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MESSAGE

 The barometer of effectiveness of a Trade Remedial organization like Directorate 
General of Trade Remedies (DGTR) is the confidence level of all stakeholders in the 
organization which, in turn, depends on the responsiveness, openness and fairness of the 
said organization. Directorate General of Trade Remedies (DGTR) has been striving to be 
more responsive, transparent and forthcoming about its activities, processes and decisions. 
Various steps have been taken during the previous financial year towards this end.

 I am pleased to present the Annual Report of DGTR for 2018-19. The Annual Report, 
apart from being a historical record, will communicate the activities and accomplishments of 
the organisation during the past year to all stakeholders.

 I am happy to note that following the coming into being of a unified trade remedial 
agency in India in May 2018, DGTR has undertaken significant restructuring by dividing its 
activities into nine well defined cells / wings, namely the Policy Cell, Knowledge & Training 
Cell, Trade Defence Wing, Economic & Data Analytics Cell, Outreach Cell, Publications Cell, 
Litigation Cell, Cyber Security Management Cell and Administration & Record Keeping Cell. I 
believe that functional restructuring of DGTR will enable it become one of the premier trade 
remedy regulatory agencies in the world.

 The publication of the Manual of Operating Practices for Trade Remedy Investigations 
as well as the Handbook of Operating Procedures of Trade Defence Wing, along with other 
publications, and their placement in the public domain during 2018-19 marked a welcome 
paradigm shift towards making DGTR more responsive, transparent and accountable. 
Outreach programmes conducted by DGTR officers have increased awareness amongst 
stakeholders about trade remedial measures and the support that could be expected from 
DGTR in trade remedial investigations against Indian exporters. DGTR has successfully 
reduced the investigation period for trade remedial investigations to about nine to ten 
months, which is at par with the best in the world.

 It is also heartening to note that considerable spadework has been done towards 
putting in place a system which enables all stakeholders to participate in trade remedial 
investigations electronically. The proposed e-system will facilitate timely filing of trade 
remedial petitions and responses by domestic industry / exporters / importers / users. It will 
also save time and cost for all stakeholders by obviating the need to physically submit 
documents or retain physical copies of publicly filed documents.

 I am happy to note that DGTR has taken these significant strides during the past year.                        
I congratulate the DGTR team for reviving the practice of preparation and publication of 
Annual Report after a gap of over a decade, and hope that all stakeholders will find this 
publication informative and useful.

 My best wishes to the DGTR Team.  

               ( Anup Wadhawan )
New Delhi
04 April 2019



DG’s REPORT

It gives me a great pleasure to share with you the Annual Report of the DGTR for 2018–19. This 
Report documents the important developments / achievements during the Financial Year. I 
would like to briefly highlight some of the significant developments. 

2. The year 2018-19 has been a landmark year, as the Government created an integrated 
single umbrella National Authority called the Directorate General of Trade Remedies (DGTR) for 
administering all trade remedial measures viz. anti-dumping duties, countervailing duties and 
safeguard measures and trade defence activities. This was achieved by merging the functions of 
Directorate General of Safeguards (DGS) and the Safeguards Quantitative Restriction (QR) 
functions discharged by the Directorate General of Foreign Trade (DGFT) with the Directorate 
General of Anti-Dumping and Allied Duties (DGAD). In addition, the newly created entity was 
also assigned the task of providing trade defence support to domestic industry and exporters as 
increasing instances of trade remedy investigations instituted against them by other countries 
came to light. 

3. DGTR has a sanctioned strength of 112 posts drawn from Indian Administrative Service, 
Indian Trade Service, Indian Cost Accounts Service, Indian Revenue Service, Indian Economic 
Service, Indian Statistical Service and other Central Government Cadres.  This has resulted in 
savings of 49 posts to the Government on account of merging DGAD and DGS. This was in 
consonance with the goal of ‘Minimum Government Maximum Governance’ of Government of 
India. While the actual strength of DGTR remains much less than the number of sanctioned 
posts, but this has never stopped the Directorate from completing a very large number of 
investigations within the stipulated time.

4. During the year, DGTR undertook a major exercise towards promoting transparency, 
uniformity and accountability by streamlining its procedures and processes. Manual of Operating 
Practices for Trade Remedy Investigations and Handbook of Operating Procedures of Trade 
Defence Wing were published and released during the year and also placed on the DGTR website. 
A meeting was also held with all independent consultants practising in the area of trade remedy 
and trade defence. This was aimed at deliberating on challenges in addressing issues of fair, 
transparent and expeditious trade remedy investigations. A set of DGTR publications were also 
handed over to these experts.  

5. The Outreach Programmes, which are undertaken jointly with DGFT, Customs and 
Revenue Officials, is yet another step towards enhancing awareness amongst the domestic 
industry, especially MSMEs or those located in remote locations, about trade remedial measures 
and the support provided by Government in trade defence cases. Brochures and FAQs published 
by DGTR during the year are distributed during these workshops/meetings. A Help Desk has also 
been set up in DGTR Office to provide requisite support and guidance.

6. During 2018-19 DGTR has streamlined the investigation process. The time taken for pre-
initiation activities has been reduced to about one month in Anti-Dumping & Review cases. The 
practice of pre-initiation hearing by Designated Authority in all review cases has been introduced 
in DGTR. Speaking Orders are also now being issued where cases are not initiated for any valid 
reason. The concept of summary proceedings has been introduced in cases of name change only. 
The average time taken to complete investigations has been reduced to 281 days during 2018-
19 as against 478 days during 2014-15, 434 days during 2015-16 and 407 days during 2017-18. 



Additional Secretary & 
Director General

7. Considerable progress has been made in development of e-system wherein the domestic 
industry and exporters would be able to electronically file petition / response even from remote 
locations. This would also enable online monitoring of status of ongoing trade remedial 
investigations. The new system (likely to be launched shortly) will reduce the need to visit DGTR 
Office by the interested parties, thereby saving time and cost for all stakeholders.
 
8. DGTR also initiated steps to bring about requisite amendments in Anti-Dumping Rules 
1995, Countervailing Duty Rules 1995 and Safeguard Rules 1997, in response to the need to 
insert missing provisions of WTO Agreements and feedback received from the stakeholders. 
Stakeholder consultation has since been completed and it is expected that Directorate may 
notify the amended Rules in 2019-20. 

9. I would like to acknowledge the contribution of all officers and staff of DGTR who have 
worked as a team towards enhancing the credibility of the organization. This is a long drawn 
process and more work remains to be done to consolidate the gains that have been made in the 
past year. 

10. I take this opportunity to congratulate the publication team for coming out with this 
Annual Report and thank officers of IBEF who extended invaluable support in designing the cover 
page and layout of this publication.

11. I hope all stakeholders will find this Report useful.

           
New Delhi           ( Sunil Kumar )

04 April 2019



MISSION

Our mission is to provide a level playing field to the 

domestic industry against the adverse impact of 

unfair trade practices or surge in imports from any 

exporting country by using Trade Remedial 

measures effectively and efficiently. We also aim to 

support  trade defence efforts of the domestic 

exporters. In addition, we devote ourselves to 

create and promote conceptual awareness amongst 

domestic stakeholders about the role of DGTR in 

trade remedial measures across India.
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INTRODUCTION

(a) Anti-Dumping Duty (“ADD”): Duty imposed 
against imported goods, when the export price of the 
imported goods is lower than the normal value of the 
goods in the domestic market of the exporting country 
and there is a causal link between the dumping and 
injury suffered by the competing Domestic Industry in 
the country of import.

(b) Counter-vailing Duty (“CVD”): Duty imposed 
to offset the unfair advantage to exports on account of 
subsidy policies, rules, and regulations by the 
Government of exporting countries, if, such subsidized 
imports are causing injury to the Domestic Industry of 
the importing member country.

(c) Safeguard Duty (“SD”): Duty imposed on 
imported goods to prevent injury or threat of injury to 
the Domestic Industry of the importing country from a 
sudden surge of imports. The Safeguard duties are 
applicable to all exporting countries irrespective of the 
origin of the product.

(d) Safeguard Quantitative Restriction (“SQR”): 
SQRs are remedial measures taken in the form of 
quantitative restrictions applied on import of goods to 
prevent injury/ threat of injury to Domestic Industry of 
the importing country due to a sudden surge in 
imports. QRs are applicable against exports from all 
exporting countries irrespective of the origin of the 
products.

The duties imposed under trade remedy instruments 
are levied in addition to the standard duties on the 
respective products. A product may be subject to both 
Anti-Dumping Duty and Counter-vailing Duty which 
are generally levied for 5 years (rarely it has been 
imposed for a lesser period) to counterbalance the 
impact of dumped imports and subsidies in an exporting 

ndia has always believed in the benefits of free 

Itrade and economic openness. However, 
globalization of trade, despite its several 

advantages, has sometimes posed challenges to the 
domestic industry in the importing country due to 
adoption of unfair trade practices by some exporters or 
exporting countries, which need to be addressed by 
timely and effective trade remedial measures. 

World Trade Organization (WTO) is the only global 
organization dealing with the rules of trade between 
nations. The WTO Agreements were negotiated and 
signed by most of the world’s trading nations and 
ratified in their parliaments. The goal was to liberalize 
as well as supervise the world trade. Binding tariffs, 
and applying them equally to all trading partners 
(Most-Favoured-Nation treatment, or MFN) are key to 
the smooth flow of trade in goods.  The WTO allows the 
members to use Trade Remedy instruments namely, 
Anti-Dumping, Anti-Subsidy and Safeguard measures 
against the import of products to prevent injury or 
threat of injury to the Domestic Industry of the 
importing Country. These measures can be applied 
within the disciplines of the following WTO 
Agreements:

(I)  Agreement on Implementation of Article VI 
of GATT 1994 (Anti-Dumping);

(ii)  Agreement on Subsidies and Countervailing 
 Measures (ASCM); 

(iii)  Agreement on Safeguards.

The Trade Remedy instruments, which are aimed at 
providing a level playing field to the Domestic 
Industry from the adverse impact of the unfair trade 
practices, if any, from any exporting country, redress 
trade distortions in the following different ways:
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country(ries). Safeguard Duty on the other hand, is a 
temporary measure imposed to ensure that the sudden 
surge in imports do not harm the domestic industry 
and therefore, the validity of Safeguard measures is 
generally shorter than that of Anti-Dumping and 
Counter-vailing measures.

DGTR

Directorate General of Trade Remedies (DGTR) earlier 
known as DGAD - Directorate General of Anti-dumping 
and Allied Duties, is a quasi-judicial body under 
Department of Commerce, Ministry of Commerce and 
Industry responsible for recommending various trade 
remedial measures viz. Anti-Dumping Duty, Counter-
vailing Duty and Safeguard measures. These trade 
remedy measures are part of coordinated efforts in 
boosting the global competitiveness of Domestic 
Industry by promoting sustainable economic growth to 
facilitate new investments and create more jobs by 
removing obstacles to investment and providing a level 
playing field to the Domestic Industry.

The Directorate General of Trade Remedies is an 
integrated single window agency for providing 
comprehensive and swift trade remedy mechanism in 
India. The DGTR brings DGAD, Directorate General of 
Safeguards (DGS) and Safeguards (QR) functions of 
Directorate General of Foreign Trade (DGFT) into its 
fold in its new role, by merging them into one single 
national entity. DGTR now deals not only with Anti-
dumping, CVD and Safeguard measures, but also with 
the trade defence for the Domestic Industry.

DGTR is an attached office of Department of Commerce, 
Ministry of Commerce and Industry and is headed by 
the Director General (DG), an officer of Additional 
Secretary rank in Govt. of India. It is an organisation 
with multi-spectrum skill sets emanating from officers 
drawn from different services and specialisations like 
Indian Administrative Service, Indian Trade Service, 
Indian Cost and Accounts Service, Indian Revenue 
Service, Indian Statistical Service, Indian Economic 
Service, Central Secretariat Service etc.  The 
Directorate has also created a Trade Defence Wing to 
assist the exporters of the country in defending the 
trade remedy investigations initiated by other WTO 
member countries against India. This makes DGTR an 
Authority, which not only acts as an investigator in 
trade remedy investigations undertaken by India but 
also a defender of the interest of Indian exporters 
against Trade Remedy investigations initiated against 
India.

ISO 9001: 2015

ISO 9001 is a global standard that sets out the 
requirements for a Quality Management System, or 
QMS. Certification to new ISO 9001:2015 helps the 
Government organizations to continually monitor and 
manage quality and consistency across their entire 
organization. The ISO certification is a step towards a 

responsible and prompt governance by fixing the 
timelines and accountability at each step. DGTR 
(erstwhile DGAD) was awarded ISO 9001: 2015 
certificate in August, 2017.  The certificate is a 
testimony to the efforts being made by DGTR to 
streamline the processes, procedures and practices to 
bring in more efficiency. It makes it easier for the 
organization to sustain the quality of work as the 
procedures have been made unambiguous and the 
chances of committing procedural lapses or mistakes 
have been reduced to the minimum.

Objectives and Functions

The objective of DGTR is to protect the Indian industry 
from the adverse impact of trade distorting activities 
from an exporting country by carrying out 
investigations in a transparent and time bound manner 
and recommend remedial action under the Customs 
Tariff Act, 1975 and WTO framework.  The main 
functions of DGTR are:

1. To receive applications and examine the alleged 
trade distortive practices by exporters’ / exporting 
country (ies) as claimed by the Domestic Industry and 
initiate investigations, if deemed fit;

2. To consider applications of review examination by 
the stakeholders;

3. To conduct investigations under the prescribed 
legal framework as given in the national laws in 
pursuance of the above mentioned WTO Agreements. 
The process of investigation involves extensive          
a n d  d e t a i l e d  e x a m i n a t i o n ,  v e r i f i c a t i o n ,  
computations/determinations, in-depth analysis of the 
information/data received;

4. To recommend remedial measures like Anti-
Dumping Duty, Counter-vailing Duty or  Safeguard 
Duty following due process in a fair, transparent and 
objective manner;

5.  To represent and defend the schemes/programs of 
the Government of India against allegations of subsidy 
in Counter-vailing Duty investigations;

6. To provide comments / views of the Government of 
India in other trade remedy investigations against 
India.

Organisational Structure

DGTR is a professionally managed organisation 
manned by the officers drawn from different Services 
and specialisations. Each investigation is handled by a 
team of officers, who are responsible for following the 
prescribed systematic methodology and conduct trade 
remedial investigations in a transparent and fair 
manner and assisting the DG in arriving at conclusion 
of recommendation regarding imposition or non-
imposition of trade remedial measures against the 
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Redesigning of DGTR:

2018-19 was a landmark year for DGTR with regard to 
internal revamping and redesigning to transform the 
organisation. Different cells were created to ensure 
responsibility with accountability towards co-ordinated 
efforts to fulfil the aim of overhauling the working 
environment. The various cells in DGTR have been 
assigned the following tasks:

S.No.    Particulars

1     Investigations
  • Each Investigation (ADD, CVD, SG, QR) is conducted by a designated team 
   consisting of Investigating Officer, Costing Officer, Assistant IO & CO  
   who are assisted by other professionals in the Directorate.

