements Act to address the DSB’s recommendations relating to the Department’s
countervailing duty investigation of washers from Korea. On December 18, the
Department of Commerce initiated a proceeding to make such determination. Following
initiation, Commerce issued initial and supplemental questionnaires seeking additional
information.



On April 4, 2018, Commerce issued a preliminary determination revising certain aspects
of its original determination. Following issuance of the preliminary determination,
Commerce provided interested parties with the opportunity to submit comments on the
issues and analysis in the preliminary determination and rebuttal comments. Commerce
reviewed those comments and rebuttal comments and took them into account for
purposes of preparing the final determination.



On June 4, 2018, Commerce issued a final determination, in which Commerce revised
certain aspects of its original determination. Specifically, Commerce revised the analysis
underlying the CVD determination, as it pertains to certain tax credit programs, in
accordance with findings adopted by the DSB.



The United States continues to consult with interested parties on options to address the
recommendations of the DSB relating to antidumping measures challenged in this
dispute.

Second Intervention


The United States has explained to Korea the special challenges arising from the
recommendations in this dispute.
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Nevertheless, Korea has requested authorization pursuant to Article 22.2 of the DSU to
suspend concessions and other obligations. Korea’s decision to proceed in that regard is
disappointing, and not constructive.



As the United States objected to the level of suspension proposed by Korea, the matter
has been referred to arbitration pursuant to Article 22.6 of the DSU.
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1.

SURVEILLANCE OF IMPLEMENTATION OF RECOMMENDATIONS ADOPTED
BY THE DSB
F.

UNITED STATES – CERTAIN METHODOLOGIES AND THEIR
APPLICATION TO ANTI DUMPING PROCEEDINGS INVOLVING CHINA:
STATUS REPORT BY THE UNITED STATES (WT/DS471/17)



The United States provided a status report in this dispute on August 16, 2018, in
accordance with Article 21.6 of the DSU.



As explained in that report, the United States continues to consult with interested parties
on options to address the recommendations of the DSB.

Second Intervention


The United States takes note of China’s statement and will convey it to capital.



The United States is willing to discuss this matter with China on a bilateral basis.



To be clear, however, it is incorrect to suggest that the United States has taken no action.
As we have reported to the DSB, the United States continues to consult with interested
parties on options to address the recommendations of the DSB. That internal process is
ongoing.

6

U.S. Statements at the August 27, 2018, DSB Meeting

2.

UNITED STATES – CONTINUED DUMPING AND SUBSIDY OFFSET ACT OF
2000: IMPLEMENTATION OF THE RECOMMENDATIONS ADOPTED BY THE
DSB



As the United States has noted at previous DSB meetings, the Deficit Reduction Act –
which includes a provision repealing the Continued Dumping and Subsidy Offset Act of
2000 – was enacted into law in February 2006. Accordingly, the United States has taken
all actions necessary to implement the DSB’s recommendations and rulings in these
disputes.



We recall, furthermore, that the EU has acknowledged that the Deficit Reduction Act
does not permit the distribution of duties collected on goods entered after October 1,
2007, more than 10 years ago.



With respect to the EU’s request for status reports in this matter, as we have already
explained at previous DSB meetings, there is no obligation under the DSU to provide
further status reports once a Member announces that it has implemented the DSB
recommendations and rulings, regardless of whether the complaining party disagrees
about compliance.



And as we have noted many times previously, the EU has demonstrated repeatedly it
shares this understanding, at least when it is the responding party in a dispute. Once
again, this month the EU has provided no status report for disputes in which there is a
disagreement between the parties on the EU’s compliance.



Once again, the EU has not submitted a status report this month in the EU – Large Civil
Aircraft dispute (DS316), despite the fact that the DSB has recently adopted two further
reports finding that the EU has not complied.



We fail to see how the EU’s behavior is consistent with the alleged systemic view it has
been espousing under this item for more than 10 years.



As the EU is aware, the United States has announced in this dispute that it has
implemented the DSB’s recommendations and rulings. If the EU disagrees, there would
simply appear to be a disagreement between the parties to the dispute about the situation
of compliance.



The United States takes note of Canada’s support for the EU’s decision to place this item
on the DSB agenda this month.

7

U.S. Statements at the August 27, 2018, DSB Meeting



In light of Canada’s position, the United States would expect Canada to object to the
failure by a responding Member to place on the DSB agenda any dispute where Canada
considers that Member not to be in compliance. This situation could include China –
Cellulose Pulp, DS483.



Based on Canada’s statement under this item, the United States observes that a decision
by Canada not to place its dispute with China on the DSB agenda, or object to that
failure, could be understood as agreement with a WTO Member’s claim of compliance.
Should we understand that to be the implication of Canada’s statement today?

Second Intervention


The United States appreciates Canada’s clarification that it was not making a suggestion
with regard to providing status reports. A Member is certainly free to place an item on
the agenda of the DSB, but the question is whether a Member is required to provide a
status report in a dispute once it has claimed compliance, and the United States has made
clear it is not.
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3.

EUROPEAN COMMUNITIES AND CERTAIN MEMBER STATES – MEASURES
AFFECTING TRADE IN LARGE CIVIL AIRCRAFT: IMPLEMENTATION OF THE
RECOMMENDATIONS ADOPTED BY THE DSB
A.

STATEMENT BY THE UNITED STATES



At the two prior DSB meetings, the United States noted that the European Union had not
provided a status report concerning the dispute EU – Large Civil Aircraft (DS316). The
EU failed to provide such a report despite the recent adoption by the DSB of panel and
appellate reports finding that the EU had failed to comply with the DSB’s
recommendations to bring its subsidies for Airbus into compliance with WTO rules.



Members will recall that for many years, and again this month, the EU has taken the
position that, under DSU Article 21.6, a responding party Member is required to provide
a status report whenever a complaining party Member disagrees with the responding
party’s claim that it has complied.



And yet, in this dispute (DS316), the United States disagrees with the EU’s most recent
claim that it has complied. The United States has therefore requested the WTO arbitrator
to resume its work to determine the level of countermeasures in this dispute.1



Given the disagreement on compliance between the parties, the EU should, to be
consistent with the view it has taken when it is a complaining party, now be providing
status reports. Instead, now that the EU is a responding party, the EU is choosing to
contradict the reading of DSU Article 21.6 it has long promoted.



The EU’s purported rationale is that it need not provide a status report because it is
pursuing a second compliance panel under DSU Article 21.5. But as the United States
has explained at past DBS meetings, there is nothing in DSU Article 21.6 to support this
position.



In short, the conduct of every Member when acting as a responding party, including the
EU, shows that WTO Members understand that a responding party has no obligation
under DSU Article 21.6 to continue supplying status reports once that Member
announces that it has implemented the DSB’s recommendations.



As the EU allegedly disagrees with this position, it should welcome the opportunity we
are affording it to update the DSB on the status of its lengthy implementation efforts.

1

See WT/DS316/37.
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4.

STATEMENT BY THE UNITED STATES CONCERNING ARTICLE 17.6 OF THE
UNDERSTANDING ON RULES AND PROCEDURES GOVERNING THE
SETTLEMENT OF DISPUTES AND APPELLATE REVIEW OF PANEL FINDINGS
OF FACT, INCLUDING DOMESTIC LAW



The United States requested this agenda item to draw Members’ attention to an important
systemic issue with significant implications for the operation of the dispute settlement
system: Article 17.6 of the Understanding on Rules and Procedures Governing the
Settlement of Disputes (“DSU”) and appellate review of panel findings of fact, including
domestic (or municipal) law.



