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ABSTRACT 

A landmark achievement of the Uruguay Round, and notably, the Agreement on Agriculture, was the full 

inclusion of agriculture in multilateral rules and disciplines. Since the birth of World Trade Organization 

(WTO), a significant number of member countries have used the dispute settlement mechanism (DSM) for 

resolving the disputes in agriculture. The DSM has played an important role not only for those parties 

involved in the disputes, but also by helping member countries to better understand the WTO rules, and 

therefore help guide them in developing domestic policies and trade policies that are consistent with WTO 

requirements. This paper examines trade disputes involving the Agreement on Agriculture since the WTO 

was formed in 1995 through December 2019.  It analyzes who brought the disputes and against whom 

disputes were brought, and provides details on the natures of the disputes, the duration of disputes, and, the 

outcome of those disputes. 
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The World Trade Organization (WTO) has long been considered an effective institution because of its 

enforceable dispute resolution procedure. The WTO dispute settlement mechanism (DSM) has been 

described and widely accepted as the “crown jewel” of the multilateral trading system, which is unique in 

international relations since it is the only comprehensive compulsory third-party adjudication regime 

(Johannesson and Mavroidis 2017). According to Article XVI:4 of the Marrakesh Agreement Establishing 

the World Trade Organization, all WTO members are bound by the obligation to adapt their legal systems 

to WTO law (WTO 2019a). If a member does not comply with WTO rules, another member has the right 

to bring a complaint to the WTO’s Dispute Settlement Body (DSB).  If after consultations members fail to 

reach an agreement, the complaining member can then request an impartial panel to rule on its claims that 

a respondent failed to carry out its obligations under WTO agreements, which results directly or indirectly 

in the nullification or impairment of a benefit of the complainant. Losing parties will be called to comply 

with adverse rulings, or to face retaliation equaling the damage inflicted through the illegal act. The DSM 

is an important tool to ensure proper implementation of WTO law. Since the establishment of the WTO in 

1995, members countries have been relying heavily on the organization’s DSM. 

 

The agricultural sector has been one of the most contentious areas in the global trade system. A landmark 

achievement of the Uruguay Round, and notably, the Agreement on Agriculture (AoA), was the full 

inclusion of agriculture in multilateral rules and disciplines. Since the birth of WTO, a significant number 

of member countries have used the DSM for resolving the disputes in agriculture, and the DSM has played 

a significant role, not only for those parties involved in the disputes, but also by helping member countries 

to better understand the WTO rules, and therefore help guide them in developing domestic policies and 

trade policies that are consistent with WTO requirements. 

 

This paper provides descriptive statistics for the WTO disputes relating to the AoA initiated from 1995 to 

2019 through an analysis of the WTO dispute database as well as drawing on the extensive WTO Dispute 

Settlement Database developed by Hoekman et al. (2017) and maintained as part of the WTO Case Law 
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Project sponsored by the Global Governance Programme.1 Our paper is organized as follows: Section 1 

provides an overview of the DSM, including a notional timeframe for the stages of the dispute; Section 2 

presents descriptive statistics on the number of disputes by year with emphasis on disputes involving the 

AoA.  In Section 3 we examine the disputes from in terms of which WTO members have used the DSB 

(who brought the dispute and against whom) and how those patterns have changed over time. Section 4 

examines disputes involving the AoA and the specific articles in the AoA that are cited in members’ 

complaints. Section 5 discusses the disposition of the disputes, including what percent of the disputes were 

resolved through consultations, what percent were decided by panel or Appellate Body (AB) report. Section 

6 examines the duration of the disputes, while Section 7 presents the outcomes of the agricultural disputes. 

In the last section, we briefly present the main conclusions of this study. 

 

1. The WTO Dispute Settlement Procedure at a Glance 

Settling disputes is the responsibility of WTO Dispute Settlement Body (DSB), which consists of all WTO 

members. It has the sole authority to establish “panels” of experts to consider a case, and to accept or reject 

the panels’ findings or the results of an appeal. It monitors the implementation of the rulings and 

recommendations, and has the power to authorize retaliation when a country does not comply with a ruling. 

 

The DSM procedure is laid out in the WTO Dispute Settlement Understanding (DSU) (WTO 2017). It starts 

with mandatory consultations between the disputing parties (the complainant and the respondent). If the 

complainant and respondent cannot agree to a settlement during these consultations within a certain period, 

or if the responding party does not respond to the consultation request, the complainant may request a panel 

to review the matter. Panels are composed ad hoc and they normally consist of three specialists who engage 

in fact-finding and apply the relevant WTO provisions to the dispute. Their findings and recommendations 

 
1 See https://globalgovernanceprogramme.eui.eu/research-project/ 
 

https://globalgovernanceprogramme.eui.eu/research-project/


 3 

are published in a report which either or both of the parties may appeal. Unless there is an appeal, the reports 

are adopted with the necessary adoption procedures by the DSB. 

 

In case of an appeal, however, the Appellate Body (AB) reviews the issues of law and legal interpretations 

in the panel report that are subject to the appeal. The AB is a standing body composed of seven jurists, three 

of whom work on each case. The AB can uphold, modify or reverse the panel’s findings. After this appellate 

review, no further recourse is possible. The DSB will adopt the report in the adoption procedure described 

above. If it is found that a trade measure is in violation of WTO law, the respondent shall bring the measure 

into compliance with the covered agreements within a reasonable period, normally not exceeding 15 

months. If the respondent refuses to comply, the complainant may ask the respondent to enter into 

negotiations on compensation, or may seek authority from the DSB to suspend concessions or other 

obligations against the respondent at an amount equivalent to the injury suffered. If the adequacy of 

implementation is disputed, the implementation measures are subject to further review under the DSB. The 

suspension of concessions or other obligations normally takes the form of punitive tariffs on a defined value 

of the complainant’s imports from the respondent. The procedures of the DSM are summarized in table 1.1.  

In addition, an approximate timeframe is given for each step. Some of the deadlines are more notional in 

the sense that the complainant and respondent may require more time. As we shall see in Section 6, the 

actual duration of the dispute may far exceed the notional timeframe given in table 1.1. 
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Table 1.1 --Simplified Dispute Settlement Procedure under the DSU 
 

Procedures  Approximate timeframe 

Consultations, mediation, etc. 60 days 
Panel set up and panelists appointed 45 days 
Final panel report to parties 6 months 
Final panel report to WTO members 3 weeks 

Dispute Settlement Body adopts report (if no appeal) 60 days 

Total (without appeal) 1 year 

Appeals report 60-90 days 

Dispute Settlement Body adopts appeals report 30 days 
Total (with appeal) 15-16 months 

Source: World Trade Organization (2017). 
 
 
2. A Broad Characterization of Trade Disputes Involving the Agreement on Agriculture 

As described previously, to initiate the dispute settlement process, a member country must first file a request 

for consultation before the WTO. Since 1995, WTO members have filed 593 disputes to the DSB.2 Those 

include all disputes, not just those involving the AoA. A significant number of member countries have 

participated in these procedures, including most of the high-income and middle-income member countries, 

though their use by many of the least-developed member countries in Africa and Asia has been relatively 

minor since 1995. 

 

According to the official statistics of WTO, between the entry into force of the WTO on 1 January 1995 

and 31 December 2018, 51 WTO Members have initiated at least one dispute, and 60 members have been 

a respondent in at least one dispute (Figure 1.1). In addition, a total of 88 members have participated as a 

 
2 As of 19 December 2019. 
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third party in proceedings between two or more other WTO members. Overall, a total of 109 members have 

been active in dispute settlement, as a party or a third party.3    

 
 

Figure 1.1 --Member Involvement in Dispute Settlement, 1995–2018 
 

 
            Source: World Trade Organization 2019b. 
 
 
WTO disputes to date have concerned claims under a broad range of WTO agreements, as 

illustrated in figure 1.2 below. In most cases, several agreements can be at issue in the same 

dispute; therefore, the total numbers in the chart below exceed that of distinct disputes initiated. 

For example, in cases relating to trade in goods, the General Agreements on Tariffs and Trade 

(GATT) 1994 is frequently invoked alongside more specific agreements, which explains why it 

appears in 464 disputes initiated between 1995 and 2018. 

 
 
 
 
 

 
3 A third party is any member who has a substantial interest in a matter before a panel. Having notified its interest to the 

DSB, a third party is entitled to have an opportunity to be heard by the panel and to make written submissions to the panel. 
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Figure 1.2--Agreements Raised in WTO Disputes, 1995–2018 

 
               Source: World Trade Organization (2019b) 
 
 
Agriculture is unique in that it is one of the few economic sectors that has its own agreement within the 

WTO. The Agreement on Agriculture has given rise to a relatively large number of disputes reflecting the 

fact that agriculture is a sensitive sector in many member countries. Out of a total of 593 disputes filed by 

members, 84 cases (14 percent) cited the AoA in the request for consultations from 1995 to 2019, with an 

average of 5.6 cases initiated each year (figure 1.3). During the first five years of the WTO (1995–1999) 

33 disputes citing the AoA were filed, but the frequency of filings has declined since then. Only seven 

disputes involving the AoA have been filed since 2015 (table 1.2). This trend reflects, in part, the more 

general trends in WTO dispute filings–the first ten years under the WTO saw many dispute filings as 

members brought a number of outstanding disputes to the DSB that had been unresolved under the old 

GATT (Johannesson and Mavroidis 2017; Pauwelyn and Zhang 2018). As a percent of total initiated 

disputes, those involving the AoA have declined from about 17 percent of total disputes over 1995–2009 

to less than 9 percent of total disputes over 2010–2019. 
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Figure 1.3—Disputes Initiated involving the AoA, 1995–2019 
 

 
               Source: World Trade Organization (2019b). 
 