2     Trade Defence Wing
  • Trade Defence Related Matters.

3     Trade Policy Cell 
  • Acts & Rules;
  • WTO related Matters; 
  • International Cooperation;
  • Trade Notices;
  • Parliament Questions/matters/ Assurances and other Parliament related  
   work;
  • PMOPG, PMO references;
  • VIP references;
  • Studies / Seminar on trade policies. 

4     Outreach Cell
  • Spread awareness about trade remedy measures among stakeholders; 
  • Showcase the reforms and innovative steps embarked upon by the  
   Directorate; 
  • Conduct outreach programmes for sensitization and handholding of the  
   manufactures across the country, with special emphasis on MSMEs in  
   coordination with FICCI, CII, ASSOCHAM, FIEO, EPCs and other trade  
   associations / bodies; 
  • Coordinate with Nodal Officers in Regional Authority offices of DGFT;  

Export Commissioner in States; local officers of Customs etc. in 
organization of Outreach programmes; 

  • Document the proceedings of Outreach programmes;
  • Work out quarterly / monthly schedule of outreach programmes in  
   consultation with Investigation Teams undertaking domestic industry  
   verification and obtain approval of AS&DG;
  • Oversee the effective functioning of Help Desk in DGTR office.

5     Litigation Cell
  • Act as a coordinating focal point and a single point reference for the court 
   cases handled by the Directorate; 
  • Maintain and update the statistics of the Court Cases; 
  •  Coordinate with Law Ministry/ Central Agency / Section room in High  
    Courts to ascertain the name and details of the relevant Central   
        Government Counsel; 
  • Regularly check cause list to ascertain the date of hearing; 
  • Coordinate with the Government Counsels / Law Ministry and Nodal  
   Officers in Regional Authority offices of DGFT, where necessary; 
  • Brief DG periodically on status of important Court cases.

6     Publications Cell
  • Annual Report of DGTR;

exports originating in or exported from the subject 
country (ies) under investigation.

Budget:

DGTR had a total budget of about Rs. 20.04 Crore 
(Office Expenses, Rent, Salaries & Wages, Domestic & 
Foreign Travel Expense, other administrative expenses 
etc.) for the year 2018-19.
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  • Compendium of important landmark judgements relating to Trade 
Remedies by CESTAT, High Courts and Supreme Court; 
  • Working Papers on various subjects of interest;
  • Any other publication related to Trade Remedies.

7     Knowledge and Training Cell
  • Suggestions to promote trade remedy investigations skills including  
   verification skills based on best practices in line with applicable   
   rules; 
  • Suggestions to strengthen Trade Defence related work undertaken in  
   DGTR in line with international best practices; 
  • Study of the existing structures, procedures and practices of the major  
   trade remedy regulatory bodies to determine the best practices and the  
   feasibility or scope of applying those procedures and practices in India;
  • Conducting research and/or stakeholder’s consultation to enhance the  
   transparency, quality and delivery of findings by DGTR keeping in line  
   with latest developments in the field of trade remedial investigations;
  • Allocation and supervision of specific Studies allotted to CWTO, CTIL,  
   CRIT NCAER or any other organization; 
  • Organizing seminars / workshops on trade remedial measures;
  • Upkeep of Library;
  • Nomination of Officers in various programmes/seminars on Trade  
   Remedies conducted by IIFT, CWTO, CTIL, CRIT etc.

8     Economic & Data Analytics Cell
  • Sector-wise details of major domestic producers and their installed  
   capacities. This will include the complete product chain i.e., upstream and 
   downstream industries; 
  • Sector-wise summary of trade remedial measures provided by DGTR in the 
   past; 
  • Examine the impact of Trade Remedial measures on the Domestic  
   Industry, particularly on its (broad) performance indicators and economic 
   parameters, after imposition of trade remedial measures vis-à-vis  
   performance indicators during the injury period;
  • Sector-wise comparison of unit rates of major inputs / utilities in other  
   countries vis-à-vis Indian scenario; 
  • Sector-wise trends of imports from major exporting countries and demand 
   vs. domestic (Indian) capacity analysis; 
  • Analysis of economic trends and the broad performance of major sectors in 
   the economy (trade) including trends in imports; 
  • To coordinate data mining of information filed by the various interested  
   parties during different stages of investigation in the on-line filing system; 
  • Sector-wise details of various subsidies countervailed by third countries in 
   the countries against which DGTR is conducting investigations to identify 
   the missing gaps, if any;
  • Impact of Trade Defence initiatives; 
  • Co-ordination with DGCI&S, DGS, MCA and other relevant bodies.

9     Cyber Security Management Cell
  • Regular review of hardware, software, database and network components 
   for DGTR;
  • Periodical review of additional NIC Cloud requirements; 
  • Regular review of the contents of the website for their updates; 
  • Periodic assessment of the changes required, if any, in any of the aforesaid 
   components / Petition Information Management System (PIMS) in  
   accordance with the prevailing requirements;
  • Ensure periodic Security Audit of the website and PIMS by MeitY  
   empanelled security audit agency, removal of vulnerabilities by the  
   developing agency and obtaining security audit clearance certificate;
  • Ensure compliance for DGTR website with respect to Guidelines for Indian 
   Government Website (GIGW);
  • Suggestions for best practices and guidelines for information security;
  • Suggestions for ensuring data security and prevent data leakage;
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  • Overseeing effectiveness of data back-up system to prevent loss 
of sensitive    data due to any reason; 
  • Suggestions for periodical acquisition of hardware / software(s);
  • Suggestions for hiring / outsourcing of resources for day to day   
   management of website / PIMS;
  • Overseeing the development of training modules for training of DGTR  
   officers as well as all stakeholders of using PIMS;
  • Setting up of Help Desk for resolving queries, if any, related to online filing 
   of petitions;
  • Periodic renewal of Domain Name of DGTR.

10     Administrative & Record Management Cell
  • General Administration related work;
  • Cash Related Matters;
  • Budget Related Matters;
  • ISO related work; 
  • RTI Matters;
  • LIMBS; 
  • Record Management; 
  • Protocol Matters; 
  • Establishment Matters; 
  • Furnishing of Reports / Inputs etc.; 
  • Managing the official Twitter account of DGTR and other Twitter related  
   matters;
  • Managing Official e-mail id of DGTR;
  • SOM input compilation;
  • Weekly Report to CIM.
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HIGHLIGHTS OF 
THE YEAR

IV. Safeguards (QRs) investigations.

V. Trade Defence (CVD/Safeguard/AD against Indian 

exports): to respond effectively in investigations 

initiated against India.

A ‘single window framework’ is not only an industry 

friendly structure but is also more effective and 

efficient in providing comprehensive and swift trade 

remedy mechanism in India. It has led to expeditious 

relief to the domestic industry and effective 

monitoring of the compliances of trade defence 

measures.

2.  Trade Defence Wing

In view of the rising concerns over the intensified use 

of trade remedies by other countries targeting India, a 

dedicated Trade Defence Wing has been established in 

DGTR to make trade defence strategies for India more 

robust and to infuse professionalism in the working of 

Trade Defence Wing. This was done to ensure that the 

exporters, especially MSMEs reap the maximum 

benefit from the export potential. Trade Defence Wing 

is the nodal point for defending Indian exporters in 

counter-vailing/safeguard investigations initiated by 

other countries against Indian exports. The work is on 

to put a system in place to actively participate along 

with Indian exporters in their effort to defend against 

Anti-Dumping investigations initiated by other 

countries.

3.  Release of  DGTR Publications

The trade remedy investigations are being conducted 

by India since 1992. The practices and procedures of 

DGTR have evolved over the period. A need was felt to 

1.  Restructuring of  DGAD into DGTR

Every country tries to protect its Domestic Industry 

from unfair trade practices by the exporters of other 

countries, in a timely and effective manner. However, 

it is also necessary that the procedures and 

methodologies followed are transparent, reasonable 

and in line with the international commitments and 

applicable laws in the country.

The erstwhile arrangement of available trade remedy 

instruments consisted of separate structures where 

Anti-Dumping Duty (ADD) and Counter-vailing Duty 

(CVD) investigations were handled in DGAD, 

Department of Commerce; Safeguard Measures 

(Tariff) in Department of Revenue; and Quantitative 

Restrictions in DGFT.  This arrangement lacked 

optimality from the point of view of an effective and 

integrated approach to the available trade remedies to 

the industry against unfair trade practices of 

dumping, subsidy or surge in imports causing serious 

injury.

With a view to harmonize  with the global practice, an 

integrated and dedicated trade remedy organization 

for all trade remedy tools including trade defence, and 

to create a single window remedy against trade 

distortions, Government decided to restructure the 

erstwhile DGAD organization into ‘DGTR (Directorate 

General of Trade Remedies)’. The integrated structure 

was notified in May 2018 and the role of DGTR was 

defined to conduct:

I. Anti-Dumping investigation (AD). 

II. Counter-vailing Duty (CVD) investigation. 

III. Safeguards (Tariff) investigations.
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consolidate these practices to create an environment of 

uniformity and consistency in procedures. In 

pursuance of this, the following publications, prepared 

by the officers of DGTR, were released by Shri Suresh 

Prabhu, the Hon’ble Commerce & Industry Minister, 

on 17th December, 2018:

(i) Manual of Operating Practices for Trade 

Remedy Investigations – As a quasi-judicial body, 

it is imperative that DGTR works in the most 

transparent, objective and uniform manner since its 

findings can be challenged before the Appellate 

Tribunal, High Courts and Supreme Court of India as 

well as before the dispute resolution board of WTO. A 

manual of operating Practices was prepared for the 

first time in the history of the Directorate, with a view 

to streamline the investigation processes and systems 

based on standard methods and best practices. In 

addition, it contains all the applicable Trade Notices, 

Instructions and Clarifications issued by the 

Authority from time to time.  The Manual is of great 

help to the officers of DGTR in carrying out complex 

trade remedial investigations in a more diligent, 

systematic and uniform manner.

(ii) Handbook of Operating Procedures of Trade 

Defence Wing – The Trade Defence Wing coordinates 

with various stakeholders and ensures that 

appropriate responses based on duly substantiated 

facts are filed with the respective Authorities     

within the stipulated time and in conformity with 

well-established WTO norms, procedures and 

practices of investigating country (ies). This requires 

collection of information from various agencies such as 

Export Promotion Councils, Industry Associations, 

concerned Departments/Directorates of State 

Governments and Central Government. The 

handbook lays down the operating procedures to 

ensure that all stakeholders work in tandem and 

participate fully in trade remedial investigations 

against exports originating from India.

(iii) A specific e-mail id (publications-

dgtr@gov.in) was created by the Directorate to 

receive suggestions from various stakeholders and 

regularly update these publications through 

comments/inputs received in  the Directorate.

4.  Other Publications of  DGTR

With liberalisation of trade, domestic industry, 

particularly the MSME sector, became more 

vulnerable as a result of unfair trade practices.       

The trade remedial measures available to the industry 

are complex and legal disciplines and are   not always 

easy to comprehend by users. Therefore,   to sensitise 

domestic industry about trade         remedy 

instruments, the Directorate also issued the following 

publications:

(i) Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs) - A list of 
Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs) and their answers 
were prepared. The FAQs provide replies     in simple 

Hon'ble CIM, Suresh Prabhu and Hon'ble MoS, C. R. Chaudhary along with the officers of Department of 
Commerce on the occasion of release of DGTR publication

DGTR | Annual Report 2018-19 |  8



Desk are: 
Helpline No. 1800 111 808; 
Email: helpdesk.dgtr@gov.in

Further, establishment of a facilitation centre for 
guiding the users of trade remedies in filing the 
concerned applications before the Authority is in the 
pipeline.

 
6. W e b  P o r t a l  f o r  F i l i n g  O n l i n e  
Applications:

DGTR has continuously been raising its work 
standards and striving towards a more transparent, 
swift and effective process of trade remedial 
investigations. In pursuance of these objectives, DGTR 
had already launched a dedicated website to 
disseminate information regarding trade remedial 
actions taken by DGTR. The portal is of great help in 
realising the goal of “Minimum Government and 
Maximum Governance”.

Now, an interactive web application, named “ARTIS” 
(Application for Remedies in Trade for Indian industry 
& other Stakeholders) is being developed for filing 
online application seeking trade remedial action and 
pilot project will be launched soon. This will obviate the 
need to physically come to DGTR Office for submission 
of trade remedy petitions as it will allow the submission 
of petition even from a remote location. The web 
application will enhance the access to trade remedial 
measures available to the domestic industry in a time 
bound manner. Further, the investigation process will 
be expedited reducing the timelines for issuance of final 
findings along with enhanced transparency.

7. Quarterly Coordination Committee 
Meetings

Trade remedial investigations are complex by nature. 
There are certain stages during the course of 
investigations, which require cooperation and 
information from various external agencies viz. Central 
Board of Indirect Taxes & Customs (CBIC), Ministry of 
Corporate Affairs, DG Systems, DGCI&S, GST Council 
etc. These organisations play a vital role in 
undertaking effective investigations. Further, any 
delay in action by any of these organisations may delay 
the progress of the investigations. Therefore, it is 
necessary that there is close co-ordination amongst all 
agencies responsible for successful trade remedial 
action.

Quarterly Review Meetings have helped resolve 
several long pending contentious issues. These 
meetings have helped in expediting the notifications 
based on the final findings issued by the Directorate, 
collection of relevant information and availability of 
time bound online transaction wise data from DGCI&S.  
Matters like circumvention of duties through wrong 

5.  Help Desk

Trade remedial measures are critical for survival of 
nascent domestic producers and MSMEs, facing threat 
from the dumped/subsidised imports. The small 
manufacturers generally find the requisite procedures 
for filing the trade remedy applications very complex. 
Therefore, DGTR has established a Help Desk to assist 
the Domestic Industry in providing relevant 
information and resolving their general queries for 
enhanced access to trade remedies. The details of Help 

language to the general queries most sought by the 

Indian producers/manufacturers/exporters    as 

understood during various interactions with the 

industry.

(ii) Brochures on Trade Remedy Measures - 
Brochures on anti-dumping, counter-vailing, safeguard 
and review investigations were released to sensitise the 
domestic industry about the various trade remedy 
measures available to them. It will help in 
demystifying the trade remedial measures, which are 
of technical nature and otherwise difficult to 
comprehend.
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classification of products, issues relating to correct 
invoice pricing, finding out alternative data sources for 
better collation and examination of data provided by 
user industry were also discussed and thrashed out. 
Till date three successful meetings have been organised 
i.e. on 30th August, 2018; 16th November, 2018 and 
18th February, 2019.

8.  Outreach Programmes

DGTR has taken a great initiative in reaching out to 
the Domestic Industry, other stakeholders and Indian 
exporters at their doorstep, especially MSMEs, to foster 
awareness amongst them about available trade 
remedial measures. These have been found to be very 
well received especially in remote locations. DGTR 
Officers explained the rules, procedures and 
methodologies for trade remedy measures. These 
outreach programmes also guide them to take help of 
Trade Defence Wing in DGTR to handle the 
investigations initiated by other countries against 
India.

DGTR had conducted series of outreach programmes 
at various locations in the country for the benefit of the 
domestic manufacturers. Twelve such outreach 
programmes were conducted during 2018-19 in 
various cities namely, Vadodara, Goa, Chandigarh, 
Kolkata, Vishakhapatnam, Bangalore, Ludhiana, 
Chennai, Pune, Surat, Dahej and Kanpur.