The DSU reflects Members’ agreement on the functions assigned to panels and the
Appellate Body. In DSU Article 11, WTO Members agreed that “a panel should make an
objective assessment of the matter before it, including an objective assessment of the
facts of the case and the applicability of and conformity with the relevant covered
agreements”. In other words, “the matter” in a dispute consists of the facts and the legal
claims, and WTO panels are to make factual and legal findings.



In Article 17.6 of the DSU, Members agreed that the Appellate Body would have a
significantly more limited role than panels. The DSU explicitly provides that “[a]n
appeal shall be limited to issues of law covered in the panel report and legal
interpretations developed by the panel.”



Yet, despite this clear, unambiguous text of Article 17.6, the Appellate Body has
consistently reviewed and even reversed panel fact-finding. It has done so under
different legal standards that it has had to invent, and it has reached conclusions that are
not based on panel factual findings or undisputed facts.



Through this statement today, the United States will discuss two particular issues of
concern relating to the Appellate Body’s review of panel findings of fact. First, we
review the relevant provisions of the DSU to explain the Appellate Body’s lack of
authority to review a panel’s findings of facts. The invention of an authority to review
panel fact-finding, contrary to the DSU, has added complexity, duplication, and delay to
every WTO dispute. Second, we explain that the Appellate Body has compounded the
error by asserting that it can review panel findings concerning the meaning of a
Member’s municipal law, which is the key fact to be demonstrated in any dispute.
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1.

Appellate Review of Facts is Contrary to the Appellate Body’s Limited Authority
Under the DSU



The concerns involving appellate review of municipal law are just one symptom of a
broader departure by the Appellate Body from the terms agreed by Members in the DSU.
The fundamental issue is that the DSU explicitly limits the scope of an appeal, and there
is no basis in the DSU for the Appellate Body to review a panel’s findings of facts.



Members agreed in the DSU to expressly limit the authority of the Appellate Body to
legal findings by a panel, not factual ones. Indeed, it is difficult to see how Article 17.6
of the DSU could be any clearer: “An appeal shall be limited to issues of law covered in
the panel report and legal interpretations developed by the panel.”



In fact, in an early report, the Appellate Body conceded as much. It stated that:
“Findings of fact, as distinguished from legal interpretations or legal conclusions, by a
panel are, in principle, not subject to review by the Appellate Body.”2



However, the Appellate Body at the same time asserted that there was a “standard of
review” applicable for panels in respect of “the ascertainment of facts” under the relevant
covered agreements.3



The Appellate Body’s approach skipped over the key threshold question: how, in light of
the limitation of appeals in Article 17.6 of the DSU to “issues of law and legal
interpretations” was the Appellate Body authorized to “review” a panel’s “ascertainment
of facts”? This question needed to be addressed and resolved before moving on to
determine what would be the “standard” for any such review.



But the Appellate Body did not engage on this threshold question. It did not explain the
basis for its assumption that it could review a panel’s findings of fact when the DSU
expressly limits the Appellate Body’s review to “issues of law and legal interpretations.”4

2

EC – Measures Concerning Meat And Meat Products (Hormones), WT/DS26/AB/R, WT/DS27/AB/R, para. 132.

3

EC – Measures Concerning Meat And Meat Products (Hormones), WT/DS26/AB/R, WT/DS27/AB/R, para. 116.

EC – Measures Concerning Meat And Meat Products (Hormones), WT/DS26/AB/R, WT/DS27/AB/R, para. 61
(Canada: claims relating to the panel’s alleged failure to make an objective assessment of the facts were, in reality,
claims alleging errors of fact and “factual findings are, pursuant to Article 17.6 of the DSU, beyond review by the
Appellate Body”); id., para. 44 (United States: party “improperly requests” appellate review of panel fact-finding
because “according to Article 17.6 of the DSU, factual findings are clearly beyond review by the Appellate Body”).
4
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Then, even aside from the lack of any basis for the Appellate Body to review a panel’s
factual findings, there is a real question about what the Appellate Body considered to be
the “standard of review” for a panel’s factual findings.



Not surprisingly, there is no provision in the DSU that refers to a “standard of review” for
a panel’s factual findings, since the DSU does not provide for the Appellate Body to
conduct any such review.



Faced with this lack of any agreed “standard of review,” the Appellate Body asserted that
Article 11 of the DSU provided such a standard. In so doing, however, the Appellate
Body again ignored the text of the DSU and simply asserted that the DSU text said
something different from what Members agreed.



The language in Article 11 of the DSU that the Appellate Body relied upon is: “a panel
should make an objective assessment of the matter before it, including an objective
assessment of the facts of the case.” Key to this text is the word “should.”



Members are all familiar with the difference between “should” and “shall” and choose
carefully whether to use “should” or “shall” in particular parts of the agreements they
negotiate. In fact, Members have been known to spend weeks or even longer negotiating
over exactly this point – whether to use “should” or “shall.”



And in the DSU, Members chose to use “should” in 21 instances, and to use the word
“shall” in 259 instances.



Yet, in describing the text of Article 11, the Appellate Body did not engage on this
important textual issue. Instead, the Appellate Body simply referred to this “should
make” language as a “mandate” and a “requirement” for panels. To the contrary, the
decision of WTO Members to use the term “should” indicates that Members did not
intend to create a legal obligation subject to review, a conclusion that is directly
reinforced by the limitation on appeals to issues of law in Article 17.6.



From its assertion that “should make” sets out a “mandate” and a “requirement”, the
Appellate Body proceeded to state: “Whether or not a panel has made an objective
assessment of the facts before it, as required by Article 11 of the DSU, is also a legal
question which, if properly raised on appeal, would fall within the scope of appellate
review.”5

5

EC – Measures Concerning Meat And Meat Products (Hormones), WT/DS26/AB/R, WT/DS27/AB/R, para. 132.
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Over a year later, the Appellate Body confirmed that it had failed to engage in a textual
analysis of “should” in Article 11, when it stated simply that: “The word ‘should’ has,
for instance, previously been interpreted by us as expressing a ‘duty’ of panels in the
context of Article 11 of the DSU.”6



But there was no interpretation in the EC – Hormones report on the term “should make”
or how it could be understood as expressing a “duty”, or legal obligation. 7 The Appellate
Body did not explain how asserting that, contrary to the plain text, the language in Article
11 was a “requirement” could transform this “requirement” into a “standard of review.”



The Appellate Body had correctly explained just prior to this erroneous statement that:
“The consistency or inconsistency of a given fact or set of facts with the requirements of
a given treaty provision is, however, a legal characterization issue. It is a legal question.”



The United States agrees. But it does not follow that a panel’s assessment of the facts
became a “legal question” just because a party to the dispute disagreed with it. It would
still be an issue of “facts” and “factual findings” and would not become an “issue of law
or legal interpretation.”



The Appellate Body’s decision to undertake a review of panels’ findings of fact therefore
has no basis in the DSU. And the decision to review panel fact finding has had a number
of adverse effects on the dispute settlement system.



For instance, the Appellate Body has itself repeatedly complained about the increased
workload due to appeals under Article 11 of the DSU.8 The Appellate Body has
complained that the number of Article 11 appeals has increased over time, and that
Article 11 appeals have in turn increased the complexity of appeals, the length of
submissions, and the need for the Appellate Body to devote time and resources to become
familiar with the basis for a panel’s factual findings.

6

Canada – Measures Affecting the Export of Civilian Aircraft, WT/DS70/AB/R, para. 187.