 

Table 1.2--Average Number of Initiated Cases per 5-year Interval 
 

 1995-1999 2000-2004 2005-2009 2010-2014 2015-2019 
Agricultural disputes 33 22 12 10 7 
All disputes (including 
agriculture) 

185 139 78 86 105 

Agriculture as a 
percent of total 

17.8 15.8 15.4 11.6  6.7 

Source: World Trade Organization (2019b). 
 
 
Figure 1.4 presents the number of member countries’ engagements in agricultural disputes between 1995 

and 2019. Out of the total 164 members of WTO, 86 members (slightly more than 50 percent) have been 

involved in a dispute involving the AoA, either as a complainant, a respondent, or a third party. By contrast, 

the numbers of members who have been ‘officially’ engaged in a dispute as a complainant or a respondent 

are much smaller, 18 and 23 respectively, accounting for only 11 percent and 14 percent of WTO members, 

respectively.  
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Figure 1.4--Member Involvement in Agricultural Disputes, 1995–2019 
 

 
                Source: World Trade Organization (2019b). 
 
 
3. Users of the DSB in Agriculture 

In this section, we present data analysis showing which members have brought dispute cases through DSB 

in agriculture and which members have been the respondents. It is worth noting that while there is always 

one unique respondent in every dispute, sometimes there is more than one complainant. For example, in 

DS27 (EC—Bananas III) the United States, Mexico, Ecuador, Guatemala and Honduras were complainants 

against the European Union. Also, when a dispute reaches the stage of being considered by a panel or the 

AB, the proceedings may be conducted jointly for several disputes that were initiated separately if more 

than one member has initiated its own dispute with respect to the same matter.4 

 

Only WTO member states can initiate a dispute settlement procedure under the DSU, and only member 

states can serve as respondents to such procedures. In order to reveal some important trends in agricultural 

disputes filed over the 1995–2019 period, countries are classified according to World Bank revenue 

 
4 WTO (2020). Dispute Settlement Activity—Some figures.  https://www.wto.org/english/tratop_e/dispu_e/dispustats_e.htm 
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categories: high-income countries, upper-middle-income countries, lower-middle-income countries, and 

low-income countries5 (World Bank, 2019).   

 
Figure 1.5--Number of Complainants and Respondents in Agriculture Disputes by Different 

Income Groups, 1995–2019 
 

 
Source: WTO (2019b).  Classification of the countries based on the World Bank list of economies (World Bank 2019). 
 
 
Both figure 1.5 and table 1.3 provide the classification of these agricultural cases across various economic 

groups of complainants and respondents. First, it is noted that, to date, low-income countries have neither 

been respondents nor complainant in a dispute involving the agricultural agreement since the WTO DSB 

was formed in 1995. This should not be surprising as low-income countries account for a relatively small 

share of global food trade—less than 1 percent of global food exports and less than 2 percent of global food 

imports in 2018 (UNCTAD 2019)—and a smaller share of those countries are WTO members. Other factors 

that likely prevent more use of DSB are small trade volumes for individual low-income countries, a lack of 

technical (legal) expertise, and concerns over potential adverse economic effects (for example, potential 

 
5 For operational and analytical purposes, the World Bank categorizes economies by income groups according to 2018 gross 

national income (GNI) per capita, calculated using the World Bank Atlas. The groups are: low income, $1,025 or less; lower 
middle income, $1,026 - 3,995; upper middle income, $3,996 - 12,375; and high income, $12,375 or more. 
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loss of development aid) if cases were brought against donor countries such as the United States or 

European Union (Davis and Bermeo 2009; Bouët and Métivier 2019). 

Agricultural trade among lower-middle-income countries has grown over time but still is relatively small, 

accounting for about 12 percent of global food exports and 9.5 percent of global food imports in 2018 

(UNCTAD 2019). In overall disputes, lower-middle-income countries were complainants in 3 cases, 

respectively: DS22 (Brazil–Desiccated Coconut) initiated by Philippines in 1995, DS134 (EC–Restrictions 

on Certain Imports of Rice) initiated by India in 1997, and DS 27 (EC–Bananas III) filed together by 

Ecuador, Guatemala, Honduras, Mexico, and US, among which Honduras is a lower-income country. By 

contrast, lower-middle-income countries were respondents in 19 disputes, 10 of which were initiated against 

India and 6 against Indonesia. 

 

High-income members were complainants in about two-thirds of total agricultural disputes involving the 

AoA, and were respondents in almost 57 percent of the cases (table 1.3). More precisely, 86 percent of all 

disputes involving the AoA include at least one high-income country. While high income countries were 

complainants in almost 88 percent of disputes in the first five years of the WTO (29 of 33), since 2015 high-

income countries have brought only 2 disputes (out of 8 total) involving the AoA.  

 

Over 1995–2019, upper-middle-income members accounted for 32 percent of complainants and were 

respondents in 24 percent of agriculture-related disputes, but their activity in dispute settlement cases has 

grown over the past 25 years, reflecting, in part, their growing share of global food trade. In 2018, upper-

middle-income countries accounted for about 24 percent of global food exports and 23 percent of global 

food imports (UNCTAD 2019). Moreover, their shares of global food trade have increased by about 50 

percent since 1995 (Smith and Glauber 2019). Over 1995–2004, upper-middle-income countries were 

complainants in 24 percent of disputes (15 cases) and respondents in 16 percent of disputes involving the 

AoA (10 cases). By contrast, over the last 10 years (2010–2019), upper-middle-income countries were 
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complainants in 50 percent of the disputes (9) involving the AoA and were respondents in 39 percent (7) 

of the cases.   

 
Table 1.3--Complainants and Respondents in Disputes involving the AoA by Income Group,  

1995–2019 
  Respondents 

Complainants  High Income Upper-Middle Income Lower-Middle Income Low Income 

High Income 37% 13% 16% 0% 
Upper-Middle Income  17% 10% 4% 0% 
Lower-Middle Income  2% 1% 0% 0% 
Low Income 0% 0% 0% 0% 

Source: Authors’ calculations based on WTO DS data (WTO 2019b).   
 
 
Figure 1.6 breaks down disputes involving the AoA by the 10 most active members. At least one of these 

members was involved as a complainant or respondent in 95 percent of the disputes involving the AoA 

from 1995 to 2019. As a complainant, the United States has been the most active member, having been 

involved in 27 cases (32 percent). Brazil, Canada and the European Union have each been a complainant 

in 9 cases (11 percent) while Australia and New Zealand were complainants in 5 cases each over the period.  

Since acceding to the WTO in 2000, China has initiated only one dispute settlement case involving the AoA 

(DS392, United States—Certain Measures Affecting Imports of Poultry from China) while it has been a 

respondent in 6 agriculture-related disputes. As respondents, the European Union has been involved in the 

largest number of cases (14), followed by the United States (10), India (10), China (6) and Korea (5).    
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Figure 1.6—Number of Disputes Involving the AoA by the Most Active Members, 1995–2009 
 

 
Source: Authors’ calculations based on WTO (2019b).  

 
 
4. The Articles of the AoA Most Subject to Dispute 

The Agreement on Agriculture is fairly short compared with other WTO agreements, with only 21 Articles, 

divided into 13 Chapters, and 5 Annexes. The AoA seeks to reduce restrictions on trade in agricultural 

products by introducing disciplines to increasing market access, reducing domestic support measures, and 

reducing subsidized exports. In addition, other provisions, including export restrictions, “peace clause”, 

specific provisions on dispute resolution, a continuation clause and final provisions, are also regulated in 

the AoA. Table 1.4 presents the distribution of claims regarding specific provisions of the AoA in 

agricultural disputes between 1995 and 2019.  
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Table 1.4--The Distribution of Claims across Provisions of the AoA, 1995–2019 
 

Provision Numbers of 
claims 

Summary of the Provision 

Article 1 2 Definition of terms 
Article 3 9 Incorporation of concessions and commitments 
Article 3.2 7 Domestic support provided by members should not be in excess of the 

commitments specified in its schedule 
Article 3.3 11 A member shall not provide export subsidies in excess of its budgetary outlay 

and quantity commitment, and shall not provide any subsidies to agricultural 
products not specified in its schedule 

Article 4 28 Market access 
Article 4.2 34 Members shall not maintain, resort to, or revert to any measures of the kind 

which have been required to be converted into ordinary customs duties 
Article 5 1 Special safeguard provisions 
Article 6 3 Domestic support commitments 
Article 6.1 1 Domestic support reduction commitments shall apply to all domestic support 

measures that are not exempt from reduction commitments 
Article 6.3 5 A member is considered in compliance if its domestic support in favor of 

agricultural producers expressed in terms of Current Total AMS does not 
exceed the corresponding annual or final bound commitment level specified in 
member’s schedule 

Article 7 2 General disciplines on domestic support 
Article 7.1 1 Domestic support measure considered exempt from reduction commitments 

must satisfy the criteria in Annex 2 
Article 7.2b 4 Domestic support to producers of a Member with no Total AMS commitment 

shall not exceed its de minimis level 
Article 8 15 Export competition commitments 
Article 9 8 Export subsidy commitments 
Article 9.1 10 Export subsidies subject to reduction commitment 
Article 10 9 Prevention of circumvention of export subsidy commitments  
Article 10.1 10 Export subsidies not listed in paragraph 1 of Article 9 shall not be applied in a 

manner which results in, or which threatens to lead to, circumvention of export 
subsidy commitments; nor shall non-commercial transactions be used to 
circumvent such commitments 

Article 11 2 Incorporated Products 
Article 13 4 Due Restraint (Peace Claus) 
Article 14 4 Sanitary and Phytosanitary Measures 
Article 15 1 Special and Differential Treatment 
Article 18.2 1 Review of the Implementation 

Article 18.3 1 Review of the Implementation 
Article 19 1 Consultation and Dispute Settlement 

Article 21.1 2 Final Provisions 
Source: Authors’ calculations based on WTO (2019b).  
 
