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FOR THE ATTENTION OF INTERESTED PARTIES 

 

Subject: SAFE009R7 - Review investigation concerning the safeguard measure 

on certain steel products    –     Initiation of the rebuttals phase  

 

The Commission hereby informs all interested parties that on 4 March 2024 it has 

uploaded in TRON the submissions received within the framework of the ongoing 

review. As stated in the Notice of Initiation of 9 February 2024, by means of this Note to 

the file, the rebuttals phase of the proceeding is formally started. 

Interested parties wishing to comment on the submissions are invited to do it, via 

TRON1 exclusively, no later than 14 March 2024 (23h59, Brussels time).  

To allow for a structured assessment of the rebuttals, the Commission invite interested 

parties to respect the following instructions: 

i) Refer in each of the rebutting comments to the specific 

submission/questionnaire reply and interested party they are addressing; 

 

ii) Refrain from raising new issues unrelated to the rebuttal of a previous 

submission. 

(e-signed) 

Jon NYMAN 

 

Head of Unit 

 

1 Access to TRON tdi: https://tron.trade.ec.europa.eu/tron/TDI. User guide available in the link: 

https://tron.trade.ec.europa.eu/tron/resources/documents/usersGuide.pdf  
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Introduction

These comments are made by the Government of India (“GOI”). In terms of Section 4.2 of

the Initiation Notice C/2024/1460 dated February 9, 2024, GOI makes the following

submissions regarding. 

Section I - whether the measures continue to be necessary to prevent and remedy

serious injury, and why:

1. The measures are no longer necessary to prevent injury and facilitate adjustment.

2. Insufficient evidence that the EU industry is suffering from injury.

3. Changes in the US Section 232 Measures do not warrant the prolongation of the

measures.

4. The EU is required to compensate India for the loss in trade.

Section II – Potential adjustments to the functioning of the measures

On the following issues listed in Section 2(A-E) of the Initiation Notice C/2024/1460 dated

February 9, 2024:

C. Update of the list of developing WTO Member countries excluded from the

scope of the measures based on their most recent level of imports. 
- Product categories 12 and 16

D. Level of Liberalisation

Rate of liberalisation of TRQ shall be increased to 6% annually from the current level of 4%  
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SECTION I - WHETHER THE MEASURES CONTINUE TO BE NECESSARY TO

PREVENT AND REMEDY SERIOUS INJURY, AND WHY:

1 The Measures are no Longer Necessary to Prevent Serious Injury and Facilitate  
Adjustment

As per Article XIX of the GATT, safeguard measures are defined as “emergency actions”

concerning increased imports of particular products, where such imports have caused or

threaten to cause serious injury to the importing Member’s domestic industry. As such, a

WTO Member can apply a safeguard measure only for such period as may be necessary to

prevent or remedy serious injury and to facilitate the adjustment.

Since safeguard measures, unlike anti-dumping and countervailing measures, do not require a

finding of an unfair practice, the conditions for imposing them are more stringent. The

guiding principles of the SG Agreement concerning safeguard measures are that such

measures must be temporary; that they may be imposed only when imports are found to cause

or threaten serious injury to a competing domestic industry; that they should be progressively

liberalised while in effect; and that the Member imposing them generally must pay

compensation to the Members whose trade is affected.

In other words, safeguard measures are intended for situations in which the EU industry is

affected by an unforeseen, sharp and sudden increase in imports. The objective is to give the

industry a temporary breathing space to make necessary adjustments – safeguards always

come with an obligation to restructure. 
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According to Article 7.2 of the Agreement on Safeguards, any extension of safeguard

measures requires sufficient evidence that the industry is adjusting. This evidence must show

that the measures facilitate industry adjustments to either import surges or significant injury.

However, the request to extend the measures lacks adequate proof of industry adjustment.

The examples provided in the request primarily focus on the EU steel industry's efforts

towards decarbonization, which are unrelated to the safeguard measures and do not address

how the industry would adapt to factors causing the alleged increase in imports, such as

capacity expansions in China and the Section 232 measures. Therefore, extending the

safeguard measures based on this information would not meet the criteria outlined in Article

7.2 of the Agreement on Safeguards.

Secondly, the examples of adjustments outlined in the application solely relate to the

industry's future plans. It's important to note that Article 7.2 of the Agreement on Safeguards

requires evidence of actual industry adjustment, not just intentions to adjust. The provision

emphasizes the need to demonstrate concrete efforts and initiatives that enable the industry to

adapt to the purported rise in imports. However, the petition fails to provide instances where

such efforts have been undertaken; instead, it merely asserts that efforts will be made in the

future.

Additionally, it is worth mentioning that nearly six years have elapsed since the initial

implementation of the measure, and there are still no indications that the industry is making

efforts to adapt. The GOI emphasizes that the objective of any safeguard measure is not

solely to address or mitigate serious injury but also to facilitate adjustment. With no apparent

endeavours by the EU industry to adapt to the circumstances, the petition fails to meet the

criteria outlined in Article 7.2 of the Agreement on Safeguards. Consequently, the measure

should be terminated.

Further, despite the quarterly liberalization of tariff rate quotas, there has been a decrease in

import volume. Import volumes have declined from 2021 to 2023, despite the progressive

liberalization of quotas during this period. Moreover, the petition itself acknowledges the fact

that quotas are underutilized across various product categories. These factors suggest that the

EU market is not attractive, leading steel producers to prefer exporting their goods to other

markets. 
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2 Insufficient evidence that the EU industry is suffering from injury  

It is submitted that the Petition lacks adequate information concerning evidence of injury

across all product categories. The Petition presents data only on the production, capacity

utilization, and sales of a limited number of product categories. Additionally, details

regarding sales volume, profits, etc., are provided for only two product categories. No

justification exists for extending the safeguard measures to all product categories based on

limited data in the petition. 

The GOI recalls that in DS595, the Panel emphasized that while it is acceptable for a single

investigation to encompass various products, the investigating authority must examine all

parameters related to the increase in imports and injury to the domestic industry with respect

to all products covered within the scope of the investigation. While the EU may not

necessarily need to show serious injury across all product categories, it is still obliged to

assess injury parameters for all the categories. It is not permissible for the EU to exclude any

product categories from its analysis.

Notwithstanding what is stated above, it is submitted that any alleged threat to serious injury

to the EU industry is on account of factors that are not related to the circumstances identified

in the Petition. The GOI submits that the cause for any alleged injury to the domestic industry

is:

a. The increase in transportation costs associated with the Russia-Ukraine conflict. The GOI

submits that this factor is not unique to European industries since it has affected all

industries throughout the globe. Therefore, any injury as a result of the increase in freight

rates is not attributable to the surge in imports.

b. The European Industries are suffering from an increase in costs due to a transition to

renewable forms of energy as well as the embargo placed on imports of coal and oil from

Russia. This has added to the costs of the European Industry, resulting in a decline in

profitability and production of the Steel Industry. 

The GOI submits that the above factors identified are not attributable to the increase in

imports (or potential increase in imports), but rather global conditions, which are faced by all
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steel producers in the world. There can be no causal link between the increase in imports (or

potential increase in imports) and the injury suffered by the European industry. The

information presented in the Petition does not meet the requirements of Article 4.2 of the

Agreement on Safeguards. Therefore, the measure must be terminated. 

3 Changes in the US Section 232 Measures do not warrant the prolongation of the  
measures.

Starting January 1, 2022, the US ceased imposing Section 232 tariffs on 3.3 million tonnes of

steel exports from the EU. Additionally, as of June 1, 2022, the US discontinued the

application of Section 232 tariffs on 0.5 million tonnes of steel exports from the UK.

Since the initial enforcement of Section 232 measures, the US has permitted duty-free steel

imports from Argentina, Australia, Brazil, Canada, Japan, Mexico, South Korea, member

nations of the EU, and the UK. The US has expanded its allowance to include steel imports

from countries that comprised 83.5% of total US imports in 2023, as illustrated in the table

below.: 

Countries CY-2023 %-Share
Canada 6.2 22.2%
Mexico 3.8 17.2%
EU 3.6 14.3%
South Korea 2.4 9.0%
Brazil 3.6 8.3%
Japan 1.1 4.1%
United Kingdom 0.2 1.0%
Australia 0.3 1.0%
Argentina 0.2 0.3%
Exempt Country Total 21.4 83.5%
Others 4.2 16.5%
Grand Total 25.6 100.0%

Source: US Steel Import Monitoring System

Essentially, substantial alterations in the implementation of Section 232 measures by the US

suggest a need for the EU to reassess the need for further continuation of the extended

safeguard measure. The Commission is urged to acknowledge this development and promptly

contemplate terminating the safeguard measure in alignment with the broader interests of EU

steel consumers.
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4 The EU is required to compensate India for the loss in trade.  

In terms of Articles 8 and 12.3 of the Agreement on Safeguards, any Member that proposes to

prolong the application of a safeguard measure must provide compensation to its trading

partners in the form of an equivalent level of concessions. GOI submits that it has been 6

years since the initial implementation of the measures and the EU is yet to propose any

compensation as contemplated under Article 8 of the Agreement on Safeguards. India

notified the Council for Trade in Goods of its proposal regarding suspension of concessions

and other obligations under Article 8.2 of the Agreement on Safeguards circulated under G/L/

1396, G/SG/N/12/IND/2 dated 30 August 2021. However, India has not so far taken any

retaliatory measures.

At this stage, GOI requests the EU to make an initial offer of compensation to India in terms

of Articles 8 and 12.3 of the Agreement on Safeguards.
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SECTION II – POTENTIAL ADJUSTMENTS TO THE FUNCTIONING OF THE

MEASURES:

C. Update of the list of developing WTO Member countries excluded from the scope of

the measures based on their most recent level of imports. 

Exclude India from The Scope of Measure for Certain Product Categories Under
Developing Country Criteria

As per the Notice of Initiation, besides the assessment in the first place, on whether the

safeguard measure continues to be necessary, the Commission's scope and objective also

includes updation of the list of developing WTO Member countries excluded from the scope

of the measures based on their most recent level of imports. As per the recently accessed data

on EUROSTAT from July 2023 to December 2023, the import status of product categories 12

and 16 from India warrants a consideration for excluding India from the scope of measure for

these categories. The details are provided below:

 For product category no. 12 concerning Non-Alloy and Other Alloy Merchant Bars

and Light Sections), imports from India of 17,899 MT constituted approx. 2.8% of

total EU imports at 639,861 MT from July 2023 to December 2023.

 For product category No. 16 concerning Non-Alloy and Other Alloy Wire Rod,

imports from India of 366 MT constituted approximately 0.04% of total EU Imports

of 953,193 MT from July 2023 to December 2023.

We request the Commission to consider the latest available information and include India in

the list of developing WTO Member countries excluded from the scope of the measures for

product categories 12 and 16 based on its most recent level of import from India.

D. LEVEL OF LIBERALISATION  

The pace of liberalisation  shall be increased  to  at least  6% annually  from the
existing rate of 4% annually

The European Union has set the pace of liberalisation at 4% annually. The rate of

liberalisation is too low and does not take into account the changes that have occurred in the
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global steel market since the imposition of the measures. In fact, the performance of the EU

industry has been robust and the trade diversion apprehended by the Commission had not

actually taken place. In view of the same, GOI requests the Commission to increase the pace

of liberalisation to at least 6% considering that any further prolongation will take the measure

to the seventh and eighth year of the imposition of the measures.  

PRAYER

In light of the submissions made by the GOI, it is requested that the EU terminate the

safeguard measure and compensate India for the loss in trade volumes suffered as a result.
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VIEWS OF THE GOVERNMENT OF TÜRKİYE ON THE INITIATION OF THE 

REVIEW OF THE SAFEGUARD MEASURES APPLICABLE TO IMPORTS OF 

CERTAIN STEEL PRODUCTS BY THE EUROPEAN COMMISSION  

A) Introduction 

Before proceeding with the Government of Türkiye’s remarks on this review, we would 

like to remind the provisions of the “Agreement between the Republic of Türkiye and ECSC 

on Trade in Products Covered by the Treaty Establishing the ECSC” (Türkiye- ECSC FTA) 

and conclusion of the Panel proceeding of the dispute numbered DS595.  

As clearly indicated in the Türkiye-European Coal and Steel Community Free Trade 

Agreement (Türkiye-ECSC FTA), both parties decided to abolish taxes, duties, and charges 

other than customs duties and measures having an equivalent effect as of the Agreement's entry 

into force. These levies would not be reintroduced thereafter. 

In accordance with paragraph 2 of Article 12 of the Agreement, priority must be given 

to measures that least disrupt the functioning of the Agreement when choosing measures to be 

implemented in pursuance of paragraph 1 of the same Article. However, the Commission has 

completely disregarded the mechanisms and provisions of the Agreement from the outset of the 

original safeguard investigation for Türkiye. 

Furthermore, the Agreement specifies "increased quantities," "serious injury to 

domestic producers," and "serious disturbances in the steel sector or a related sector of the 

economy or difficulties which could bring about serious deterioration in the economic situation 

of a region" as mandatory prerequisites for potential measures taken by either party. However, 

the characteristics of Turkish exports have never been subjected to specific and individual 

consideration, taking into account the provisions, procedural mechanisms, and obligations 

outlined in the Agreement. 