See EC – Measures Concerning Meat And Meat Products (Hormones), WT/DS26/AB/R, WT/DS27/AB/R, paras.
131-133 (no interpretation of the term “should” or the phrase “should make”).
7

8

See, e.g., Appellate Body Report for 2013 (WT/AB/20), pp. 36 and 38, reproducing the May 30, 2018,
communication from the Appellate Body to the DSB concerning the Workload of the Appellate Body.
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The opportunity for Article 11 appeals of the facts has also meant that a party to a dispute
may try to re-litigate the entire case it presented to the panel. That is, it may challenge all
the panel findings, or at least the key findings, under DSU Article 11, and then all the
panel legal interpretations and legal conclusions under the relevant provisions of the
covered agreements.



These developments in turn are then cited as reasons explaining the difficulties of the
Appellate Body to meet the 90-day deadline mandated under Article 17.5 of the DSU.
But these difficulties are, as we have explained, significantly of the Appellate Body’s
own creation, and another source of serious concern with the functioning of the Appellate
Body.



Appellate Body review of facts also undermines the value of the interim review of panel
reports and can make the panel process significantly less efficient. A party may consider
that the availability of Appellate Body review of the facts means that the party should
refrain from providing corrections or clarifications of the factual section of a panel’s
interim report. The party could consider that it is better off reserving its criticisms of a
panel’s factual findings for an appeal since that could result in reversing the ultimate
findings of the panel. This means that a panel does not benefit from the party’s
comments, and the panel’s final report does not present factual findings of as high quality
as it otherwise could.



The Appellate Body’s approach to the standard of review under Article 11 has also been
inconsistent. Initially, the Appellate Body set a very high threshold and explained that
for an Article 11 appeal to succeed, the party needed to demonstrate that the panel had
committed “egregious error that calls into question the good faith of the panel.”9



However, over time, the Appellate Body has altered its approach. For instance, more
recently the Appellate Body has explained that “for a claim under Article 11 to succeed,
we must be satisfied that the panel has exceeded its authority as the trier of facts.”



The Appellate Body went on to explain this means that “a panel must provide a ‘reasoned
and adequate’ explanation for its findings and coherent reasoning. It has to base its
findings on a sufficient evidentiary basis on the record, may not apply a double standard
of proof, and a panel's treatment of the evidence must not lack ‘even-handedness.’”10

9

EC – Measures Concerning Meat And Meat Products (Hormones), WT/DS26/AB/R, WT/DS27/AB/R, para. 133.

European Communities and Certain Member States – Measures Affecting Trade in Large Civil Aircraft,
WT/DS316/AB/R, para. 881.
10
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This would appear to be a much lower threshold that is significantly different from an
“egregious error that calls into question the good faith of the panel.”



The shifting nature of the Appellate Body’s approach under Article 11 would appear to
be a result of the fact that Members never agreed that the Appellate Body would review a
panel’s factual findings and therefore Members never negotiated the basis or standard for
such a review. Instead, the Appellate Body has struggled to formulate its own approach,
without the benefit of guidance from Members.

2.

The Meaning of a Member’s Municipal Law is an Issue of Fact



Following its assertion that it has the authority to review and even reverse panel findings
of fact, the Appellate Body has also asserted that it has the authority to review panel
findings on the meaning of a WTO Member’s challenged domestic law. This is another
serious error. First, the United States will explain that the meaning of domestic law is an
issue of fact while the issue of law in a WTO dispute is whether that fact is consistent or
not with WTO obligations. Second, we will explain how the Appellate Body’s
justification for its review on appeal of a Member’s domestic law has no basis in the DSU
and is logically flawed.



In the WTO system, as in any international law dispute settlement system, the meaning of
municipal law is an issue of fact. In a WTO dispute, the interpretation of the WTO
Agreement or relevant covered agreements is the issue of law for the WTO dispute
settlement system.



The relevant provisions of the DSU reflect this straightforward division between issues of
fact and law. As Members know, DSU Article 6.2 requires a complaining party to set out
“the matter” in its panel request comprised of “the specific measures at issue” – that is,
the core issue of fact – and to “provide a brief summary of the legal basis of the
complaint” – that is, the issue of law. DSU Article 11 similarly distinguishes between the
panel’s “objective assessment of the facts of the case” and its assessment of “the
applicability of and conformity with the covered agreements” – that is, the issue of law.
And DSU Article 12.7 makes the same distinction in relation to the findings of fact and
law in a panel’s report.



Thus, the DSU makes clear that the measure at issue is the core fact to be established by a
complaining party, and the WTO consistency of that measure is the issue of law.
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This proposition – that municipal law is an issue of fact – is not unique to the WTO
dispute settlement system. In fact, it is well-recognized in international law generally.
For example, one of the standard treatises on international law (Brownlie) states that
“municipal laws are merely facts which express the will and constitute the activities of
States.”11



Not surprisingly, WTO panels have routinely repeated this proposition in a number of
reports. For example:
o US – Section 301 Trade Act: “In this case, too, we have to examine aspects of
municipal law, namely Sections 301-310 of the US Trade Act of 1974. Our mandate
is to examine Sections 301-310 solely for the purpose of determining whether the US
meets its WTO obligations. In doing so, we do not, as noted by the Appellate Body in
India – Patents (US), interpret US law "as such", the way we would, say, interpret
provisions of the covered agreements. We are, instead, called upon to establish the
meaning of Sections 301-310 as factual elements and to check whether these factual
elements constitute conduct by the US contrary to its WTO obligations.”12
o US – Section 129(c)(1) URAA: “As a preliminary matter, we note that an assessment
of whether section 129(c)(1) is inconsistent with any of the aforementioned WTO
provisions will inevitably involve us in a close examination of the meaning and scope
of that section. It should be recalled, in this regard, that panels are entitled (indeed,
even obliged) to conduct a detailed examination of the domestic law of a Member, to
the extent that doing so is necessary for the purposes of determining the WTOconformity of that Member's domestic law. For the purposes of such an examination,
the meaning and scope of relevant provisions of domestic law are questions of fact.”13

11

Brownlie, Principles of Public International Law, at 39 (5th ed. 1998) (italics added) (quoting Certain German
Interests in Polish Upper Silesia, PCIJ, Series A, No. 7, p. 19.).
Panel Report, United States – Sections 301-310 of the Trade Act of 1974, WT/DS152/R, adopted 27 January 2000,
para. 7.18 (citations omitted) (emphasis added). See also para. 7.19 (“It follows that in making factual findings
concerning the meaning of Sections 301-310 we are not bound to accept the interpretation presented by the US.”)
(emphasis added).
12

Panel Report, United States – Section 129(c)(1) of the Uruguay Round Agreements Act, WT/DS221/R, adopted 30
August 2002, para. 6.28 (citations omitted) (emphasis added).
13
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o Mexico – Olive Oil: “As noted above, we see the issue . . . as one of municipal law,
which is a matter of fact.”1415
o Colombia – Ports of Entry: “WTO jurisprudence has established that municipal law is
to be approached as a ‘factual issue’.”16
o EC – Fasteners: “Thus, we consider that it falls upon us to clarify the scope/operation
of Article 9(5) of the Basic AD Regulation as a factual matter before engaging in a
substantive analysis of China’s claims.”17
o US – Countervailing Measures on Certain EC Products: “[T]he Panel maintains that
it was correct for it to examine the relevant aspects of the United States' law and to
establish the meaning of the legislation as a factual element.”18; “When analysing
municipal law, a Panel should not interpret the law ‘as such’, but rather establish the
meaning of the disputed legislation as a factual element and determine whether the
factual element constitutes conduct by the respondent Member contrary to its WTO
obligations.”19