 
The majority of the claims in agricultural disputes relate to the “three pillars” of the AoA, that is, market 

access, domestic support and export competition. Figure 1.7 shows that claims dealing with the market 

access provisions of the AoA are the most frequently made by members in disputes involving the AoA, 

followed by export competition and domestic support. As a complainant may raise multiple claims, an 

individual dispute may involve claims in more than one pillar. For example, in DS267 (US—Upland 
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Cotton), Brazil raised claims regarding US domestic support measures as well as export subsidies. Over the 

past 25 years, a number of disputes involving the market access provisions have also involved claims 

regarding sanitary and phytosanitary (SPS) measures. As of December 31, 2019, 51 cases citing the 

Agreement on the Application of Sanitary and Phytosanitary Measures have been brought by WTO 

members; of this total, 21 of those cases also cite the AoA (WTO 2019b). 

 

Table 1.5 shows the breakdown of cases by pillar and by economic grouping of the complainants and 

respondents. High-income countries were respondents in 50 percent of those disputes involving domestic 

support provisions, 54 percent of disputes involving market access provisions, and almost 58 percent of 

disputes involving export subsidies. Upper-middle-income countries were respondents in 26 percent of 

cases involving export subsidies while lower-middle-income countries were involved in 27 percent of cases 

involving market access provisions. 

 
Figure 1.7--Distribution of Disputes Involving the AoA by Type of Claim, 1995v2019 

 

 
Source: Authors’ calculations based on WTO (2019b).  
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Table 1.5--Distribution of Disputes Involving AoA by Pillar and Economic Group, 
1995v2019 

 
Pillar High Income Upper-Middle 

Income 
Lower-Middle 
Income 

Total 

Domestic support:     
  Complainant 5 5 0 10 
  Respondent 5 2 3 10 
Market access:     
  Complainant 44 14 1 59 
  Respondent 32 11 16 59 
Export subsidies:     
  Complainant 12 12 0 23 
  Respondent 11 5 3 19 

Source:  Authors’ calculations based on WTO (2019b). 
 
 
5. Disposition of WTO Disputes Involving the AoA 

Table 1.6 shows that of the 84 agricultural cases that were filed between January 1995 and December 2019, 

more than half (43) disputes never reached the panel adjudication stage and instead either were resolved 

through consultations, were resolved before the panel was composed, or were joined with similar disputes.6 

Of the 41 cases that requested establishment of a panel, only 24 cases reached the panel adjudication stage 

where a panel report was circulated and adopted by the DSB. Of the 17 other disputes, 6 cases were joined 

with similar disputes7 (for example, DS169 (Korea—Various Measures on Beef) initiated by Australia was 

joined with DS161, a similar case against Korea initiated by the United States).  Other disputes were either 

settled before panel formation, or in the case of DS579, DS580 and DS581, are still pending panel 

formation.8.   

 

The percent of consultations that have resulted in panels has generally increased over time. For 1995–2004, 

out of 55 requests for consultations, 22 ended with a request for panel formation (40 percent).  Over 2005–

2014, about 68 percent of consultations (15 of 22) resulted in a request for panel formation. This general 

 
6 Outcomes for four cases initiated in 2018 remain pending as of January 2020: DS568 (China—Certain Measures 

Concerning the Imports of Sugar), DS579 (India—Measures Concerning Sugar and Sugarcane); DS580 (India—Measures 
Concerning Sugar and Sugarcane); and DS581 (India—Measures Concerning Sugar and Sugarcane). 

7 DS48 joined with DS26 (EC—Hormones), DS113 joined with DS103 (Canada—Dairy), DS169 joined with DS161 
(Korea—Beef), DS266 and DS283 joined with DS265 (EC—Exports Subsidies on Sugar), DS292 and DS292 joined with DS291 
(EC—Approval and Marketing of Biotech Products), DS401 joined with DS400 (EC—Seal Products). 

8 Panels for two disputes initiated by Canada (DS357) and Brazil (DS365) against US subsidies were established but never 
composed. 
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trend is consistent with settlement trends found for all disputes (Johannesson and Mavroidis 2017; 

Paulwelyn and Zhang 2018).  Once a consultation request is filed, it is increasingly unlikely that the parties 

will settle or abandon the case without going to a panel. 

 
Table 1.6—Disposition of Disputes involving the AoA, 1995–2019 

 
Action 1995-1999 2000-

2004 
2005-
2009 

2010-
2014 

2015-
2019 

Total 

Request for consultations 33 22 12 10 7 84 
Request for panel formation 14 8 8 7 4 41 
Panel report circulated 10 5 4 4 1 24 
AB report circulated 10 5 1 3 0 19 
Compliance report (Article 21.5) 
adopted 

3 3 0 0 0 6 

Arbitration authorization 4 1 0 0 0 5 
Mutually agreed solution 14 6 1 0 0 21 

Source:  WTO (2019b). 
 
In those cases that were resolved prior to panel formation during the period 1995–2019, high-income 

members were complainants in about 72 percent of the cases, compared to 26 percent of those cases for 

upper-middle-income countries and 3 percent for lower-middle-income countries (table 1.7). Over that 

period, respondents were more equally distributed across income groupings. However, if one looks only at 

the last 10 years (2010–2019), upper-middle-income members were complainants in 70 percent of those 

disputes resolved prior to panel formation and respondents in 60 percent of those cases, reflecting, in part, 

the increased use of the DSB by members in that income group (table 1.10).   

 
Table 1.7—Percent of Consultations that were Resolved Prior to Panel Formation, by Income 

Group, 1995–2019 
 

Income Group Respondents 

High income 
Upper-middle 

income 
Lower-middle 

income Total 
Complainants: 
  High income 25.6% 20.5% 25.6% 71.8% 
  Upper-middle income 7.7% 7.7% 10.3% 25.6% 
  Lower-middle income 2.6% 0.0% 0.0% 2.6% 
  Total 35.9% 28.2% 35.9% 100.0% 
Source: WTO (2019b) 
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Table 1.8—Percent of Consultations that were Resolved Prior to Panel Formation, by Income 
Group, 1995–2009 compared to 2010–2019 

Income group Complainant Respondent 
1995-2009:   
  High income 86% 45% 
  Upper-middle income 10% 28% 
  Lower-middle income    3% 28% 
  Low income --- --- 
2010-2019:   
  High income 30% 10% 
  Upper-middle income 70% 60% 
  Lower-middle income --- 30% 
  Low income --- --- 

Source: WTO (2019b) 
 
 
About 76 percent of panel reports involving the AoA were appealed to the Appellate Body (19 of 26) over 

1995–2019, compared to 61 percent of total reports for those disputes not involving the AoA (100 of 165) 

over the same period.   

 

6.  Duration of WTO Disputes Involving the AoA 

An important measure of the WTO dispute settlement system’s effectiveness is the time that it takes to 

resolve a dispute. The DSU introduced greater discipline for the length of time a case should take to be 

settled, with flexible deadlines set in various stages of the procedure. If a case runs its full course to a first 

ruling, it should ideally take not more than about one year—15 months if the case is appealed (WTO 2017). 

However, the agreed time limits are flexible, and if the case is considered urgent (e.g., if perishable goods 

are involved), it is accelerated as much as possible. 

 

Under Article 4.7 of the DSU, if consultations fail to settle a dispute within 60 days after the date of receipt 

of the request for consultations, the complaining party may request the establishment of a panel. The 

complaining party may request a panel during the 60-day period if the consulting parties jointly consider 

that consultations have failed to settle the dispute. The composition and establishment of the panel must be 

completed within 45 days. DSU Article 12.8 provides that the period from the date of the panel’s 

composition until it issues its final report “shall, as a general rule, not exceed six months.” In cases of 
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urgency, including those relating to perishable goods, the panel shall aim to issue its report within three 

months. DSU Article 12.9 provides that if the panel is unable to meet these deadlines, it may extend the 

time required. However, the provision stipulates that in “no case should the period from the establishment 

of the panel to the circulation of the report to the Members exceed nine months.” For the appellate review, 

the DSU provides that it should normally be concluded within 60 days, and in “no case shall the proceedings 

exceed 90 days.” Members are given 20 days to consider the report before it is being considered for adoption 

by the DSB. Adoption by the DSB of a panel report shall occur within 60 days, and of an AB report within 

30 days. Combining all these stages, one reaches a target duration of about 12 months from consultations 

to adoption for regular panel procedures, and 15 months if the panel requires an extension. If the panel 

report is appealed, we reach a target duration of 15–16 months, or 18–19 months if the panel requires an 

extension. 

 

The actual duration of disputes involving the AoA typically exceeded the notional timeframe outlined 

above. Table 1.9 shows that the duration of the consultation process varies significantly, from the shortest, 

32 days (DS455), to the longest, 494 days (DS401). The average duration of the consultation is 147 days.9  

 
Table 1.9—Length of Time for Consultations for Disputes Involving AoA 

 
Item Days 
Average number of days for consultation 147 
Minimum (case) 32 
Maximum number (case) 494 
Length of consultation period for disputes where panel 
was requested: 

Number of disputes 

   ≤ 60 days 3 
  > 60 days and ≤ 120 days 22 
   > 120 days and ≤ 180 days 5 
  ≥  180 days 11 

Source: WTO (2019b) 
 
 

 
9 Note that the statistics relate to those consultations that preceded a panel request only; that is, the WTO database does not 

include statistics for when consultations conclude for those disputes that are resolved prior to a request for panel formation. 
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In the first five years of the establishment of WTO, the average length of the consultation period was 112 

days. Since then, the average duration has increased, with the average reaching 185 days in 2005–2009.  In 

their review of all WTO disputes between 1995 and 2016, Johannesson and Mavroidis (2017) found that 

the average length of consultation for all disputes was of similar length—about 180 days. 