On the other hand, we would like to remind the conclusion of the Panel proceeding of 

the dispute numbered DS595. We have conveyed our views to the Commission within the 
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context of the review on implementation of the Panel’s ruling and we will fully repeat our 

arguments in this review as well because they have not been taken into account and international 

legislation has been totally disregarded. Still, we would like to briefly touch upon our remarks 

on ruling of the Panel during the DS595 proceeding as follows. 

First of all, we would like to remind that the Panel concluded that: 

“Turkey has established that definitive safeguard is inconsistent with:  

i. Article XIX:1(a) of the GATT 1994, because the European Commission did not 

ascertain that the increase in imports took place as a result of the unforeseen 

developments it had identified, and did not identify in its published reports the 

obligations whose effect resulted in the increase in imports; and  

ii. Article 4.1(b) of the Agreement on Safeguards, because two central elements of the 

European Commission's determination of a threat of serious injury were not "based on 

facts" as required by that provision”1 

In this context, pursuant to Article 19.1 of the DSU, the Panel recommended that the 

European Union should bring its measure into conformity with the Agreement on Safeguards 

and the GATT 1994.2 

Türkiye is highly disappointed that the Commission continues to impose the measure 

and seeks further revisions with the reviews while it should have already terminated the 

measure. As the Panel confirmed, the measure is taken without a consistent determination on 

the two of the most important prerequisites of a safeguard measures namely, increase in imports 

as a result of unforeseen developments and threat of serious injury. With this regard, the only 

way to bring the measure into conformity with the Panel’s ruling is to terminate the measure. 

In our understanding, with its recommendation Panel does not suggest the Commission to put 

some make up on its measures to make it look like that it is brought into conformity. On the 

contrary, the purpose of the Panel’s ruling is pointing out the inconsistencies. The members 

 
1 Para 8.1 of the Report of the Panel on European Union – Safeguard Measures on Certain Steel Products 

(DS595) 
2 Para 8.3 of the Report of the Panel on European Union – Safeguard Measures on Certain Steel Products 

(DS595) 
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should change their measures in substance to eliminate inconsistencies if it is possible; if it is 

not possible, the member should terminate the measures altogether.   

In this context, it is disappointing to see that the Commission ignores its WTO 

obligations and does not comply with the Panel’s ruling. 

In the supplemental report submitted to the WTO, the Commission claims that among 

the many claims brought up by Türkiye in the dispute, the Panel only found that Türkiye had 

established that the definitive safeguard was inconsistent with the WTO provisions in two 

elements.3 However, the Panel did not make any examination on consistency with 5 other 

provisions because they would automatically be inconsistent due to the inconsistencies which 

are already found. For instance, in its Panel request, Türkiye strongly argued that there was no 

causal link between the increase in imports and the threat of serious injury.4 In its final report, 

the Panel did not make any examination on this claim, because it already found out the 

inconsistencies of both sides of the link.5  

On the other hand, the Commission stated in its notification to the Committee on 

Safeguards after the Panel’s ruling that “For implementing the Panel Report, the Commission 

only used information that was available at the time it made its original determination, and 

thus, it did not refer to any data that became available after the adoption of the Definitive 

Regulation”6. With this perspective, the Commission acted as if data from 2019 to 2022 was 

not available and made conclusions on this basis. The Commission behaved like it does not 

know that more than 75% of the US imports including the EU originated imports are excluded 

from the section 232 measures which was the main reason of EU’s measure.  

 
3 Annex of the Notification pursuant to Article 12.1(c) of the Agreement on Safeguards - 

G/SG/N/10/EU/1/Suppl.16 
4 Para 19 of the Request for the Establishment of a Panel by Türkiye - WT/DS595/3 
5 Para 7.244 of the Report of the Panel on European Union – Safeguard Measures on Certain Steel Products 

(DS595) 
6 Annex of the Notification pursuant to Article 12.1(c) of the Agreement on Safeguards - 

G/SG/N/10/EU/1/Suppl.16 
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Türkiye asserts that the Commission undermines the fundamental features of the 

multilateral trade system, WTO dispute settlement system, and the existence of the Türkiye-

European Coal and Steel Community Free Trade Agreement with this approach. Accordingly, 

Türkiye urges the Commission to promptly cease this inconsistent measure and to cease 

violating the most fundamental principles of international law. 

B) Changes in the US Section 232 Measures 

The Section 232 measures, which form the basis of the EU's measures, have undergone 

significant changes since 2018. As previously noted in every review investigation, the US 

granted exemptions to several countries, including Argentina, Australia, Brazil, Canada, Japan, 

Mexico, South Korea, and the UK.  

As of 2024, the United States has exempted Canada, Mexico, South Africa, and 

Australia from Section 232 measures. Additionally, the US has agreed on a Tariff Rate Quota 

(TRQ) system with the European Union, South Korea, Brazil, Argentina, Japan, and the United 

Kingdom. Furthermore, India has been partially exempted from Section 232 under the exclusion 

process. In 2023, the majority of Section 232 products' imports were sourced from countries 

with which the US has established alternative schemes through different agreements. 

In line with its announcement on December 31, 20217, the US decided to remove the 

Section 232 tariffs on steel and aluminum imports from the EU. Simultaneously, the US fully 

eliminated its Section 232 duties on imports of EU derivative articles. In response, the EU 

temporarily suspended, effective from January 1, 2022, the additional duties it had imposed on 

US goods in response to the Section 232 actions.   

Initiating this review investigation, the Commission appears to be disregarding the fact 

that over 85% of US imports in 2023, including those from the EU, are exempt from the Section 

232 measures and Section 232 measures were the primary factor behind the EU's own measures. 

 
7 https://www.commerce.gov/sites/default/files/2021-10/US-232-EU-Statement.pdf 
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Furthermore, it is worth noting that the Panel report regarding the dispute initiated by 

Türkiye (and initially by the EU, which was later withdrawn) against the US Section 232 

measures (DS564) was circulated on December 9, 2022. In this report, the Panel found that the 

US measures are inconsistent with several articles of the GATT 1994, including Article II:1(b), 

II:1(a), Article I:1, Article XI:1, and Article XXI. Therefore, the Section 232 measures, which 

were among the primary reasons for the safeguard investigation initiated by the EU, have been 

confirmed by a WTO Panel to be inconsistent, as is the case with the EU's current measures.  

C) Changes in Composition of Trade and Insufficient Production in the EU 

Global crude steel production reached to 1,89 billion tons in 2023 according to the 

World Steel Association. The data reveals that China's crude steel production rose to 1,02 

billion tons from 995,42 million tons in 2019, while Türkiye’s production declined to 33,71 

million tons in 2023 from 33,74 million tons in 2019. 

India, one of the world's top 10 steel producers, experienced the largest annual increase, 

rising by 11% to 140.2 million tons in 2023. India's share of world production also increased to 

7,43% in 2023, up from 5,93% in 2019. Additionally, Vietnam and Egypt are among the 

countries that have steadily increased their production since 2019. 

Türkiye has traditionally been a net importer of steel products, supported by a strong 

domestic market. In fact, Türkiye ranked as the 5th largest steel importer in the world in 2023 

and imported half of its domestic consumption, representing one of the highest ratios among 

major steel importers. When examining the trade of steel products between Türkiye and the EU 

on a global scale, there is a clear deficit in favor of the EU.  

Within the scope of the safeguard measure, the EU's imports from Türkiye in 2018 

amounted to 6.8 million tons, which decreased to 3 million tons in 2023, representing a 55% 

decrease. Following the implementation of the measure, the EU's total import of hot-rolled coils 

(HRC) increased, while HRC imports from Türkiye decreased by 80%, from 2.8 million tons 

to 590 thousand tons. In essence, rather than importing from Türkiye, a signatory of the ECSC, 

a trade partner with deep relations, and a party to a customs union; the EU redirected its HRC 
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imports to Far and Middle Eastern countries such as Vietnam, Japan, Taiwan, India, South 

Korea, Indonesia, and Egypt. 

Furthermore, in the HRC product category, the EU applies anti-dumping measures to 

its deep-rooted trading partner and neighbor Türkiye besides China, Brazil, Iran, and Russia. 

However, it does not impose any anti-dumping or countervailing duty measures against 

Vietnam, Japan, Taiwan, India, South Korea, Indonesia, and Egypt, despite these countries 

being major sources of its imports and have lower prices compared to Türkiye. 

Upon examining the data, it is evident that the safeguard measure is an inappropriate 

tool for addressing production increases in selected countries and regions.  It is evident that 

country-specific measures, such as anti-dumping measures, should be implemented instead of 

a non-selective tool like a safeguard measure. Türkiye's domestic prices are consistently close 

to EU domestic prices, and when considering freight costs to the EU, Türkiye’s domestic prices 

are even higher in some instances. Therefore, it is quite difficult to argue that imports from 

Türkiye would cause injury to the EU’s domestic market. 

Indeed, the shift in trade dynamics towards Far Eastern markets and the rise of imports 

of EU from these regions are significant developments. This shift may be influenced by various 

factors, including changes in production costs, dumped prices, less restrictive environmental 

regulations in these regions and market demand solely focused on price rather than quality and 

sustainability. Understanding these dynamics is crucial for formulating effective trade 

strategies. Safeguard measures, rather than offering a solution to these issues, serve only to 

exacerbate them. The quota allocation system induces volatility in steel markets and introduces 

the risk of speculative behaviors. Long delivery times and high prices are natural outcomes of 

these distorted market conditions, stemming from safeguard measures that are more a source of 

the problem than a remedy. 

Given the decline in the EU’s production volume, it is evident that the EU steel industry 

will struggle to meet domestic market demand, potentially deepening the dominance of certain 

countries in the EU market. The decrease in Türkiye’s exports to the EU following the 
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implementation of the measure was not offset by EU’s domestic production, on the contrary it 

has been followed by increase in exports of certain countries to the EU. 

It is expected that the EU rectifies its stance on the issue and provides a fair evaluation basis 

for Türkiye, its traditional trade partner, and a country with advanced commercial relations such 

as a customs union and an FTA for the investigated products. Türkiye offers reliable, fair sales 

conditions, and environmentally sustainable practices for Europe, and its industrial base must 

be evaluated correctly. Such a fair and rational assessment will be beneficial not only for the 

Turkish steel industry but also for the EU industries mostly steel producers in the long-term. 

Consequently, vital sectors such as automotive and home appliances may face challenges 

in sourcing inputs from domestic producers. Unless this measure is discontinued, the 

Commission risks adversely impacting numerous sectors while attempting to address the 

demand of the steel sector. 

D) Changes in Market Conditions and Recent Arguments of the EU Steel Industry 

To demonstrate the invalidity of the measure, we would like to demonstrate how the 

global trade and supply chain and therefore crucial market conditions have changed after the 

initial imposition of the EU safeguard measure. 

As the whole world suffered from the COVID-19 pandemic for last 3 years, effects of 

the pandemic on global economy and trade still prevail.  

Moreover, within the context of energy crisis and disruption of the global supply chain 

stemming from the Russia-Ukraine war, economic decisions of all sectors changed radically, 

considering energy costs constitute a major proportion in steel production. 

On the other hand, as we underlined above, Section 232 measures significantly changed 

since 2018. Over 85% of the US steel imports are from the countries which are not subject to 

original Section 232 measures anymore.  

Save nb: t24.002109 - Save Date: 28/02/2024 14:39:59 - Page 7 of 9 - TDI.For parties



 

 

 

 

REPUBLIC OF TÜRKİYE 

MINISTRY OF TRADE 

DIRECTORATE GENERAL OF IMPORTS 

28 February 2024 

 
 

8 
 

Similarly, the global steel overcapacity has been cited as one of the primary 

justifications for implementing measures. Nevertheless, the pressure arising from this factor 

does not furnish evidence or rationale for extending this protective measure. It is a clear fact 

that the dynamics of the capacity issue is moving in a direction entirely contrary to the outcomes 

observed from the safeguard measures currently in force.  

Upon examination of a report published by the OECD in 20248, it is observed that the 

total global steel production capacity as of 2023 amounted to 2498.6 million metric tons 

(mmton), with Türkiye contributing only 60 mmton, constituting approximately 2.5% of this 

capacity. The increase in total world supply in 2023 compared to 2022 is determined to be 2.3%, 

with 53.3% of this attributed to Asian countries, as outlined in the relevant report. 

In Eurofer's statement9 following the initiation of the investigation, particular emphasis 

is placed on China regarding the capacity issue. It is a significant contradiction to both complain 

about the overcapacity and fail to recognize that the existing safeguard measure has deepened 

the penetration of Far Eastern countries in the EU market. 

Additionally, in the same statement, Eurofer also requests the continuation of measures 

concerning decarbonization policies. Although the Commission neglected this issue since the 

very beginning, safeguard measures are well-defined instruments under WTO law with clear 

implementation conditions. Combining decarbonization policy with safeguard measures lacks 

any legitimate or legal basis.  

E) Low Usage of TRQs 

As we mentioned above, conditions of the global trade significantly changed since the 

imposition of the measure. On top of that, the Commission imposed many trade remedy 

measures against steel products in last 5 years. With these developments, Türkiye believes that 

it is not likely to observe any import surge. 

