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(1)

TRADE ENFORCEMENT ACT OF 2007

TUESDAY, MAY 22, 2008

U.S. SENATE,
COMMITTEE ON FINANCE,

Washington, DC.
The hearing was convened, pursuant to notice, at 10:09 a.m., in

room SD–215, Dirksen Senate Office Building, Hon. Max Baucus
(chairman of the committee) presiding.

Present: Senators Lincoln, Stabenow, Salazar, Grassley, and
Bunning.

Also present: Democratic Staff: Bill Dauster, Deputy Staff Direc-
tor and General Counsel; Amber Cottle, International Trade Coun-
sel; and Demetrios Marantis, Chief International Trade Counsel.
Republican Staff: David Ross, International Trade Counsel; and
John Kalitka, Detailee.

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. MAX BAUCUS, A U.S. SENATOR
FROM MONTANA, CHAIRMAN, COMMITTEE ON FINANCE

The CHAIRMAN. The hearing will come to order.
In ‘‘Measure for Measure,’’ Shakespeare wrote, ‘‘The law hath not

been dead, though it hath slept.’’
The same could be said of our trade enforcement laws.
The administration has many tools to enforce trade agreements

and trade remedy laws. It has the World Trade Organization Dis-
pute Settlement Body to resolve violations of WTO agreements. It
has section 301 to fight market access barriers. It has Special 301
to address intellectual property infringements abroad. And it has
section 421 to remedy Chinese import surges that cause injury here
at home.

But having these rules on the books is not enough. The Govern-
ment needs to enforce them.

We in Congress often single out the Office of the U.S. Trade Rep-
resentative for not doing enough to enforce our trade agreements.
We sometimes forget that, in recent years, USTR has launched
some significant enforcement cases. It has brought cases, for exam-
ple, against China’s weak intellectual property enforcement regime,
against Mexico’s discriminatory telecommunications barriers, and
against European aerospace subsidies.

But USTR can and should do more. And Congress can help
USTR to do more by updating its trade enforcement tools. Many of
the trade enforcement tools that USTR uses today were created
decades ago. Congress created them to address different problems,
in a very different world.
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For example, in 1974, Congress created section 301 to begin
opening foreign countries to American exports. But the rules that
govern our trade with those countries have changed dramatically
since then.

In 1974, America was party to one trade agreement—the General
Agreement on Tariffs and Trade, or GATT. Since then, the GATT
has been dismantled, the WTO has been established, and America
has entered into 11 bilateral and regional trade agreements. A
complex web of interconnecting and often contradictory rules now
regulates our trade with other countries.

Our economy has also changed since 1974. Exports are more
than 10 times higher. The Internet and other forms of electronic
trading have revolutionized international commerce. And America
has shifted from a goods-based economy to a services- and knowl-
edge-based economy.

But our enforcement tools have not kept pace.
That is why I introduced the Trade Enforcement Act of 2007

with Senators Hatch and Stabenow. It can help to ensure that the
administration has the resources that it needs to enforce our exist-
ing trade laws. It can help to provide accountability when the ad-
ministration does not enforce those laws. And it can help to create
new tools to address the enforcement priorities of the 21st century.

The bill would significantly bolster enforcement of our trade
agreements abroad. Among other things, it would require USTR to
provide an annual report to Congress identifying its trade en-
forcement priorities for the upcoming year. And it would create a
Senate-confirmed Chief Enforcement Officer at USTR to ensure
that those priorities are thoroughly investigated and prosecuted.

It would also bolster enforcement of our trade remedy laws here
at home. It would limit the President’s ability to deny relief in sec-
tion 421 China safeguard cases. That has happened all too fre-
quently in recent years.

And it would help U.S. companies to obtain relief from subsidized
imports. It would clarify that the Commerce Department may
apply countervailing duties to nonmarket economies.