9. Conference on Trade Remedies 

First ever conference on the Trade Remedial 
Measures was organized on 06th February, 2019. The 
conference was inaugurated by the Commerce 
Secretary. The focus of the conference was to sensitize 
the stakeholders regarding current scenario of the 
trade remedial measures initiated by our trading 
partners against Indian exports/exporters and the 
problems faced by Trade Defence Wing in preparation 
of the response of Government of India while 
defending the cases. The officials from different 
Ministries/ Departments of Central Government, 
State Governments, Regional Authorities of DGFT, 
and representatives of Export Promotion Councils 
attended the conference. During the conference a copy 

of the Handbook of Operating Procedures of Trade 
Defence Wing was also handed over to all 
stakeholders.

10.  Training & Capacity Building of DGTR 
officers

It is essential for officers of DGTR to be well aware of 
the latest relevant developments in the world as well 
as to be adequately acquainted with the practices and 
procedures of other WTO member countries.

National Workshop on CVD investigations, conducted 
by Centre for WTO studies in 2018, was attended by 
the officers of DGTR to enhance their technical 
capability to conduct countervailing and safeguard 
investigations in a fair and efficient manner, in 
conformity with the WTO rules. There were various 
brainstorming sessions to discuss and understand the 
peculiar issues arising in different investigations 
conducted by different teams. 

A training program of three days was also conducted 
for the staff members to enable them to contribute and 
assist in the investigations.

11.  Stake holder Consultations conducted 
by DGTR

The Indian Anti-Dumping and Anti-Subsidy Rules 
were formulated more than two decades ago. In a 
dynamic global economic environment, there is a need 
to constantly review the laws/statutes/ regulations for 
updating them in order to keep pace with the changing 
times. Though some minor amendments were made in 
the past, there was a need to have a comprehensive 
look at the existing rules. There were long standing 
demands from various sectors of the industry to revisit 
the existing structure of rules and regulations.

Hence, DGTR took one more step in way of becoming 
more transparent and responsive trade remedial 
invest igat ion by  conduct ing  Stakeholder  
Consultations to review the existing Laws/Rules etc. 
Stakeholders and Academicians, who are a goldmine 
of experience in this field, were called upon to give 
their views on draft Amendments. Discussions were 
held on each and every aspect and process of notifying 
Amendments to Rules has commenced.

12.  Streamlining of the trade remedial 
i n v e s t i g a t i o n -  A l i g n m e n t  w i t h  
international best practices:  

Since the inception of DGTR, continuous steps have 
been taken to improve and strengthen the procedures 
and practices. Investigation process follows pre-
determined Rules and practices which have developed 
during the course of time. In pursuance of the 
objective to bring in further improvement, several 
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trade notices and internal instructions were issued to 
make the investigation process more simplified, fair, 
transparent and expeditious. 

Transparency and uniformity in methodologies and 
procedures has always been a challenge in the 
working of the Directorate. It is particularly necessary 
for a robust system in which stakeholders have 
confidence. During 2018, various system/ processes 
were put in place in DGTR to impart more 
transparency in the process of investigation. Even 
though, a detailed write-up has been provided later in 
this report, following are some of the significant 
initiatives during the year to ensure a level playing 
field for the Indian Domestic Industry and thereby 
encouraging domestic industry to be a partner in 
sustainable growth of international trade:

a) Checklists were uploaded for prima facie scrutiny 
of applications for completeness of documents by the 
domestic industry.
b) Trade Notices were issued regarding disclosure of 
information of confidential version/non confidential 
version of response filed by the different stakeholders. 
c) Trade Notice was issued to promote transparency 
in obtaining and sharing of import data pertaining to 
investigation with interested parties. This was a long 
standing contentious issue amongst the different 
stakeholders; 
d) Necessary directions were issued that no oral 
requests for information shall be made to any 
company. All requests for any deficiency/ additional 
information shall be sent in writing with copy to other 
members of investigating team;
e) Procedure for registration of interested parties 
was notified, which inter-alia required the placing of 
the list of interested parties in the public folder within 
80 days of the initiation of any investigation;
f) Formats were notified for furnishing of 
information by Users and Supporters;
g) Besides all initiation notifications and final 
finding notifications being uploaded on the DGTR 
website on the same day, notices for oral hearing were 
also uploaded on the DGTR website;
h) Accelerated investigations methodologies were 
notified in case of name change; 
i) Trade Notice was issued to bring in uniformity in 
the definition of related parties in case of 
Producers/Exporters/Importers.
j) New and updated Anti-Dumping Questionnaire 
Formats were prescribed for Domestic Industry/ 
Producers/ Exporters/ Related Importers/ Un-Related 
Importers in India.

The aforesaid efforts resulted in (i) fixing time limit of 
30 days for initiation of investigations from the 
acknowledgement of application for the anti-dumping 
cases;  75 days for counter-vailing investigations due 
to the pre-consultation requirement and 90 days for 
initiation of safeguard investigations (ii) Reduction     
of time taken for completion of the investigation which 

has now been brought down to 281 days from 434   
days earlier.

13.  M a n a g e m e n t  o f  R e c o r d s  a n d  
Digitization:

National Archives of India is the nodal agency of 
Government of India for the implementation of the 
Public Records Act, 1993 and the Public Records 
Rules, 1997 which is created under this Act. The 
National Archives of India is responsible for not only 
keeping safe custody of the records of the various 
Ministries / Departments of the Government of India, 
but is also engaged in devising suitable mechanism to 
streamline the management of their records in a 
systematic manner so that they can be used by 
administrators and scholars with ease. Records 
Management encompasses the entire gamut of 
activities in the lifecycle of records from their creation 
to final disposition.

Currently,  DGTR has f i les pertaining to 
investigations conducted since its inception in 90s. 
The process of record management was necessary to 
not only streamline the mechanism to recover records 
from the record room and for their proper upkeep but 
also for the space optimization and safe custody of 
records. The record was earlier scattered over 
different locations due to lack of proper space at one 
location. Therefore, the process of recording, indexing 
and weeding of old records was undertaken during 
2018-19 by a dedicated team of officers. The task 
involved fetching all files related to an investigation 
from the record room, checking the files for 
completeness, removing extra copies of documents, 
page numbering and finally digitization of records. 
The entire exercise was conducted in a span of 6-7 
months. Presently, the task of digitization of all 
records is being undertaken.

14.  Parliamentary Standing Committee:  

The Department Related Parliamentary Standing 
Committee on Commerce examined the subject 
relating to DGTR in a detailed manner. DGTR 
provided the details of trade remedial measures 
available to the Domestic Industry against unfair 
trade practices, statistics related to trade remedial 
measures and the measures being taken by DGTR to 
streamline the procedures of trade remedial 
investigation and to provide greater accessibility to 
Domestic Industry to file trade remedy applications.

The Committee further raised the issues pertaining to 
suo-motu initiations, fees to the industry, reducing 
timelines of investigations, effective implementation 
of trade remedial measures, diversification of the 
scope of outreach programmes and the need for greater 
number of countervailing investigations.

DGTR iterated the constraints on suo-motu 
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initiations under the provisions of Customs Tariff 
(Identification, Assessment and Collection of Anti-
dumping Duty on Dumped Articles and for 
Determination of Injury) Rules 1995, Customs Tariff 
(Identification, Assessment and Collection of 
Countervailing Duty on Subsidized Articles and for 
Determination of Injury) Rules 1995 and Customs 
Tariff (Identification and Assessment of Safeguard 
Duties) Rules 1997, by way of non-availability of 
relevant information. The Committee was apprised 
about the steps being taken by DGTR to create 
awareness among stakeholders, particularly MSMEs 
about the trade remedial measures, establishment of 
Help Desk, publications, brochures printed by the 
Directorate, convening Quarterly Coordination 
Committee Meeting with various external agencies for 
effective implementation of trade remedial measures 
and efforts being undertaken for removing difficulties 
relating to data availability including suo-motu 
initiations.

15.  Bilateral Co-operation and Experience 
Sharing:  

(I) An MoU between India and Korea PR was signed 
on 09.07.2018 with a view to achieve greater 
cooperation between the Trade Remedy Authorities of 
the two countries and forging a broader consensus on 
major trade related issues such as circumvention of 
trade remedial measures, identification of subject 
countries in a global value chain scenario etc. Various 
provisions under the MoU aim to provide an 
opportunity to get better clarity of domestic rules and 
regulations in trade remedy measures adopted by 
Korea. First meeting of the co-ordination committee 
was held on 06.09.2018 in DGTR, New Delhi.The 
DGTR had earlier signed an MoU with UAE in 2017. 
DGTR had also signed an MoU with China PR a decade 
back for creating an experience sharing platform.

(ii) DGTR with its vast experience is being sought for 
bilateral interaction by other countries for capacity 
building in Trade Remedy area. The Directorate was 
happy and honoured to play host to interactive 
programmes and shared its expertise and knowledge 
which also provided an occasion to enhance bilateral 
co-operation. Such programmes were conducted with 
Lesotho and Afghanistan during 2018.

(iii) A three-day programme for experience sharing in 
Trade Remedies with Gulf Co-operation Council 
(Bureau of Technical Secretariat for Anti Injurious 
Practices in International Trade of the Gulf 
Cooperation Council GCC-TSAIP) was conducted by 
DGTR during 25-27 February 2019. The GCC is a 
customs union of six countries (Saudi Arabia, Kuwait, 
UAE, Qatar, Bahrain and Oman) and is also a 
recognized WTO member. The Programme was meant 
for enhancing/exchanging ideas in the field of Trade 
Remedies and increasing collaboration between two 
Authorities. Intense discussions and experience 
sharing was held for three days where the GCC-TSAIP 
delegation officials discussed their views regarding 
Laws and Rules for ADD investigation and 
Procedures/ processes of investigation in GCC, while 
the DGTR officials presented the information 
regarding Laws and Rules for Trade Remedies in 
India. Various aspects of Trade remedial measures 
were discussed. 

DGTR and GCC officials gave presentations on topics 
like Verification of data, Non Injurious Price, Normal 
value of exporter, Exporters’ response and its 
Scrutiny, acceptance/rejection of data and 
submissions, Process of exporter verification and 
Injury & Causation analysis. The seminar was of 
immense help in capacity building.

16.  Participation in International Forums:

(i)  BRICS Trade Remedies Seminar

International Trade Administration Commission 
(ITAC), South Africa organized  Fifth BRICS Trade 
Remedies Seminar, 2018 wherein DGTR shared 
insights on various trade remedy issues like “Public 
Interest in safeguard investigations”, “Unforeseen 
developments for purposes of  i n i t i a t i o n  o f  a  
safeguard investigation”, “Treatment of exporters/ 
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manufacturers found not to be dumping in the anti-
dumping investigation”, “Deficient responses”, “Trade 
remedies as proactive tool”, “Economic development vs. 
upholding multilateral trading system”, “Ensuring 
transparency and due process while protecting 
confidential  information in trade remedy 
investigation” and “Strengthening trade relations with 
other BRICS countries”

(ii)  Regional Comprehensive Economic Partnership

The Regional Comprehensive Economic Partnership 
(RCEP) is a proposed Free Trade Agreement amongst 
ten member states of the Association of Southeast 
Asian Nations (ASEAN) (Brunei, Cambodia, 
Indonesia, Laos, Malaysia, Myanmar, the Philippines, 
Singapore, Thailand, Vietnam) and the six Asia-
Pacific states with which ASEAN has existing free 
trade agreements (Australia, China, India, Japan, 
New Zealand and South Korea). RCEP is the world's 
largest economic bloc, covering nearly half of the global 
economy. This agreement is presently under active 
stage of negotiation and is expected to provide market 
access for India’s goods and services exports and 
encourage greater investments and technology into 
India. It would also facilitate India’s MSMEs to 
effectively integrate into the regional value and supply 
chains.  DGTR contributed in the trade remedy 
chapter of the agreement. A senior officer of the 
Directorate was deputed to participate in various 
meetings held in this regard.

(iii)  Semi-Annual WTO Meeting at Geneva

The Meetings are held biannually at the WTO Head 
Quarters, Centre William Rappard in Geneva to (i) 
review the Semi Annual reports filed by all member 
countries and (ii) discuss various topics relating to 
Policy/Rules/Procedures of trade remedies amongst 
member countries to enhance understanding of each 
other’s methods in the “Working Group on 
Implementation”. This greatly helps in exchange of 
best practices with member countries. Senior officers 
who are well versed with the process of investigation 
were deputed to attend the biannual meetings 
organised by WTO Secretariat accompanied with an 
officer from Trade Policy Division.  This year the 
DGTR delegation made a presentation on Indian Rules 
and methodology for Anti  Circumvention 
investigations in April Meeting and participated in the 
detailed discussions regarding Sunset Reviews during 
the November Meeting.

(iv)  Seoul International Forum on Trade Remedies

DGTR participated in the Seoul International Forum 
on Trade Remedies, 2018 which provided an 
opportunity to exchange ideas and insights amongst 
the international Trade Remedy Authorities, Experts 
and Academics. The theme for the year was “The 
Challenges and Tasks of Investigating Authorities for 
Free and Fair Trade”. Officials shared their valuable 
insights based on their extensive knowledge and 
experience in International Trade remedies.
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GLOBAL TRENDS IN 
TRADE REMEDY 
MEASURES

The countries use tariff and non-tariff tools to protect 
their domestic industry. The contribution of tariffs in 
the development of a nation may not be certain as pros 
and cons can always continue to be debated. Because a 
tariff is a tax, the government may see higher revenue 
based on the volume of imports entering the domestic 
market and the domestic manufacturers of those goods 
feel protected but user industries incur higher costs for 
using that product and ultimately individual 
consumers pay more for products using such goods. 
Further, this may also render the end product un-
competitive for the export market. Therefore, to 
“increase the tariffs or not” is like a double edged 
sword. However, WTO allows the countries to legally 
use following trade remedial measures to address the 
issue of trade distortions.

• Anti-Dumping Duty (“ADD”)- actions taken 
against dumping (selling at an unfairly low price);
• Countervailing Duty (“CVD”)- subsidies and 
special “countervailing” duties to offset the subsidies;
• Safeguard Duty (“SD”)- emergency measures to 
limit imports temporarily, designed to “safeguard” 
domestic industries.

2.  It may be added here that while the WTO permits 
members to impose trade remedies or trade defence 
measures against imports to protect their domestic 
industries from unfair practices such as dumping and 
subsidies, or to cope with a sudden surge of foreign 
goods, it also sets out comprehensive rules that 
members must follow in the launching, investigation 
and imposition of anti-dumping, countervailing and 
safeguard measures. Mostly these investigations are 
initiated on the basis of duly substantiated application 
by the respective domestic Industry. It may be added 
here that even though the conditions under which each 
of these trade remedial measures could be applied may 

differ from case to case, one common characteristic is 
that they can be imposed only if “injury” is being caused 
or is likely to be caused to the domestic industry. 
Similarly, the actual procedure followed also differs 
from measure to measure. 