Panel Report, Mexico – Definitive Countervailing Measures on Olive Oil from the European Communities,
WT/DS341/R, adopted 21 October 2008, para. 7.29 (emphasis added); id., para. 7.30 (“We therefore find, as a
matter of fact, that under Mexican law, the procedural act by which an investigation is formally commenced in the
Mexican system is the publication of the Initiation Resolution, which takes legal effect the following day.”).
14

Panel Report, Mexico – Definitive Countervailing Measures on Olive Oil from the European Communities,
WT/DS341/R, adopted 21 October 2008, para. 7.30 (emphasis added).
15

Panel Report, Colombia – Indicative Prices and Restrictions on Ports of Entry, WT/DS366/R and Corr. 1, adopted
20 May 2009, para. 7.93 (citing Appellate Body Report, India – Patents (US), para. 66, and referencing Panel
Report on US – Section 301 Trade Act, para. 7.18, and PCIJ, Certain German Interests in Polish Upper Silesia,
PCIJ, 1926, Rep., Series A, No. 7, p. 19.) (emphasis added).
16

Panel Report, European Communities – Definitive Anti-Dumping Measures on Certain Iron or Steel Fasteners
from China, WT/DS397/R and Corr.1, adopted 28 July 2011, as modified by Appellate Body Report
WT/DS397/AB/R, para. 7.68 (emphasis added).
17

18

Panel Report, United States - Countervailing Measures Concerning Certain Products from the European
Communities, WT/DS212/R, adopted 8 January 2003, as modified by Appellate Body Report WT/DS212/AB/R,
para. 6.38 (emphasis added).
19

Panel Report, United States - Countervailing Measures Concerning Certain Products from the European
Communities, WT/DS212/R, adopted 8 January 2003, as modified by Appellate Body Report WT/DS212/AB/R,
para. 7.125 (emphasis added).
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o EC – Bed Linen (Article 21.5 – India): “We note that questions of municipal law are
treated as matters of fact.”20
o US – Zeroing (EC): “WTO panels and the Appellate Body have applied the principle,
articulated by the Permanent Court of International Justice, that municipal laws are
facts before international tribunals.”; “The meaning of municipal law in a WTO
dispute settlement proceeding is a fact to be established by relevant evidence.” 21
o US – Poultry (China): “As explained by the panel in Colombia – Ports of Entry,
municipal law is to be approached as a ‘factual issue’.”22
o US – Countervailing and Anti-Dumping Measures (China): “[W]hen ascertaining the
meaning of United States law, . . . practice [by an administering authority] would
need to be given due weight in our factual analysis. This would be required to
correctly establish the meaning of United States law as a matter of fact.”23


Thus, the United States is aware of at least 10 times that WTO panels have disagreed
with the Appellate Body, and instead found that the meaning or operation of a WTO
Member’s domestic law is an issue of fact, and not an issue of WTO law.



That so many WTO panels have come to this conclusion in light of the clear text of the
DSU is not surprising. Nor is it surprising that numerous WTO Members have also come
to the same conclusion in their disputes. For example:
o Canada in China – Auto Parts: “Canada expressed a similar view at the oral hearing
in this appeal, stating that a panel's interpretation of municipal law is a matter of fact
and is subject to the standard of review to be accorded to factual findings.”24

20

Panel Report, European Communities - Anti-Dumping Duties on Imports of Cotton-Type Bed Linen from India Recourse to Article 21.5 of the DSU by India, WT/DS141/RW, adopted 24 April 2003, fn 213 (emphasis added).
21

Panel Report, United States - Laws, Regulations and Methodology for Calculating Dumping Margins ("Zeroing"),
WT/DS294/R, adopted 9 May 2006, as modified by Appellate Body Report WT/DS294/AB/R, paras. 7.53, 7.64
(emphasis added).
22

Panel Report, United States - Certain Measures Affecting Imports of Poultry from China, WT/DS392/R, adopted
25 October 2010, paras. 7.104 and 7.381 (emphasis added).
23

Panel Report, United States - Countervailing and Anti-Dumping Measures on Certain Products from China,
WT/DS449/R and Add.1, adopted 22 July 2014, as modified by Appellate Body Report WT/DS449/AB/R, para.
7.163 (emphasis added).
Appellate Body Reports, China – Measures Affecting Imports of Automobile Parts, WT/DS339/AB/R,
WT/DS340/AB/R, WT/DS342/AB, adopted 12 January 2009, n. 306 (emphasis added).
24
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o China, in EC – Fasteners: “China submits that the issue of the ‘meaning’ or ‘scope’
of Article 9(5) of the Basic AD Regulation is an issue of fact . . . . Therefore, it
rejects the European Union's argument that the scope of Article 9(5) of the Basic AD
Regulation is a legal issue and hence subject to appellate review pursuant to Article
17.6 of the DSU.”25
o China, in US – Countervailing and Anti-Dumping Measures (China): “The meaning
of prior municipal law must be determined as a matter of fact, by reference to the
laws themselves and the manner in which those laws have been interpreted by
domestic courts.”26
o Colombia in Colombia – Ports of Entry: “Colombia recalls that from the standpoint
of international law, "municipal laws are merely facts".”27

Appellate Body Report, European Communities – Definitive Anti-Dumping Measures on Certain Iron or Steel
Fasteners from China, WT/DS397/AB/R, adopted 28 July 2011, para. 74 (emphasis added).
25

Panel Report, United States – Countervailing and Anti-Dumping Measures on Certain Products from China,
WT/DS449/R and Add.1, as modified by Appellate Body Report WT/DS449/AB/R, para. 7.142 (emphasis added).
See also para. 7.160 (“China argues that in evaluating whether Section 1 effected an advance in a rate of duty on
imports under an established and uniform USDOC practice, the relevant baseline of comparison is the prior
municipal law of the United States, properly determined as a question of fact. According to China, it is by reference
to the relevant United States laws themselves and the manner in which those laws have been interpreted by United
States courts that we should determine whether there has been an advance in a rate of duty.”) and para. 7.228
(“China considers the relevant baseline to be prior municipal law of the importing Member, properly determined as
a question of fact.”).
26

Panel Report, Colombia – Indicative Prices and Restrictions on Ports of Entry, WT/DS366/R and Corr.1, adopted
20 May 2009, para. 4.145.
27
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o Dominican Republic in Dominican Republic – Import and Sale of Cigarettes:
“Honduras' claim thus focuses on the meaning of a municipal law of the Dominican
Republic. In addressing the meaning of municipal law, panels must examine the
[municipal] law as a matter of fact, taking into account the evidence as to the
meaning of the law presented by the parties.”28; “In this case, the Panel correctly
treated the meaning of the Dominican Republic's municipal law as a fact whose
meaning was to be proved by evidence.”29
o EU, in US – Large Civil Aircraft (21.5 – EU): “Because the meaning of domestic
law, including of the US Constitution, is a question of fact for a WTO panel, the
United States must rebut the EU's interpretation with actual evidence and argument
regarding US law.”30
o EU, in United States – Conditional Tax Incentives for Large Civil Aircraft: “The
interpretation of Washington State law is a question of fact before this Panel that must
be considered objectively . . . .”31

Appellate Body Report, Dominican Republic – Measures Affecting the Importation and Internal Sale of
Cigarettes, WT/DS302/AB/R, adopted 19 May 2005, para. 45.
28