So let us wake up our trade laws. Let us ensure that the admin-
istration enforces them as much as it can. And for the sake of our
farmers, ranchers, manufacturers, and service suppliers, let us en-
sure that our trade laws do not remain asleep.

Senator Grassley?

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. CHUCK GRASSLEY,
A U.S. SENATOR FROM IOWA

Senator GRASSLEY. Well, thank you, Mr. Chairman, for holding
this hearing. I told you privately, I am going to have to go down
to Judiciary when we are done with my statement because I have
to help make a quorum. But I wanted to tell the panel members
that I might not be here to hear your statements.

Effective enforcement of our trade agreements is, of course, an
important and necessary priority. If we want to maintain the ben-
efit of the bargain, we need to make sure that our trading partners
respect the rules that they have agreed to. That is also important
if we want to sustain broad support for creating more open inter-
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national trading relations, and that is all critical to our future eco-
nomic growth.

This responsibility, of course, is chiefly executive. If the adminis-
tration fails to take action when our trading partners ignore the
rules, no one should be surprised if we start to hear complaints.
That said, I am not convinced by those who say this administration
is failing to enforce the rules effectively. For the most part, I think
the real problem is that people are complaining about practices
that are not even subject to rules yet.

If we really want to get serious about enforcement, we should
renew the President’s trade promotion authority, and then, after
that, we will be able to send our negotiators out to solve the prob-
lems that are not currently subject to rules, in other words, get
more rules-based. That is whether we are talking about energy,
autos, or whatever else you might want rules and enforcement on.
That is the only way that we will get some resolution of these very
tough issues; they will not solve themselves.

I am also concerned that the premise that enforcement is meas-
ured simply by the number of cases filed—as if a failure to file a
certain number of cases necessarily means that we’re not doing a
good job of enforcing our rights—that strikes me as being overly
simplistic. Litigation is not synonymous with effective enforcement.
Often, the best way to enforce the rules is to negotiate, not litigate.
Sometimes, even if you have a good legal case, you may not be able
to eliminate the problem through litigation.

I will give you an example from a farming area that I am con-
cerned about, because over 10 years ago we filed a case against re-
strictions on our beef exports to Europe. Now, we won that case,
but the restrictions still remain. So that would bring up the ques-
tion, should we view the beef case as a failure to enforce the rules
or does the beef case illustrate that there are limits to what litiga-
tion can accomplish? The availability of dispute resolution is a good
backstop, but it is most effective when it helps to avoid years of
litigation. We know about years of litigation; sometimes we benefit
and stretch out that process, sometimes when we are promoting
the case we find fault with how long it takes.

The administration has succeeded in resolving a number of dis-
putes, such as with China. Now, we always have problems with
China. Everybody feels we are not doing enough. I feel we ought
to maybe file more cases than we have. But often we have won
without having to litigate to get there. While we certainly need to
see much more from China in terms of compliance, that is one ex-
ample of what I mean by effective enforcement. Our trade agree-
ments offer another means of establishing a strong legal framework
for international trade. Without such frameworks, there are not
any rules to enforce.

Take, for example, our pending trade agreement with Colombia.
Once the agreement enters into force, Colombia will be obligated to
effectively enforce labor laws related to core internationally recog-
nized labor rights, as stated in the 1998 International Labor Orga-
nization Declaration of Fundamental Principles and Rights to
Work, and that obligation will be enforceable under the terms of
our trade agreement—but not until that trade agreement is ap-
proved. For those who profess to care about enforcing labor laws
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in Colombia, our trade agreement is an important tool in achieving
that goal.

There is nothing to be gained by forestalling congressional con-
sideration of trade agreements once they are worked out, because
there is much to lose. If there is advantage to our negotiations, to
our President signing trade agreements, we ought to move along,
get them approved, get the enforcement tools that are available,
and make use of them, because our trading partners are not idly
standing by.

Colombia has almost completed negotiating a trade agreement
with Canada, and the European Union is negotiating with Colom-
bia. Delay only harms American workers and exporters who face
the prospects of being placed at further competitive disadvantage
with the second-largest market in South America.