3. It is an obligation of each member country to 
inform the WTO Committee on Anti-Dumping 
Practices of all preliminary and final anti-dumping 
actions, promptly and in detail. The Agreement on 
Subsidies and Countervailing Measures requires the 
member states to inform all initiations and impositions 
to WTO. In case of Safeguard duties, Article 12 of 
Agreement on Safeguards imposes an obligation upon 
a Member to notify the Committee on Safeguards 
before applying or extending a safeguard measure. Any 
step being taken in context of provisional duty shall 
also be notified to the Committee. In other words, WTO 
needs to be notified for action taken on each of the trade 
remedial measures.

4. The WTO Secretariat also acts as the depository of 
data/information related to trade remedial measures 
initiated or imposed by the member countries and 
maintains this data for initiations and impositions as 
per country incidence. For example, if an initiations 
notification names 3 subject countries then WTO 
counts it as 3 initiations and subsequently 3 
impositions in case a measure is imposed. As on date 
the information is available on WTO website from 1995 
onwards for cases up to 31.12.2017 only, which 
indicates that the total number of TRM initiated by    
all member countries were 6346, consisting of 5529      
anti-dumping initiations, 486 CVD Initiations and   
331 Safeguard Initiations. As against that, 4027 
measures were imposed globally consisting of 3604 
anti-dumping measures, 257 CVD measures and 166 
Safeguard measures.
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available with the applicants as it involves challenge to 
countervailable subsidies thus invoking intervention 
by the government/public bodies of the exporting 
country. Similarly, Safeguard cases are emergency 
measures, which have huge implication as they are 
against all the countries in general and hence there is a 
tendency to keep their use minimum. 

Anti Dumping Measures

7. The WTO data pertaining to AD measures during 
1.1.1995 to 31.12.2017 for major user countries shows 
that India has been the largest user of AD measures 
with 888 AD initiations and 656 ADD impositions    as 
against 2 CVD and 21 Safeguard measures imposed in 
the same period. The anti-dumping measures 
constituted a major portion i.e., 89.50% of total 
measures imposed as against 6.38% in case of CVD 
measures and 4.12% in case of Safeguard measures. 
The country wise anti dumping initiations are as below:

Source: WTO data- 1.1.1995 to 31.12.2017 

5. It is clear that Anti-dumping measures are the 
most popular and preferred trade remedy measure by 
majority of the countries of the world amongst all the 
available  unfair trade practices. 87.12% of all 
initiations were related to anti dumping investigations 
followed by 7.66% CVD investigations and 5.21% 
Safeguard investigations.  Further it is noted that 
Anti-Dumping investigations also have a higher 
incidence rate (65 %) as compared to CVD (53%) and 
safeguard (50%) investigations. The rate of incidence 
has been computed on the basis of measures imposed 
as a percentage of total investigations initiated. 

6. The higher usage of ADM could be because of the fact 
that ADM are relatively simpler (compared to CVD & 
SG) as they target a specific exporter on the pricing 
distortions and are comparatively easier to 
substantiate by the domestic industry and relevant 
import data. Further, CVD investigations are more 
complex and require information which may not be 

Major	user	countries	of	Anti-Dumping	Measures	during	last	5	years	

Reporting	
Member	

2013	 2014	 2015	 2016	 2017	

India 29 38 30 69 49 

United States 39 19 42 37 54 

European 
Union 

4 14 11 14 9 

Brazil 54 35 23 11 7 

Argentina 19 6 6 23 8 

Australia 20 22 10 17 16 

China 11 7 11 5 24 

Others 111 95 96 122 81 

Total 287 236 229 298 248 

 

Major user countries of Anti-Dumping Measures during last 5 years (initiations)

Source: WTO data- 1.1.1995 to 31.12.2017 
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8.  Efforts were made to extract information for the 
year 2018 from the mandatory semi-annual reports 
notified to WTO by each member country. Based on 
this provisional information available, USA with 41 

initiations is the highest user during 2018, followed by 
India with 32 initiations and China with 23 initiations 
during the same year.

Major	user	countries	of	AD	Measures 	

Reporting	
Member 	

Investigations	initiated	during	 	
1995-2017* 	

Investigations	initiated	during	 	
2018** 	

Numbers 	 Percentage 	 Numbers 	 Percentage 	

India 888 16 32 16 

United States  659 12 41 21 

European Union  502 9 3 2 

Brazil  410 7 9 5 

Argentina  352 6 13 6 

Australia  332 6 5 2 

China 258 5 23 12 

Others  2128 38 72 37 

Total  5529 100 198 100 

 * Source WTO
          ** Provisional Data from SAR

9. The following analysis indicates trends in initiation 
of ADD measures on year to year basis for last 5 years 
by the major user countries:

10.  The trend indicates that the investigations 
initiated by India as percentage of global measures have 

declined and have come down to 20% during 2017 from 
23% during 2016 when seen as percentage of the global 
investigations initiated. The same declining trend is 
also noticed in case of EU & Brazil, whereas initiations 
have increased significantly by USA (from 12% to 22%) 
and China PR (from 2% to 10%) during 2017 as 
compared to 2016.

* Source WTO
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262 measures imposed), Chinese Taipei (296 initiated, 
197 measures imposed), USA (283 initiated, 181 
measures imposed) and India (227 initiated and 130 
measures imposed).  Exporters of Thailand, Japan, 
Indonesia, Russia, Brazil, Malaysia and European Union 
are also amongst the leading targets of AD 
Investigations. 

Target Countries of Anti-Dumping Measures

11. As per WTO data, Anti-dumping measures have 
been applied on 3604 new products during 1.1.1995 to 
31.12.2017. The exports from China have been subjected 
to the highest number of investigations (1269 initiated, 
926 measures imposed) followed by Korea (417 initiated, 

Major Target Countries of AD Investigations

*From 01.01.1995 – 31.12.2017; Source WTO

imposed, followed by Chemical and Allied Industries, 
Resins, Plastics and Rubber, Machinery and Electrical 
Equipment, Textiles and Articles and Paper, Paper 
Board and Articles . In other words, most trade remedy 
measures seem to have been imposed on products for 
industrial use.

Sector wise Anti-Dumping Measures

12. The sector-wise distribution of Anti-Dumping 
measures imposed by WTO member countries globally 
is quite varied.  Base Metals and Articles constitute 
32% of the total cases on an average where ADD was 

Sector-wise Anti-Dumping Measures Imposed Globally

*From 01.01.1995 – 31.12.2017; Source WTO
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*From 01.01.1995 – 31.12.2017; Source WTO

Countervailing Duty

13. The Countervailing Duty Measures are generally 
less frequently used trade remedy measures in terms 

of absolute numbers due to complex nature of these 
investigations as compared to ADD. However, there is 
a sharp increasing trend in the total number of 
countervailing duty investigations since 2010.

14. United States is the major user of Countervailing 
duty measures (219 initiations, 122 measures) 
followed by European Union (79 initiations and       
38 measures), Canada (65 initiations and 29 
measures) and Australia (28 initiations and 15 

measures). It is clear that the developed countries 
are using the countervailing measures more 
frequently  though  the total CVD investigations are 
much less in numbers as compared to ADD 
investigation in absolute terms. 

Trend in Countervailing duty Investigations (Initiations)

*From 01.01.1995 – 31.12.2017; Source WTO

Major Users of CVD: Initiated v/s Imposed
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subject to second highest number of CVD initiations 
(17%) and 45 impositions, followed by Korea (13), 
European Union (12), Italy (10), Brazil (10), USA (9) 
and Turkey (7). 

15. A total of 486 anti-subsidy investigations were 
initiated till 31.12.2017. Out of that 27% of 
investigations were against exports from China 
resulting in 84 impositions. Exports from India were 

shows that Base Metals and Articles constitute the bulk 
of cases in which the CVD Measures were imposed.

16. The sector-wise distribution of CVD Measures 
imposed by WTO members globally from 1995 to 2017 

CVD measures imposed (Sector wise)  Globally 

*From 01.01.1995 – 31.12.2017; Source WTO

*From 01.01.1995 – 31.12.2017; Source WTO
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GLOBAL TRENDS IN 
TRADE REMEDY 
MEASURES

Safeguard Duty

17. A WTO member may take a “safeguard” action 
(i.e., restrict imports of a product temporarily) to 
protect a specific domestic industry from a sudden 
surge in imports of any product which is causing, or is 
threatening to cause, serious injury to the industry. 

However, they were infrequently used, and some 
governments preferred to protect their industries 
through voluntary export restraint arrangements on 
products. 

18. The trend in initiation of safeguard investigations 
is showing a decrease since 2014 as depicted  below:

Global Trend in Safeguard Investigations

*From 01.01.1995 – 31.12.2017; Source WTO

Major Users in Safeguard Investigations

*From 01.01.1995 – 31.12.2017; Source WTO
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Measures were imposed.  In fact, out of the total 
Safeguard  Cases where measures are imposed, 26% 
belong to Base Metal and Articles category followed by 
Chemicals and Allied Industries (19%).

19. The sector-wise distribution of Safeguard 
Measures imposed by WTO members globally from 
1995 to 2017 shows that Base Metals and Articles 
constitute the bulk of cases in which the safeguard 

price levels of the downstream products and 
consequently might have some influence on relative 
competitiveness of these products however, it is 
necessary to ensure a healthy competition and a level 
playing field for the domestic industry in the importing 
countries. Therefore, the trade remedy measures need 
to be used very judiciously in deserving cases only. 

20. The purpose of trade remedy measure, in general, is 
to eliminate injury caused to the Domestic Industry in 
the importing country by the unfair trade practices by 
the exporting country so as to re-establish a situation of 
open and fair competition, which is in the general 
interest of a fair international trade. It is recognized 
that the imposition of the measures might affect the 

Sector wise Global Safeguard Measures Imposed 

*From 01.01.1995 – 31.12.2017; Source WTO
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INDIA’S EXPERIENCE IN 
TRADE REMEDY 
INVESTIGATIONS

Liberalization has opened up world trade to free 
competition. However, there have been instances of 
unfair pricing/ countervailable subsidies by some 
exporters/ exporting countries, necessitating action 
under trade remedial measures by the importing 
country. Since India is one of the largest growing 
economies with a huge demand base, it has become a 
frequent target of such unfair practices by trading 
partner countries. DGTR has been making efforts to 
provide a safety net to insulate the domestic industry 
from threats arising out of trade liberalisation and to 
create enabling environment for the Indian domestic 
industry to tackle challenges and avail opportunities 
arising out of globalisation and economic 
liberalisation. 

2. Trade remedy investigations often involve 
products that are critical to the growth of the Indian 
economy. Timely completion of investigations are 
necessary to relieve the domestic industry of the 
uncertainties generated by trade distortive practices, 
especially since fast-changing technology can make 
products obsolete in just a few years. Therefore, 
adherence to time lines and fair investigations become 
very important.

3. The steps taken by DGTR can have significant 
impact on competitive conditions, profitability, and 
employment in affected domestic industries as well as 
related downstream and upstream industries. 
Therefore, it needs to be understood that any 
protection to one industry may involve higher costs of 
inputs for downstream user industry. In view of above, 
any final decision by the Government has to take into 
consideration the public interest also in the form of 
overall interest of the country.

4. DGTR has also been entrusted with the 

responsibility of defending India’s interest in trade 
remedial actions initiated by other countries against 
Indian entities.  Therefore, DGTR has a very critical 
role in filing the submissions on behalf of Government 
of India, particularly because Indian exporters 
(especially MSMEs) are many a times unaware of the 
procedures, time lines and complexities of long drawn 
investigations, which render them vulnerable to 
higher intensity of measures due to minor avoidable 
lapses.

5. Trade Remedy Investigations by INDIA

5.1  India is one of the major users of trade remedial 
measures. Major product categories for which trade 
remedy measures were applied to protect the injured 
domestic industry pertain to chemicals & 
petrochemicals, pharmaceuticals, steel & other 
metals, textiles/fibres/ yarns etc. The countries / 
customs territories involved in alleged trade distortive 
practices in their exports to India were mainly China 
PR, European Union, Korea RP, Chinese Taipei and 
Thailand.

5.2  India has initiated 652 trade remedy 
investigations since its inception in 1992 till 31st 
March 2019 consisting of 600 Anti-Dumping cases 
(287 original investigations & 313 review 
investigations), 9 Countervailing and 43 Safeguards 
investigations. These statistics include the number of 
investigations initiated by erstwhile DGAD, DG 
(Safeguards) and DGTR. This is irrespective of 
number of subject countries involved in each of these 
initiations. WTO data, as per practice, considers each 
subject country as a separate initiation and counts 
original investigations only while collating 
initiations/impositions, the details thereof can be seen 
in the previous section. 
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Year-wise total number of investigations initiated by India

(Original-Original AD Investigation; MTR-Mid-Term Review Investigation; SSR- Sunset 
Review Investigation; NSR- New Shipper Review Investigation; AC-Anti Circumvention 
Investigation; CVD- Countervailing Duty Investigation)

Source: DGTR
* DG, Safeguard (merged with DGTR on 17.5.2018)

 Original MTR NSR SSR AC CVD SG Total 

2008-09 3 3  0 4  0  1 1 12 

2009-10 15 3 2 6  0  0 10 36 

2010-11 15 8 4 16  0  0 1 44 

2011-12 9 7 2 9  0  0 1 28 

2012-13 10 2 3 13  0  0 1 29 

2013-14 18 3  0 17  0  0 3 41 

2014-15 12 2  0 17  0 1 7 39 

2015-16 19 5 1 9 2  0 2 38 

2016-17 29 0  2 13  0 1 1 46 

2017-18 21 1 5 14 2 1 1 45 

2018-19 6 2 4 11 1 5 0 29 

 

includes the summary finding notifications and 
terminations issued in terms of Rule 14 where the 
petitions have been withdrawn.

5.6 During last one decade the Directorate (DGAD & 
DG, Safeguards) issued 430 final findings 
(recommending/not recommending imposition of 
measure). The year wise details are as below. This 

Total investigations initiated by India (1.1.1992 –31.3.2019*)

* Source: Estimated Archived Data

domestic industry. The applications included 52 Anti-
Dumping, 15 countervailing, 7 Safeguard cases and 1 
refund application. After detailed scrutiny, the 
Authority initiated 29 investigations, consisting of 24 
Anti-Dumping and 5 Countervailing Duty 
Investigations based on the merits of each case. The 
number of investigations were prima-facie lesser on 
account of intensified scrutiny at pre-initiation stage 
primarily to optimise the resources of the Authority 
thereby eliminating those applications found lacking in 
sufficient supporting evidence or documentation, at the 
initial stage itself.

5.5 Various types of Investigations initiated by 
erstwhile DGAD, DG (Safeguards) and present DGTR 
during the last ten years, have been collated as under:

5.3 As on 31.03.2019, the measures in force imposed by 
India against other countries are 139 anti-dumping 
measures, 2 countervailing measures and 2 safeguard 
measures.  Based on WTO methodology, country-wise 
measures in force are 274 AD measures with highest 
number of measures against China (99 measures) 
followed by Korea (20 measures), Thailand (19 
measures), Taiwan (18 measures), European Union 
(16 measures), Malaysia (13 measures) and Indonesia 
(11 measures). Detailed list of all existing measures by 
India is available at Annexure I – A, B and C.