 
8 OECD, Latest Developments in Steelmaking Capacity, 2024 
9 Eurofer Press Release, Brussels, 9 February 2024.  
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Usage of the tariff rate quotas (TRQs) also confirms that there is no import pressure in 

EU steel market. For instance, regarding the TRQ of category 1 which constitutes more than a 

quarter of the total TRQ, only 54% of the quota is used in last quarter of 2023. In 12 categories 

Türkiye has country specific quotas and 10 of these categories are not fully utilized in first three 

quarters of 2023.10 

F) Conclusion   

In conclusion, we regret to see that the Commission ignores the main principals of the 

international law. We urge the Commission to terminate this measure to bring it into conformity 

with the Agreement on Safeguards and the GATT 1994 without further hindering the spirit of 

the free and fair trade. 

The retaliatory measures based on reciprocity against the EU was last communicated to 

the WTO with a notification on 30 June 2021. However, considering our comprehensive 

economic and trade relations with the EU, no retaliatory measures have been taken until today. 

Nevertheless, Türkiye is decisive at this point to protect all its rights arising from international 

law against the unfair treatments it has been subjected thus far.  

Taking the production and consumption figures into account, continuation of the 

measure will cause injury to steel consuming sectors in the EU. Since the imposition of the 

measure almost all market conditions have changed. Usage rates of the TRQs shows that there 

is no import pressure.  

With this regard, this inconsistent measure should be terminated immediately. 

Türkiye is closely monitoring the review process without prejudice to its rights 

stemming from the WTO Safeguards Agreement and DSU.  

 

 
10 Data extracted from Tariff Quota Consultation portal on 22.02.2024 
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5

As a result of the destruction of critical infrastructure in the Dnipropetrovsk 
and Zaporizhzhia regions and the above restrictions on the supply of electricity since 
November 2022 the production of certain steel goods was stopped (shutdown lasted 
until March 2023) or was significantly reduced. To restore the production chains, it is 
necessary to have a raw material base and the logistics of its supply, to provide 
technological units with qualified personnel, and this issue is currently relevant. 
During the following period and until today, only a part of the production facilities of 
the enterprises has been launched. 

Herewith, the hostilities had a negative impact on the availability of personnel 
necessary for the production processes, in particular in the light of ongoing 
conscription to the Armed Forces of Ukraine.

During the war the number of employees had decreased significantly – for 
example, if there were 69,1 thousand workers directly employed in all steelmaking 
plants in 2021, in 2022 their number reduced to 37,8 thousand (-45.3%), first of all, 
due to the destruction of enterprises and mobilization to the Armed Forces of 
Ukraine. In 2023 the number of employees continued to decrease (-8.7% to 2022). 
The number of remained employees is not enough to achieve the 100% productivity 
of the Ukrainian steelmaking industry.

Moreover, the employees regularly have to hide in shelters within their daily 
operating activity and the production cycle, the operating activity is interrupted by the 
needs to save people’s lives due to sever attacks of russian troops. Communication 
networks in the area are often damaged and majority of administrative staff may be 
executing their duties remotely that makes it very difficult for them to ensure normal 
level of cooperation.
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Views of the Government of Japan on the “Notice of initiation concerning the 
possible extension of the safeguard measure applicable to imports of certain steel 

products” (C/2024/1460) issued by the European Union on February 9, 2024, and EU’s 
notification to the WTO Committee on Safeguards (G/SG/N/6/E/1/Suupl.3) on February 

9, 2024 
 

February, 2024 
 
1. Japan and the European Union (hereinafter referred to as “EU”) have maintained 

sound relationship in the economic area for decades and have contributed greatly to 
maintaining and strengthening multilateral trading system so far. 

2. The Government of Japan has the honour to submit its views on EU’s “Notice of 
initiation concerning the possible extension of the safeguard measure applicable to 
imports of certain steel products” (C/2024/1460), dated on 9 Feb. 2024, as well as its 
notification to WTO Committee on Safeguards, dated 9 Feb. 2024 
(G/SG/N/6/EU/1/Suppl.3) on the initiation of extension review investigation of the 
safeguard measures on steel products, since the Government of Japan is deeply 
concerned about the initiation of this review investigation. 

3. The concerned safeguard measures started in July 2018, originally with 3-year 
duration (until June 2021), and have been extended for another 3 years (until June 
2024).  However, the Panel Report in DS595 (EU-Safeguard Measures on Certain 
Steel Product) found that the safeguard measures, as it started, lacked the basic 
prerequisites including "unforeseen developments" and "threat of serious injury", and 
therefore recommended, subsequently adopted by the DSB, the EU to bring its 
measures into conformity with relevant WTO Agreements.    

4. The safeguard measures may be extended only when the investigating authority 
determines that the measures “continue[] to be necessary to prevent or remedy serious 
injury” (Article 7.2 of the Agreement on Safeguards).  Accordingly, it is hard to 
imagine that the measures which lacked the prerequisites such as “threat of serious 
injury” turns out to “be necessary to prevent or remedy serious injury” after 6 years.  

5. While the EU's proposed implementation of the aforementioned DSB 
recommendations was notified (G/SG/N10/EU/1/Suppl.16), EU’s implementation 
was to continue the safeguard measures as they are, just supplementing the findings 
in the original determination.  Japan casts doubts as to whether this implementation 
is consistent with the DSB recommendations. 
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6. Since the imposition, the Government of Japan constantly expressed, including at the 
WTO SG Committee, its concerns on the WTO consistency, and insisted that the 
measures should be terminated as soon as possible. However, it is deeply regrettable 
that the measures have been continued until now and the further extension review 
investigation has been initiated.  

7. While the safeguard measures should be terminated as soon as possible, if a further 
extension is determined, we request flexible adjustment to the TRQs of category 1 
(hot-rolled plates) and category 16 (wire rods), such as increasing the amounts of 
quotas or establishing Japan-specific TRQs, since “other countries” quotas in these 
categories have been constantly exhausted and insufficient.  

8. The Government of Japan strongly requests that the EU conduct the review carefully, 
by paying due consideration to the full consistency with the WTO Agreement, and by 
considering the interests of Japanese steel manufacturers and users of Japanese steel 
products within the EU.  In this context, the Government of Japan reserves its rights 
to make further requests permitted under the WTO Agreement. 
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Q Schweizerische Eidgenossenshafl Mission ot Switzerland to the European Union
Confédération suisse
Confederazione Svizzera
Confederaziun svizra

Reference: 793.9-04
Note number :15/2024

The Mission of Switzerland b the European Union presents its compliments to the Directorate
General for Trade of the European Commission and has the honour to refer to the Note Verbale
dated 9 February 2024, by which the Diroctorate-General for Trade of the European Commission
informed of the Notice of Initiation concerning the possible extension in time and review of the
safeguard measures applicable b imports of certain stool products (0/2024/1460).

The Swiss authorities submit the tollowing requests concerning the review of a possible extension
and, in case the European Commission concludes that the safeguard measure should be prolonged,
concerning technical adjusiment to the functioning of the safeguard measure under letter A, B, and
D of the Notice of Initiation.

I) The sateguard measures applicable to imports of certain steel products shall
be terminated by 30 June 2024

As Switzerland bas outlined in several communications to the Directorate-General for Trade, the
termination of the saleguard measures by June 2024 is particularly crucial, as the measures are
restricting traditional trade tlows between Switzerland and the EU with the situation having continued
to aggravate since summer 2023.

Specifically, the residual tariff-rate quota (TRQ) for product category 1 Non Alloy and OtherAlloy Ho!
Rolled Sheets and Strips was exhausted on the very first day in the previous (1 October — 31
December 2023) as well as the current quarter (I January —31 March 2024). A similar situation had
already occurred in summer 2023, when the TRQ was exhausted on 25 JuIy 2023. Faced with a
safeguard duty of 25%, a heavy financial burden that neither Swiss exporters nor their EU customers
can bear, Swiss exporlers have not been able to supply their EU customers. According to information
from the Swiss industry, the situation is unlikely to improve over the coming months.

The Swiss authorities reiterate that bilateral steel tracie shall be aflowed to continue unrestricted
between the EU and Switzerland. And that, according to the Free Trade Agreement between
European Commission
Directorate-General for Trade
Directorate G, unit G5
1049 Brussels
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Switzerland and the EU, priority shah be given to measures that Ieast disturb the functioning of the
agreement. The Swiss authorities are cf the view that the current situation, which amounts te a de
facto ban et certain steel imperts from Switzerland into the EU is not in une with the relevant
provisions cf the Agreement.

Moreover, due te the strongly integrated value chains ot the steel industries in the EU and
Switzerland, it is in our common interest net to impair bilateral trade tlows. The Swiss authorities
recali that Swiss exporters have net contributed te the problem et global steel-making excess
capacity and their exports to the EU have net had any detrimental ettects on EU steel markets. On
the contrary, the Swiss and EU steel and associatod industries are highly integrated, with the vast
majority et Swiss steel exports te the EU being basod on EU inputs. 1-lence, the EU sateguard
measures adversely affect established supply chains between Switzerland and the EU.

These considerations warrant, trom the Swiss point cf view, a termination of the sateguard measures.

The Swiss authorities request that the EU safeguard measures applicable ta imports et certain steel
products shah be terminated at the latest by 30 June 2024.

Il) In the case the European Commission concludes that the safeguard measure
should be prolonged, they shall not restrict traditional trade f Iows between the
EU and Switzerland and any extension of the measures should be limited to
what is absolutely necessary and include an increased pace of liberalisation

A./B. Modification in the allocation and management of tariff-rate-quotas to avoid crowding
out of traditional trade f Iows between economic operators in the EU and Switzerland

With regard te the specitic application of the safeguard measures and referring te the worsening
situation ter product category 1 described above, traditional trade tlows ter product category 1 are
crowded eut by countries able to largehy increase their production capacity. Suppliers that are in a
position to increase their production capacities within a short period et time and etten deliver their
products by sea, hence being able te use the available volumes et the TRQ within a single shipment,
are crowding eut traditional suppliers from ceuntries such as Switzerland. This disrupts long
established regional supply chains and is to the detriment, net only of the Swiss exporters, but aise
et their EU customers. Despite several modifications undertaken by the European Commission (e.g.,
enlarged residual TROs for certain countries and turthor hiberalisation et the safeguard measures)
the situation bas net impreved.

The Swiss authorities request that the EU immediately undertakes ail possible actions, including the
necessary adjustments to the residual TRO for product category 1, te ensure that traditional trade
flows can continue unrestricted. In particular, the Swiss authorities request the EU to consider a
country-specific TRO under product category 1 for Switzerland or the introduction ot sub-categories
for product category 1 te avoid crowding eut of traditional trade flows within this product category
(see Annex 1).

D. Any extension of the EU safeguard measures should be Iimited to what is absolutely
necessary as weII as include an increased pace of hiberahisation

In the event the sateguard measures can be proven to remain necessary te prevent serious injury
and that there is evidence that the industry is adjusting, Switzerland recalls that according te
paragraph 4 ef Article 7 of the WTO Agreement on Sateguards, a Member imposing safeguard
measures ter more than one year is obliged to progressively hberalise the measures at regular
intervals during the period ot application, ht the duration et the measures exceeds three years, the
Member applying such measures shah review the situation net later than the mid-term cf the
measures and, if appropriate, withdraw it or increase the pace of liberahisation.

In Commission Implementing Regulation (EU) 201 9/1 590 of 26 September 2019 the EU decided te
Iower the liberalisation rate from the initiahly defined pace of liberalisation et 5% to 3% ter the second
and third year et the safeguard measures, and has since adjusted the liberahization rate te 4% in
Commission Implementing Regulation (EU) 2022/978.

214
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III) Final remarks

The Swiss authorities reiterate their request b terminate the EU safeguard measures on certain steel
products at the latest by 30 June 2024 and to publish the related decision as early as possible. Swiss
exportera work with long-term delivery contracts, hence short-term changes endanger the long
established relationships with their EU customers. Therefore, Switzerland considers that planning
security for economic operators should be considered in the review process of safeguard measures.

In order to furiher clarify the Swiss position, Switzerland requests consultations as offered in the Note
Verbale dated 9 February 2024.

The Mission of Switzerland to the European Union avails itself of this opportunity b renew to the
Directorate-Geqçral for Trade o! the European Commission the assurances o! its highest
consideration.

Annex: Proposai for Establishment o! Sub-Categories in Product Group 1

Brussels, 26 February 2024

In case the EU were to determine that the strict requirements for an extension of the safeguard
measures are again fulfilled, Switzerland requests that the EU at Ieast applies the initially defined
pace of liberalisation of 5% in order to ensure that the adjustment of the industry continues. In any
event, the safeguard measures shah not be made more restrictive, as provided for in Article 7.4 ot
the Agreement on Safeguards.

Furthermore, any possible extension of the safeguard measure shah be as little trade-restrictive as
possible and be apphied for the shortest period of time as may be necessary.

In any event, Switzerland reserves its rights under the WTO agreement on safeguards.