Appellate Body Report, Dominican Republic – Measures Affecting the Importation and Internal Sale of
Cigarettes, WT/DS302/AB/R, adopted 19 May 2005, para. 46.
29

Panel Report, United States – Measures Affecting Trade in Large Civil Aircraft (Second Complaint) – Recourse to
article 21.5 of the DSU by the European Union, WT/DS353/RW and Add.1, at Annex B-4, para. 2.
30

See also Panel Report, United States – Conditional Tax Incentives for Large Civil Aircraft, WT/DS487/R and
Add.1, adopted 22 September 2017, as modified by Appellate Body Report WT/DS487/AB/R, at Annex B-1, para.
45 (emphasis added).
31
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o EU in European Communities – Trademarks and Geographical Indications
(Australia): “[The European Communities] submits that the Panel must take due
account of the fact that the Regulation is a measure of EC domestic law and establish
its meaning as a factual element.” “[I]n making an objective assessment of the facts,
and in particular of the meaning of Regulation 2081/92, the Panel must take due
account of the fact that Regulation 2081/92 is a measure of EC domestic law. It can
therefore not "interpret" Regulation 2081/92, but rather must establish the meaning of
its provisions as factual elements.”32
o EU in EU – Fatty Alcohols: “Many of the arguments, submitted by Indonesia, are
matters of EU, rather than WTO law. . . . . The EU law characterisation of a
particular fact pattern as consistent or not with the Basic Regulation is a question of
fact, while the consistency of the contested measure with Article 2.4 of the ADA is a
question of both law and fact.”33
o Guatemala in Guatemala – Cement (Panel): “This evidence is fatal to Mexico's
claim because it is an accepted principle of international law that municipal law (and
practice) is a fact which must be proven before an international dispute settlement
body such as this Panel.”34
o Hong Kong in US – Shrimp: “With respect to the judgment of the CIT in the Turtle
Island case, Hong Kong, China, notes that in the absence of a clear mandate given to
international adjudicating bodies, they commonly interpret only international law and
treat domestic law, whenever warranted, as a factual matter.”35

Panel Report, European Communities – Protection of Trademarks and Geographical Indications for Agricultural
Products and Foodstuffs – Complaint by the United States, WT/DS174/R, adopted 20 April 2005, para. 7.43
(emphasis added); id., WT/DS174/Add.2, Annex B-4, p. B-121 (Replies by the European Communities to Questions
posed by the Panel following the First Substantive Meeting), para. 3 (“However, the EC would like to underline that
in making an objective assessment of the facts, and in particular of the meaning of Regulation 2081/92, the Panel
must take due account of the fact that Regulation 2081/92 is a measure of EC domestic law. It can therefore not
"interpret" Regulation 2081/92, but rather must establish the meaning of its provisions as factual elements.”).
32

Appellate Body Report, European Union – Anti-Dumping Measures on Imports of Certain Fatty Alcohols from
Indonesia, WT/DS442/AB/R and Add.1, adopted 29 September 2017, at Annex B-3, para. 28 (emphasis added).
33

Panel Report, Guatemala – Definitive Anti-Dumping Measures on Grey Portland Cement from Mexico,
WT/DS156/R, adopted 17 November 2000, para. 6.440 (emphasis added).
34

Appellate Body Report, United States – Import Prohibition of Certain Shrimp and Shrimp Products – Recourse to
Article 21.5 of the DSU by Malaysia, WT/DS58/AB/RW, adopted 21 November 2001, para. 62.
35
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o India in India – Patents (US): “India asserts that the Panel erred in its treatment of
India's municipal law because municipal law is a fact that must be established before
an international tribunal by the party relying on it.”36
o Mexico, in US – Anti-Dumping Measures on Oil Country Tubular Goods: “The[]
[panel’s] findings relate to the meaning and scope of a Member's municipal law . . .
[which] is a question of fact falling outside the scope of appellate review.”37
o Peru in EC – Sardines: “Peru thus contends that, like municipal law, the Codex
standard must be treated by an international tribunal as a fact to be examined, not as
law to be interpreted.”38
o Philippines in Thailand – Cigarettes: “The Philippines relies on the Appellate Body
US – Carbon Steel decision to argue that the meaning of municipal law has to be
determined by panels as a question of fact, taking into account not only the assertions
of the regulating country, but also, necessarily, evidence provided as grounds for
those assertions (typically including judicial rulings, opinions of legal experts,
writings of recognized scholars)”.39


Thus, in at least 15 instances of which we are aware, other WTO Members too have
disagreed with the Appellate Body’s assertion that it has the authority to review a panel’s
factual findings on the meaning of a WTO Member’s domestic law. Despite this
repeated disagreement with its approach, over many years, however, the Appellate Body
has not reconsidered its view. Nor, as we will explain, has it ever engaged with the DSU
text that demonstrates that its approach is erroneous and contrary to that text.



The Appellate Body has not treated panel findings concerning the meaning of municipal
law as a factual issue. Instead, it has treated the meaning of municipal law as a matter of
WTO law, to be decided by the Appellate Body de novo in an appeal under Article 17.6
of the DSU.

36

Appellate Body Report, India – Patents (US), para. 64 (emphasis added).

Appellate Body Report, United States – Anti-Dumping Measures on Oil - Country Tubular Goods (OCTG) from
Mexico, WT/DS282/AB/R, para. 80 (emphasis added).
37

Appellate Body Report, European Communities – Trade Description of Sardines, WT/DS231/AB/R, adopted 23
October 2002, para. 75 (emphasis added).
38

39

Panel Report, Thailand - Customs and Fiscal Measures on Cigarettes from the Philippines, WT/DS371/R,
adopted 15 July 2011, as modified by Appellate Body Report WT/DS371/AB/R, para. 6.155 (emphasis added).
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The Appellate Body has given no interpretation of the text of the DSU for its statement
that the meaning of domestic law is an issue of law in the WTO dispute settlement
system. Despite its occasional citation to other international law authorities, the
Appellate Body has also failed to point to any other source that would explain its
departure from the approach followed generally in international dispute settlement.



The only basis the Appellate Body has given for its proposition that the meaning of
municipal law is an issue of law under Article 17.6 of the DSU is a citation to its own
reports, most often the Appellate Body report in India – Patents (US).40



The appellate report in that dispute, however, provides no meaningful explanation for this
proposition. In that appeal, India had asserted that the panel erred in its treatment of
India’s municipal law.41 Ironically, the Appellate Body began its examination of this
issue by citing the very same international law treatise quoted above.



As noted, that treatise states: “[M]unicipal laws are merely facts which express the will
and constitute the activities of States.” That is, the treatise states that municipal law is an
issue of fact for the purpose of international dispute settlement.42 Ironically, then, the
India – Patents appellate report cites a treatise that stands for the opposite of what the
Appellate Body cites it for.



In discussing the panel’s examination of India’s domestic law in that dispute, the
Appellate Body noted that “[p]revious GATT/WTO panels also have conducted a
detailed examination of the domestic law of a Member in assessing the conformity of that
domestic law with the relevant GATT/WTO obligations.”43 To be clear, this statement
refers to a detailed examination of domestic law by panels. But from this reference to the
detailed examination of domestic law by panels, the Appellate Body makes the following
leap:

40

See, e.g., Appellate Body Report, EU – Biodiesel, para. 6.155 (citing India – Patents (US)).

41

Appellate Body Report, India – Patents (US), para. 64.

42

Appellate Body Report, India – Patents (US), para. 65 and n. 52.