5.4  The Directorate received 75 applications during 
2018-19 requesting relief against alleged dumping, 
subsidization or surge in imports of various products by 
the exporters / exporting countries causing injury to the 

AD Investigations  CVD 
Investigations 

Safeguard 
Investigations 

Total 

600 (including 313 reviews) 9 43 652 
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5.7 With regard to completion of investigations 
leading to issuance of final findings, the period of 
2017-19 was very effective with 111 final finding 
notifications (58 during 2017-18 and 53 during 2018-
19) due to strengthening of procedures, rules and 
timelines. This includes three anti-circumvention 
findings issued during the year 2018-19 as against 
one finding each issued earlier during 2016-17 and 
2017-18. Similarly, in case of Anti-Subsidy, two 
findings were issued during the year 2018-19 as 
against one finding each earlier during 2015-16 and 
2017-18. In case of NSR Investigations, three final 
findings were issued during 2018-19 as against 2 final 
findings during 2017-18 and one final finding during 
2016-17. One Safeguard Final Finding was also 

issued during 2018-19 as against ‘Nil’ during 2016-17 
and 2017-18. These results were made possible due to 
dedicated efforts of the investigation teams. Separate 
de ta i l s  and  ana lys i s  f o r  Ant i -Dumping ,  
Countervailing and Safeguard cases are given in the 
following paragraphs.

6. Anti Dumping Measures

6.1   As mentioned above, ADD is the most popular 
and frequently used of all the Trade Remedy 
Measures globally. This trend is clearly visible in case 
of India too, which is amongst one of the largest users 
of ADD. The country wise imposition of ADD by India 
are as under:

Year-wise total number of final finding notifications Issued by India

Source: DGTR
* Includes 3 name change findings issued in 2018-19 

*Estimated based on WTO data 01.01.1995- 31.12.2018

Year Original MTR* NSR SSR AC CVD SG Total 
2008-09 5 0 1 8 0 0 0 14 
2009-10 17 7 1 11 0 1 15 52 
2010-11 13 4 1 7 0 0 2 27 
2011-12 20 10 1 13 0 0 4 48 
2012-13 14 5 1 8 0 0 2 30 
2013-14 8 3 2 13 0 0 4 30 
2014-15 18 2 0 12 0 0 8 40 
2015-16 16 2 2 26 0 1 2 49 
2016-17 14 3 1 10 1 0 0 29 
2017-18 34 3 2 17 1 1 0 58 
2018-19 22 5 3 17 3 2 1 53 

Total 181 44 15 142 5 5 38 430 
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share in total measures imposed by India. Measures 
imposed in Base Metal & Articles sector constituted 9% 
of the measures imposed. This is in sharp contrast to the 
global trend wherein most of the measures have been 
imposed on base metals and articles (almost 32%) 
followed by Chemicals and Allied Industries which 
constituted around 21% of the global measures imposed.

6.3  The bulk of Anti-Dumping measures by India are in 
Chemical and Allied industries sector which constituted 
45% of the total measures imposed by the country upto 
the year 2018.  It is followed by sectors like Resin, 
Plastic and Rubber Articles (14% of the total measures 
imposed). The sectors of Textiles & Articles and 
Machinery & Electronic Equipment each hold 10% 

Sector wise measures imposed by India

followed by ASEAN member countries, Korea, Taiwan, 
European Union, USA etc.

6.2 The analysis shows that India has investigated 
highest AD measures against exports from China PR 

AD Initiations by India

*Estimated based on WTO data 01.01.1995- 31.12.2018

*Estimated based on WTO data 01.01.1995- 31.12.2018

list of all initiations during 2018-19 is at Annexure-II. 
The Directorate issued 53 final findings during the year 
2018-19, which included 50 ADD final findings. This has 
led to sharp decline in pending cases. A case wise list of 
all ongoing investigations as on 31.03.2019 is at 
Annexure-III. 

6.4  The Anti-Dumping investigations can be categorized 
into Original Investigations, Review Investigations and 
Anti Circumvention. The Directorate initiated 24 Anti-
Dumping investigations during 2018-19, which included 
six Original Investigations, one anti-circumvention 
investigation and 17 review investigations. The case wise 
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Original Investigations

6.5  As mentioned above, 6 (six) Original ADD 
Investigations were initiated during 2018-19, which 
consisted of initiations against 19 countries. The 
Directorate issued 22 findings pertaining to Original 

ADD Investigations during the same period which 
consisted of 18 investigations initiated during 
previous year and 4 investigations initiated during the 
current year.  The year-wise break-up of the total 
original investigations initiated and finalized can be 
summarised as under:

TIME TAKEN FOR COMPLETION OF INVESTIGATIONS

The highest ever final findings numbering 58 were issued during 2017-18 followed by 53 final findings during 
2018-19. The number of days, counted from the date of initiation to issue the final finding has come down to 
281 days during 2018-19 as against more than 400 days during the previous years. For example, the 
investigation, from initiation to final finding, pertaining to Graphite Electrodes was completed in 126 days 
and investigation for Melamine was completed in 150 days.

2017-19. A case wise list of final findings issued    
during 2018-19 is given at Annexure IV. This       
almost eliminated the pendency in the case                 
of original anti-dumping investigations. The      
number of on-going original investigation as on 
31.03.2019 was merely 2 (two), which is the lowest     
ever number. 

6.6 The Government imposed 16 new measures    
based on the recommendations contained in the final 
findings issued. Out of 16 impositions, the country wise 
impositions are 31.

6.7 It is clearly seen from above, that the highest     
ever final findings were issued during the period   

Investigations Initiated and Final Findings issued by DGTR

Review investigations:

New Shipper Reviews

6.8  As per the Agreement and the National legislation, 
the Authority considers applications from new 
exporters located in the exporting country in question 
which did not export the product during the original 
investigation period in order to establish an individual 
dumping margin. However, there have been few 
investigations for New Shipper Reviews world over 
during last one decade.

6.9 New initiatives were taken to bring in 

transparency and fairness into the NSR 

investigations by way of prescribing a new 

application format to bring uniformity of application 

and a Trade Notice was also issued to ensure that the 

NSR investigations are processed objectively and 

transparently in the prescribed timeframe. The 

Authority initiated four investigations during 2018-

19.  Three final findings were issued during 2018-19, 

which is the highest in the recent years.
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Mid Term Review

6.10 As per the Agreement and the National 
legislation, the Authority considers applications, 
having sufficient positive evidence, for review of the 
prevailing measure on the grounds of changed 
circumstances of the stakeholders. Two Mid-Term 
Reviews were initiated during 2018-19 and two final 
findings were issued during this period.

6.11 In addition, four applications for name change, 
which were hitherto treated as full investigations, 
were disposed of quickly as per the new ‘Summary 
Proceedings” methodology. Trade Notice No. 12/2018 

dated 17th September 2018 simplified the procedures 
in case of name change requests which may fall under 
the category of change of name as a matter of ‘record’ 
only. This simplifies the otherwise complex and time 
consuming mid term review procedure and expedites 
the findings in the form of ‘Speaking Order’ after 
obtaining comments of all the stakeholders in the 
prescribed timeframe and placing them in the public 
file for examination by all the interested parties. The 
Authority takes the final view based on the comments 
so received after hearing all the interested parties in 
the ‘Oral Hearing’. The procedure of  ‘Summary 
Proceedings’ allows the required action in such cases 
in minimum time frame.

All the pending 4 (four) applications for change in name were finalised within 3 months of the issue of Trade 
Notice No. 12/2018 dated 17.09.2018 prescribing therein the methodology of summary proceedings 
expediting the relief.

Sunset Review

6.12 The Authority considers applications regarding 
need for continuation/ extension of the prevailing trade 
remedy measures in a SunSet Review investigation. 
During 2018-19, Anti-Dumping measures in 15 cases 
were due for expiry. The domestic industry did not file 

any petition for review of imposed anti-dumping 
measures in 3 cases. The Authority initiated 11 review 
investigations during 2018-19 based on specific written 
applications received from the Domestic Industry. The 
Authority also issued 17 final findings during 2018-19 
for SunSet Review investigations.  The case wise list of 
final findings can be seen at Annexure-IV.

Initiations of Review Investigations

6.13 The SSR applications and consequent review 
initiations are generally higher as compared to NSR 
and MTR investigations. Anti-Dumping Duty is 
generally imposed for 5 years in India and as a  
normal practice SunSet Review investigations are 
generally undertaken against a specific written 
application from domestic industry filed prior to 
expiry of the measure. A Trade Notice No.  02/2017 
dated 12-12-2017 was issued regarding guidelines 

and procedures for filing of SSR Applications. This 
Trade Notice also provides for timelines to be followed 
in SSR cases. This ensured that all final findings were 
issued within the period under the Rules. The MTR 
can be filed by exporters, importers, users or their 
Associations seeking modification or termination of 
duty. It has been seen over the years that such 
requests are very few. However, it is a necessary tool 
in case of change of circumstances etc., where 
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prevailing duty needs to be adjusted in line with 
changed circumstances duly supported by evidence 
and documentation.

Anti-Circumvention Investigations 

6.14 The Authority considers application where 
evidence is brought before it to show that imposed 
measures are being circumvented. The circumvention 
can be of various types and follows the discipline 
mentioned in the Rules. It may be noted that neither 
the Anti Dumping Agreement nor any other legal 
instrument under WTO has any provision concerning 
anti-circumvention of ADD. Nonetheless, many 
countries apart from India, such as the European 
Union, the United States, Australia, and Canada 
have their own anti-circumvention provisions within 
their domestic anti-dumping frameworks. In India, 
the provisions concerning anti-circumvention were 
introduced vide Section 58 of the Finance Act, 2011, 
accordingly, Section 9A(1A) was inserted in the Act.  
These provisions act as a deterrent for circumventing 
the measures imposed. There have been very few 
investigations of Anti-Circumvention world over 
including in India. 

6.15 The DGTR issued the first ever finding in anti-
circumvention investigation during 2016-17 followed 
by another one during 2017-18. The number of      
final finding notifications during 2018-19 were 
highest ever as the Authority issued three findings 
made possible by stricter monitoring of the 
investigations. There was no pending anti-
circumvention investigation as on 31.03.2019.

7. Countervailing Investigations by India

7.1 The SCM Agreement allows imposition of 

Countervailing Duties (CVDs) and prescribes the 
provisions for such imposition with a view to increase 
and improve the GATT disciplines relating to the use 
of both subsidies and countervailing measures. CVDs 
are applicable when a government in the exporting 
country provides subsidies or assistance to a local 
industry which could be in the form of subsidized 
loans, tax exemptions,  indirect payments, etc. The 
assistance provided enables these foreign suppliers 
and manufacturers to potentially export and sell the 
goods for a price less than that at which domestic 
companies of the target member country can 
reasonably sell. Countervailing Duties are meant to 
neutralize the adverse effects of the subsidies allowed 
for a particular product in the exporting country, on 
the same industry in importing country. The 
subsidies create an unfair advantage to the exporting 
producer and distort fair trade. Therefore, member 
countries are becoming very wary of these practices 
and globally there is an increasing trend in number of 
CVD investigations, as can be seen in the previous 
chapter.

7.2 The year 2018-19 was a landmark year for DGTR 
as highest ever initiations of anti-subsidy 
investigations took place. The Directorate received 15 
applications from  the domestic industry seeking anti 
subsidy action which in itself was highest number 
indicating the increasing trend in allegations towards 
trade distortions due to subsidisation. After proper 
scrutiny and mandatory consultations with alleged 
exporting country, the Authority initiated 5 CVD 
Investigations as detailed at Annexure II B. The 
Authority issued two final findings against these 
investigations during the year. The ongoing 
investigations will be completed within the stipulated 
period. List of CVD measures in force as on 31.3.2019 
is at Annexure IB.

CVD Investigations Initiated and Final Findings issued by DGTR
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8. Safeguard Investigations Initiated By 
India 

8.1  Safeguard Measures are one of the three types of 
trade remedy measures, along with anti-dumping and 
countervailing measures, available to WTO Members. 
Safeguard measures are defined as “emergency” 
actions to address serious injury to the importing 
Member’s domestic industry and is used as temporary 
relief when imports of a particular product suddenly 
increase to a point that they cause or threaten to cause 
serious injury to domestic producers of like or directly 
competitive products. Safeguard duties give domestic 
producers a period of grace to become more competitive 
vis-à-vis imports. Thus, safeguard measures, unlike 
anti-dumping and countervailing measures, do not 

require a finding of an “unfair” practice (generally) and 
are applied on  MFN basis i.e. they are applicable 
against all the countries with uniform rate of duty 
unlike the anti-dumping duties.

8.2 India with its fast growing consumer base is 
attracting huge imports into the country which in 
some cases affects the interest of the domestic 
industry, thus India had to resort to use of safeguard 
measures. India has initiated 43 safeguard 
investigations from 1995 to 31.3.2019 and imposed SG 
measures in 22 cases.  The chart below presents the 
number of Safeguard cases initiated and measures by 
India annually during last one decade.

8.3 During 2018-19 the work of Safeguard 

Investigations was transferred from DG Safeguard, 
Department of Revenue to DGTR. During the year the 
Directorate received 6 applications seeking imposition 
of safeguard tariff and one application seeking 
quantitative restriction. The examination of 
applications revealed that the same were not 
accompanied by sufficient positive evidence, therefore 
Authority did not initiate any new safeguard 
investigation. However, the Authority issued one final 
finding regarding imposition of safeguard measure 
(Solar Cells) against the investigation initiated during 
the year 2017-18.

9. Trade Remedy Investigations Against 
Exports From India

9.1 To capitalise the advantages of opening 

international markets and globalisation, it is 
necessary that India is able to export smoothly to other 
countries. However, Indian exports have been facing 
trade remedial investigations in other countries, 
which may affect the natural competitive advantage 
enjoyed by the country in some of the products due to 
its local and intrinsic strengths.

9.2  In totality India has been a target of 235 Anti-
Dumping investigations, 86 Countervailing 
investigations and 308 Safeguard cases from 1995 
onwards till 31.03.2019. Since a Safeguard case 
applies against all the countries equally on MFN basis, 
it may be understood that all these cases are also 
targeting India however, not all products could be of 
economic relevance to India.

* Source: Estimated Archived Data

Safeguard Investigations Initiated and Measures Imposed by India
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9.3  Trade remedy action against India over last   
two decades show that safeguard investigations    
are in lead in terms of number of cases initiated 
followed by ADD investigations and then CVD 

investigations. There is a declining trend during the 
recent years in ADD & CVD investigations against 
India, however safeguard initiations have increased 
during 2018.

* Source:   Estimated Data

Total investigations initiated against India (1.1.1995 –31.3.2019*)

ADD Investigation  CVD Investigation Safeguard 

Investigation 

Total 

235 86 308 629 

 

9.4  To strengthen the efforts for defending the cases 
initiated against exports from India, the Department 
had established a CVD Cell on 01.04.2016 in erstwhile 
DGAD with an aim to defend CVD investigations 
initiated by WTO member countries against exports 
from India. This was necessitated in view of trade 
protectionism being adopted by many economies as 
well as raising concerns over the increasing use of 
trade remedial measures by other member countries.  
The Cell has now been restructured into Trade 
Defence Wing (TDW). TDW is the nodal point for 
defending Indian exports against the trade remedy 
investigations initiated by other countries.