314
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Annex: Proposai for Establishment of Sub-Categories in Product Group 1

1) Non Alloy and Other Alloy Sub-category
Hot RoIIed Sheets and Strips With a width of 600 mm or more

7208 10 00, 7208 25 00, 7208 26 00, 720827 00,
7208 36 00, 7208 37 00, 7208 38 00, 7208 39 00,
7208 40 00, 7208 52 10, 7208 52 99, 7208 53 10,

72085390, 72085400,

72251910,72253010,72253030,72253090,
72254015,72254090

Sub-category

With a width of 600 mm or Iess

7211 13 00, 7211 1400, 7211 1900,

72126000,

72261910,722691 20,722691 91,722691 99

414
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I. Introduction  

II. The EU steel safeguard measure should be withdrawn considering the insufficient  

legal and factual grounds for its extension 

 The Korean Government thus calls on the Commission to lapse the prolonged safeguard 

measure on 30 June 2024 in view of the EU steel safeguard measure’s inconsistencies 

with WTO rules.  

 The risk of trade diversion to the union has been significantly reduced with Section 232 

quota agreements between the US-UK and US-Japan.  

III. EU steel safeguard measure needs adjustment to the functioning of the measure in  

case it is to be further extended  

  A. Allocation and management of tariff-rate quotas 

 The Korean Government requests an increase of the Country-specific quota for  

certain products which have a very high rate of quota exhaustion in the context of 

green transition 

 Break down of products into subcategories according to its different usage is required 

for efficient management of the tariff-rate quotas. 

 Possible introduction of ‘Product Exclusion Process’ 

  B. Crowding out of traditional trade flows: raises concerns on certain countries’ dominance  

of residual quota against the traditional trade flows 

C. Level of liberalization: Government of Korea requests EU Commission an increase in  

level of liberalization to 5~10% 

D. Other changes of circumstances that may require an adjustment to the level or allocation  

of the tariff-rate quota 
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 Among the four trade defence measures that has been imposed by the Korean  

Government against EU, two of the measures are lifted or will be removed without 

further extension before May 2024 

 Statistics for quota exhaustion rate amidst the ongoing Rea Sea shipping crisis need 

to be carefully reflected to the period of this safeguard year. 

 Korean Government would like to include suggestion for statistics exchange in  

limited number of products where there is no residual quota for Q4 and statistical 

discrepancy continues 

IV. Conclusion 
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I. INTRODUCTION 

1. The Government of Republic of Korea(“Korean Government”) hereby submits its 

views on the Notice of initiation concerning the possible extension in time and review 

of the safeguard measures applicable to imports of certain steel products (“EU steel 

safeguard measure extension review”)(C/2024/1460) initiated by the European 

Commission(“Commission”) on 9 February 2024. 

2. Definitive Safeguard measure was imposed by Regulation (EU) 2019/159 on 31 

January 2019
1
 (“EU steel safeguard measure”) and extended on 24 June 2021 by 

Commission Implementing Regulation (EU) 2021/1029 (“prolonged safeguard 

measure”).
2
 

3. According to the notice of initiation of the extension review, the Commission will 

assess whether the prolonged safeguard measure should be terminated by 30 June 

2024 – at latest. To this end, the Commission will focus on collecting and analysing 

any relevant evidence and data to determine whether (1) whether the safeguard 

measure continues to be necessary to prevent or remedy serious injury (2) whether 

there is evidence that Union producers are adjusting (3) whether a prolongation 

would be in the Union interest (4) appropriate duration of the extension (if any) (5) 

(In case the Commission concludes that the safeguard measure should be prolonged, 

the investigation will also assess) whether any technical adjustment to the functioning 

of the measure would be necessary. 

4. On this basis, the Korean Government submits the following with regard to the EU 

steel safeguard measure extension review.  

 

                                                 
1
 Commission Implementing Regulation (EU) 2019/159 of 31 January 2019 imposing definitive 

safeguard measures against imports of certain steel products, OJ L 31, 1.2.2019, p. 27. 
2
 Commission Implementing Regulation (EU) 2021/1029 of 24 June 2021 amending Commission 

Implementing Regulation (EU) 2019/159 to prolong the safeguard measure on imports of certain steel 

products, 2021 O.J. (LI 225) 1.  
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II. EU STEEL SAFEGUARD MEASURE SHOULD BE WITHDRAWN  

CONSIDERING THE INSUFFICIENT LEGAL AND FACTUAL GROUND FOR 

ITS EXTENSION 

5. The EU steel safeguard measure has been deemed World Trade Organization 

(“WTO”)-inconsistent, in particular with respect to the Commission’s finding that 

the Union producers were in a situation of serious injury. 

The Korean Government submits that the Commission should terminate the 

prolonged safeguard measure in light of the fact that the WTO Dispute Settlement 

Body has deemed the EU steel safeguard measure WTO-inconsistent.
3
  

In particular, the EU steel safeguard measure is inconsistent with Article 4.1(b) of the 

WTO Agreement on Safeguards because two central elements of the Commission’s 

determination of a threat of serious injury were not “based on facts”, namely (i) the 

finding that the domestic industry was “in a fragile and vulnerable position”, despite 

its improved performance in 2017 (that is, the year prior to the imposition of the 

provisional steel safeguard measure) and (ii) the finding that a further increase in 

import volumes in the future would bring about serious injury to the domestic 

industry.
4
 

In its view, the Korean Government considers that this violation cannot be cured, and 

is, in any event, not rectified by the European Union’s proposed implementing 

measures outlined in its Notification dated 1 December 2022 made to the WTO 

Committee on Safeguards in document G/SG/N/10/EU/1/Suppl.16
5
 For example, the 

Commission’s revised determination of threat of serious injury does not explain and 

demonstrate why the Union producers were in a fragile situation despite 

improvements in its capacity to operate in the face of constantly increasing imports. 

                                                 
3
 European Union ‒ Safeguard Measures On Certain Steel Products, Panel Report, Action by the 

Dispute Settlement Body, 3 June 2022, available here. European Union ‒ Safeguard Measures On 

Certain Steel Products, Panel Report, available here. 
4
 Ibid.  

5
 Notification pursuant to Article 12.1(C) of the Agreement on Safeguards European Union Certain 

Steel Products Supplement, G/SG/N/10/EU/1/Suppl.16, available here.  
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This reveals that the Union producers were not facing a threat of serious injury in the 

first place so that the prolonged safeguard measure should be withdrawn forthwith. 

Furthermore, the EU steel safeguard measure violates Article XIX:1(a) of the General 

Agreement on Tariffs and Trade (“GATT”)1994 because the Commission did not 

sufficiently explain how the increase in imports took place as a result of the identified 

unforeseen developments and did not identify the GATT 1994 obligations whose 

effect resulted in the increase in imports.
6
 While the Commission has proposed 

implementing measures to remedy this violation,
7
 the Korean Government highly 

doubts that the Commission has fully remedied its error to continue justifying the 

application of the prolonged safeguard measure beyond 30 June 2023. 

The Korean Government thus calls on the Commission to lapse the prolonged 

safeguard measure on 30 June 2024 in view of the EU steel safeguard measure’s 

inconsistencies with WTO rules. The Korean Government considers that this would 

be a positive step in restoring the Union’s respect for WTO rules and stopping the 

negative effects of the prolonged safeguard measure on third countries’ trade, and 

notably Korea’s, trade.  

6. The risk of trade diversion to the Union has been significantly reduced with the 

change in global market conditions due to the fact that the United States (“US”) 

has granted certain exemptions to its Section 232 measures, the prolonged 

safeguard measure should be terminated as the risk of trade diversion to the Union 

has been reduced. 

The US granted Japan an exemption from the 25% tariff on Japanese imports of steel 

products under Section 232 and an annual tariff-rate quota of 1.25 million metric tons 

under 54 product categories on 7 February 2022.
8
 The US also granted the UK the 

                                                 
6
 European Union ‒ Safeguard Measures On Certain Steel Products, Panel Report, available here, 

para. 8.1. 
7
 Notification pursuant to Article 12.1(C) of the Agreement on Safeguards European Union Certain 

Steel Products Supplement, G/SG/N/10/EU/1/Suppl.16, available here.  
8
 Announcement Of Actions On Japanese Imports Of Steels Under Section 232, 7 February 2022, 

available here.  
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same exemption as Japan with an annual tariff-rate quota of 0.5 million metric tons 

under 54 product categories in March 2022.
9
 These exemptions and quotas are in 

addition to the full exemptions to the Section 232 measures which were granted to 

Australia, Canada and Mexico, and the import quotas granted to Argentina, Brazil 

and South Korea previously.
10

 The fact that these countries, which make up a 

significant share of imports into the Union market, are no longer dis-incentivized 

from exporting to the US market, means that the risk of the trade diversion to the 

Union has diminished. The main rationale for the imposition of the EU steel 

safeguard measure and its prolongation
11

 is thus called into question. 

In addition, the US granted the Union a similar exemption from the Section 232 

measures and an annual tariff-rate quota as the UK and Japan in October 2021.
12

 

This has freed up 3.3 million metric tons under 54 product categories for Union steel 

exports annually, in addition to 1.1 million metric tons in light of the automatic 

extension of the application of exclusions granted for and utilized in US fiscal year 

2021 until 31 December 2023.
13

 Accordingly, any injury caused to the Union 

producers as a result of trade diversion resulting from the Section 232 measures has 

been mended so that the prolonged safeguard measure is no longer needed. 

7. In light of the above, the Korean government considers that the EU steel safeguard 

measure is no longer warranted and should be withdrawn. Six years of application of 

a safeguard measure has been enough to provide protection to the Union domestic 

steel industry and Union producers. The Korean government thus respectfully 

requests that the Commission duly consider the comments in this submission and 

terminate the prolonged safeguard measure by 30 June 2024.  

 

                                                 
9
 Announcement of Actions on UK Imports Under Section 232, 22 March 2022, available here.  

10
 Section 232 of the Trade Expansion Act of 1962, CRS, available here, p. 2. 

11
 Commission Implementing Regulation (EU) 2021/1029 of 24 June 2021 amending Commission 

Implementing Regulation (EU) 2019/159 to prolong the safeguard measure on imports of certain steel 

products, 2021 O.J. (LI 225) 1, at recital 31. 
12

 Announcement of Actions on EU Imports Under Section 232, 31 October 2021, available here. 
13

 Announcement of Actions on EU Imports Under Section 232, 31 October 2021, available here. 
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III. EU STEEL SAFEGUARD MEASURE NEEDS ADJUSTMENT TO THE  

FUNCTIONING OF THE MEASURE IN CASE IT IS FURTHER EXTENDED  

A. Allocation and management of tariff-rate quotas 

8. The Korean Government requests an increase of the Country-specific quota for 

certain products which have a very high rate of quota exhaustion and the 

products that marks 100% exhaustion rate for country-specific quotas need an 

additional consideration for increase in allocation of tariff-rate quotas, if needed.  

Currently, product category number 1(non-alloy and other alloy hot rolled sheets and 

strips), 2(non-alloy and other alloy cold rolled sheets), 4(metallic coated sheets) and 

15(stainless wire rod) are known to exhaust high rate of it quotas. 

9. Since the measure lasted for more than five years, the Korean Government views that 

it was sufficient period of time to prevent or remedy serious injury. In fact, the 

industry had around five years to adjust and trade diversion effect has decreased in 

current market situations. With the changes in global market conditions, there needs 

to be a review on the increase in quotas for product category number 4(metallic 

coated sheets). 

Green transition would affect the global supply chain in upcoming years and 

stable supply of product category number 4(metallic coated sheets) would be 

critical for EU in its green diversions in various sectors including electric cars. With 

the expected increase in demand for the electric cars with the newly introduced 

environment-friendly regulations, EU may consider adjustments to its safeguard 

measure related to the environment-friendly transitions ahead of the change in global 

supply.
14

 Specifically, given that the EU steel manufacturers may not be able to fully 

meet the demand of the automotive sector alone in the years to come, the 

Commission is respectfully requested to increase the country specific TRQ at least by 

41,000 metric tons for product category 4A, around 36,000 to 60,000 metric tons for 

                                                 
14

 On a separate note, the UK Trade Remedy Authority recently announced its plan to review suspend 

steel safeguard on a certain product category to ensure stable supply of the product (UK Trade 

Remedies Authority case number SS0051 (Notice of Initiation of a suspension review on  

category 1 steel HRFC)) 
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category 4B and by 20,000 metric tons for cold-rolled coils from South Korea 

respectively to reflect the growing demand in the abovementioned industries which 

has been taking place as of recently. 

10. Also, in terms of the potential adjustment to the tariff-rate quotas, the Korean 

Government requests break down of products into subcategories according to its 

different usage is required for efficient management of the tariff-rate quotas. 

According to the Annex which lists products under the investigation, product 

category number 16 (Wire Rod) needs to be classified into subcategories according 

to is characteristics. Wire Rod can be divided into low-carbon and high-carbon 

products according to its usage. Like in other product categories which set different 

aspects of products into A and B, we suggest having product category number 16A 

and 16B based on their traits and utilization. 

11. On additional note, introducing a new means of tariff-rate quota management is 

suggested. Specifically, possible introduction of ‘Product Exclusion Process’ for 

the products that (1) bring contribution to European economy by having foreign 

companies invest in EU countries and creating jobs to increase employment rate, (2) 

are not domestically produced or not produced sufficiently in EU countries, (3) has 

low level of objection from the domestic interest groups may be adopted according to 

its benefits to the EU producers. In fact, this may bring price-down effect to the 

downstream productions with the diverged suppliers in regards to the product 

category number 1(non-alloy and other alloy hot rolled sheets and strips). 