43

Appellate Body Report, India – Patents (US), paras. 66 and 67.
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And, just as it was necessary for the Panel in this case to seek a
detailed understanding of the operation of the Patents Act as it
relates to the "administrative instructions" in order to assess
whether India had complied with Article 70.8(a), so, too, is it
necessary for us in this appeal to review the Panel's examination of
the same Indian domestic law.44


In other words, the Appellate Body reasoned that, because the panel was required to
undertake a detailed examination of the meaning of a domestic law (as a factual issue) to
determine whether that domestic law complied with the WTO Agreements (as a legal
issue), the Appellate Body could also conduct a detailed examination of the meaning of
that domestic law (the factual issue) in reviewing the legal conclusions of the panel.



There is no coherent logic in that statement. The authority to review a panel’s legal
conclusion implies no authority to also review a panel’s factual findings. Those factual
findings can simply be taken as a given.



The Appellate Body in fact provides no explanation of how its “detailed examination” of
domestic law is consistent with the limits of appellate review imposed by Members in
Article 17.6 of the DSU. The stated rationale – that a “detailed understanding” is
important – says nothing about the proper role of the Appellate Body in reviewing a
panel’s findings.



Indeed, many factual issues in WTO dispute settlement require “detailed understanding.”
But that provides no basis for treating those factual issues as issues of law to be decided
de novo by the Appellate Body on appeal.

44

Appellate Body Report, India – Patents (US), para. 68.
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Unfortunately, in subsequent disputes, the Appellate Body repeated and expanded on its
flawed approach in India – Patents (US). For example, in US – Section 211
Appropriations Act, the Appellate Body quoted from its report in India – Patents, and
then found that “[t]o address the legal issues raised in this appeal, we must, therefore,
necessarily examine the Panel’s interpretation of the meaning of Section 211 under
United States law” and “[t]he meaning given by the Panel to Section 211 is, thus, clearly
within the scope of our review as set out in Article 17.6 of the DSU.”45 Again, the
Appellate Body was saying that the meaning of a municipal law – a factual issue – is
within the scope of its review, notwithstanding the express limitations imposed by Article
17.6 of the DSU.



At DSB meeting on March 6, 2002, when this report was adopted – over 16 years ago –
the United States expressed its serious concerns with this approach as follows:

Appellate Body Report, United States – Section 211 Omnibus Appropriations Act of 1998, WT/DS176/AB/R,
adopted 1 February 2002, para. 106.
45
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Under Article 17.6 of the DSU, the Appellate Body's review was
limited to issues of law and legal interpretation, not issues of fact.
In this dispute, the Appellate Body had blurred this distinction by
concluding that an examination of the meaning of municipal law –
in this case Section 211 – was within its mandate. The Appellate
Body had reached this conclusion based on a logical misstep. In
paragraph 105 of its Report, the Appellate Body had correctly
noted that a panel's assessment of whether a municipal law was
consistent with WTO obligations was a legal characterization that
was within the scope of appellate review. However, from this it
had incorrectly concluded in the following paragraph that the
Panel's finding as to the meaning and operation of the municipal
law was also within the scope of appellate review. This did not
follow logically. It was one thing to determine what a municipal
law meant and how it operated. It was an entirely different matter
to determine whether – given a particular meaning and operation –
the municipal law was consistent with WTO obligations. The
meaning and operation of municipal law fell within the panel's role
as finder of fact, and was outside the scope of appellate review
unless the finding was inconsistent with the obligation to make an
objective assessment of the facts, in accordance with Article 11 of
the DSU. Once the panel had made these factual findings, its legal
findings as to whether the municipal law was consistent with a
WTO agreement were subject to appellate review. In the US view,
the Appellate Body Report had not sufficiently distinguished
between these factual and legal findings of a panel and thus risked
encroaching on a panel's fact-finding role.46


And, unfortunately, this same criticism remains valid today as the Appellate Body has
continued to follow the same flawed approach in subsequent appeals. For example:

WT/DSB/M/119, para. 27 (statement of the United States); see also id. (“A better approach, according to the
United States, was that of the International Court of Justice (ICJ) which was cited by the Appellate Body in its
earlier report in the India – Mailbox dispute (WT/DS50). The ICJ has noted that from the standpoint of international
law "municipal laws are merely facts". The Appellate Body had a special role with respect to the interpretation of
WTO Agreements, and Appellate Body proceedings – which were expedited and permitted only limited briefing and
hearings – reflected this. In the US view, this special role did not extend to ascertaining the meaning and operation
of municipal laws, and Appellate Body proceedings were ill-suited to such fact-finding.”). The United States raised
questions about this in March 2005 (TN/DS/W/74) and submitted proposed guidance that: “The question of whether
a measure does x is a factual question because at that point it is not a question of the interpretation of a provision of
a covered agreement or of whether a provision applies to the measure.” (TN/DS/W/82/Add.2.)
46
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o China – Auto Parts (AB): “When a panel examines the municipal law of a WTO
Member for purposes of determining whether the Member has complied with its
WTO obligations, that determination is a legal characterization by a panel, and is
therefore subject to appellate review under Article 17.6 of the DSU….”47
o China – Publications and Audiovisual Products: “We recall that a panel's assessment
of the meaning and content of a Member's municipal law is subject to appellate
review in order to determine whether the panel erred in its finding regarding the
consistency of the Member's municipal law with the WTO agreements.”48
o EC – Fasteners (China): “Therefore, we conclude that the Panel's assessment of the
meaning and scope of Article 9(5) of the Basic AD Regulation, which is based on the
text of the provision, its context within the structure of the other relevant provisions
of the Regulation, and its operation is not a "factual matter" and is not excluded from
appellate review. Rather, the Panel examined Article 9(5) for the purpose of
determining its consistency with a number of provisions of the Anti-Dumping
Agreement and the GATT 1994, which, as a matter of legal characterization, is
subject to appellate review according to Article 17.6 of the DSU.”49

Appellate Body Reports, China – Measures Affecting Imports of Automobile Parts, WT/DS339/AB/R,
WT/DS340/AB/R, WT/DS342/AB/R, adopted 12 January 2009, para. 225 (citations omitted).
47

Appellate Body Report, China – Measures Affecting Trading Rights and Distribution Services for Certain
Publications and Audiovisual Entertainment Products, WT/DS363/AB/R, adopted 19 January 2010, para. 117.
48

Appellate Body Report, European Communities – Definitive – Anti-Dumping Measures on Certain Iron or Steel
Fasteners from China, WT/DS397/AB/R, adopted 28 July 2011, para. 297. See also para. 295 (“We begin by
addressing China's preliminary objection that the Panel's finding concerning the meaning and scope of Article 9(5)
of the Basic AD Regulation is a matter of fact that is not subject to appellate review pursuant to Article 17.6 of the
DSU. We disagree with China and the Panel. On several occasions, the Appellate Body has clarified that municipal
law may serve both as evidence of facts and evidence of a Member's compliance or non-compliance with its
international obligations. In particular, in US – Section 211 Appropriations Act, the Appellate Body stated that,
when a panel examines the municipal law of a WTO Member for the purpose of determining whether that Member
has complied with its WTO obligations, that examination is a legal characterization by a panel and is therefore
subject to appellate review under Article 17.6 of the DSU.”).
49
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o US – Countervailing and Anti-Dumping Measures (China): “Although factual aspects
may be involved in the individuation of the text and of some associated
circumstances, an assessment of the meaning of a text of municipal law for purposes
of determining whether it complies with a provision of the covered agreements is a
legal characterization.”50


These examples repeatedly exhibit the same flawed logic. In short, the Appellate Body
reasons that when a panel examines a municipal law to assess compliance with the WTO
Agreements, examination of that municipal law becomes a legal question. This approach
eliminates the lines explicitly drawn by Members in the DSU between factual and legal
issues. As the United States noted in the excerpt above, the fact that the question of
whether a particular municipal law is consistent with the WTO Agreements is a legal
question does not change the nature of the factual determination of the meaning and
content of that municipal law.