9.5  The WTO member countries  have so far initiated 
235 Anti Dumping investigations against India from 
1992 till 31.3.2019 against which the measures 
imposed were 135.  India was a target of 8 original 
investigations during 2018-19 in addition to reviews, 
as detailed in the list at Annexure V. The Directorate 
is putting in place the infrastructure to extend 
support to Indian producer exporters through Indian 
Embassies/High Commission and monitoring of 
progress of ADD cases as well.

9.6 As for Countervailing investigations, India was 
target of 86 initiations against which, around 52 
measures were imposed during the period 1995 to 
31.03.2019. The member countries initiated 10 Cases 
(including 4 original initiations and 6 review 
investigations) of CVD against India during 2018-19, 
the case wise list is annexed at Annexure-VI. USA has 
initiated the highest number of five cases (3 original 
investigations and 2 review investigations) against 
India followed by European Union (3 review 
investigation and 1 duty refund review). China has 
also initiated one original CVD investigation against 
India during the year 2018-19. The cases were duly 
represented by DGTR defending the allegations 
against the different schemes/programmes of 
Government of India/State Governments. All efforts 
were made to ensure compliance with requirements 
within the prescribed timelines. This was possible due 
to a detailed framework being put in place and 
documented in the Manual of Operating Practices, 
which is also available on the website of DGTR  for the 
benefit of Indian Exporters and all other 
stakeholders.  It may be added here that the numbers 
of investigations against India as mentioned above 

DGTR | Annual Report 2018-19 | 30



pertain to fresh investigations only. No reviews or 
administrative reviews are counted by WTO. 33 CVD 
measures are in force against India as   on 31.3.2019 
as per the detailed case wise list at Annexure VII.

9.7 308 Safeguard investigations were initiated by 
WTO members from 1995 to 31.03.2019 against which 
193 measures were imposed. 20 safeguard cases were 
initiated globally by other member countries during 
2018-19. As the safeguard cases are against all the 
countries, Indian exports automatically get affected by 

the investigation. Morocco, Philippines and 
Madagascar have initiated 3 cases whereas South 
Africa, Turkey and Russia have initiated 2 cases each 
besides one each by EU, Canada, Egypt, Indonesia & 
Thailand. A list of these cases is attached at Annexure 
VIII. Iron, Steel & their products attracted the highest 
number of Safeguard Investigations. Based on available 
information 27  safeguard measures are in force as on 
31.03.2019. The major share of Safeguard measures is 
by Vietnam (4 measures) followed by 3 measures each 
by Indonesia, Morocco, Thailand and Turkey.

9.8 It is seen that the total measures effective against 

exports from India have been showing lows and highs 

with alternative peaks. During 2001 to 2006, total 

number of measures were the highest. The measures 

imposed show a decling trend upto the year 2010 and 

started increasing thereafter upto the year 2016. The 

measures were almost at the same level during the 

years 2017 and 2018. The analysis of measures imposed 

against exports from India further indicates that 

Safeguard measures are generally in lead, in terms of 

number of measures imposed, and closely followed by 

ADD Measures.  However, during 2018 CVD measures 

imposed were slightly more than Safeguard Measures 

and Anti-Dumping Measures in numbers.

Source: Estimates based on WTO data
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Summary of investigations by India & against India

The data indicates that India had undertaken 

aggressive action in initiation of original anti-dumping 

investigations in the past. However, the trends indicate 

that cases by India are now declining in the recent 

years, especially during the year 2018-19 when India 

initiated only 6 original investigations against other 

member countries. Whereas, India was target of 8 

investigations during the same period.

India has initiated anti-dumping investigations 

against China , Thailand, Korea and Indonesia 

whereas  USA, Canada, Brazil, GCC, Mexico and China 

are the initiators of anti-dumping investigations 

against India.

India had initiated a few cases of CVD investigations 

during the recent past. However, this seems to      

have changed as India has initiated five CVD 

investigations during 2018-19. Most of the Indian 

cases are against China.

Investigations initiated against exports from India 

were four in number. USA is the major initiator of 

CVD measures against India. The cases initiated by 

India as well as initiated against India both pertain to 

Chemicals and Iron & Steel Products sector.

India has earlier done Safeguard investigations but 

has not initiated any case  during 2018-19. However, 

WTO data indicates that there is global surge in 

Safeguard Cases during 2018-19. Products of steel 

and iron are mainly subject to initiation of Safeguard 

Investigations. 

During 2018-19, Morocco, Philippines and 

Madagascar have initiated 3 cases whereas South 

Africa, Turkey and Russia have initiated 2 cases each 

besides one each by EU, Canada & Thailand.
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Details of TRM Investigation initiated by DGTR during 2018-19

Annexure II
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STREAMLINING 
OF INVESTIGATIONS: 
INNOVATIONS & 
ADOPTION OF BEST 
PRACTICES

DGTR takes pride in acknowledging the fact that 
2018-19 was the year of transformation, when it 
embraced many new best practices with an aim to 
bring transparency, accountability, simplification, 
and fairness in the investigations. All these changes 
were based on the need of the organisation to evolve 
with time. The Directorate was firm in its commitment 
and obligations and at the same time was resilient and 
flexible in its procedures, practices and systems 
always with a goal of helping the industry and 
addressing the unfair trade practices. This positive 
outlook has been amply demonstrated by our efforts 
and steps implemented during the year:

Manual of Operating Practices: Enhancing 
Fairness and Transparency

2. A sound set of procedural rules and uniform 
methodology is the key and an indispensable 
component of any investigation process. Therefore, 
DGTR took a landmark initiative in its attempt 
towards procedural fairness by publication of Manuals 
of Operating Practices which was also made available 
in public domain. It was with an eye to lay down the 
foundation for an effective, reliable and trustworthy 
investigation.

3. The Manuals of Operating Practices for Trade 
Remedies as well as Trade Defence were released by 
Hon’ble Commerce Minister according   importance 
and significance which it rightly deserves. The 
publications were a result of a long and deep 
brainstorming exercise amongst the DGTR Officers 
and peer review deliberations. The best practices have 
been adopted and assimilated in the procedural 

framework, which are likely to increase the quality 
and efficiency of the output and eliminate discretion at 
various stages of investigations.

Review Investigations

4. The practice of pre-initiation ‘Hearing’ was 
initiated for all the review cases namely, 
SSR/NSR/MTR at the stage of application. This 
hearing is in addition to the existing ‘Oral Hearing’ 
under Rule 6(6). The pre-initiation hearing allows the 
petitioner(s) to present their submissions before the 
Authority in a more comprehensive way so that well 
informed decision could be taken regarding initiation/ 
non-initiation of a review case. A Speaking Order is 
also issued in those cases where it is decided not to 
initiate an investigation for any valid reason. This is 
likely to promote transparency and fairness, and also 
bring confidence in the stakeholders regarding the 
reasonableness in the DGTR actions. The aim was to 
foster consistency, predictability and fairness in 
decision-making process.

Disclosure of Information by Stakeholders 

5. Transparency of procedures and methodology is 
ensured by disclosure of required necessary 
information enabling stakeholders a fair opportunity 
to actively participate in the investigation. This 
necessitates that the stakeholders are given access to 
the submissions made by the other parties with an 
opportunity to offer their comments. Procedural 
fairness also includes the right to protect confidential 
information, access to the public file containing the 
necessary information being relied upon by the 
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Authority and the right to be heard during the 
investigation before the final decision is taken by the 
Authority. Excessive confidentiality without any valid 
reason may not be desirable and might restrict the 
fairness of investigations as it hampers the other 
stakeholders from defending their interest and 
participation in the investigations. Therefore, it is 
imperative that the non-confidential information is 
disclosed to the stakeholders which is sufficiently 
representative and allows them to rebut and submit 
their counter comments. DGTR issued Trade Notice 
Nos. 10/2018 dated 7th September 2018 and 14/2018 
dated 1st October 2018 to bring uniformity and 
fairness in the disclosure requirements by prescribing 
the basic criteria for confidentiality in responses filed 
by the domestic industry and other interested parties. 
This also increases the confidence of the stakeholders 
in the process used to reach a decision. 

Expedited Relief: Time lines prescribed for 
investigations: 

6.  The following initiatives were undertaken during 
the year to expedite completion of investigation 
leading to issuance of final findings:

(a) Prescription of updated comprehensive formats: 
Piecemeal requests for information always cause 
delays during any process. Therefore, with a view to 
obviate the need for frequent and multiple requests for 
additional information and also for reducing the scope 
for subjectivity, the extensively revised comprehensive 
questionnaire formats for filing response by the 
Producer Exporters and importers were prescribed. In 
addition, new formats for questionnaire response for 
Users as well as Supporters of Petition were also 
introduced (Trade Notice No. 13/2018 dated 27th 
September 2018)  to ensure availability of authentic 
data for decision making, which then can be verified as 
per the requirement of the investigation. The formats 
for submission of application by the Domestic Industry 
were also revised in line with current applicable Laws 
and Rules read with best practices to ensure 
availability of complete and comprehensive 
information. The formats in case of Users and 
Supporters, have been introduced for the first time to 

ensure their meaningful participation during the 
investigation and availability of data. This was 
instrumental in issuance of expedited findings.

(b) Procedure for Summary Proceedings:  The cases of 
name change were hitherto processed in terms of the 
Rule 23 available for Mid Term Review, though they 
may fall under the category of change of name as a 
matter of ‘record’ only,  but were handled via a lengthy 
and time consuming process.  Therefore, a Trade 
Notice No 12/2018 dated 17th September 2018 was 
issued streamlining and simplifying the examination 
of the requests for change in the name of producer(s) / 
exporters in the notified duty chart for Anti-Dumping 
and Countervailing Duty Investigations. The name 
change in four cases has already been done as per the 
new prescribed “summary method’ notified under the 
said trade notice.

(c) NSR Investigations: NSR Investigations are 
always very complex and subjective as there is lack of 
uniformity and clarity in the procedures and 
methodology. Therefore, a Trade Notice No. 08/2018 
dated 25.04.2018 was issued prescribing the 
application format for Initiation of New Shipper 
Review investigation and a Trade notice 01/2019 dated 
29.01.2019 was issued notifying the simplified 
procedure for New Shipper Review Investigations. 
This Trade Notice inter-alia prescribed the missing 
timelines for NSR investigations.

(d) Acceptance of complete applications: Trade Notice 
No. 15/2018 dated 22/11/2018 was issued regarding 
the revised checklist for prima facie scrutiny of 
application for completeness of documents. This 
ensured that the applications/petitions received are 
prima-facie complete. This not only helped in reducing 
the issue of deficiency letters but also resulted in 
expedited decision on initiation as well as 
investigation leading to expedited final findings.

7.  The aforesaid measures have ensured sharp decline 
in the average time taken in issue of final findings seen 
from the date of initiation as detailed in the table 
below. The average time  taken  in issue of final 
finding was merely 281 days (9.37 months) during 
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2018-19 as against 478 days (15.93 months) during 
2014-15 as per details as under:

8.  The following chart indicates the trend of year wise 
average number of days in issue of final findings since 
the date of initiation.

AVERAGE TIME TAKEN FOR INVESTIGATIONS 

LIST OF TRADE NOTICES ISSUED DURING 2018-19
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LEGAL FRAMEWORK 
AND APPEAL 
MECHANISM

in India are governed by the Customs Tariff Act 1975 

as amended from time to time [the Act] and the 

Customs Tariff (Identification, Assessment and 

Collection of Countervailing Duty on Subsidized 

Articles and for Determination of Injury) Rules,1995 

[the Rules], as amended from time to time. The 

aforesaid Act and Rules are framed in compliance with 

Article VI of the original GATT and Agreement on 

Subsidies and Countervailing Measures (ASCM). 

The Act under Section 9 (1) to (8) provides for and 

defines the circumstances in which countervailing 

duties can be levied including provisions for its review 

at appropriate stages. The countervailing duty 

investigations in India are conducted by the 

Designated Authority in the DGTR which is a quasi-

judicial body whose Findings are recommendatory in 

nature. The decisions whether or not to impose the 

duties so recommended are taken by the Central 

Government acting through the Ministry of Finance. 

India follows lesser duty rule as found desirable under 

the ASCM.

Safeguard investigations: Legislative and 
procedural framework

Safeguard investigations in India are governed by 

Customs Tariff Act, 1975 as amended from time to 

time [the Act] and the Customs Tariff (Identification 

and Assessment of Safeguard Duty) Rules,1997 [the 

Rules], as amended from time to time. The aforesaid 

Act and Rules are framed in compliance with Article 

XIX of GATT 1994. The Act under Section 8B (1) to (7) 

provides for and defines the circumstances in which 

Safeguard duties can be levied including provisions for 

its review at appropriate stages. The Act also 

Anti-Dumping investigations: Legislative 
and procedural framework

The Anti-Dumping investigations in India are 

governed by Customs Tariff Act, 1975 [the Act] as 

amended from time to time and the Customs Tariff 

(Identification, Assessment and Collection of Anti-

Dumping Duty on Dumped Articles and for 

Determination of Injury) Rules,1995 [the Rules], as 

amended from time to time. The aforesaid Act and 

Rules are framed in compliance with Article VI of 

GATT 1994 and the Anti-Dumping Agreement. The 

Agreement says that Anti-Dumping measure shall be 

applied only under the circumstances provided under 

Article VI of GATT 1994. The Act under Section 9A (1) 

to (8) provides for and defines the circumstances in 

which anti-dumping duties can be levied including 

provisions for its review at appropriate stages. The Act 

also empowers the Central Government to frame 

necessary Rules for the conduct of the investigation 

including reviews under Section 9A (6). The anti-

dumping investigations in India are conducted by the 

Designated Authority in the Directorate General of 

Trade Remedies (DGTR) which is a quasi-judicial 

authority whose findings are recommendatory in 

nature. The decisions whether or not to impose the 

duties so recommended are taken by the Central 

Government acting through the Ministry of Finance. 

India follows Lesser Duty Rule as found desirable 

under the Anti-Dumping Agreement and the rules.

Countervailing duty/Anti-subsidy 
investigations: Legislative and procedural 
framework

Countervailing duty/Anti-subsidy duty investigations 
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empowers the Central Government to frame necessary 
Rules for the conduct of the investigation including 
reviews at Section 8 (5). The Safeguard investigations 
in India are conducted by the DGTR which is a quasi-
judicial authority whose findings are recommendatory 
in nature. The decisions whether or not to impose the 
duties so recommended are taken by the Central 
Government acting through the standing board of 
safeguards, headed by Secretary, Commerce.

Quantitative Restrictions: Legislative and 
procedural framework

The legislative framework for Safeguard Measures by 

way of Quantitative Restrictions is contained in the 

Foreign Trade (Development and Regulation) Act, 

1992, amended in 2010, and the Safeguard Measures 

(Quantitative Restrictions) Rules, 2012.

Appeal Remedy

The Act also provides for statutory appeal under 

Section 9C which says “An appeal against the order of 

determination or review thereof lies before the 

Customs, Excise and Service Tax Appellate Tribunal 

(CESTAT) constituted under Section 129 of Customs 

Act, 1962”. It has been held by the Hon’ble Delhi High 

Court in the matter M/s Jindal Poly Film Ltd. v. 