B. Crowding out of traditional trade flows 

12. EU steel safeguard measure extension review(C/2024/1460) outlines that the 

Commission would “examine whether any specific adjustment is necessary due to 

unduly crowding out effects of the TRQ on traditional trade flows, including to the 

regime tor access to the residual quota.” In this regard, the Korean Government 

raises concerns on certain countries’ dominance of residual quota against the 

traditional trade flows when it comes to product category number 1(non-alloy 

and other alloy hot rolled sheets and strips) and 16(wire rod). Recently, the residual 

quotas for product number 1 and 16 were exhausted within one to three days at the 
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start of each quarter with a few number of countries exported unprecedented amount 

of products at an unprecedented pace.  

13. Notably, in some cases relating to the product category number 1(non-alloy and 

other alloy hot rolled sheets and strips) and 16 (Wire Rod), a country without 

national-specific quota is exporting in excess of the volume a of a certain country’s 

national quota. This undermines the will and intention of the EU steel safeguard 

measure against the traditional trade flow. Thus, a special regime to prevent certain 

countries from monopolizing the residual quotas should be adopted. The Government 

of Korea requests for the detailed review to preserve the Commission’s intention in 

setting national-specific quotas and to ensure fair use of residual quota.  

C. Level of liberalization 

14. The Government of Korea requests EU Commission an increase in level of 

liberalization to at least 5% according to the initial Regulation (EU) 2019/159 of 31 

January 2019originally prescribed to increase the level of free duty quota by 5% after 

each year. Later, however, the Commission decided to lower the liberalization rate 

from 1 October 2019 onwards to 3%. This 3% rate was maintained for the initial 

period of three years. The Regulation extending the safeguard measures beyond the 

initial period of three years also maintained this reduced rate of 3% for the period 

running from 30 June 2021 to 30 June 2022.  The Commission only decided to 

increase the liberalization rate by 1%, to 4% as of 1 July 2022 and which remains 

applicable as of today.   

15. In this respect, it must be highlighted that both the WTO Agreement on Safeguards  

and Regulation 2015/478 on common rules for imports promote a gradual 

liberalization of the applicable safeguard measure and require reviewing the extended 

safeguard measure, for it “shall not be more restrictive than it was at the end of the 

initial period.” However, the currently applicable liberalization rate of 4% has been in 

place for two years without any increase, or liberalization. 

16. If the Commission decides to extend the safeguard measure beyond 30 June 2024, the 

Government of Korea maintains that the rate of liberalization should also be 

increased in view of the current market conditions and the demand, as explained in 
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the present submission. The Government of Korea recommends increasing the rate to 

at least 5%, i.e., the same level that was introduced in the initial Regulation imposing 

the safeguard measures. 

D. Other changes of circumstances that may require an adjustment to the level or  

allocation of the tariff-rate quota  

17. In EU’s extension review (C/2024/1460), the Commission states that 14 Member 

States requested to examine pursuant to Article 19 of Regulation (EU) 2015/478 of 

the European Parliament and of the Council
15

 and Article 16 of Regulation (EU) 

2015/755 of the European Parliament and of the Council
16

 whether the current 

safeguard measure should be extended. One of the elements of the request points that 

a relevant number of trade restrictive measures and trade defence measures by third 

countries continue being adopted.  

18. On this point, Korea would mention that among the four trade defence measures 

that has been imposed by the Korean Government against EU, two of the 

measures are lifted or will be removed without further extension before May 

2024 – in regards to the Spanish stainless steel bars and Italian stainless steel bars. As 

demonstrated in this anti-dumping termination, the Korean government puts 

importance on the economic cooperation with the EU. In this context, we would 

welcome termination of the safeguard measure or at least some improvements in its 

potential adjustments to the functioning of the measure.  

19. Delay in global shipping due to the Red Sea crisis should be reflected in tariff-

rate quotas in a timely manner with careful attention on the impact of the crisis. 

Due to the prolonged shipping period as a result of attacks and counter strikes around 

the Red Sea, exporting companies are experiencing difficulties as they cat not sail 

through Suez Canal which used to be the vital route for international shipping 

connecting Asia and Europe. Although the exports are done as usual, companies are 

experiencing at least two weeks of delay in their delivering schedule. If this situation 

                                                 
15

 Regulation (EU) 2015/478 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 11 March 2015 on 

common rules for imports; OJ L 83, 27.3.2015, p. 16. 
16

 Regulation (EU) 2015/755 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 29 April 2015 on 

common rules for imports from certain third countries; OJ L 123, 19.5.2015, p. 33. 
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lasts long, there are concerns that the exported amounts cannot be counted in their 

intended period of quarter of the year. In case the EU steel safeguard measure is to be 

further extended, statistics for quota exhaustion rate amidst the ongoing Rea Sea 

shipping crisis need to be carefully reflected to the period of this safeguard year 

(which ends on 30 June 2024).   

20. In this submission of the paper, the Korean Government would like to include 

suggestion for statistics exchange in limited number of products where there is 

no residual quota for Q4 and statistical discrepancy continues – product 

category number 5 (Organic Coated Sheets). Although trade statistics at CN code 

level are publicly available on the EUROSTAT and information on the TRQ use 

could be found via Taxation and Customs Union database, updates take more than 

one moth to have most up-to-date and precise numbers. This becomes problematic as 

the end of each quarter approaches, and around the end of each safeguard year, since 

accurate number is required to meet the allocated amount of tariff-rate quotas.            

IV. CONCLUSION 

21. In light of above, the Korean Government considers that the EU steel safeguard 

measure is no longer warranted and should be withdrawn. Five years of application of 

a safeguard measure has been enough to provide protection to the Union domestic 

steel industry and Union producers. The Korean Government thus respectfully 

requests that the Commission duly consider the comments in this submission and 

terminate the prolonged safeguard measure by 30 June 2024.  

22. If EU steel safeguard is to be further extended, the Korean Government requests 

adjustments to the functioning of the measure in terms of (A) Allocation and 

management of tariff-rate quotas; (B) Crowding out of traditional trade flows; (C) 

Level of Liberalization; and (D) other changes of circumstances that may require an 

adjustment to the level or allocation of the tariff-rate quota as stated in this 

submission. 

23. The Korean government also reminds the Commission that Korea has reserved its 

right to suspend substantially equivalent concessions or other obligations with the EU, 
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referred to in paragraph 2 of Article 8 of the Agreement on Safeguards as notified to 

the council for trade in goods on 2 April 2019.  
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I. INTRODUCTION  

1. The Republic of Serbia (“Serbia” or “RoS”) has the pleasure of communicating to the 
European Commission (“Commission”) the present observations (“Observations”), as an 
exporting country of steel products, in particular non-alloy and other alloy hot-rolled sheets and 
strips, non-alloy and other alloy cold-rolled sheets and tin mill products. 
 

2. The Observations are made in connection with the Notice of Initiation concerning the possible 
extension in time and review of the safeguard measures (the “Measures”) applicable to imports 
of certain steel products0 F

1 (the “Review”), the application of which had been extended until June 
30, 20241 F

2.  The Review is the result of a request made by 14 Member States (“Request”).  
 

3. The European Union’s (“EU” or “Union”) general trade policy aims at trade facilitation and 
not at obstructing trade flows. Exceptionally, trade defense measures can be adopted.  
Safeguard measures, in particular, can only be imposed or maintained by the Union “where a 
product is imported into the Union in such greatly increased quantities and/or on such terms 
or conditions as to cause, or threaten to cause, serious injury to Union producers.”2 F

3.  Since 
safeguard measures are an exception to the general trade facilitation objective, the requirements 
for the adoption (and maintenance) must be carefully observed and narrowly construed. 
 

4. It is also important to say that both the EU legislation and international agreements, such as 
Article 19 of the EU Regulation on common rules for imports3 F

4 (“2015 Import Regulation”) 
and Article 7 of the Agreement on Safeguards by the World Trade Organization4 F

5 (“WTO 
Agreement”) prescribe certain conditions for imposing or extending safeguard measures.  
Those conditions are (i) that safeguard measures continue to be necessary to prevent or remedy 
serious injury and (ii) there is evidence that industry is adjusting.  In these Observations, Serbia 
will explain (albeit, given the shortness of time on a preliminary basis) that these conditions are 
not present. 

 
5. Serbia’s main arguments for requesting that Measures should not be extended can be 

summarized as follows: 
 
(i) The measures are no longer necessary to prevent or remedy serious injury: 

 
a. The Union steel industry (“EU Industry”) has operated profitably over the last 

three years (and in particular in 2021 and 2022, in spite of a temporary increase in 
imports in 2021 and 2022) (imports in 2023 being at a level that is consistent with 
those during the reference period prior to 2017).  Hence, at present there is no actual 
injury to the EU Industry that the Measures could “remedy”. 
 

b. The alleged threat of future injury is not based on concerns properly linked to a 
future sudden surge in imports.  Rather, the alleged future difficulties relate:   

 

 
1 Notice of Initiation concerning the possible extension in time and review of the safeguard measures applicable to imports of certain steel 
products, C/2024/1460 of February 9, 2024 Available at: https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX%3A52024XC01460  
2 Commission Implementing Regulation (EU) 2021/1029 of 24 June 2021 amending Commission Implementing Regulation (EU) 2019/159 
to prolong the safeguard measure on imports of certain steel products, OJ L 225I, of June 25, 2021. Available at: https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-
content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX%3A32021R1029. 
3 Ibid, Article 15(1). 
4 Regulation (EU) 2015/478 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 11 March 2015 on common rules for imports, OJ 2015 L83/16, 
Article 19 (5); Available at: https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=celex%3A32015R0478.  
5 Agreement on Safeguards, WTO, Article 7. Available at: https://www.wto.org/english/docs_e/legal_e/25-safeg_e.htm.  
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i. to possible export behavior from producers in certain countries that can 
only properly be addressed by country specific trade defense instruments. 
In fact, there are a number of existing anti-dumping and anti-subsidy 
measures already, that are adequate to address the concerns voiced in the 
Request, and both the EU’s basic anti-dumping and the basic anti-subsidy 
regulations allow to deal with the circumvention concerns that the Request 
has raised; 
 

ii. to effects (such as the US Section 232 measures (“U.S. Measures”)) that 
the Union can no longer properly rely on as a justification, because the 
Union has embraced them rather than seeking to avoid them.  By entering 
into the arrangement with the U.S., and effectively abandoning a WTO 
challenge, the Union has opted for not challenging the U.S. Measures, 
avoiding their application for its own industry and has thus adopted a 
country specific approach, rather than an erga omnes approach that 
characterizes safeguard proceedings. 

 
c. Since the Union has (through the agreement with the U.S.) abandoned the erga 

omnes approach, it is even more required to use country specific trade remedies 
(i.e., anti-dumping and countervailing duties) to deal with any remaining trade 
imbalances.  
 

d. By using country specific trade remedy measures the Union would also be able to 
respect the requirements of the Stabilisation and Association Agreements (“SAA”) 
between the Union and Serbia and the other Western Balkans jurisdictions 
(“WB6”), which has the objective of supporting WB6’s transition into a 
functioning market economy within the EU framework.  As Serbia has argued 
many times before, the Measures (and their extension) adversely affect Serbia’s 
(and more generally the WB6’s) competitiveness and limit trade between the EU 
and both Serbia and WB6. 
 

e. Specifically, Serbian exports to the Union have not contributed to import surges or 
market pressure (and there is no indication that they would in the future), contrary 
to concerns raised in the Request regarding the exhaustion of tariff rate quotas and 
persistent import pressures. 

 
(ii) The EU Industry has not properly “adjusted” to the availability of steel in other parts 

of the world.  The adjustment measures quoted in the Request essentially relate to 
environmental improvements of production processes.  They were not implemented in 
reaction to possible imports of steel, did not lead to a lasting reduction of capacity, and 
were, moreover, financed by massive amounts of State support.  Serbia takes the view 
that while decarbonization efforts are commendable, these measures are not 
“adjustments” that can serve as a justification for extending the Measures, as they are 
unrelated to the Measures' purpose. 
 

(iii) Serbia suggests increasing or at least maintaining the current level of liberalization if 
the EU decides to prolong the Measures, viewing it as a temporary measure to protect 
against sudden import increases. 
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6. The Commission is aware that the effect of the Measures on the WB6 jurisdictions is important 
to Serbia.  As such, Serbia invites the Commission to take the broader effects of the Measures 
on the WB6 jurisdictions into account, to which these Observations refer from time to time.  

 

II. PROCEDURAL CONSIDERATIONS 

7. The expeditious manner in which the Notice has been released raises significant procedural 
concerns. The Notice was made available on February 9, 2024, with a submission deadline of 
February 26, 2024. Such a narrow window for submissions does not allow for adequate time 
for stakeholders to thoroughly analyze the implications of the proposed extension and to 
prepare comprehensive responses. 
 

8. Notably, both the Commission and Member States had ample time to analyze the steel industry, 
market conditions, and formulate arguments, whereas stakeholders are only given a mere 15-
day deadline for submissions. This stark contrast undermines fairness and due process, 
especially considering that the Commission typically allows more days for stakeholder 
observations5 F

6.  For instance, in 2022 review the Commission allowed for 24 days, while in 
2023 even 42 days.   
 

9. It is crucial to recognize that these Measures have been in place for the past six years. 
Considering their substantial impact on trade dynamics and market participants, it is imperative 
that any decision regarding their extension be made with utmost diligence and transparency. 
However, the timeline provided for submissions severely limits the ability of interested parties 
to provide meaningful input, thereby undermining the principles of fairness and due process. 