For a more recent example, Members will recall that at the DSB meeting on October 26,
2016, the United States explained how the Appellate Body’s flawed approach was
highlighted by the appeal in EU – Biodiesel (Argentina). In that dispute, one of
Argentina’s claims was that a provision of EU law, the Basic Regulation, was
inconsistent “as such” with the AD Agreement. On appeal, Argentina claimed that the
panel erroneously construed that EU law. Argentina’s argument was based on the text of
the EU provision, legislative history, a supposed EU practice in several other
investigations, and certain EU court decisions.



On appeal, Argentina claimed both that the Panel’s interpretation of EU law was wrong
as a matter of law (although under what provision of the AD Agreement or the DSU
remains unclear) and that the Panel failed to make an “objective assessment of the
matter” under Article 11 of the DSU.

Appellate Body Report, United States – Countervailing and Anti-Dumping Measures on Certain Products from
China, WT/DS449/AB/R and Corr.1, adopted 22 July 2014, para. 4.101. See also para. 4.99 (“In India – Patents
(US) and US – Section 211 Appropriations Act, the Appellate Body stated that municipal law may constitute
evidence of facts as well as evidence of compliance or non-compliance with international obligations, and that a
panel's examination of the municipal law of a WTO Member for the purpose of determining whether that Member
has complied with its obligations under the WTO Agreement is a legal characterization by a panel subject to
appellate review under Article 17.6 of the DSU.”).
50
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At a minimum, in light of the Appellate Body’s conception of a different and higher
standard to review findings of fact (which we discussed earlier), the panel’s factual
findings would be subject to review under that higher or more restrictive standard. The
Appellate Body examined the meaning of the EU law as a de novo legal issue, and then
proceeded to conduct a separate examination of whether the Panel made an objective
assessment.51



The lack of coherence in the Appellate Body’s approach has been noted by other
commentators. For example, an entry in The Oxford Handbook of International Trade
Law states: “[T[he logic of the Appellate Body’s finding [that panel findings on
municipal law are issues of law under DSU Article 17.6] is difficult to understand. Just
because a panel assesses whether a domestic legal act – which represents a fact from the
perspective of WTO law – is consistent or inconsistent with WTO law does not suddenly
turn the meaning of the domestic legal act into a question of WTO law. . . . [T]here must
. . . be a discernable line between issues of fact and issues of law. After all, the Appellate
Body’s jurisdiction is circumscribed precisely by this distinction.”52



Another set of commentators has similarly critiqued the Appellate Body’s approach,
noting that “maybe that limitation [of appellate review to the application of WTO law to
the facts as found by the panel] was precisely what Article 17.6 DSU intended to impose
on the Appellate Body. The arguments offered by the Appellate Body for a more
expansive review authority are not very convincing, as the determination of the
implications of a Member’s municipal law are not more “legal interpretations” than is the
determination of the implications of any other measure. It seems that the Appellate Body
is simply keen to review a Panel’s interpretation of the meaning of municipal law . . . . ”53

51

The United States explained to Members why this approach did not make sense, and departed from the Appellate
Body’s frequent admonition that a party should present an issue as an error of law or an error under Article 11, but
not both types of claims with respect to the same issue. See, e.g., EC – Fasteners (China) (AB), para. 442; Chile –
Price Band System (Article 21.5 – Argentina) (AB), para. 238. Furthermore, it raised the prospect that the Appellate
Body might find that the Panel made an objective assessment of a complex factual record, and at the same time
might find that precisely the same panel finding was incorrect simply because the Appellate Body made a different
factual determination based on its own de novo review.
Bohanes and Lockhart, “Standard of Review in WTO Law”, The Oxford Handbook of International Trade Law
(2009), at 42 (emphasis added).
52

Wauters and Vandenbussche, China – Measures Affecting Imports of Automobile Parts, American Law Institute
Project, at n. 60 (emphasis added).
53
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The Appellate Body’s approach in conducting its own de novo review of the meaning of
domestic law is inconsistent with the appropriate functioning of the dispute settlement
system. It departs from the basic division of responsibilities where panels determine
issues of fact and law, and the Appellate Body may be asked to review specific legal
interpretations and legal conclusions.



It also represents a serious waste of the limited resources of the WTO dispute settlement
system, adding complexity and delay to the process. No purpose is served by having a
panel engage in a detailed review of a factual record related to the meaning of a domestic
measure, and then to have the Appellate Body engage in its own de novo review of the
exact same factual issues, so that the parties have to argue all the same factual issues a
second time.

3.

Conclusion



The United States has for many years been concerned with the Appellate Body’s
approach to review of findings of fact by WTO panels. In this statement, for the benefit
of WTO Members’ reflection, we have drawn together an analysis of the DSU text, a
critique of the Appellate Body’s erroneous rationale, and a review of panel and WTO
Member statements.



As we have noted in this statement, DSU Article 17.6 expressly limits appellate review to
issues of law and legal interpretation covered in a panel’s report. On its face, this would
not include panel fact-finding. When we look back to the appellate report in which the
Appellate Body asserted it could review panel fact-finding under the “duty” or
“requirement” in DSU Article 11 to make an objective assessment of the facts, we find
that there was no interpretation by the Appellate Body of the text of DSU Article 11,
which states that a panel “should make” an objective assessment. And because the DSU
text does not support any appellate review of the facts, it also does not suggest any
particular standard for that review.



By recasting panel fact-finding as, instead, an issue of law subject to review, the
Appellate Body has further asserted that it can review the meaning of a Member’s
domestic law on appeal. And it conducts that review de novo – that is, without any
deference to the panel’s findings on appeal. But the meaning of a Member’s domestic
law – what a measure means or does – is simply the key fact in a dispute while the issue
of law is whether that fact is consistent or inconsistent with WTO obligations. The
Appellate Body’s expansion of its review authority, contrary to the DSU text, has added
complexity, duplication, and delay to almost every dispute, as a party to the dispute can
now challenge on appeal every aspect of the panel’s findings.
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The United States does not consider this a desirable outcome. But more importantly, it
does not reflect the WTO dispute settlement system as agreed by Members in the text of
the DSU. Therefore, whether or not a WTO Member considers appellate review of facts
desirable, that review is neither legal nor legitimate under our agreed WTO rules.

Second Intervention


The United States would like to thank the delegations that intervened for their comments
and we look forward to further discussing this issue with Members. .



With respect to Brazil’s intervention, the statement would seem to overly complicate
what is a relatively straightforward issue. We would again refer to our past DSB
statement on this issue highlighting the straightforward distinction between issues of fact
and issues of law: “It was one thing to determine what a municipal law meant and how it
operated.” 54 That is the issue of fact. “It was an entirely different matter to determine
whether – given a particular meaning and operation – the municipal law was consistent
with WTO obligations.” 55 That is the issue of law.



And so we would agree with Australia’s statement that this is an important distinction to
maintain, and it’s a distinction Members agreed to in the DSU.



Second, the United States would appear to have a different understanding from Brazil and
China with respect to the purpose of the Appellate Body. China’s intervention suggested
that the purpose of the Appellate Body is to provide a second, independent review of
panel reports. And Brazil suggested the purpose is to review the consistency of domestic
laws with the WTO Agreement. We disagree. The limited role of the Appellate Body, as
set out in Article 17.6 of the DSU, is to review issues of law and legal interpretations in
panel reports.

