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REPLIES BY THE EEC TO QUESTIONS BY THE UNITED STATES
ON THE EEC ANTI-DUMPING LEGISLATION

Reproduced herewith are responses by the EEC to additional questions
raised by the United States in document ADP/W/228 on Council Regulation
(EEC) No. 2423/88 of 11 July 1988 (ADP/1/Add.1l/Rev.l).

(in the reply to the originai questions posed by the United States, !

"Article 8(a)" referred to In point 1 of the replies on Article 2.8.3(c)
shouild be replaced by “Article 2.8(a)" and In the penultimate sentence In
point 2 of the reply on Article 13,11 the word “exporter" ghoild be
replaced by "Importer".)

Actlclae 13,11

1. The reference to the roszle price In Article 13.11(b) Ie not
restricted to the resale price of Importere who are related to or ere
assoclated with the exporter.

2. It s confirmed that the transfer price bestween the exporter and e
releted Importer would be considered unrellable. In thie lnqteno».
the export price would be established by the same method &t uled In
the original Investigation. |If the calculation resuited In ¢ lower
export price than that originally establiehed, the Impiication wpuld

"be that the exporter had borne the cost of the duty, In whole of In
part. But when Investlgating the facts, the related Importer would
have the same opportunity as en Independsnt Importer to dcmon:tr:ie 3
reduction In selling coste, Moreover, Insofar 28 the relatac
Importer ‘e reasonable proflt was baced on those of lndopandcn
Importere, It would be reduced to the extent that the profits of the
Indspendent Importera had also been reduced.
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3. A reduction In the normal value, however establlshed, could proylde
evidence of changed clrcumstances which would Justify & reviex. Neo
requeet for review by an exporter showing sufficient evidence of
changed clircumstances has been refused by the EC, though on occasjont
It was not possible to open Article 14 reviews as promptiy &s the
Comission would have wished, whether the request was made by &n
sxporter or on behalf of a Community Industry. Detalle of Articl¢ 1«
reviews have been reported to the Committee |In eaccordance lth
Article 14:4 of the Code. These show that few requests fcr review ere
made by exporters and of these the change (n clrcumstances &lleged

aimoat Invarliably refer to the Injury determinztion rather then the
dumping. ’