 

III. SUBSTANTIVE CONSIDERATIONS 

10. Pursuant to Article 19 of the 2015 Import Regulation and Article 7 of the WTO Agreement 
safeguard measures must only be extended, if (i) safeguard measures continue to be necessary 
to prevent or remedy serious injury and (ii) there is evidence that (EU) industry is adjusting.  
  

3.1. Lack of Actual Injury 

 
11. Serbia takes the view that the EU Industry is not presently suffering any actual injury, so that 

an extension cannot be justified on the basis that the Measures would be necessary to “remedy” 
serious injury.  The absence of actual serious injury is apparent from the fact that steel imports 
into the Union essentially remain at the level today that existed during the original reference 
period of 2015-2017 (“Reference Period”). Moreover, the EU Industry remains a net exporter 
of steel (in value terms), and most importantly, the EU Industry has remained profitable during 
the last three years. 
 
 

 
6In 2023, review notice was released on December 2, 2022, and the deadline for submissions was January 13, 2023. Please see: Notice of 
Initiation concerning a review of the safeguard measure applicable to imports of certain steel products 2022/C 459/06 of December 2, 2022. 
In 2022, review notice was released on December 17, 2021, and the deadline for submissions was January 10, 2022. Please see: 2021/C 
509/10; OJ 2021 C 509/12, of December 17, 2021.  
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3.1.1. Imports Have Only Increased in Line with Consumption 

 
12. Point 52 of the Request outlines the difference between the available quota level and EU real 

consumption in the period that includes the reference period of 2015-2017 (“Reference 
Period”) until 2024.  This shows, for example, that the available quota level for 2023 increased 
by 21.7pp against 2019, compared to the 3.5pp increase in real consumption over the same 
period.  This analysis omits to show the development of actual imports.  Had the actual import 
data been included, the table would demonstrate that there is no material difference between 
the development in real consumption and actual imports. 
 

13. The level of imports is presented in Point 47 of the Request, where it is stated: “the pressure 
on imports into the attractive EU market has been consistent throughout the years of the 
measures. Even with the safeguard in place and in the context of decreased demand, imports 
into the EU in 2023 remain at similarly high levels to the benchmark years used to adopt the 
EU SFG in the first place (2015-2017)”. 

 
Source: The data used from the Request, Point 476 F

7 

14. The observations made in Points 47 and 52 of the Request cannot stand, in particular if the data 
presented is viewed together.  Serbia observes the following: 
 

a. The Reference Period is wrongly referred to as a period of high level of imports.  
Rather, when considering the introduction of the Measures in 2018, the Commission 
itself considered that the 2018 import levels presented the significant surge in imports 
compared to the Reference Period (and a threat to the EU Industry), which justified the 
imposition of safeguard measures. The Reference Period could not itself have been a 
period of abnormally high imports. 

 

 
7 The original graph presented in the Request at Point 47 offers data per year (the “Point 47 Graph”).  This amended graph focused instead 
on the actual difference between imports during the Reference Period and the level of 2018.  Per our understanding, Point 47 Graph shows 
total imports of steel, both under the Measures and excluded therefrom.  However, even in case that only the information on imports of steel 
under the Measures were presented, the overall conclusion would not differ.  
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b. The increase in imports which supported the decision to adopt the Measures in 2018 
was not matched at any point throughout the period in which the Measures were in 
place. 

 
c. The increase in available duty-free quotas was not matched by a similar increase in 

actual imports, suggesting that the danger of a sudden increase in actual imports is low 
(this is important in connection with the threat of injury arguments addressed below). 

 
d. Any temporary increase of actual imports in interim periods can be explained by other 

factors i.e., the increase in imports in 2021 is a result of the inability of the EU Industry 
to ramp-up production from the low COVID-19 pandemic levels.  User industries were 
very vocal in complaining about insufficient supplies, and the EU Industry increased 
its prices significantly, leading to unprecedented profit levels in 2021 and 2002 (see 
below). 

 
e. Overall, during the application of the Measures, the EU’s steel imports amounted to - 

on average - 37.5 million t, i.e., only 0.1 million t (0.4%) more than the average imports 
during the Reference Period. 

 
15. Hence, on average, actual imports remained at the level observed during the Reference Period 

prior to the “surge” that the Union used to justify the imposition of the Measures, and this 
development could be observed in circumstances where an increasing part of the duty-free 
import quotas were not utilized. 

 

3.1.2. EU Retains its Trade Surplus  

16. Historically, the EU has been a net steel exporter in terms of value and has maintained a trade 
surplus in steel trade in the period 2015-2020.  The value deficit experienced in 2021 and 2022 
was the result of the post COVID-19 recovery and did not affect the performance of EU 
producers, as presented below.  During the first 11 months of 2023, the EU trade balance in 
steel products under the Measures recovered and recorded a surplus of EUR 2,989 million (see 
Table 1 below). 
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Table 1 : EU Trade Balance in Terms of Value of Products 

Source: Eurostat 

17. Hence, the EU Industry manages to export more steel than is imported into the Union so that 
the overall net balance is positive in value terms.  It seems difficult to argue in such 
circumstances that the EU Industry is suffering “serious injury” from excessive import levels. 
 

3.1.3. The EU Industry Is Profitable 

 
18. The most obvious element demonstrating the lack of serious injury to the EU Industry is the 

fact that the EU Industry has generated significant profits over the last three years. This is well 
documented as regards the years 2021 and 2022 and public information shows that the 
observation still applies to 2023: 

− ArcelorMittal Europe, the most significant EU producer, had its EBITDA of USD 
6,033 million and USD 2,345 million 7 F

8 during their 2022 and 2023 FY, respectively. 
 

− US Steel Europe reported an EBITDA for Q1-Q3 2023 of USD 95 million compared 
to EBITDA for 2022 of USD 529 million. 8 F

9 
 

− Other producers, such as ThyssenKrupp Steel Europe achieved a 5.55% EBITDA 
margin in the FY 2023. 9 F

10 
 

− Outokumpu in Europe achieved an EBITDA margin of 2% in FY 2023, while its 
EBITDA was EUR 96 million. 1 0 F

11  

 
19. Given these empirical observations, Serbia maintains that the EU Industry remains profitable.  

Imports from third countries have remained at the level that could be observed prior to the 
“surge”.  Moreover, an increasing portion of the import quotas were not utilized.  All in all, 

 
8 Please see: 4Q23 Earnings release (arcelormittal.com) and 4q-23-analyst-model.xlsx (live.com). 
9 Please see: U.+S.+Steel+-+Segment+and+Financial+Operational+Data+-+Q3+2023.pdf (d1io3yog0oux5.cloudfront.net). 
10 Please see: Annual report 2022/2023 (d2zo35mdb530wx.cloudfront.net). 
11 Please see: Financial statements release 2023 (cision.com). 
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there is no indication that the EU Industry suffers from actual serious injury that could, or would 
be able to, be remedied as a result of the extension of the Measures.  
 

3.2. No Threat of Future Injury  

20. Serbia takes the view under Article 19 of the 2015 Import Regulation and Article 7 of the WTO 
Agreement that any extension of the safeguard measures would also not be necessary to prevent 
serious injury from occurring in the future.  To the extent the Request is based on the theory 
that there is a threat of future serious injury, Serbia takes the view that such allegations are not 
supported by substantiated evidence and that any support the Request seeks to draw from the 
existence of the U.S. Measures is legally unsound. 
 

3.2.1. There Is No Evidence for a Risk That a Surge of Imports Would Reoccur 
and Cause Serious Injury  

21. Serbia takes the view that the Request does not present any basis for the conclusion that in the 
absence of an extension there would be a new surge in imports that would cause serious injury.  
Rather, the data submitted with the Request demonstrates the opposite.  The data from the 
Request, referred to in paragraphs 11 to 14 of the present Observations, demonstrates, that the 
present and the average imports of steel by-and-large correspond to the import levels observed 
prior to 2018, prior to the surge in imports and the adoption of the Measures (average increase 
0.4%).  The data also show that this development is not due to Measures, because an ever-
increasing portion of the available duty-free quotas was not utilized.  
 

22. Moreover, the EU Industry has been profitable over the last three years, and particularly 
profitable at times when imports were relatively high.  It is therefore unconvincing for the 
Request to argue that if imports increased, the EU Industry would massively suffer and be 
unable to attain a minimum level of profitability.  The experience over the last three years shows 
the opposite effect. 
 

23. In addition, and in light of the concerns raised in Points 49 and 50 of the Request, Serbia 
emphasizes that its exporters do not engage in practices leading to import surges or market 
pressure.   
 

24. The Request seeks to overcome the evidence that there will be no new surge of imports and that 
there is no threat that the extension of the Measures would be necessary to prevent serious 
injury, by rather speculative arguments.  The Request suggests that a threat of future injury 
might result (i) from the effects of the U.S. Measures or (ii) from the export behavior of certain 
exporters from certain third countries that would circumvent existing trade defense measures 
(so that their existence would not protect the EU Industry sufficiently).   
 

25. These claims are already factually difficult to maintain.  The U.S. Measures have been adopted 
more than six years ago, and markets have since adjusted to their existence.  In spite of their 
existence, and in spite of the alleged particular attractiveness of the EU market, exporters have 
not rushed to the EU and used available duty-free quotas to their ultimate limits.  Rather, the 
quotas have increasingly not been fully utilized.  And the claims that exporters from certain 
third countries would establish new production facilities elsewhere is not only speculative but 
could not be realistically implemented in the remaining two-year period, to which any extension 
would be limited by law. 
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26. What is more, these claims are also legally unsound.  The Union can no longer properly rely on 
the U.S. Measures for a justification of an extension, because the Union has embraced them 
(through the U.S. Agreement) rather than seeking to avoid them (by maintaining its action in 
the WTO) and (ii) possible export behavior from producers in certain specific third countries 
can only be properly addressed by country specific trade defense instruments that would 
address the specifics of the unfair trade practices the Request appears to be concerned about. 
 

3.2.2. EU - U.S. Arrangement on the U.S. Measures  

27. The U.S. Measures have undoubtedly been the original trigger for the imbalance that the world 
steel markets experienced since March 2018.  The U.S. Measures were widely considered to be 
consistent with the obligations of the United States, and a number of WTO Members objected 
to such measures, including the EU, and including by initiating dispute settlement proceedings 
in the WTO. 
 

28. However, the Union decided the change course after a new U.S. administration came to power. 
The Union came to an agreement with the United States on October 31, 2021 (“U.S.-EU Joint 
Deal Statement”) with respect to the application of U.S. Measures to exports from the EU, and 
which led the EU to no longer actively pursue its WTO dispute with the United States. 
 

29. Namely, in pursuit of addressing non-market excess capacity and preserving their critical steel 
and aluminum industries, the US and the EU outlined several milestones in their agreement. 
These included ongoing cooperation through expanded coordination in trade remedies and 
customs matters, regular consultations to develop additional actions to address non-market 
excess capacity, and annual reviews of the operation of the arrangement. Additionally, 
negotiations on global steel and aluminum arrangements to restore market-oriented conditions 
and address carbon intensity were to be concluded within two years. 
 

30. Even after the two-year period expired in October 2023, the Union remained silent. Rather than 
advancing towards the process of requesting a decision against the U.S. Measures, the EU has 
continued the cooperation and essentially abandoned its WTO claims.  It is Serbia’s view that 
it would not be appropriate for the EU to rely on the continued presence of U.S. Measures as 
justification for extending its own Measures.  Two reasons support that conclusion.  First, the 
Union cannot be allowed to plead a market disturbance to which it essentially now acquiesces 
as a basis for its own safeguards action.  Second, the Union adopted, through and in connection 
with the U.S.-EU Joint Deal Statement, a country specific approach to the steel market 
imbalance, rather than an erga omnes approach that characterizes safeguard proceedings.  The 
Union cannot pursue both approaches at the same time.  
 

31. The departure from the erga omnes approach, which is normally inherent in the nature of 
safeguard measures, reinforces the adequacy of other country specific trade remedies (i.e., anti-
dumping and countervailing duties) to deal with any remaining trade imbalances.  
 

3.2.3. Trade Defense Measures Are an Adequate Response  

 
32. The expiry of the Measures will, however, not leave the EU Industry defenseless.  In keeping 

with the Commission’s country specific approach, as displayed vis-à-vis the United States, the 
Union should focus on the measures that actually deal specifically with the concerns that 
underly the Request.  This is even more true in circumstances where numerous anti-dumping 
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and countervailing duty measures are already in place as regards steel products and as regards 
the countries that the Request seems to be most concerned about. 
 

33. To illustrate this point, at the end of 2022, the EU had implemented a total of 177 definitive 
trade defense measures, comprising 151 anti-dumping measures, 25 anti-subsidy measures, and 
1 safeguard measure. This represents a notable increase of 14 measures compared to 2021. 
Additionally, there were 38 measures resulting from anti-circumvention investigations. The 
year 2022 also saw the initiation of 5 new investigations and 41 review investigations, a 
significant rise from the previous year's figures of 14 and 28, respectively. 
 