54

WT/DSB/M/119, para. 27 (statement of the United States).

55

WT/DSB/M/119, para. 27 (statement of the United States).
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5.

EUROPEAN COMMUNITIES AND CERTAIN MEMBER STATES – MEASURES
AFFECTING TRADE IN LARGE CIVIL AIRCRAFT
A.

RECOURSE TO ARTICLE 21.5 OF THE DSU BY THE EUROPEAN UNION
AND CERTAIN MEMBER STATES: REQUEST FOR THE
ESTABLISHMENT OF A PANEL (WT/DS316/39)



As the United States explained earlier this month when the EU first put this panel request
on the agenda, the EU’s decision to move forward with a request for yet another
compliance panel in this 14-year dispute does a disservice to the WTO and its dispute
settlement system.



We refer Members to our statement at the August 15 DSB meeting, and will not repeat it
today.



Suffice it to say that instead of bringing yet another compliance proceeding in the largest
dispute in WTO history, the EU should make the decision to actually comply with its
WTO subsidies obligations and seek to resolve this dispute with the United States.



The EU’s failure to do so raises serious questions about its willingness to tax the
resources of the WTO and about its oft-professed devotion to the multilateral trading
system.
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6.

CANADA - MEASURES GOVERNING THE SALE OF WINE
A.

REQUEST FOR THE ESTABLISHMENT OF A PANEL BY AUSTRALIA
(WT/DS537/8)



The United States fully supports Australia’s request for the establishment of a panel in
this dispute.



As the United States explained previously when it requested the establishment of a panel
in Canada – Measures Governing the Sale of Wine in Grocery Stores (Second
Complaint) (DS531), the United States has serious concerns that British Columbia
(“BC”) regulations governing the sale of wine in grocery stores discriminate against
imported wine.



On July 20, 2018, the DSB established a panel in DS531. To enhance efficiency of the
dispute settlement process, the United States suggests that if and when a Panel is
established to examine Australia’s complaint contained in document WT/DS537/8, the
matter should be referred to the panel established on July 20, 2018 to examine the
complaint by the United States contained in document WT/DS531/7.
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7.

UNITED STATES – SAFEGUARD MEASURE ON IMPORTS OF CRYSTALLINE
SILICON PHOTOVOLTAIC PRODUCTS
A.

REQUEST FOR THE ESTABLISHMENT OF A PANEL BY THE REPUBLIC
OF KOREA (WT/DS545/7)



The WTO Agreement recognizes the right of Members to temporarily suspend
concessions and other obligations when a product is being imported into its territory in
such increased quantities and under such conditions as to cause serious injury or threat of
serious injury to the Member’s domestic industry.



The United States has exercised this right with respect to imports of crystalline silicon
photovoltaic products. An independent investigative authority, the U.S. International
Trade Commission, determined that the domestic industry producing like or similar
products was seriously injured and that the cause of that injury was increased imports of
the products at issue.



The U.S. process was open and transparent, and fully in accord with both domestic U.S.
safeguard laws and WTO obligations.



In addition, the request to establish a panel improperly includes a claim not included in
Korea’s request for consultations.



For these reasons, the United States is not in a position to agree to the establishment of a
panel today.
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8.

UNITED STATES – SAFEGUARD MEASURE ON IMPORTS OF LARGE
RESIDENTIAL WASHERS
A.

REQUEST FOR THE ESTABLISHMENT OF A PANEL BY THE REPUBLIC
OF KOREA (WT/DS546/4)



As the United States noted with respect to the prior agenda item, the WTO Agreement
recognizes the right of Members to temporarily suspend concessions and other
obligations when a product is being imported into its territory in such increased quantities
and under such conditions as to cause serious injury or threat of serious injury to the
Member’s domestic industry.



The United States has exercised this right with respect to imports of large residential
washers. An independent investigative authority, the U.S. International Trade
Commission, determined that the domestic industry producing like or similar products
was seriously injured and that the cause of that injury was increased imports of the
products at issue.



The U.S. process was open and transparent, and fully in accord with both domestic U.S.
safeguard laws and WTO obligations.



For these reasons, the United States is not in a position to agree to the establishment of a
panel today.
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14.

APPELLATE BODY APPOINTMENTS: PROPOSAL BY VARIOUS MEMBERS
(WT/DSB/W/609/REV.4)



The United States thanks the Chair for the continued work on these issues.



As we have explained in prior meetings, we are not in a position to support the proposed
decision.



The systemic concerns that we have identified remain unaddressed.



For example, at the DSB meeting in August of 2017, we made clear our concerns with
the issuance of appellate reports by individuals who are no longer members of the
Appellate Body. Yet, one year later, an individual who is not currently a member of the
Appellate Body continues to decide appeals.



As we have explained many times, it is for the DSB, not the Appellate Body, to decide
whether a person who is no longer an Appellate Body member can continue to serve on
an appeal.56 We refer back to our statements at earlier DSB meetings for more
elaboration on our concerns.



We therefore will continue our efforts and our discussions with Members and with the
Chair to seek a solution on these important issues.

56

Understanding on Rules and Procedures Governing the Settlement of Disputes, Arts. 17.1, 17.2 (“DSU”).

36

U.S. Statements at the August 27, 2018, DSB Meeting

15.

STATEMENT BY THE CHAIRPERSON REGARDING THE POSSIBLE
REAPPOINTMENT OF ONE APPELLATE BODY MEMBER



For more than 15 years, across multiple U.S. Administrations, the United States has been
raising serious concerns with the Appellate Body’s disregard for the rules set by WTO
Members.



Through persistent overreaching, the WTO Appellate Body has been adding obligations
that were never agreed by the United States and other WTO Members.



The President’s 2018 Trade Policy Agenda outlined several longstanding U.S.
concerns.57


The United States has raised repeated concerns that appellate reports have gone
far beyond the text setting out WTO rules in varied areas, such as subsidies,
antidumping duties, anti-subsidy duties, standards and technical barriers to trade,
and safeguards, restricting the ability of the United States to regulate in the public
interest or protect U.S. workers and businesses against unfair trading practices.



On procedural, systemic issues, for example, the Appellate Body has issued
advisory opinions on issues not necessary to resolve a dispute, reviewed panel
fact-finding despite appeals being limited to legal issues, asserted that panels must
follow its reports although there is no system of precedent in the WTO, and
continuously disregarded the 90-day mandatory deadline for appeals – all contrary
to the WTO’s agreed dispute settlement rules.



And for the last year, the United States has been calling for WTO Members to correct the
situation where the Appellate Body acts as if it has the power to permit ex-Appellate
Body members to continue to decide appeals even after their term of office – as set by the
WTO Members – has expired. This so-called “Rule 15” is, on its face, another example
of the Appellate Body’s disregard for the WTO’s rules.



Our concerns have not been addressed. When the Appellate Body abuses the authority it
was given within the dispute settlement system, it undermines the legitimacy of the
system and damages the interests of all WTO Members who care about having the
agreements respected as they were negotiated and agreed.



The United States will continue to insist that WTO rules be followed by the WTO dispute
settlement system.

57

Office of the U.S. Trade Representative, 2018 President’s Trade Policy Agenda, at 22-28.
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In this circumstance, the United States has determined that it is not prepared to support
the reappointment of Mr. Servansing to the Appellate Body. This position is no
reflection on any one individual but reflects our principled concerns.
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