 

Figure 1.8 shows the average duration for disputes that resulted in a panel or AB report adopted by the 

DSB.  

 
Figure 1.8--Average Duration of Disputes Involving the AoA, 1995–2019 

 

 
Source: Authors’ calculations based on WTO (2019b). 

 

For 1995–2019, the average duration for disputes involving the AoA was about 30 months.  Figure 1.8 

shows that in each five-year interval from 1995, the average length of time to resolve agricultural disputes 

that have gone to a panel (and in some cases appealed to the AB) has exceeded the notional timeframe of 

15–19 months that the drafters of the DSU envisioned. The average length of the dispute has been increasing 

over time. Note that only one dispute involving the AoA was resolved between 2015 and 2019 (DS511, 

China—Agricultural Producers).  
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About 30 percent of the agricultural cases were resolved within 2–3 years, and 37 percent within 1–2 years, 

with only 3 agricultural disputes resolved in less than 19 months. Roughly 22 percent of agricultural 

disputes required more than 3 years to be resolved, including DS400 and DS401 (EC—Seal Products), 

disputes brought by Canada and Norway against EU market access provisions on seal products, which 

lasted a maximum of 54 months. In their analysis of the WTO dispute settlement system, Johannesson and 

Mavroidis (2017) report that the average time for the AB to consider an appeal is 3.3 months.  Pauwelyn 

and Zhang (2018) point out that in recent years, while fewer cases have been brought before the DSB, 

proportionately more are going to the AB. 

 

7. Outcomes of the Agricultural Disputes in DSB 

We now turn to an examination of the outcomes of the agricultural disputes that went to a panel decision 

or a decision by the AB. We utilize the WTO Dispute Settlement Database maintained by the WTO Case 

Law Project (Hoekman et al. 2016). The database includes WTO disputes over 1995–2016 and examines 

how panels have ruled on individual claims within a dispute (Hoekman and Mavroidis 2009; Johannesson 

and Mavroidis 2017). Panels are required to address all claims brought by the complainant, though they 

may choose to rule on fewer claims arguing judicial economy. In the methodology developed by Hoekman 

and Mavroidis (2009), the share of claims made by complainants in each case that was upheld by the panel 

is calculated. Because each claim is given equal weight, the methodology gives little insight about the 

relative economic importance of different claims to the complainants; nonetheless, the methodology allows 

a standard measure of comparison across various disputes. The database covers all but three of the disputes 

with unique panel reports involving the AoA.  For the three disputes since 2016 (DS478, DS484 and 

DS511), we characterized claims based on the same methodology—ruling in favor of the complainant, 

ruling in favor of the respondent, or no ruling (typically based on judicial economy). We only included 

results for which there was a unique panel report (to avoid multiple counting). The results are presented in 

table 1.10. 
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Table 1.10—Outcome of Disputes involving the AoA, 1995–2019 
 

DS 
No 

Short title Complainant Respondent Rulings 
favoring 
complainants 

Rulings 
favoring 
respondents 

No 
ruling 

Total 
claims 

22 Brazil-
Desiccated 
Coconut 

Philippines Brazil 0 0 4 0 

26 EC-Hormones USa EC 4 0 2 6 
27 EC-Bananas III Ecuador, 

Guatemala, 
Honduras, 
Mexico, US 

EC 7 0 0 7 

69 EC-Poultry Brazil EC 2 6 0 8 
76 Japan-Ag 

Products II 
US Japan 5 0 0 5 

90 India-
Quantitative 
Restrictions 

US India 4 0 0 4 

103 Canada-Dairy USb Canada 6 0 0 6 
108 US-FSC EC US 4 0 1 5 
161 Korea-Various 

measures on 
beef 

USc Korea 16 0 0 16 

166 US-Wheat gluten EC US 8 3 3 14 
207 Chile-Price Band 

System 
Argentina Chile 19 2 0 21 

245 Japan-Apples US Japan 3 0 0 3 
265 EC-Export 

subsidies on 
sugar 

Australiad EC 4 0 0 4 

267 US-Upland 
cotton 

Brazil US 12 2 0 14 

291 EC-Biotech USe EC 70 21 0 91 
334 Turkey-Rice US Turkey 3 0 0 3 
341 Mexico-Olive oil EC Mexico 8 6 2 16 
392 US-Poultry China US 9 0 2 11 
400 EC-Seal 

products 
Canadaf EC 6 3 1 10 

438 Argentina-Import 
measures 

EU Argentina 3 0 14 17 

457 Peru-Ag products Guatemala Peru 2 0 7 9 
477 Indonesia-Import 

licensing regimes 
New Zealand Indonesia 31 0 22 53 

484 Indonesia-
Chicken 

Brazil Indonesia 10 3 1 14 

511 China-Ag 
producers 

US China 2 0 1 3 

Totals 236 46 59 341 
 

aRelated dispute includes Canada (DS48); bRelated dispute includes New Zealand (DS113); cRelated dispute includes Australia 
(DS169); dRelated disputes include Brazil (DS266) and Thailand (DS283); eRelated disputes include Canada (DS292) and 
Argentina (DS293); fRelated dispute includes Norway (DS401) 
Source: WTO Dispute Settlement Database (2020) 
 
 
Of the 24 disputes involving the AoA which resulted in a panel report, the complainants made 241 separate 

claims. Of those claims, the panels ruled in favor of the complaints in 236 of the claims (69 percent), in 
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favor of the respondent in 46 of the claims (13 percent), and declined to make a ruling due to judicial 

economy in 59 of the claims (17 percent). If one just considers those claims on which the panel ruled for 

the complainant or respondent, the panel ruled in favor of the complainants in almost 84 percent of the 

claims. 

 

Table 1.11 presents the cumulative outcomes for the five most active members (United States, EU, Brazil, 

Canada and Argentina). The United States was a complainant in 10 disputes and a respondent in 4 cases.  

As a complainant, the US won 85 percent of the claims upon which the panel made rulings; as a respondent, 

it lost 87 percent of the claims. The EU won 71 percent of the claims as a complainant (4 cases) and lost 76 

percent of the claims brought against it as a respondent (6 cases). As a complainant, Brazil won 69 percent 

of the claims upon which the panels made rulings.10 Canada and Argentina won over three-quarters of their 

claims made as complainants and complainants against them won 100 percent of the claims (each was 

involved in only one dispute as a respondent). 

 
Table 1.11—Percent of Claims “Won” by 5 Most Active Members in Disputes Involving the AoA 

 
WTO member Disputes that went to a Panel Percent of claims “won” 

As complainant As respondent As complainant As respondent 
United States 10 4 85% 13% 
European Union 4 6 71% 24% 
Brazil 4 1 69% naa 
Canada 3 1 77% 0% 
Argentina 2 1 79% 0% 

 

aIn DS22 (Brazil—Desiccated Coconut), the Panel declined to rule on any of the claims brought by the Philippines. 
Source: WTO (2019b) 
 
 
Another way to judge who won or lost a case is to consider whether the complaint led to a policy change 

that complied with the panel ruling (Hudec 1993). First, respondents may seek to delay implementation of 

the panel findings (often because of practical considerations of having to seek changes in domestic law). 

The parties may then request an Article 21.3(c) hearing to have the panel determine a reasonable period to 

 
10 Brazil was in one case involving the AoA as a respondent (DS22, Brazil—Desiccated Coconut) but the panel chose not to 

rule on any of the claims. The panel concluded that the provisions of the agreements relied on by the complainant (Philippines) 
were inapplicable to the dispute. 
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implement the findings. Second, respondents may address the panel recommendations in a manner which 

is unsatisfactory from the complainant’s point of view. The complainant may then request a compliance 

panel be established under Article 21.5 of the DSU. Lastly, the respondent may choose not to implement 

the panel findings. In this case, the respondent is entitled to compensation through a suspension of 

concessions or other obligations. 

 

Of the 24 disputes for which a panel or AB report was approved by the DSB, 5 respondents requested an 

Article 21.3(c) hearing to determine a reasonable period to implement the panel findings. These include 

DS26 (EC—Hormones), DS27 (EC—Bananas), DS207 (Chile—Price Band System), DS265 (EC—Export 

Subsidies on Sugar), DS457 (Peru—Agricultural Products). 

In seven cases, compliance panels were requested by the complainants to determine whether the 

respondent had implemented the DSB recommendations. Seven compliance reports under Article 21.5 of 

the DSU were adopted for disputes involving the AoA. Those include DS103 and DS113 (Canada—

Dairy), DS108 (United States—Foreign Sales Corporation), DS207 (Chile—Price Band System), DS245 

(Japan—Apples), and DS267 (US—Upland Cotton). 

In only five disputes did refusal of the respondents to implement the DSB recommendations trigger a 

suspension of concessions or other obligations by the complainant under Article 22.6 of the DSU. All of 

those disputes involved either the United States or the European Union, including DS26 and DS48 (EC—

Hormones), DS27 (EC—Bananas III), DS108 (US—Foreign Sales Corporation) and DS267 (US—

Upland Cotton).  