34. And such trade defense measures adequately address the concerns voiced in the Request.  For 
example, the Request in Point 37 refers to the exporters’ interest in entering the EU market by 
way of unfair pricing conduct.  However, such conduct can be adequately addressed within the 
framework of anti-dumping mechanisms, and there is no need (in in effect no room) to address 
these concerns with the Measures are neither suitable (because they cannot differentiate by the 
level of dumping and treat everyone as if their intention was to engage in dumping) nor 
necessary for this purpose (because more targeted instruments are available).  
 

35. In Point 57, the Request further insinuates that the Measures should remain in force to combat 
the circumvention of anti-dumping measures vis-a-vis certain countries that is alleged to occur 
by moving the production into other countries and exporting such products into the EU.  Serbia 
begs to differ.  Safeguard measures are simply not a suitable instrument to combat the 
circumvention of specific trade remedies.  Rather, the basic anti-dumping and the basic anti-
subsidy regulations contain various provisions that allow to combat circumvention.  And it is 
those rules that must be applied in the first place, and then, if the new facilities indeed cannot 
be considered a form of circumvention, a new proceeding as regards the new facility in a new 
country of origin might be necessary to determine whether unfair, dumped prices are actually 
charged.  But the administrative inconvenience of having to go through the proper procedures 
cannot be a reason that would justify the use of an inappropriate procedure, because it is 
seemingly easier to use (but would affect a large number of innocent bystanders). Moreover, to 
the extent the investment to move production capacity to a new location receives public support, 
the countervailing duty rules are available to deal with any resulting injury or threat of injury.  
 

36. Finally, another inappropriate reason for maintaining the Measures is put forward in Point 85 
of the Request, and that is high energy costs.  First, safeguard proceedings are not meant to deal 
with the costs of certain inputs to a production process.  They were agreed to deal with 
exceptional, unexpected increases in imports that are not the result of unfair trading practices.  
High energy costs play no direct role in steel market imbalances.  Moreover, the EU addressed 
this issue in the Temporary Crisis and Transition Framework1 1 F

12, allowing Member States to 
provide State aid to offset high energy prices.  This framework has been extended for the third 
time and is set to remain in effect until the end of June 2024, and possibly beyond that date. 
 

37. For the sake of legal certainty and legitimate expectations of market participants, any double 
regulation of the same conduct with different trade defense instruments must be avoided.  
Therefore, prolonging the Measures would entail using the wrong instrument, as other trade 
defense measures such as anti-dumping or countervailing duties would be better suited to 
achieve this goal.  In fact, doing so would undermine the integrity of the trade defense 
framework. 

 
12 Communication from the Commission – Amendment to the Temporary Crisis and Transition Framework for State Aid measures to support 
the economy following the aggression against Ukraine by Russia, C/2023/8045, section 2.4. Available at: https://eur-
lex.europa.eu/eli/C/2023/1188/oj.  
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3.2.4. EU – WB6 Relations 

38. What is more, RoS and the WB6 are an integral part of Europe, traditionally oriented to the EU 
as its most significant trading partner.  According to Eurostat, WB6 experienced a deficit in 
trade with the EU of EUR 11.4 billion and EUR 10.6 billion during 2022 and 11 months of 
2023, respectively.  In the same period WB6 experienced a surplus in trade of the steel products 
with EU of EUR 457 million and EUR 66.8 million, respectively.  This surplus was used to 
offset the total deficit the region has in trading with the EU. 
 
 

 
Source: Eurostat 

 

 

Foreign trade exchange between WB6 and EU27

in Billion EUR FY 2021 FY 2022 11M 2022 11M 2023
EU27 import from WB region…
Serbia 13,995    18,209    16,658     16,803    
Albania 2,108      2,947      2,708       2,502      
North Macedonia 5,676      6,952      6,422       6,237      
Bosnia and Herzegovina 5,838      6,932      6,431       5,828      
Kosovo* 252         283         262          269         
Montenegro 373         1,291      1,187       751         

28,242    36,614    33,668     32,389    
EU27 export to WB region…
Serbia 18,296    24,516    22,490     21,432    
Albania 3,735      4,414      4,055       3,892      
North Macedonia 5,111      6,826      6,255       6,061      
Bosnia and Herzegovina 6,842      8,719      8,033       8,083      
Kosovo* 1,591      1,718      1,564       1,829      
Montenegro 1,158      1,803      1,648       1,680      

36,733    47,996    44,045     42,976    
WB6 suficit / (deficit) (8,491)     (11,382)   (10,377)   (10,588)   

WB6 trade balance for steel products with EU27

in TEUR FY 2021 FY 2022 11M 2022 11M 2023
EU27 export to WB region…
Serbia 440,129     432,869     403,208      404,854     
Albania 82,455        78,866        70,698        76,767       
North Macedonia 211,461     145,572     137,738      86,732       
Bosnia and Herzegovina 252,077     307,041     288,364      270,295     
Kosovo* 30,441        31,055        25,913        38,971       
Montenegro 5,845          4,925          4,814           5,169          

1,022,407  1,000,329  930,736      882,788     
% of total EU steel exports 3.7% 3.0% 3.0% 3.0%

EU27 import from WB region…
Serbia 698,872     796,047     754,583      518,021     
Albania 15,857        49,949        48,519        26,453       
North Macedonia 400,810     465,349     443,085      336,582     
Bosnia and Herzegovina 142,058     136,161     131,157      62,727       
Kosovo* 4,355          8,842          8,482           5,634          
Montenegro 1,355          1,264          1,264           190             

1,263,306  1,457,610  1,387,089   949,607     
% of Total EU27 steel imports 4.0% 3.7% 3.6% 2.5%
WB6 suficit / (deficit) 240,898     457,281     456,353      66,818       
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Source: Eurostat 

 
39. Continuation of the Measures would put continual strain on trade between WB6 and EU, which 

is contrary to the objectives of the SAA and the common interest of both parties.  
 

40. By using country specific trade remedy measures the Union would also be able to respect the 
requirements of the SAA, which has the objective of supporting the region’s transition into a 
functioning market economy within the EU framework.  As Serbia has argued many times 
before, the Measures (and their extension) adversely affect Serbia's and WB6’s competitiveness 
and limit trade between the EU and both Serbia and WB6. 
 

41. Specifically, WB6 exports to the Union have not contributed to import surges or market 
pressure (and there is no indication that they would in the future), contrary to concerns raised 
in the Request regarding the exhaustion of tariff rate quotas and persistent import pressures. 
 

42. Therefore, it is essential that the Commission takes into account the principles of the SAA.  
Article 41(1) of the SAA stipulates that in the event where safeguard measures are 
implemented, the Union must ensure that such measures cause minimal disruption to the 
Serbian economy. However, contrary to Article 41(1), the Measures have been in force for the 
past six years and have continued to considerably reduce the competitiveness of the Serbian 
and WB6’s economy and trade.  
 

43. As such, instead of supporting Serbia and WB6 in transitioning into a functional market 
economy, the Measures have reduced and keep reducing the competitiveness of the WB6’ 
economy and trade.  Extending this period by an additional two years would only worsen these 
negative effects on WB6’s economy and reduce its ability to effectively compete on the market.  
 

44. Given that the Union has abandoned the erga omnes approach vis-à-vis the U.S., it should now 
recognize that the Measures are an inadequate instrument, and that the anti-dumping and 
countervailing duty rules allow to move forward based on proceedings that are targeted to the 
situation in each country.   
 

3.3. Adjustments Not in Line with 2015 Import Regulation and WTO Agreement 

45. Both the 2015 Import Regulation and the WTO Agreement require as a prerequisite for any 
extension of safeguard measures that the protected industry is “adjusting”.  Such an adjustment 
must respond to the causes of the surge in imports and the reason why the industry in question 
could not adequately respond thorough market forces to the additional imports.  
 

46. The alleged “adjustments”, however, do not relate to these weaknesses of the EU Industry that 
became apparent in 2018, do not address the lack of competitiveness (other than perhaps by 
making large amounts of public money available to this industry).  
 

47. Point 89 of the Request, suggests that the EU Industry has documented “more forward-looking 
adjustments to reinforce competitiveness in the longer run, such as investments in new 
sustainable technologies (including environmental tech), production processes, and product 
innovation”.  However, the specifics of the Request do not offer any basis for the broad claim. 
 

48. Point 94 of the Request explains that the EU producers have advanced their decarbonization 
efforts and technological innovations.  For instance, ThyssenKrupp is investing in low-CO2 
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steel production and electric mobility initiatives, while ArcelorMittal Luxembourg's investment 
in a new EAF aims at energy efficiency and increased production capacity.  Similarly, Liberty 
Ostrava and Liberty Galati have initiated green transformation programs.   
 

49. However, the green transition, while laudable, has nothing to do with the EU Industry’s weak 
competitive position in 2018 or any time thereafter.  Rather, through strategic funding, EU 
companies such as ThyssenKrupp Steel Europe and various subsidiaries of ArcelorMittal have 
received significant State financial assistance to accelerate the decarbonization of steel 
production processes and drive technological advancements. 
 

50. ThyssenKrupp Steel Europe was granted a combined aid package totaling EUR 2 billion, 
consisting of a direct grant of EUR 550 million and a conditional payment mechanism of EUR 
1,450 million1 2 F

13.  Similarly, ArcelorMittal subsidiaries across different locations, such as 
ArcelorMittal Hamburg GmbH1 3 F

14, ArcelorMittal España1 4 F

15, ArcelorMittal Belgium1 5 F

16, and 
ArcelorMittal France1 6 F

17, have also secured substantial financial support, with aid packages 
ranging from €55 million to €850 million per project. 
 

51. Other than the green transition projects there is little evidence of “adjustments”.  The OECD 
report on steelmaking capacity1 7 F

18, indicates a potential increase in capacities of the EU by 4.3 
million t until 2026.  Total steelmaking capacity of the EU would increase to 217.9 million t 
upon realization of these projects.  This is very close to the capacity of the EU before the 
introduction of the Measures (218.7 million t in 2017). 
 

52. Simply put, the EU Industry is supported by a substantial amount of State aid measures. Those 
measures cannot be taken as evidence that the EU Industry is “adjusting” as required for the 
extension of the Measures in line with the 2015 Import Regulation and WTO Agreement.   
 

53. Decarbonization efforts, which aim at reducing carbon footprints and sustainable growth, 
remain a positive trend, are laudable, but completely unrelated to the Measures and the 
“adjustment” need.  These efforts, while in line with the Union’s interest in terms of setting and 
achieving environmental goals, therefore do not constitute “adjustments” under the 2015 Import 
Regulation and WTO Agreement. And as such, cannot constitute a justification for extending 
the validity of the Measures.   
 

54. In sharp contrast, companies located outside the EU often do not benefit from comparable levels 
of support, placing them at a considerable disadvantage in the global market.  Therefore, 
subjecting these companies to additional trade policies would only worsen existing inequalities 
and impede their ability to compete effectively.  It is crucial for trade policies to acknowledge 
the uneven playing field created by differing levels of State support and avoid imposing further 
obstacles on non-EU companies. 
 

IV. CONSIDERATIONS SHOULD THE MEASURES NEVERTHELESS BE EXTENDED 

55. Should the Commission decide to prolong the Measures, despite the above elaborated reasons 
against it, Serbia reiterates that the Commission must take into account the following: 

 
13 Please see: https://ec.europa.eu/commission/presscorner/detail/en/IP_23_3928 
14 Please see: https://ec.europa.eu/commission/presscorner/detail/en/ip_23_847 
15 Please see: https://ec.europa.eu/commission/presscorner/detail/en/ip_23_849 
16 Please see: https://ec.europa.eu/commission/presscorner/detail/en/ip_23_3404 
17 Please see: https://ec.europa.eu/commission/presscorner/detail/en/ip_23_3925 
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a. Allocation and management of tariff-rate quotas: Any potential adjustment should be 

made to protect importers and user industries while maintaining the principle of just 
allocation.  This should be construed in a way to minimize the crowding out of 
traditional trade flows. 

 
b. Level of liberalization: The quota liberalization should be increased or at least be 

maintained at the current level, which would be a welcome (and given the shortness of 
the remaining two-year period) necessary incentive for the EU Industry to increase its 
efforts and gradually adapt to the current market conditions. 

 
 

V. CONCLUSION 

56. In light of the circumstances that Serbia has outlined above, Serbia respectfully concludes that 
the Measures should not be extended beyond June 30, 2024.  Only the rapid phase-out of the 
Measures would be in line with the Union’s own rules and with the Union’s obligations vis-à-
vis Serbia and the other WB6 jurisdictions, under the SAA and WTO rules. 

 
57. Conversely, should the Commission decide to maintain the validity of the Measures, Serbia 

requests that WB6 be excluded from the scope of the Measures, given (i) the prospects of its 
EU membership, (ii) that WB6 does not contribute to any sudden and increased quantities of 
imports into the internal market, (iii) that there are no market disturbances created by WB6, as 
well as to (iv) allow for its preparation for decarbonization process of the steel industry, being 
one of the most important environmental goals for the Union.  
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NON-CONFIDENTIAL 

FOR INSPECTION OF INTERESTED PARTIES 

Comments by the Ministry of Economic Development of the Russian Federation 

and the Ministry of Industry and Trade of the Russian Federation regarding 

the review of the safeguard measures applicable to imports of certain steel products 
 

We refer to the European Commission’s (‘the Commission’) Notice1 C/2024/1460  

of initiation concerning the possible extension in time and review of the safeguard measures 

applicable to imports of certain steel products. 