Designated Authority  that  Section 9C of the Act shall 

also be available in case of negative findings issued by 

the authority.

Apart from the statutory appeal provided in the Act, 

the aggrieved party may also resort to invoking Writ 

Jurisdiction under Article 226 of the Constitution of 

India before the High Court with appropriate 

jurisdiction. The aggrieved party may file an appeal 

before the Supreme Court against the decisions of 

CESTAT or High Court in the form of Special Leave 

Petitions/ Special Leave Appeals. 

There is no provision for statutory appeal under the 

Act in case of Safeguard duty. However, the interested 

parties can approach the High Court with appropriate 

jurisdiction in Writ Petition concerning the Safeguard 

investigations. The decisions of the High Court shall 

be amenable to review by the Hon’ble Supreme Court 

in Special Leave Appeal/Petition.

Accordingly, there are several cases in various Courts 

and Tribunal against the actions of DGTR emanating 

from the issuance of final finding notification 

recommending/ refusing imposition of AD/CVD/SG 

Duty. The action of initiation and non-initiation of the 

investigation by the Authority has also been 

challenged. 

The list of ongoing court cases is at Annexure I.  

Landmark Judgments

There are many instances where provisions have been 

interpreted extensively by the Appellate Courts to 

bring clarity to the law in force. The following are some 

of the important decisions of the Appellate Courts 

during the current year that have laid down the 

jurisprudence of trade remedy investigation.

1. Case Name: Jindal Poly Film Limited v. 

Designated Authority and Others, 2018 (362) ELT 

994 (Del.)

Issues: 

1.1 Whether the appellate remedy under Section 9C of 

the Customs Tariff Act, 1975 can be invoked against 

the “negative findings” of the Designated Authority?

Observations:

1.2 The Hon’ble Delhi High Court held that in cases of 

“negative” final findings of the Designated Authority, 

the parties shall have the right to approach the 

Appellate Tribunal i.e. CESTAT. Thereby the 

Appellate Court overruled the order laid down by 

CESTAT in M/s Panasonic Energy India Co. Ltd., v. 

Union of India (2017).

Implications:

1.3 The judgment provides the domestic industry with 

a suitable “appellate” remedy rather than a highly 

limited “writ” remedy.

1.4 It ensures that the appeals arising from “positive” 

recommendations and “negative” recommendations 

are treated at par and follow the same appellate 

procedure.

1.5 It ensures that the domestic industry aggrieved by 

the “negative” findings of the Designated Authority 

would be able to approach the CESTAT to get the 

matters adjudicated.

2. Case Name: Forech India Ltd. and Others. v. 
The Designated Authority and Others W.P (Civil) 
No. 4810, 4886/2014 & 1749/2017

Issues: 

2.1 The main issues before the Hon’ble Court for its 

consideration were:

i. Whether there is an automatic extension of ADD 

for the SSR period provided the initiation of the SSR 

investigation is before the expiry of the five-year levy?

ii. Whether a separate notification is required for 
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extending the levy of ADD before the expiry of the 
original five-year period?

iii.  Whether a notification of levy of ADD for another 
five-year period after the expiry of SSR be valid?

Observations:

2.2 The Hon’ble High Court allowed the petition 
setting aside the Initiation Notification, Final Finding 
issued by the Designated Authority and the two 
Customs Notifications No. 17/2013 and 35/2014 issued 
on 05.07.2013 and 24.07.2014 respectively.

Implications:

2.3  The outcome of the case had following options:

a) An application seeking the initiation of a sunset 
review or claiming the likelihood of continuation or 
recurrence of dumping and injury to the domestic 
industry in case of discontinuance of duties must be 
filed well in advance.

b) Where the Designated Authority determines that 
sunset review merits initiation, it must ensure that 
the same is initiated prior to the expiry of the original 
period of the levy.

c) Once a sunset review is initiated, the Customs 
notification extending the period of original levy must 
be issued prior to the expiry of such period.

d) Where the Designated Authority comes to the 
conclusion, in a sunset review determination, that 
there is a likelihood of continuation or recurrence of 
dumping and injury in case of revocation of duty and 
therefore, recommends the continuation of duties, 
then the notification of levy must be issued prior to the 
expiry of the original levy or prior to the expiry of the 
extended one-year period, whichever applicable.

e) The period of three months under Rule 18(1), for 
issue of notification by Central Government, can be 
only in the case of original notification for Anti-
Dumping duty and not for the Sunset Review.

2.4  However, the aforesaid judgement of Hon’ble 
Delhi High Court has been challenged before the 
Hon’ble Supreme Court of India through a Special 
Leave Petition (SLP- 15859-15861 of 2018) in M/s 
Nocil Ltd. v. Forech India Ltd. & Ors and matter is sub-
judice.

3. Case Name: Saint Gobain India Private Ltd 
v. Union of India, Ministry of Finance and others, 
Writ Appeal Nos.412 to 414 of 2018.

Issues:

3.1  Whether the Authority had any jurisdiction to 

continue the investigation beyond a period of eighteen 
months, from the date of initiation in a new shipper 
review?

Observations:

3.2  The Hon’ble Madras High Court vide their order 
dated 4.11.2018 held that “the time limit for 
completing the New Shippers Review must be read 
into Rule 22 of ADD and the time limits as per Rule 17 
are also applicable to NSRs”. 

Implications:

3.3 The impact of this judgment is that the NSR 
investigations also have to be concluded as per the 
timelines prescribed in Rule 17.

4. Case Name: Eveready Industries India Ltd. 
v. Union of India & Another W.P.(C) 8089 of 2017.

Issues:

4.1 Whether the Final Finding of the Authority 
recommending not warranting ADD on the ground of it 
not being in accord with the Disclosure Statement 
issued by it can be legally challenged?

Brief Facts:

4.2 The petitioners filed an application before the DA 
for initiation of Anti-dumping investigation of the 
imports of the subject goods. The DA issued an 
initiation notification to determine the existence, 
degree and effect of the alleged dumping. After 
investigation, the DA issued Disclosure statement and 
invited the comments of the same. Thereafter, the DA 
issued the Final Finding not warranting Anti-
Dumping duty on the subject goods. Thereafter the 
petitioner approached the CESTAT wherein the 
appeal was dismissed on the ground of non-
maintainability. Aggrieved by the decision of CESTAT 
the petitioner approached the Hon’ble High Court to 
quash the final findings and the matter to be 
remanded back for a fresh decision to the D.A.

4.3 The Court held that: “42. the court cannot don 
the mantle of an economic analyst to decide whether 
the DA adopted the correct approach; as long as the 
final findings addressed all the legal requirements, 
and considered the factors outlined in the rules (as the 
DA did in this case) without a showing of procedural 
irregularity or illegality, the court cannot interfere 
under Article 226 of the Constitution”.

Implication:

4.4  If the final findings address all legal requirements, 
and consider the factors outlined in the rules without a 
showing of procedural irregularity or illegality, the 
court cannot interfere under Article 226 of the 
Constitution”.
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WTO Disputes in Trade Remedy Measures:  
by India & against India

Presently, India is a party to more than 200 disputes 
before the WTO Dispute Settlement Body (DSB) 
wherein India is Complainant in 24 cases, Respondent 
in 29 cases and Third Party in 155 cases. The disputes 
involving India in trade remedial measures are given 
below: 

Ongoing Disputes by India as Complainant:

1. DS547: United States - Certain Measures on 
Steel and Aluminium Products

In May 2018, India requested for consultations with 
respect to certain measures by the United States to 
control the imports of Steel and Aluminum into the 
United States, including but not limited to, imposing 
additional ad valorem rate of duty on imports of 
certain Steel and Aluminum products. The US 
exempted Canada, Mexico, Australia, Argentina, 
South Korea, Brazil and the European Union from the 
imposition of these measures.

In December 2018, the panel was established. 
Presently the DSB has composed the panel to examine 
the claims.

2. DS436: United States - Countervailing 
Measures on Certain Hot-Rolled Carbon Steel 
Flat Products from India.

On 24 April 2012, India requested consultations with 
respect to the imposition of countervailing duties by 
the US in CVD investigations on Certain Hot-Rolled 
Carbon Steel Flat products.  The measures imposed in 
the original investigation, the sunset review as well as 
five administrative reviews that cover twenty-five 
specific actions taken by the USA were subject of the 
WTO dispute.

The Consultations held on 31 May and 1 June 2012, 
were ineffective in resolving the dispute. Therefore, 
India requested for the establishment of the panel. In 
July 2014 and December 2014, the panel and the 
Appellate Body circulated their reports respectively.

Key findings of the Appellate Body were:

• The Appellate Body found that the Panel erred in 
its application of Article 1.1(a)(1) to the USDOC's 
public body determination, The Appellate Body found 
that the USDOC's determination that the NMDC is a 
public body is inconsistent with Article 1.1(a)(1).

• The Appellate Body confirmed the panel's 
conclusion that the government's grant of mining 
rights constitutes a provision of a good within the 
meaning of Article 1.1(a)(1)(iii) of the SCM Agreement. 

It clarified that a provision of a good within the 
meaning of Article 1.1(a)(1)(iii) is not necessarily the 
physical transfer of goods but includes rights to use 
such goods reasonably related to goods themselves.

• The Appellate Body found that the de facto 
specificity does not require any discriminatory 
element in subsidy policies. It means that there is no 
need for showing similarities or any characteristics of 
beneficiaries other than limitation of subsidy in terms 
of access.

• The Appellate Body found that investigating 
authorities do not have the unfettered right to add new 
subsidies in the course of reviews of existing CVD 
measures. Only new subsidies that are closely linked 
to subsidies examined earlier can be added in a review 
proceeding.

• The Appellate Body has held that cumulation of 
non-subsidized imports with subsidized imports while 
determining injury in a CVD investigation is 
inconsistent with the WTO law. The Appellate Body 
has held that the United States’ law contained in 19 
USC 1677(7)(G)(iii) is 'as such' inconsistent with 
ASCM.

In 2016, the USITC issued its determination pursuant 
to Section 129(a)(4) for complying with the Appellate 
body decision.  The USITC in its determination "found 
that an industry in the United States is materially 
injured by reason of imports of hot-rolled steel found by 
the US Department of Commerce (Commerce) to be 
subsidized and made an affirmative determination 
regarding subsidized hot-rolled steel imports from 
India.

In 2017, India requested the US for consultation as 
India considered that the measures taken by the 
United States to comply with the recommendations 
and rulings adopted by the DSB were not consistent.

In April 2018, India requested for the establishment of 
panel pursuant to Article 6 and 21.5 of the DSU, 
Article XXIII GATT 1994, and Article 30 of the SCM 
Agreement with respect to the failure of the United 
States to implement the recommendations and rulings 
of the DSB in Ds436.

Currently, the compliance panel is composed and is 
supposed to come out with its report in the course of 
year 2019.

Ongoing Disputes against India as 
Respondents:

1. DS518: India - Certain Measures of Imports of 
Iron and Steel Products.

In December 2016, Japan requested for consultation 
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with respect to certain safeguard measures by India on 
Imports of Iron and Steel Products. After consultations 
in February 2017, Japan requested for panel 
composition.

On 3rd April 2017, the panel was established and 
composed in June 2017.  In November 2018 the Panel 
circulated its report.  Key notings by Panel are:

• India acted inconsistently with Article XIX:1(a) of 
the GATT 1994,

• India acted inconsistently with Articles 2.1 and 
4.2(a) of the Agreement on Safeguards and Article 
XIX:1 of the GATT 1994,

• Japan did not demonstrate that India failed to 
meet the requirement of “a major proportion” of the 
total domestic production of the product concerned 
under Article 4.1(c) of the Agreement on Safeguards 
when it defined the domestic industry.

• India acted inconsistently with Articles 4.1(a) and 
4.2(a) of the Agreement on Safeguards,

• India acted inconsistently with Articles 4.1(b), 
4.2(b) and 4.2(a) of the Agreement on Safeguards, 
because its finding of a threat of serious injury was not 
adequately addressed or analyzed in the Final 
Findings. 

• India acted inconsistently with Articles 3.1 and 
4.2(c) of the Agreement on Safeguards. Further India 
acted inconsistently with Article 12.2, 12.3 and 12.4 of 
the Agreement on Safeguard.

In December 2018, India notified its intention to 
appeal the Panel report in Appellate body. Currently, 
the Appellate Body is in the process of scheduling 
hearing in this matter.

2. DS541: India - Export Related Measures.

In March 2018, the United States requested 
consultations with India concerning certain alleged 
export subsidy measures inconsistent with the SCM 
Agreement. The consultations were held on 11th April 
2018. However, as no mutual agreement was arrived 
at, the US requested for the establishment of a panel. 
In December 2018, the Chair of the panel informed the 
DSB that the beginning of the panel's work had been 
delayed as a result of a lack of available resources in 
the Secretariat and that the panel expected to issue its 
final report to the parties, not before the second 
quarter of 2019.

3. DS456: India — Certain Measures Relating to 
Solar Cells and Solar Modules

In February 2013, the United States requested 
consultations with India concerning Certain Measures 
of India relating to Domestic Content Requirements 
(“DCR”) under the Jawaharlal Nehru National Solar 
Mission (“NSM”) for solar cells and solar modules.

In May 2014, the DSB established the panel and 
constituted the same in September 2014. The Panel 
issued its report in February 2016, to which India 
appealed in Appellate body.

Key notings of Appellate Body in its report dated 16th 
September 2016 are as follows:

• India's DCR measures were inconsistent with 
WTO non-discrimination obligations under Art. III:4 
and Art. 2.1.

• The Appellate Body rejected India's claim that the 
Panel acted inconsistently with DSU Art. 11 in 
assessing India's arguments regarding the scope of 
Art. III:8(a).

• The Appellate Body agreed with the Panel's 
finding that India had not demonstrated that its 
measures were justified under Art. XX(d).

• The Appellate Body upheld the Panel's finding 
that the terms ‘products in general or local short 
supply’ do not cover products at risk of becoming in 
short supply, and found that in any event, India had 
not demonstrated existence of an imminent risk of a 
short supply and that the DCR measures were not 
justified under this provision.

After the adoption of the Appellate Body Report on 14 
October 2016, India issued communication to the DSB 
dated 8th November 2016, and subsequently at the 
meeting of the DSB held on 23 November 2016, India 
announced its intention to implement the DSB's 
recommendations and rulings in this dispute and 
stated that it would need a reasonable period of time to 
do so.

In December 2017, India informed the DSB that it had 
ceased to impose any measures found inconsistent 
with the DSB's findings and recommendations. 
Thereafter the United States requested the 
authorization of the DSB to suspend concessions or 
other obligations pursuant to Article 22.2 of the DSU 
on the grounds that India had failed to comply with the 
DSB's recommendations and rulings within the 
reasonable period of time.

To this India informed the DSB that it disagreed with 
the United States that India had failed to comply with 
the DSB's recommendations and rulings within a 
reasonable period of time. In its communication, India 
indicated that the United States had failed to enter 
into negotiations with India to agree on a mutually 
acceptable compensation and therefore, in India's 
view, the United States' request did not satisfy the 
conditions of Article 22.2 of the DSU. The matter was 
referred to arbitration pursuant to Article 22.6 of the 
DSU.