Lastly, there is the question of what constitutes a “win” from the point of view of the complainant or 

respondent. In some cases, an adverse panel ruling against a policy or program may provide the respondent 

an excuse to undertake domestic policy reforms that otherwise may have been politically difficult to 

implement. For example, the adverse panel ruling against the EU sugar regime (DS265, EC—Sugar Export 

Subsidies) allowed the European Commission to implement long-sought reforms to their sugar program 
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(Goldberg, Herman and Tarsis 2005).  Similarly, the recent ruling against China’s grain subsidies (DS511, 

China—Agricultural Reforms) gives the Chinese government justification for extending reforms of feed 

grain subsidies (maize) to food grains (wheat and rice). At the DSB meeting of January 27, 2020, China 

reaffirmed that it would implement panel recommendations by the end of March 2020 as previously agreed 

to with the United States.11  

 
In some cases, the complainant may have won the case according to the panel or AB report, but gained little 

in terms of its effect on trade. For example, in DS26 (EC—Hormones), the panel found that the EU ban on 

imports of meat and meat products from cattle treated with any of six specific hormones for growth 

promotion purposes was inconsistent with Articles 3.1, 5.1 and 5.5 of the SPS Agreement.12 The EU 

maintained its sovereign rights to continue to ban meat from cattle treated with growth hormones, and under 

Article 22.6 of the DSU, arbitrators determined that the level of nullification or impairment suffered by the 

United States was US$116.8 million per year.  In 2009, an agreement was finally reached to allow a limited 

amount of US beef from cattle that were certified hormone-free to enter into the EU13 (WTO 2020) but 

export volumes have fallen short of the expectations of US cattle producers, who had hoped the panel ruling 

would open up a large market for US beef.   

 

Johannesson and Mavroidis (2017) discuss the fact that Ecuador, one of the complainants in DS27 (EC—

Bananas III), won the case against the European Union. As the case took 20 years to be settled, however, 

Ecuador was effectively shut out of the EU market while EU firms that imported from ACP countries were 

afforded protection from other imports.   

 

 
11 https://www.wto.org/english/news_e/news20_e/dsb_27jan20_e.htm 
12 The AB report affirmed the Panel’s finding regarding Article 5.1 but reversed the Panel’s decisions on Articles 3.1 and 

5.5 of the SPS Agreement. 
13 The agreement was subsequently modified in 2013 (WTO 2020). 

https://www.wto.org/english/news_e/news20_e/dsb_27jan20_e.htm
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In 2002, Brazil initiated consultations with the United States over concerns that US price and income 

support programs for cotton were suppressing world cotton prices and that two US programs were providing 

prohibitive export subsidies (DS267, US—Upland Cotton).  After a lengthy panel proceeding and appeal, 

the panel ruled in favor of Brazil in all but two of the claims. The United States removed one of the 

offending programs but left in place a number of other programs that had been found to contribute to price 

suppression. As a result, Brazil was forced to request an Article 21.5 compliance hearing, at which the panel 

and AB again ruled in their favor. In the subsequent Article 22.6 hearing, the arbitrators determined that 

the level of damages suffered by Brazil cotton producers due to US policies was over US$800 million. 

Brazil threatened countermeasures against intellectual property rights and trade in non-agricultural goods.   

 

In 2014, 12 years after the dispute was initiated, Brazil agreed to relinquish its rights to countermeasures in 

exchange for the United States providing $300 million in assistance to establish a cotton research institute 

in Brazil and, significantly, to replace its countercyclical price program with an augmented insurance 

program. While a less satisfying settlement from the standpoint of the Brazil cotton producer, the settlement 

avoided potential countermeasures against intellectual property rights which could have further damaged 

trade (Hufbauer 2014). Yet less than four years later, the United States reinstituted a countercyclical 

program for cotton and while Brazil has raised objections, no further actions in the WTO have been taken 

(Glauber 2018).  

 

However, what is striking is that Article 22.6 has been used in only 5 of the 84 disputes involving the AoA 

over 1995–2019. As we have seen, over half of the disputes have been successfully resolved prior to 

reaching a panel determination, and of those disputes that have gone to a panel determination, about 80 

percent were resolved with the respondent implementing the panel recommendations. 
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8.  Conclusions 

Over the past 25 years, the WTO dispute settlement mechanism has been shown to be an effective means 

to enforce trade rules and adjudicate trade disputes between its members. From 1995 through 2019, 593 

disputes were initiated. Agricultural trade has been a large beneficiary. About 14 percent of those disputes 

have involved the AoA, and though not examined in this paper, agricultural products have been the subject 

of numerous other disputes as well.14 

More than half of the WTO membership has been involved in a dispute involving the AoA, though the 

number of members directly involved in a dispute as either as a complainant or respondent is less than 25 

percent of total members. Perhaps not surprisingly, high-income countries have been the most frequent 

users of the DSM, particularly in the first 10 years of the WTO. In the past 15 years, upper-middle-income 

countries such as Brazil and China have become more frequent users of the DSB as the share of agricultural 

exports and imports accounted for by upper-middle-income countries has grown. 

 

Most of the cases involving AoA have involved disputes over agricultural market access (including sanitary 

and phytosanitary measures). Claims involving domestic support provisions of the AoA have largely been 

confined to disputes involving high-income countries, but that has changed in recent years as countries such 

as China have increased subsidies to their producers. 

A majority of the disputes involving the AoA over the past 25 years were resolved prior to going to a panel. 

That so many disputes are resolved early points to the valuable role that the consultation period between 

the complainant and respondent plays in helping resolves trade disputes. Of those disputes that resulted in 

panel decisions, complainants have generally “won” a large share of the claims brought against the 

respondents. The high proportion of successful claims likely reflects the fact that the costs of bringing a 

WTO case are not trivial, which prevents members from bringing more spurious allegations forward.  

 
14 Bouët and Métivier (2019) estimate that as much as 60 percent of disputes have involved agricultural products. 
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Nonetheless, there is concern that costs and other disadvantages may prevent poorer, less developed 

countries from fully utilizing the DSM (Bouët and Métivier 2019). 

 

Since December 2019, the WTO’s dispute settlement mechanism has faced an uncertain future, because 

of the crisis over appointments for the Appellate Body. Normally, the AB consists of seven members, 

three of whom serve on each case in a rotating manner, and each of whom has a four-year term.  For the 

past few years, the United States has withheld approval of AB appointments, which require the agreement 

of all members of the DSB, in protest of several concerns it has with procedural and structural aspects of 

the AB’s behavior. As a result, the terms of six of the members have expired, and with only one 

remaining AB member, the AB is unable to convene.  

 

Most of these concerns revolve around what the United States sees as the AB overreaching its 

responsibilities and authority. The United States is not alone; other WTO members have also expressed 

concerns, especially regarding the AB’s violation of the 90-day limit on decision-making and the 

continued service of AB members whose terms have expired. However, if the United States continues to 

block appointments, it risks harm to itself along with other WTO members.  Like other members, it has 

benefitted greatly from WTO dispute settlement. Since 1995, the United States has been a complainant in 

123 disputes (21 percent of cases).15 In disputes involving the AoA, the US has brought 27 cases and in 

those disputes that went to a panel decision, prevailed in 85 percent of the claims made against 

respondents. Those include the recent successful case against China on agricultural subsidies. 

 

WTO members rely on dispute settlement proceedings to ensure transparency, clear rules on trade, and a 

fair system of trade for WTO member countries. Paralyzing the dispute settlement procedure would be a 

real loss to the global trading system. Beyond the immediate halt of proceedings, failure to make 

 
15 Author’s calculation based on WTO (2019b). 
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appointments could come at considerable costs to members’ long-term objectives and the stability of the 

multilateral trading system. The food system is one critical place where consequences could land: disputes 

over food products that escalate or cause damage to the multilateral system could potentially have human 

costs for countries that rely on food trade, exacerbating hunger and hurting food producers’ income 

opportunities. To avoid such economic and human costs, it is critical that WTO members find a resolution 

to the current Appellate Body crisis. 
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APPENDIX 
 
Appendix table 1--Summary of disputes involving the Agreement on Agriculture, 1995–2019 
 

Case 
number 

Title Complainant Respondent Product at 
issue 

Request for 
consultations 
(MM/DD/YY) 

Panel 
establishe

d  

Panel/Appell
ate Body 
report(s) 
adopted  

Most recent 
or final 

resolution  

Summary of outcome 

DS3 Korea - 
Measures 
Concerning 
the Testing 
and Inspection 
of Agricultural 
Products 

US Korea  Fruits and 
vegetables 

4/4/1995      4 /4/1995 Measures concerning the 
testing and inspection of 
agricultural products were 
challenged as inconsistent with 
WTO obligations. Korea agreed 
to modify measures. 

DS5 Korea - Shelf-
Life of 
Products 

US Korea  Processed 
food  
products 

5/3/1995     7/10/1995 After consultations, Korea 
agreed to accept 
manufacturers' recommended 
shelf life. 

DS22 Brazil – 
Desiccated 
Coconut 

Philippines Brazil Desiccated 
coconut and 
coconut milk 

11/27/1995 3/5/1996 3/20/1997 3/20/1997 Appellate Body agreed with 
Panel that Philippine did not 
use relevant agreement--ASCM 
rather than pre-WTO GATT 
articles. No ruling on claims. 

DS26 EC – 
Hormones 

US EC Meat and 
meat 
products  

1/26/1996 5/20/1996 2/13/1998 9/25/2009 The Appellate Body upheld the 
panel’s finding that the EC 
import prohibition was 
inconsistent with Article 5.1 of 
the SPS Agreement, but 
reversed the panel’s finding that 
the EC import prohibition was 
inconsistent with Articles 3.1 
and 5.5 of the SPS Agreement. 
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Case 
number 

Title Complainant Respondent Product at 
issue 

Request for 
consultations 
(MM/DD/YY) 

Panel 
establishe

d  

Panel/Appell
ate Body 
report(s) 
adopted  

Most recent 
or final 

resolution  

Summary of outcome 

DS27 EC – Bananas 
III 

Ecuador, 
Guatemala, 
Honduras, 
Mexico, US 

EC Bananas 2/5/1996 5/8/1996 9/25/1997 11/8/2012 Both Panels found that the 
preference granted by the 
European Communities of an 
annual duty-free tariff quota of 
775,000 mt of imported 
bananas originating in ACP 
countries constituted an 
advantage, which was not 
accorded to like bananas 
originating in non-ACP WTO 
Members, and was therefore 
inconsistent with Art. I:1. The 
Panel also found that the 
European Communities had 
failed to demonstrate the 
existence of a waiver from Art. 
I:1 for the time after the 
expiration of the Doha Waiver 
to cover the preference granted 
by the European Communities 
to the duty-free tariff quota of 
bananas from ACP countries. 