The Ministry of Economic Development of the Russian Federation and the Ministry 

of Industry and Trade of the Russian Federation (hereinafter referred to as the Russian side) 

would like to note the following. 

I. Lack of grounds for the application of the measure, before and after 30 June 2024 

The application of the measure from its very start was inconsistent with the rules of 

the World Trade Organization (WTO). At the moment, the WTO-inconsistency of the 

measure remains. It was exaggerated by the reallocation of the quotas originally assigned 

to Russia in favor of other exporting countries (“Commission Implementing Regulation 

(EU) 2022/434 of 15 March 2022 amending Regulation (EU) 2019/159 imposing a 

definitive safeguard measure against imports of certain steel products”) in light of the 

import ban on Russian products introduced in March 2022. 

The reallocation was made to ensure that the import ban would not lead to a supply 

deficit on the EU market in the affected categories and that steel consumers in the EU could 

continue to obtain these volumes from other sources. Notably, in accordance with  

“Commission Implementing Regulation (EU) 2023/1301 of 26 June 2023 amending 

Commission Implementing Regulation (EU) 2019/159 imposing a definitive safeguard 

measure on imports of certain steel products”, the European Commission concluded that if 

the measure were to be discontinued at this stage, the likely increase in import volumes 

could undermine the position of EU industry2. This conclusion contradicts with the 

European Commission's desire to avoid a supply shortage in the EU market due to the 

import ban. The Russian Federation reiterates its view that the quota reallocation in question 

                                           
1 Notice of initiation concerning the possible extension in time and review of the safeguard measures applicable to 

imports of certain steel products (C/2024/1460, published on 9 February 2024). 
2 Section 4.4. Conclusion of the Commission implementing regulation. 
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made the measure incompatible with Articles 2.2, 5.1 and 5.2 of the Agreement for the 

following reasons:  

 the safeguard measure is applied selectively, i.e. not applied to a product being 

imported “irrespective of its source”; 

 Russian imports are effectively reduced below the average level of the three 

representative years preceding the imposition of the measure; 

 current measure does not allot to Russia the share of the total quantity or value 

of imports based upon the proportions supplied by Russia previously.  

In light of the aforesaid, the Russian side believes that the EU has no legal grounds 

for the application of the measure because of its WTO-inconsistencies, either before or after 

30 June 2024. 

II. The negative impact of the measure   

“Request to the Commission to initiate a review to analyse whether the EU steel 

safeguard should be further extended” (‘Request’)3 states that the EU steel industry is in a 

particularly vulnerable state given the downturn in the EU economy, high energy prices, in 

parallel with the need to make massive investments to support decarbonization.  

Moreover, according to the Request4 EU steel producers claim that high energy and 

raw material costs coupled with inflation have placed the EU steel industry in a cost-price 

squeeze. This is because, even with the energy price decline, energy costs in Europe are still 

higher compared to most third countries, in particular in relation to certain countries that 

continue to import Russian energy supplies. It increases production costs, also aggravated 

by the inflation of CO2 emission costs in Europe, whether direct (ETS) or indirect (cost of 

decarbonisation). CO2 prices in Europe reached almost 100 euros/t, following added 

pressure under the EU Emission Trading System. The high prices of energy and raw 

materials in the EU results in high production costs, giving a competitive advantage to 

external competitors5. 

These circumstances mentioned by the EU industry indicate that its vulnerability 

was caused by the EU’s own policy, including the imposition of “sanctions” against Russia. 

                                           
3 Recitals 4. 
4 Recitals 67-69. 
5 Recitals 73-74. 
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None of them have anything to do with eventual increased imports of steel products which 

are like or directly competitive to the ones produced by the EU industry. Thus, the request 

of the EU industry should be read as urging the European Commission to extend the 

safeguard measure and thereby to help the EU producers to address the difficulties caused 

by the EU’s own policy.  

However, that is not what the safeguard instruments have been designed for. 

Therefore, there are no grounds to extend the safeguard measures of the EU on steel 

products. 

Conclusion 

The Russian side would like to stress that EU safeguard measure has an exceptional 

adverse effect on fair international trade flows, distorts natural environment on European 

steel market, places a heavy burden on the steel consumers and should therefore be 

terminated immediately. 
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The European Commision 

Directorate-General for Trade 

Directorate H – Trade Defence 

Rue de la Loi 200 

1040 Brussels 

 

Submitted via TRON.   

SUBJECT: SAFE009R7 – 2024 REVIEW 

INVESTIGATION CONCERNING THE SAFEGUARD 

MEASURE ON CERTAIN STEEL PRODUCTS 

 

Dear Mesdames, Dear Sirs, 

The European Automobile Manufacturers’ Association (ACEA) presents its 

assessment on the evolution of the steel market in Europe over the last year and its 

impact on automobile manufacturers.  

European steel is essential for the EU automobile industry as ACEA members source 

approximately 90% of their steel domestically1. At the same time, the EU automobile 

industry is also vital to European steel producers, as motor vehicle manufacturers 

account for 19% of the steel consumption in the Union, rising to as much as 42% for 

flat products2. Steel is critical for the automobile industry as it has limited substitution 

possibilities, particularly in the production of certain categories of motor vehicle.  

Manufacturing in the automobile sector favours geographical proximity in the steel 

supply chain as the industry operates just-in-time processes and prefers near-by 

sourcing also for reasons of logistics cost. The long lead times for delivery, the lack of 

a cost benefit in importing, potential or existing trade defence measures and a lengthy 

homologation process for new suppliers, explain why EU auto manufacturers only 

import such limited quantities. Timely and reliable supply of reasonably priced, high-

quality steel is crucial for the uninterrupted manufacturing.  

 
1 Figure based on ACEA own-data from 2018 showing 94% of steel used in the automobile sector is 

from the EU.  

2 “European Steel in Figures”, 2020 edition by EUROFER, page 25.  
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Nevertheless, limited imports of steel in our sector play an important role. When EU 

steel producers cannot supply the necessary quantities or specific products, mainly 

due to capacity constraints, then it is necessary to find alternative sources. 

After the massive downturn in manufacturing activities in 2020 due to the COVID-19 

crisis, production levels in the European automotive sector recovered partially in the 

last years, rising to just over 12 million passenger cars manufactured in 2023. This 

represented an 11% increase compared to 2022 and is largely attributable to better 

supply chain conditions. Nevertheless, this is still well below pre-pandemic production 

of between 14-15 million passenger car units in the 5 years immediately preceding the 

pandemic.   

The European steel market has shown an easing of the record high price surge that 

began in the second half of 2020, continued throughout 2021 and well into 2022, 

reaching its peak in the months after the Russian invasion of Ukraine. At that time, 

automotive grades reached above €1,500 per tonne, roughly 2.5 to 3 times higher that 

of its historical average in pre-pandemic times.    

Currently prices for HDG sheets are around €850 per tonne, still well above pre-

pandemic norms. Weakening demand is attributed as the most significant cause of the 

decrease3, however it is not immediately apparent that this can be linked to the 

automotive industry based on ACEA’s own figures of increased year-on-year 

manufacturing, despite some on-going supply chain issues.  

The supply situation has improved significantly in comparison to the one which existed 

in the period 2021 / 2022. At the time, the acute supply-demand imbalance brought 

major difficulties for users to be able to secure sourcing of the necessary materials, 

steel producers declining order requests, long lead times of up to and above 20 weeks, 

along with the record high prices already mentioned; this situation has now eased. Mills 

are now actively seeking orders and lead times have returned to normal 8 to 12 week 

lead times, even if prices remain well above historical norms. 

While the market situation remains unpredictable, the decision of EU steel producers 

to shut down several mills across the continent should lead to a tightening of supply 

and a re-balancing of supply and demand conditions compared to the last months. 

 
3 https://www.eurofer.eu/assets/publications/economic-market-outlook/economic-and-steel-market-

outlook-2022-2023-fourth-quarter/EUROFER_ECONOMIC_REPORT_Q4_2022-23_final.pdf 
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Demand for steel imports has also dropped significantly. This is due in part to a 

decrease in general demand on the European side and also to the relatively high value 

of the US Dollar against the Euro which makes imports less attractive.  

Conclusion 

While the supply situation has improved significantly since the acute difficulties 

experienced in 2021 and 2022, prices for automotive grades of steel remain well above 

historical norms. ACEA believe that this is, in part, directly attributable to the steel 

safeguard. 

ACEA remains of the belief that the safeguard measures on steel imports are not 

necessary and go against the Union’s interest by hurting its own manufacturing 

industry. The safeguard should be removed in June 2024.   
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ABOUT THE EU AUTOMOBILE INDUSTRY 

• 14.6 million Europeans work in the auto industry (directly and 

indirectly), accounting for 6.7% of all EU jobs 

• 11.5% of EU manufacturing jobs – some 3.7 million – are in the 

automotive sector 

• Motor vehicles are responsible for €398.4 billion of tax revenue for 

governments across key European markets 

• The automobile industry generates a trade surplus of €74 billion for 

the European Union 

• The turnover generated by the auto industry represents more than 

8% of the EU’s GDP 

• Investing €62 billion in R&D per year, automotive is Europe's largest 

private contributor to innovation, accounting for 33% of the EU total 

REPRESENTING EUROPE’S 15 MAJOR  

CAR, VAN, TRUCK AND BUS MANUFACTURERS 

ACEA 

European Automobile 

Manufacturers’ Association  

+32 2 732 55 50  

info@acea.auto 
 

www.acea.auto 

 
twitter.com/ACEA_auto 

  

 linkedin.com/company/acea 

  

 youtube.com/c/ACEAauto 
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CLEPA, the association of the automotive suppliers’ industry in Europe, is pleased to be able to 

contribute to the written procedure of the Steel Safeguards review procedure. CLEPA represents over 

3.000 companies supplying state-of-the-art components and innovative technology for safe, smart and 

sustainable mobility, investing over €30 billion yearly in research and development. Automotive 

suppliers in Europe directly employ 1.7 million people across the EU on top of the 1.2 million people 

employed by vehicle and body manufacturers.  

Automotive forms the European steel industry’s second biggest end market, responsible for 17% of 

the total demand for European steel over 20221. The steel industry depends on a healthy automotive 

industry, but 56% of suppliers operate at profitability levels that are not sufficient to sustain 

investment2. CLEPA advises the European Commission to take the deteriorating resilience of 

downstream industries into account when reviewing the option to extend the safeguard instrument 

beyond June 2024.  

Automotive suppliers rely on specialized steel and typically only import steel, if no sufficient capacity 

is available for the needed grade or if prices would undermine competitive production of components 

within the EU.  

Market forecast 

LMC Automotive3 estimated end of January that light vehicle production across the EU reached 14.3 

million vehicles over 2023 across the EU, up 12% compared to 2022. For 2024, LMC Automotive 

forecasts further growth of 1%.  

Category 14 

Unfortunately, specialized valve steel is grouped together with generic valve steel used in the 

construction sector in category 14. While the construction industry faces no global competition, the 

automotive industry does. Valve steel is an absolute niche product with very high technical 

requirements regarding tolerance, purity, or freedom from defects. As a result, valve steel has only a 

marginal share of volume in the group of stainless steel covered under product category 14 (based on 

the quarterly contingent for HS code 7222 2031 of 31.333 t, the estimated volume for valve steel is 

~0,8%). It is therefore critical that valve steel is no longer grouped together with steel dedicated to the 

construction industry. 

Efficiency improvements in internal combustion engines to reduce fuel consumption will impact the 

demand for valve steel. Higher pressure and temperature in the engine require better steel qualities 

for valves, resulting in the need to switch to more advanced steel grades. At the same time, 

electrification will not lead to structurally higher demand, limiting the chance that the EU steel industry 

will invest in additional capacities.   

 

Non-Alloy and Other Alloy Merchant Bars and Light Sections (Category 12) 

Automotive suppliers import specialist long steel from category 12 for the manufacturing of 

crankshaft, pignons, gearshafts, connecting rods, components for ground rail and  bearings. Category 

 
1 https://www.eurofer.eu/assets/publications/brochures-booklets-and-factsheets/european-steel-in-figures-2023/FINAL_EUROFER_Steel-
in-Figures_2023.pdf 
2 https://clepa.eu/mediaroom/automotive-suppliers-are-slightly-more-profitable-but-necessary-investments-still-at-risk/  
3 LMC Automotive, November 2022 
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12, however, mixes special steel long products destined to mechanical applications such as engine 

parts , bearings etc.. with products used in the building sector where metallurgical requirements are 

far less demanding. Imports from the construction sector therefore regularly crowd out demand from 

the automotive sector. CLEPA has earlier recommended to move construction specific steel to 

categories 13 (rebars) and 17 (Angles, Shapes and Sections of Iron or Non Alloy Steel). 

Category 4B 

Exhausted quote posed suppliers several times for challenges in the past. Unfortunately, CLEPA was 

not able to obtain insight on this point within the timeframe of the investigation. 
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