In January 2018, India requested the establishment of 
a compliance panel. Currently, the request is under 
process.
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Cases in Gujarat High Court

55  | Annual Report 2018-19 | DGTR



DGTR | Annual Report 2018-19 | 56



Delhi High Court & Other High Courts
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OUTREACH 
PROGRAMMES

(I)   CHANDIGARH

5. Ms. Shubhra, Additional Director General and Mr. 
N.I. Chowdhury, Director (Cost) conducted an outreach 
programme in Chandigarh on 15th May, 2018.         
The DGFT office at Chandigarh was requested            
to organise the programme and invite the local 
industry representatives. The programme accordingly 
was organised by the DGFT office in collaboration    
with Pharma Export Promotion Council. The local 
DGFT office took active interest in organising the 
event. The outreach programme included a                 
40 minutes presentation by the DGTR team followed by 
90 minutes interactive session. Thereafter, the floor 
was left open for the participants to ask questions 
relating to Trade Remedy measures. 

6. The outreach programme in Chandigarh was 
attended by large scale manufacturing entities, 
MSMEs, Traders, Exporters etc. The interaction was 
meaningful and the participants seemed interested in 
widening their knowledge base about the trade 
remedies. The maximum queries raised during the 
interactive session were related to the misclassification 
of imported goods under different HS codes to avoid 
anti-dumping duty in force. Also it was repeatedly 
mentioned by members of user industry that they were 
not getting opportunity for contesting imposition of 
duty. Overall the programme was highly interactive 
and fruitful.

1. The DGTR embarked upon a series of outreach 
programmes to sensitize the domestic manufacturers 
about the trade remedy measures available to the 
industry to counter the unfair trade practices being 
adopted by the exporters in the exporting countries. 

2. DGTR involved the regional offices of DGFT in 
reaching out to producers/manufacturers in the 
respective region. The participation of DGFT offices in 
the outreach programme/seminar had a purpose to 
create a knowledge bank in the Department of 
Commerce at the field level to equip them to tackle 
unfair trade practices, thereby obviating the need for 
intermediaries to file trade remedy related 
applications to protect the interest of the domestic 
industry, particularly MSMEs and those located in 
remote areas. DGFT has nominated Shri Vijay Kumar, 
Additional DGFT (E.mail:  vijay63@nic.in, Tel: 011-
23061055) as the Nodal Officer for co-ordinating trade 
remedial efforts between DGFT field formations and 
DGTR. 

3. The basic purpose of the outreach programme is 
essentially to demystify the Trade Remedy laws and 
processes and reach out to the domestic manufacturers 
and other potential beneficiaries directly with a view 
to minimizing the role of intermediaries. DGTR 
officers held several such programmes across the 
length and breadth of the country. It is meant to be a 
very useful initiative which will prove to be extremely 
rewarding for the Industry as well as the Department 
of Commerce .

4. Further, this endeavour of DGTR is also intended   
to  faci l itate the Indian exporters facing 
antidumping/countervailing actions in various 
countries and equip them in defending their legitimate 
interest. 
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(II)   KOLKATA

7. Ms. Shubhra, Additional Director General and Mr. 
A.K. Pal, Director (Cost) conducted outreach 
programme in Kolkata on 18th May, 2018. The 
programme was organised by Zonal DGFT office at 
Kolkata in collaboration with the Engineering Export 
Promotion Council.  The local DGFT office took active 
interest in organising the event. 

8.  The maximum queries were raised by the steel user 
industry, who claimed to be on the receiving end of 
imposition of anti-dumping duty on steel. User 
industry requested that the steel producers should be 
instructed to provide goods at reasonable prices as they 
are getting hit on account of imposition of duty. The 
exporters requested  for the creation of a suitable 
mechanism for helping them to contest anti-dumping 
cases initiated against them in various countries.

(III)   GOA

9. Ms. Shubhra, Additional Director General and 
Mr. N.I. Chowdhury, Director (Cost) conducted an 
outreach programme in Goa on 29th May, 2018. The 
programme was organised by the Goa DGFT office in 
collaboration with Goa Chamber of Commerce. The 
local DGFT office showed exceptional enthusiasm in 
hosting the event. programme.

10. The programme was attended mainly by 
manufacturers from Chemicals and pharmaceuticals 
sector and importers. The main queries raised were in 
regard to the procedure and data requirement for filing 
petitions and the impact of anti-dumping duties on the 
importing industries. There were queries as to why the 
Government was not conducting suo moto  
investigations and imposing duties whenever instances 
of dumped imports from China came to light Queries 
were replied satisfactorily. 
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(IV)   DAHEJ  

11. Dr. Rajiv Arora, Additional Director General and 
Shri. G. Pradhan, Director (Cost) conducted an 
outreach programme in association with the Vadodara 
DGFT office  and the  office of the Development 
Commissioner, SEZ Dahej at Dahej, Gujarat on 30th 
May, 2018. Around fifty people from companies located 
in SEZ, exporters and importers participated. The 

team highlighted the role of the Directorate General of 
Trade Remedies in protecting the industries from 
unfair trade practices adopted by some of the foreign 
business entities. A brief discussion was held on Anti-
Dumping Laws, Countervailing Laws, Safeguard laws 
and trade defence mechanism existing in the DGTR. 
Participants expressed their happiness and thanked 
the Directorate for organising such type of 
programmes for the benefit of the domestic industry.

(V)   VADODARA 

12. Dr. Rajiv Arora, Additional Director General and 
Shri. G. Pradhan, Director (Cost) conducted another 
outreach programme at Vadodara on 31st May 2018.  
A large number of people participants attended the 
programme. The team explained the data requirement 
and the verification procedure adopted by the DGTR 
for computation of normal value, export price, landed 
value and NIP to arrive at dumping margin and injury 
margin. The participants raised a number of queries 
relating to computation of dumping and injury margin. 
Many participants also raised queries on remedial 
measures available to counter the various subsidy 
schemes offered by the different foreign Governments 
to their domestic industries. 

(VI)   PUNE

13. Ms. Rita Mahna, Director (Foreign Trade) and Mr. 
N. I. Chowdhury, Director (Cost) conducted an 
Outreach Programme on 6th June 2018 in Pune with 
an objective to create awareness about the activities 
performed by the DGTR and how these could benefit 
the Domestic Industry. Broad concepts of trade 
remedy measures, the process of filing application and 
various  steps and procedures involved in the trade 
remedy investigations were explained to the 
participants in detail.

(VII)   LUDHIANA

14. An outreach programme was conducted by Mr. 
Mithileshwar Thakur, Additional Director General 
and Mr. N. I. Chowdhury, Director (Cost) on 

13.06.2018 at Ludhiana. The outreach programme 
was organised by Ludhiana DGFT office. It was 
attended by the members of local trade and industry 
comprising manufacturers, importers, exporters and 
other stakeholders.

15. A detailed one-hour power point presentation was 
made explaining various trade remedy measures 
available to the domestic industry to address the issue 
of distortion and unfairness in trade practices resorted 
by foreign exporters. This was followed by an hour long 
question & answer session. The main queries during 
the interactive session related to the procedure of 
filing application, requirement of data, the impact of 
anti-dumping duties on the user industry and the 
possibility of help expected from the government in 
defending Indian exporters who are being subjected to 
such measures by the importing countries.   Some of 
the exporters raised queries relating to GST refund 
too. All the queries of the participants were answered 
to their satisfaction. The participants lauded the 
initiative of the DGTR to reach out to the domestic 
industry to create awareness and impart technical 
know-how regarding trade remedy mechanism.

(VIII)   SURAT

16. Ms. Shubhra, Additional Director General and Mr. 
N.I. Chowdhury, Director (Cost) conducted an 
outreach programme at Surat on 31st August, 2018.  
The programme was organised by Surat DGFT office 
in collaboration with the Southern Gujrat Chamber of 
Commerce. Mr Abhishek Sharma, Deputy DGFT, 
Surat took special interest in organising the event 
successfully. The programme was attended by 
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members of SRTPC, manufacturers from textiles, 
gems and jewellery and food processing sectors, job 
workers, importers and traders.

17. The main queries raised during the interactive 
session were regarding the procedure for filing AD and 
CVD applications, difficulties faced by user industries 

where ADD has been imposed, issues arising due to 
duty exemption/concession  caused by FTAs, duty 
drawbacks procedure, GST Refund etc. The 
participants also suggested development of a research 
base for studying price data from all the importing 
countries.

(IX)   BANGALORE

18. Ms. Shubhra, Additional DG, Mr. Vivek Singh, 
Deputy Director (Foreign Trade) and Mr. Shobh 
Nath, Deputy Director (Cost) conducted an outreach 
programme at Bangalore on 25th September, 2018.  
The programme was organised by the Bangalore 

DGFT office in collaboration with the Southern wing 
of FIEO. A detailed presentation explaining various 
aspects of trade remedy mechanism starting from 
application stage to issue of final finding 
notification was made by the team of DGTR officers 
followed by an interactive session.  It was useful for 
the participants. 

(X)    VISAKHAPATNAM

19. Ms. Shubhra, Additional Director General and Mr. 
N.I. Chowdhury, Director (Cost) conducted outreach 
programme at Visakhapatnam on 5th January 2019. 
The programme was organised by Visakhapatnam 

DGFT office in collaboration with AP Chamber              
of Commerce. After making detailed presentation on 
various aspects of application and investigation, the 
participants were encouraged to put forward any queries 
relating to the field of trade Remedies. All such queries 
were answered to the satisfaction of the participants.
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(XI)   CHENNAI  

20. Shri Mithileshwar Thakur, Additional DG, Shri 
Gandharb Pradhan, Director (Cost) and Shri Vivek 
Singh, Deputy DGFT conducted an outreach 
programme at Chennai on 21st January 2019. The 
programme was organised by  Zonal DGFT Chennai 
office  and was attended by around 150 persons 
representing domestic manufacturers, importers, 
exporters as well as several associations. Senior 
functionaries of trade bodies like FIEO, CAPECIL, 
Leather EPC and Seafood Exporters Association of 
India. Handloom Export Promotion Council, Human 
Hair and Hair products manufactures and exporters 
association of India also actively participated in the 
programme. 

21. A detailed presentation was given by Mr. 
Mithileshwar Thakur, Additional DG on the role and 
functions of DGTR ; anti-dumping , anti-subsidy & 
safeguard laws and various processes & procedures 
involved in administering these  Trade Remedy 
Measures under WTO framework. It was highlighted 

that the DGTR had embarked upon the path of 
reforms towards transparency and uniformity in its 
functions and operations by the adopting prudent 
processes and simplified procedures in handling      
its tasks transparently and efficiently. The 
participants were informed and sensitized about the 
avenues available to them under trade remedy     
laws in the event of trade distortive measures 
adopted by producers/exporters of various countries 
against India.

22. An active participation from attendees saw various 
pertinent questions being raised at the end of the 
session. All the queries were answered in detail to the 
satisfaction of all. Some of the members highlighted 
that few cases of anti-dumping measures imposed in 
the past had given rise to the monopolistic tendency 
and thus required review.  They were advised to file 
application for Mid-Term Review. Many exporters 
present in the programme raised several queries with 
regard to the WTO-compatibility/ countervailabilty of 
export promotion schemes under foreign trade policy, 
which were answered in detail. 

(XII)   KANPUR

23. Mr. J.M. Bishnoi, Joint Director (Foreign Trade) 
and Ms. Devanshi Agarwal, Assistant Director (Cost) 
conducted an outreach programme at Kanpur on 14th 
March, 2019, which was organised in collaboration 
with the Federation of Indian Export Organisation 
(FIEO) and Quality Control Council (QCC). The event 

was organised with the purpose of imparting 
knowledge to the domestic industry about the Trade 
Remedies available. During the programme issues 
related to quality certifications and schemes run        
by the Government for upliftment of the industry  
were discussed. The queries raised by the participants  
were answered by the officials to the satisfaction of  
the participants.
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ACTIVITIES IN 
SPOTLIGHT

The DGTR has emerged as a full-fledged organisation 

in last few years. The existing manpower (permanent) 

is 59 as against the sanctioned strength of 112. 

Therefore, Directorate has outsourced   staff (Data 

Entry Operators, Legal Interns and MTS) to assist the 

Officers.  DGTR has taken several innovative steps for 

human resource management and development as 

well as to uplift the workspace ambience. It is a 

pleasure to present a kaleidoscope of some of the 

activities which were hosted here with complete 

involvement and diligence of the officers of the 

administration in the Directorate.

• Swachhata Pakhwada started in April 2016 with 

the objective of bringing a fortnight of intense focus on 

the issues and practices of Swachhata by engaging 

GOI Ministries/Departments in their jurisdictions. 

Swachhta Pakhwada 2018 was organised by DGTR 

from 1.11.2018 to 15.11.2018. T-shirts with the logo of 

DGTR and Swachh Bharat were distributed among 

the staff. On the last day of the event, ‘Slogan writing’ 

and ‘Quiz’ competitions were held in which the staff of 

the DGTR actively participated. The winners were 

awarded by AS&DG. Further, the DGTR officials   

took pledge to sensitize and ensure good health        

and hygiene.

Clean up the litter, 
let our planet shine 

like a glitter
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• DGTR observed Vigilance Awareness Week from 

29.10.2018 to 03.11.2018. The activities undertaken 

included taking of the Integrity Pledge by all 

employees, distribution of pamphlets/handouts on 

preventive vigilance activities and other anti-

corruption measures awareness.

• Constitution Day (National Law Day), also known 

as Samvidhan Divas, is celebrated in India on 26 

November every year to commemorate the adoption of 

Constitution of India. A pledge on ‘Constitution Day’ 

was taken by the officers of DGTR   to uphold the 

Constitution of India in action and spirit.

• Mahatma Gandhi dreamt of an India which was 

not only free but also clean and developed. To realize 

his dreams and as part of Swachh Bharat Abhiyan, 

DGTR officials took pledge to sensitize and ensure 

good health and hygiene.

• The Government observes 31st October as a  

special occasion, to foster and reinforce the 

Government’s dedication to preserve and strengthen 

unity, integrity and security of the nation by 

celebrating it as Rashtriya Ekta Diwas (National 

Unity Day) to commemorate the birth anniversary of 

Sardar Vallabhbhai Patel, one of the founding fathers 

of the Republic of India. A National Unity pledge was 

taken by all the officials of the Directorate.

• DGTR  bid Farewell to Shri. A.K Soni, Advisor on 

30.09.2018 and to Shri Jaikant Singh, Additional 

DG(FT) on 30.11.2018 on superannuation; Shri. 

Mehmoodulhq, P.P.S also superannuated on 

31.12.2018 after 35 years of government service.

• Shri Agneshwar Sen, Additional DG(FT) took 

voluntary retirement on 30.10.2018  Shri. Dinesh 

Kumar, Assistant Commissioner and Shri. Krishna 

Mohan, Assistant Commissioner also took voluntary 

retirement.

• There are a large number of women in DGTR and 

they celebrated Woman’s DAY on 8th March 2019 

with cake cutting alongwith lively conversation. 
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OFFICERS IN DGTR
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