DS35 Hungary - 
Export 
Subsidies in 
Respect of 
Agricultural 
Products 

Argentina, 
Australia, 
Canada, New 
Zealand, 
Thailand, US 

Hungary   Wheat 3/27/1996   Mutually 
agreed 
solution 

7/30/1997 Australia, on behalf of all the 
complainants, notified the DSB 
that the parties to the dispute 
had reached a mutually agreed 
solution, which required 
Hungary to seek a waiver of 
certain of its WTO obligations 
regarding export subsidies. 
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Case 
number 

Title Complainant Respondent Product at 
issue 

Request for 
consultations 
(MM/DD/YY) 

Panel 
establishe

d  

Panel/Appell
ate Body 
report(s) 
adopted  

Most recent 
or final 

resolution  

Summary of outcome 

DS41 Korea - 
Measures 
Concerning 
Inspection of 
Agricultural 
Products 

US Korea   5/24/1996     5/24/1996 After consultations, Korea 
agreed to modify measures 
regarding the requirements for 
the importation of agricultural 
products, including, but not 
limited to, testing, inspection, 
incubation, sorting, fumigation, 
and product specifications, 
including all amendments, 
revisions, and new measures 
adopted since US request for 
consultations of 4 April 1995 
(WT/DS3/1).  

DS48 European 
Communities 
— Measures 
Concerning 
Meat and Meat 
Products 
(Hormones) 

Canada EC Meat and 
meat 
products  

6/28/1996 10/16/1996 2/13/1998 3/17/2011 Canada agreed to join DS26 as 
consultants. Settled with the EU 
based on the outcome of DS26. 

DS69 EC – Poultry Brazil EC Frozen 
poultry  

2/24/1997 7/30/1997 7/23/1998 7/23/1998 Panel found that the EC had 
implemented tariff rate quotas 
in accordance with their WTO 
obligations.   

DS74 Philippines - 
Measures 
Affecting Pork 
and Poultry 

US Philippines Pork and 
poultry 

4/1/1997     1/13/1998 After consultations, the 
Philippines agreed to modify 
implementation of its tariff-rate 
quotas for pork and poultry, to 
allow for more timely access to 
the in-quota quantities and to 
bring its licensing system used 
to administer access to the in-
quota quantities in line with 
WTO obligations. 
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Case 
number 

Title Complainant Respondent Product at 
issue 

Request for 
consultations 
(MM/DD/YY) 

Panel 
establishe

d  

Panel/Appell
ate Body 
report(s) 
adopted  

Most recent 
or final 

resolution  

Summary of outcome 

DS76 Japan – 
Agricultural 
Products II 

US Japan  Fruits and 
nuts 

4/7/1997 11/18/1997 3/19/1999 9/25/2001 Japan agreed to modify its rules 
governing the conditions for 
lifting import prohibitions on the 
fruit and vegetable products.  

DS90  India – 
Quantitative 
Restrictions 

US India  Agricultural 
and 
industrial 
products 

7/15/1997 11/18/1997 9/22/1999 4/5/2001 India agreed to comply with 
Panel's finding that quantitative 
restrictions, including the more 
than 2,700 agricultural and 
industrial product tariff lines 
notified to the WTO, are 
inconsistent with India's WTO 
obligations. 

DS91 India – 
Quantitative 
Restrictions 

Australia India   Agricultural 
and 
industrial 
products 

7/16/1997     3/17/1998 Settled on basis of DS90. 

DS92 India – 
Quantitative 
Restrictions 

Canada India  Agricultural 
and 
industrial 
products 

7/16/1997     3/18/1998 Settled on basis of DS90. 

DS93 India – 
Quantitative 
Restrictions 

New Zealand India  Agricultural 
and 
industrial 
products 

7/16/1997     9/14/1998 Settled on basis of DS90. 

DS96 India – 
Quantitative 
Restrictions 

EC India  Agricultural 
and 
industrial 
products 

7/18/1997     4/7/1998 Settled on basis of DS90. 

DS102 Philippines - 
Measures 
Affecting Pork 
and Poultry 

US Philippines  Pork and 
poultry 

10/7/1997     3/12/1998 After consultations, Philippines 
agreed to modify the rules and 
regulations governing the 
administrations of its TRQs of 
pork and poultry. 
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Case 
number 

Title Complainant Respondent Product at 
issue 

Request for 
consultations 
(MM/DD/YY) 

Panel 
establishe

d  

Panel/Appell
ate Body 
report(s) 
adopted  

Most recent 
or final 

resolution  

Summary of outcome 

DS103 Canada – 
Dairy 

US Canada Milk and 
dairy 
products 

10/8/1997 3/25/1998 10/27/1999 5/9/2003 Canada amended regulations to 
comply with Panel ruling to 
bring their dairy programs in 
compliance with WTO rules on 
export subsidies. 

DS104 EC - Measures 
Affecting the 
Exportation of 
Processed 
Cheese 

US EC  Cheese 10/8/1997     10/23/1997 US requested consultations 
with the EC in respect of export 
subsidies allegedly granted by 
the EC on processed cheese 
without regard to the export 
subsidy reduction commitments 
of the EC 

DS108 US – Tax 
Treatment for 
“Foreign Sales 
Corporations 

EC US   Industrial 
and 
agricultural 
products 

11/18/1997 9/22/1998 3/20/2000 5/17/2006 US agreed to repeal legislation 
that Panel found to provide 
prohibitive export subsidies. 

DS111 US - Tariff 
Rate Quota for 
Imports of 
Groundnuts 

Argentina US   Groundnuts 12/19/1997     12/19/1997 Consultations with the US in 
respect of the alleged 
commercial detriment to 
Argentina resulting from a 
restrictive interpretation by the 
US of the tariff rate quota 
negotiated by the two countries 
during the Uruguay Round, 
regarding the importation of 
groundnuts.  

DS113 Canada — 
Measures 
Affecting Dairy 
Exports 

New Zealand Canada  Milk and 
dairy 
products 

12/29/1997       Settled on basis of DS103 
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Case 
number 

Title Complainant Respondent Product at 
issue 

Request for 
consultations 
(MM/DD/YY) 

Panel 
establishe

d  

Panel/Appell
ate Body 
report(s) 
adopted  

Most recent 
or final 

resolution  

Summary of outcome 

DS134 EC - 
Restrictions on 
Certain 
Imports of 
Rice 

India EC   5/27/1997     5/27/1998 India requested consultations 
with the EC in respect to 
restrictions allegedly introduced 
by an EC Regulation 
establishing a so-called 
cumulative recovery system 
(CRS), for determining certain 
import duties on rice. 

DS143 Slovak 
Republic - 
Measure 
Affecting 
Import Duty on 
Wheat from 
Hungary 

Hungary Slovak 
Republic  

 Wheat 9/18/1998     10/8/1998 Hungary requested 
consultations with the Slovak 
Republic over increases in the 
import duties on wheat 
originating in Hungary above 
the respective bound rates. 

DS144 US - Certain 
Measures 
Affecting the 
Import of 
Cattle, Swine 
and Grain from 
Canada 

Canada US  Cattle, 
swine and 
grain 

9/25/1998     9/25/1998 Canada requested consultation 
over measures that affected the 
importation into the United 
States of cattle, swine and grain 
originating in Canada and which 
Canada was of the view that 
these measures were 
inconsistent with the obligations 
of the United States under the 
Agreement on the Application of 
Sanitary and Phytosanitary 
Measures, the Agreement on 
Technical Barriers to Trade and 
the General Agreement on 
Tariffs and Trade 1994. 
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Case 
number 

Title Complainant Respondent Product at 
issue 

Request for 
consultations 
(MM/DD/YY) 

Panel 
establishe

d  

Panel/Appell
ate Body 
report(s) 
adopted  

Most recent 
or final 

resolution  

Summary of outcome 

DS148 Czech 
Republic - 
Measure 
Affecting 
Import Duty on 
Wheat from 
Hungary 

Hungary Czech 
Republic   

 Wheat 10/12/1998     10/12/1998 Hungary requested 
consultations with the Czech 
Republic in respect to 
regulations adopted by the 
Czech Republic which allegedly 
increased the import duty of 
wheat originating in Hungary. 

DS149 India - Import 
Restrictions 

EC India   Industrial 
and 
agricultural 
products 

10/28/1998     10/28/1998 The EC requested consultations 
with India concerning import 
restrictions allegedly maintained 
by India under its Export and 
Import Policy. 

DS161 Korea – 
Various 
Measures on 
Beef 

US Korea   Beef 2/1/1999  5/26/1999 1/10/2001   Panel ruled against a Korean 
regulatory scheme that 
allegedly discriminates against 
imported beef by inter alia, 
confining sales of imported beef 
to specialized stores (dual retail 
system), limiting the manner of 
its display, and otherwise 
constraining the opportunities 
for the sale of imported beef.  
Appellate Body was unable to 
rule on whether Korea's 
domestic support for beef 
exceeds the de minimis level 
contrary to Article 6 of the 
Agreement on Agriculture. 

