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Second, if the Department grants MOE status in antidumping proceedings, China would
be given an unwarranted concession in our bilateral trading relationship. We are mindful that,
when China joined the World Trade Organization, it agreed to be treated as a non-market
economy country until 15 years after its accession. There is no sound policy reason to depart
from this agreement, particularly in light of China’s failure to resolve ongoing complaints by the
United States regarding China’s failure to live up to its WTO obligations. Moreover, drawing
exceptions to the NME (non-market economy) country-wide designation reduces pressure on the
Chinese government to continue to execute the necessary structural reforms needed to justify
graduation to market-economy status.

Third, we are concerned about the administrative feasibility of granting individual
Chinese firms MOE status. To make a determination of whether an individual enterprise
warrants market-economy treatment, the Department would need to conduct a complex analysis
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input prices and costs. This analysis would also entail examining legal, economic, and factual
arguments presented by the interested parties in the proceeding. In effect, the Department would
be forced to conduct multiple investigations within each proceeding, imposing a great burden,on
Department analysts as well as the U.S. petitioning industry. ITAC 3 does not support a change
in practice that would impose additional costs on U.S. manufacturers seeking remedies for injury
attributed to unfair pricing by Chinese producers/exporters.

Finally, ITAC 3 is concerned that granting market-economy status to individual firms
will create incentives for circumvention of any resulting antidumping order. Chinese firms that
are not accorded market-economy status will seek to transship goods through firms with market-
economy status to avoid paying higher antidumping duties. Such evasion of the order will
undermine its effectiveness to remedy the harm to the U.S. petitioners seeking discipline in the
pricing of Chinese imported goods into the U.S. market. '

In conclusion, ITAC 3 urges the Department to carefully consider any modifications to its
longstanding NME methodology. From a policy perspective, any change should not undermine
the efficacy of the antidumping law as a remedial measure for U.S. manufacturers. Although
China has made great strides in re-structuring its economy, and the role and extent of private

. enterprise, ownership is far greater in today’s economy, 1l the Department should not prematurely. _.. ___ . .. .

" adopt changes to its NME methodology without en ensuring that such changes 's do not disturb the
tenuous balance that already exists in U.S.-China trade policy.

Verf;"truly yours,

V.M.
ITA

m) DeLisi, Chairman