DS166 US – Wheat 
Gluten 

EC US  Wheat 
gluten  

3/17/1999 7/26/1999 1/19/2001 1/19/2001 Panel found that the US had 
acted inconsistently with its 
obligations under Article 4.2(b) 
of the Safeguards Agreement 
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Case 
number 

Title Complainant Respondent Product at 
issue 

Request for 
consultations 
(MM/DD/YY) 

Panel 
establishe

d  

Panel/Appell
ate Body 
report(s) 
adopted  

Most recent 
or final 

resolution  

Summary of outcome 

DS167 US - 
Countervailing 
Duty 
Investigation 
with Respect 
to Live Cattle 
from Canada 

Canada US   Live cattle 3/19/1999     3/19/1999 Canada requested 
consultations with the US 
concerning the initiation of a 
countervailing duty investigation 
by the US with respect to live 
cattle from Canada. 

DS169 Korea — 
Various 
Measures on 
Beef 

Australia Korea   Beef 4/13/1999 7/26/1999 1/10/2001 9/25/2001 Same as DS161 

DS180 US - 
Reclassificatio
n of Certain 
Sugar Syrups 

Canada US   Sugar syrup 9/6/1999     9/6/1999 Canada requested 
consultations with the US in 
respect of the proposed 
reclassification of certain sugar 
syrups by the US Customs 
Service. Canada claimed that 
these US measures are in 
violation of Article II of the 
GATT 1994 and Article 4 of the 
Agreement on Agriculture. 

DS183 Brazil - 
Measures on 
Import 
Licensing and 
Minimum 
Import Prices 

EC Brazil  Textile 
products, 
sorbitol, 
CMC 

10/14/1999     10/14/1999 Consultations in respect to 
several Brazilian measures, 
particularly Brazil’s non-
automatic licensing system and 
the minimum pricing practice, 
which allegedly restrict EC 
exports — notably of textile 
products, Sorbitol and 
Carboxymethylcellulose (CMC). 

DS197 Brazil - 
Measures on 
Minimum 
Import Prices 

US Brazil   Industrial 
and 
agricultural 
products 

5/30/2000     5/30/2000 The US requested consultations 
with Brazil concerning the use 
of the latter’s minimum import 
prices for customs valuation 
purposes. 
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Case 
number 

Title Complainant Respondent Product at 
issue 

Request for 
consultations 
(MM/DD/YY) 

Panel 
establishe

d  

Panel/Appell
ate Body 
report(s) 
adopted  

Most recent 
or final 

resolution  

Summary of outcome 

DS198 Romania - 
Measures on 
Minimum 
Import Prices 

US Romania   Industrial 
and 
agricultural 
products 

5/30/2000     9/26/2001 The US requested consultations 
with Romania in respect of 
Romania's use of minimum 
import prices for customs 
valuation purposes. 

DS203 Mexico - 
Measures 
Affecting 
Trade in live 
Swine 

US Mexico   Live swine 10/10/2000     10/10/2000 US requested consultations 
with Mexico in respect of 
Mexico's 20 October 1999 
definitive anti-dumping measure 
on live swine for slaughter 
exported from the United 
States, independently from the 
country or origin, and actions by 
Mexico in the conduct of the 
anti-dumping investigation 
resulting in that measure. 

DS207 Chile – Price 
Band System 

Argentina Chile  Wheat, 
wheat flour, 
sugar and 
edible 
vegetable 
oils  

10/5/2000 3/12/2001 10/23/2002 5/22/2007 Appellate Body recommended 
that the DSB request Chile to 
bring its price band system, as 
found, in its and in the Panel 
Report as modified by its 
Report, to be inconsistent with 
the Agreement on Agriculture, 
into conformity with its 
obligations under that 
Agreement. 

DS210 Belgium - 
Administration 
of Measures 
Establishing 
Custom Duties 
for Rice 

US Belgium  Rice 10/12/2000 3/12/2001 Mutually 
agreed 
solution 

12/8/2001 EU and Belgium agreed to 
implement tariff rate quota and 
other import regulations in 
accordance with WTO 
obligations. 
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number 

Title Complainant Respondent Product at 
issue 

Request for 
consultations 
(MM/DD/YY) 

Panel 
establishe

d  

Panel/Appell
ate Body 
report(s) 
adopted  

Most recent 
or final 

resolution  

Summary of outcome 

DS220 Chile - Price 
Band and 
Safeguard 
Measures 
Relating to 
Certain 
Agricultural 
Products 

Guatemala Chile  Wheat, 
wheat flour, 
sugar and 
edible 
vegetable 
oils 

1/5/2001     1/5/2001 Same as DS207 

DS237 Turkey - 
Certain Import 
Procedures for 
Fresh Fruit 

Ecuador Turkey  Bananas 
and other 
fresh fruits 

8/31/2001 7/29/2002 MAS 11/22/2002 Ecuador requested 
consultations with Turkey 
concerning certain import 
procedures for bananas and 
other fresh fruits. 

DS245 Japan – 
Apples 

US Japan Apples 3/1/2002 6/3/2002 12/10/2003 8/30/2005 The Appellate Body upheld the 
panel's findings that Japan's 
phytosanitary measure at issue 
was inconsistent with Japan's 
obligations under the SPS 
Agreement. 

DS256 Turkey - 
Import Ban on 
Pet Food from 
Hungary 

Hungary Turkey  Pet food 5/3/2002     5/7/2002 Consultations over Turkey's 
import ban on pet food from 
Hungary. 

DS265 EC – Export 
Subsidies on 
Sugar 

Australia EC Sugar  9/27/2002 8/29/2003 5/19/2005 5/19/2005 Same as DS266 

DS266 EC — Export 
Subsidies on 
Sugar 

Brazil EC Sugar  9/27/2002 8/29/2003 5/19/2005 5/19/2005 The EC agreed to modify its 
sugar regime to come into 
compliance with Agreement on 
Agriculture.  
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(MM/DD/YY) 

Panel 
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adopted  
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or final 
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Summary of outcome 

DS267 US – Upland 
Cotton 

Brazil US  Upland 
cotton 

9/27/2002 5/19/2003 3/21/2005 10/16/2014 Panel found that agricultural 
credit subsidies were subject to 
disciplines on export subsidies 
and that certain support 
measures for cotton contributed 
to serious prejudice in world 
cotton markets. 

DS275 Venezuela - 
Import 
Licensing 
Measures on 
Certain 
Agricultural 
Products 

US Venezuela Agricultural 
products 

11/7/2002     11/7/2002 Consultations with Venezuela 
concerning import licensing 
systems and practices that 
restrict agricultural imports from 
the United States. 

DS279 India - Import 
Restrictions 
Maintained 
under the 
Export and 
Import Policy 
2002-2007 

EC India   Animal 
products and 
selected 
specialty 
crops of 
interest such 
as garlic and 
potatoes 

12/23/2002     12/23/2002 The European Communities 
requested consultations with 
India concerning import 
restrictions maintained by India 
under its Export and Import 
Policy 2002-2007 with respect 
to particular products of 
concern to the European 
Communities. 

DS283 EC – Export 
Subsidies on 
Sugar 

Thailand EC  Sugar 3/14/2003     5/24/2006 Same as DS266 

DS289 Czech 
Republic - 
Additional 
Duty on 
Imports of Pig-
Meat from 
Poland 

Poland Czech 
Republic 

 Pig meat 4/16/2003     4/16/2003 Poland requested consultations 
with the Czech Republic 
concerning the additional duty 
levied by the Czech Republic 
on imports of pig meat from 
Poland. 
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(MM/DD/YY) 
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adopted  
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or final 
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Summary of outcome 

DS291 EC – Approval 
and Marketing 
of Biotech 
Products 

US EC Agricultural 
biotech 
products  

5/13/2003 8/29/2003 11/21/2006 1/17/2008 The panel found that the 
European Communities applied 
a general de facto moratorium 
on the approval of biotech 
products between June 1999 
and August 2003. 

DS292 European 
Communities 
— Measures 
Affecting the 
Approval and 
Marketing of 
Biotech 
Products 

Canada EC  Agricultural 
biotech 
products 

5/13/2003     7/15/2009 Same as DS291 

DS293 European 
Communities 
— Measures 
Affecting the 
Approval and 
Marketing of 
Biotech 
Products 

Argentina EC Agricultural 
biotech 
products 

5/14/2003     3/19/2010 Same as DS291 

DS298 Mexico - 
Certain Pricing 
Measures for 
Customs 
Valuation and 
other 
Purposes 

Guatemala Mexico  Agricultural 
and 
industrial 
products 

7/22/2003    Mutually 
agreed 
solution 

8/29/2005 Guatemala requested 
consultations with Mexico 
concerning certain Mexican 
customs rules, procedures and 
administrative practices which 
impose officially established 
prices for customs valuation 
and other purposes. 
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issue 

Request for 
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(MM/DD/YY) 
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adopted  
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or final 
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Summary of outcome 

DS314 Mexico - 
Provisional 
countervailing 
Measures on 
Olive Oil from 
the EC 

EC  Mexico Olive oil 8/18/2004     8/18/2004 The European Communities 
requested consultations with 
Mexico concerning the 
imposition by Mexico of 
provisional countervailing 
measures on imports of olive oil 
originating in the European 
Communities. 

DS323 Japan – 
Quotas on 
Laver 

Korea Japan  Laver 12/1/2004 3/21/2005 Mutually 
agreed 
solution 

1/23/2006 Korea requested consultations 
with Japan concerning Japan's 
import quotas on dried laver 
and seasoned laver. 

DS329 Panama - 
Tariff 
Classification 
of Certain Milk 
Products 

Mexico Panama dairy 
products 

3/16/2005       Mexico requested consultations 
with Panama regarding its 
Cabinet Decree N. 20 of 17 July 
2002 which creates two new 
tariff subheadings in Panama's 
National Importation 
Nomenclature. 

DS334 Turkey – Rice US Turkey  Rice, 
including 
paddy, 
husked and 
white rice 

11/2/2005 3/17/2006 10/22/2007 10/21/2008 The Panel found that Turkey's 
decision, from September 2003 
and for different periods of time, 
to deny, or fail to grant, 
Certificates of Control to import 
rice outside of the tariff rate 
quota, constitutes a quantitative 
import restriction, as well as a 
practice of discretionary import 
licensing, within the meaning of 
footnote 1 to Article 4.2 of the 
Agreement on Agriculture. 
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DS341 Mexico – Olive 
Oil 

EC Mexico Olive oil 3/31/2006 1/23/2007 10/21/2008 12/11/2008 The Panel concluded that 
Mexico's definitive 
countervailing measures on 
olive oil from the European 
Communities were inconsistent 
with the requirements of the 
SCM Agreement.   

DS357 US - Subsidies 
and Other 
Domestic 
Support for 
Corn and 
Other 
Agricultural 
Products 

Canada US  Corn and 
other 
agricultural 
products 

1/8/2007 12/17/2007 Panel 
established 
but not 
convened  

12/17/2007 Canada requested 
consultations with the US over 
notification of domestic support 
which Canada believed to be 
inconsistent with Agreement on 
Agriculture and export credits 
which Canada believed to be 
export subsidies 

DS365 US - Domestic 
Support and 
Export Credit 
Guarantees for 
Agricultural 
Products 

Brazil US Agricultural 
products 

7/11/2007 12/17/2007 Panel 
established 
but not 
convened 

12/17/2007 Same as DS357 

DS387 China - 
Grants, Loans 
and Other 
Incentives 

US China Agricultural 
and 
industrial 
products 

12/19/2008     12/19/2008 The United States requested 
consultations with China with 
regard to certain measures 
offering grants, loans and other 
incentives to enterprises in 
China. 

DS388 China - 
Grants, Loans 
and Other 
Incentives 

Mexico China  Agricultural 
and 
industrial 
products 

12/19/2008     12/19/2008 Same as DS387 
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DS389 EC - Certain 
Measures 
Affecting 
Poultry Meat 
and Poultry 
Meat Products 
from the US 

US EC  Poultry and 
poultry meat 

1/16/2009 11/19/2009 Panel 
established, 
but no 
outcome 

11/19/2009 The United States requested 
consultations with the European 
Communities regarding certain 
measures of the EC affecting 
poultry meat and poultry meat 
products from the United 
States. 

DS390 China - 
Grants, Loans 
and Other 
Incentives 

Guatemala China Agricultural 
and 
industrial 
products 

1/19/2009     1/19/2009 Guatemala requested 
consultations with China about 
certain measures offering 
grants, loans and other 
incentives to enterprises in 
China. Guatemala indicated 
that these grants, loans and 
other incentives are reflected in 
a number of measures, as well 
as in any amendments or any 
related or implementing 
measures, including measures 
relating to the China World Top 
Brand Programme and the 
Chinese Famous Export Brand 
Programme 

DS392 US – Poultry 
(China) 

China US  Poultry  4/17/2009 7/31/2009 10/25/2010 10/25/2010 That Panel concluded that 
certain measures taken by the 
United States effectively 
prohibits the establishment or 
implementation of any 
measures that would allow 
Chinese poultry to be imported 
into the United States because 
it denies the use of any funding 
by USDA for this purpose. 
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DS400 EC – Seal 
Products 

Canada EC  Seal 
products 

11/2/2009 3/25/2011 6/16/2014 6/18/2014 The panel concluded that the 
indigenous communities 
exception under the EU Seal 
Regime violates Article I:1 of 
the GATT 1994 because an 
advantage granted by the 
European Union to seal 
products originating in 
Greenland (specifically, its Inuit 
population) is not accorded 
immediately and unconditionally 
to the like products originating 
in Canada.  The Appellate Body 
concluded that the European 
Union had not justified the EU 
Seal Regime under Article XX 
of the GATT 1994. 

DS401 EC – Seal 
Products 

Norway EC   Seal 
products 

11/5/2009 4/21/2011 6/16/2014 6/18/2014 Same as DS400 

DS438 Argentina – 
Import 
Measures 

EU Argentina  Industrial 
and 
agricultural 
products 

5/25/2012 12/6/2012     Same as DS444 whose panel 
found trade related 
requirements inconsistent with 
GATT1994 provisions. 

DS446 Argentina - 
Measures 
Affecting the 
Importation of 
Goods 

Mexico Argentina  Industrial 
and 
agricultural 
products 

8/24/2012   withdrew the 
request for 
establishment 
of  the panel 

8/24/2012 Same as DS446 
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DS451 China - 
Measures 
Relating to the 
Production 
and 
Exportation of 
Apparel and 
Textile 
Products 

Mexico China Apparel and 
textile 
products 

10/15/2012     10/15/2012 Mexico requested consultations 
with China concerning 
measures that allegedly support 
producers and exporters of 
apparel and textile products, as 
well as suppliers in the cotton 
and chemical fibres industries. 

DS455 Indonesia - 
Importation of 
Horticultural 
Products, 
Animals and 
Animal 
Products 

US Indonesia  Horticul-
tural and 
animal 
products 

2/10/2013 4/24/2013 panel 
established 
,without 
notifying the 
outcome 

4/24/2013 The United States requested 
the establishment of a Panel 
concerning certain measures 
that Indonesia imposes on the 
importation of horticultural 
products, animals and animal 
products. 

DS457 Peru – 
Agricultural 
Products 

Guatemala Peru Rice, maize, 
milk, and 
sugar. 

4/12/2013 7/23/2013 7/31/2015 7/31/2015 The Appellate Body found that 
the Panel was correct in 
considering its finding under 
Article 4.2 of the Agreement on 
Agriculture when reaching the 
finding that the additional duties 
are not “ordinary customs 
duties” under Article II:1(b) of 
the GATT 1994. 

DS465 Indonesia - 
Importation of 
Horticultural 
Products, 
Animals and 
Animal 
Products 

US Indonesia  Horticul-
tural and 
animal 
products 

8/30/2013     8/30/2013 The United States requested 
consultations with Indonesia 
concerning certain measures it 
imposes on the importation of 
horticultural products, animals 
and animal products. 
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DS466 Indonesia - 
Importation of 
Horticultural 
Products, 
Animals and 
Animal 
Products 

New Zealand Indonesia   Horticul-
tural and 
animal 
products 

8/30/2013     8/30/2013 Same as DS465. 

DS477 Indonesia – 
Import 
Licensing 
Regimes  

New Zealand Indonesia Horticultural 
products, 
animals and 
animal 
product 

5/8/2014 5/20/2015 11/22/2017 11/22/2017 The Panel found that all 18 
measures at issue were 
prohibitions on importation or 
restrictions having a limiting 
effect on importation and thus 
inconsistent with Article XI:1 of 
the GATT 1994. 

DS478 Indonesia — 
Importation of 
Horticultural 
Products, 
Animals and 
Animal 
Products 

US Indonesia Horticultural 
products, 
animals and 
animal 
product 

5/8/2014 5/20/2015 11/22/2017 8/15/2018 Same as DS477 

DS484 Indonesia - 
Chicken 

Brazil Indonesia Chicken 
meat and 
chicken 
products 

10/16/2014 12/3/2015 11/22/2017 6/24/2019 The Panel found that the non-
inclusion of certain chicken 
products in the list of products 
that could be imported into 
Indonesia, qualified as a 'legal 
ban' and was inconsistent with 
Article XI of the GATT 1994.  
The Panel found that Brazil had 
not demonstrated the existence 
of alleged (unwritten) general 
prohibition. 

DS506 Indonesia – 
Measures 
Concerning 
the Importation 
of Bovine Meat 

Brazil Indonesia Bovine meat 4/4/2016     4/4/2016 Brazil requested consultations 
with Indonesia regarding certain 
measures imposed by 
Indonesia on the importation of 
meat from cattle. 
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DS507 Thailand – 
Measures 
Concerning 
Sugar   

Brazil Thailand  Sugar 4/4/2016     4/4/2016 Brazil requested consultations 
with Thailand regarding the 
alleged subsidies provided by 
Thailand to the sugar sector. 

DS511 China – 
Agricultural 
Producers 

US China  Staple 
grains 
(wheat, 
Indica rice, 
Japonica 
rice, and 
maize) 

9/13/2016 1/25/2017 4/26/2019 4/26/2019 The Panel determined that in 
each of the years 2012-2015, 
China exceeded its 8.5% de 
minimis level of support for 
wheat, Indica rice and Japonica 
rice.  

DS568 China – 
Certain 
Measures 
concerning 
Imports of 
Sugar 

Brazil China  Sugar 10/16/2018     10/16/2018 Brazil requested consultations 
with China concerning (i) a 
safeguard measure imposed by 
China on imported sugar, (ii) 
China's administration of its 
tariff-rate quota for sugar and 
(iii) China's import licensing 
system for out-of-quota sugar. 

DS579 India – 
Measures 
concerning 
Sugar and 
Sugarcane 

Brazil India   Sugar 2/27/2019 8/15/2019   11/16/2019 pending 

DS580 India – 
Measures 
concerning 
Sugar and 
Sugarcane 

Australia India   Sugar 3/1/2019 8/15/2019   11/16/2019 pending 

DS581 India – 
Measures 
concerning 
Sugar and 
Sugarcane 

Guatemala India   Sugar 3/15/2019 8/15/2019   11/16/2019 pending 
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