An implementation agenda is, thus, part and parcel of an effec-
tive enforcement agenda. Today we look forward to hearing testi-
mony on these. If there are portions of the bill that may be counter-
productive, we should know that, and I hope you will say so. If
there are portions that can be improved, we should know that, too.

I am also interested in hearing whether there are other things
that we can do to invigorate our enforcement efforts. For example,
does USTR have sufficient resources and staff or should additional
resources be authorized? I thank each of the witnesses for pre-
paring for this hearing.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
The CHAIRMAN. Thank you, Senator, very much.
Now I would like to introduce our witnesses. Before I do, I would

like to say that Senator Rockefeller cares deeply about this subject,
but he was unable to be here today. He expresses regrets. He is
at his son’s graduation, and unfortunately we could not get Johns
Hopkins to move its commencement date to accommodate this
hearing, so he unfortunately is not here.

Our witnesses today are, first, Warren Maruyama, the General
Counsel at USTR. He is responsible for enforcing U.S. trade agree-
ments. Following Mr. Maruyama is Lael Brainard, director of the
Global Economy and Development Program at the Brookings Insti-
tution. Ms. Brainard previously served as the Deputy National Eco-
nomic Adviser in the Clinton administration. The third witness is
John Magnus, president of TradeWins, a trade law and policy con-
sulting firm. Finally, we welcome Robert Atkinson, the president of
the Information Technology and Innovation Foundation.

As I am sure you all know, our usual practice here is that all
of your statements will automatically be included in the record,
and we would ask each of you to restrain yourselves to about 5
minutes. We will give you a little leeway, but about 5 minutes.

Mr. Maruyama?

STATEMENT OF WARREN MARUYAMA, GENERAL COUNSEL,
OFFICE OF THE U.S. TRADE REPRESENTATIVE, WASH-
INGTON, DC

Mr. MARUYAMA. Chairman Baucus, Senator Grassley, members
of the committee, I appreciate this opportunity to testify about the
Office of the U.S. Trade Representative’s enforcement agenda and
our views on S. 1919.
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At USTR, we know that our job is both to negotiate and enforce
trade agreements. Without enforcement, a trade agreement is just
a piece of paper. As Congress and this committee have made clear,
the American people expect the USTR to hold foreign governments
to their trade commitments. Accordingly, we are committed to
using every tool in the U.S. trade arsenal to ensure a level playing
field for American workers, farmers, manufacturers, innovators,
and entrepreneurs.

As General Counsel, a big part of my job is making sure that
trade agreements are enforced. This March, we initiated a major
WTO challenge against China’s Xinhua for erecting barriers to our
financial information providers. We are litigating with the Euro-
pean Union in the WTO on the launch aid subsidies for Airbus,
undue delays in approving our biotech products, and its prohibition
on hormone-treated U.S. beef. During the last year, we launched
two arbitration proceedings against Canada under the softwood
lumber agreement.

Effective enforcement requires the flexible and creative applica-
tion of a wide range of techniques, tools, and strategies. In dealing
with foreign barriers, our initial preference is negotiation, since a
negotiated solution is typically quicker, more certain, and more
clear-cut. But if that does not work, we will analyze the potential
for a successful WTO challenge.

In fact, the United States has launched more WTO disputes than
any other WTO member. Of the 373 WTO cases that have been ini-
tiated through May 1, the United States was the complainant in
89, or almost one-quarter. Our winning percentage in fully litigated
offensive cases is almost 95 percent. What is more, we have been
able to successfully settle about one-half of our disputes on favor-
able terms so that our industries do not have to wait 3 years or
longer to get relief under the WTO’s procedures.

In the last 16 months, we have filed four WTO cases against
China, challenging China’s prohibited export and import substi-
tution subsidies, failure to adequately protect intellectual property
rights, market access barriers to copyright-intensive products—our
books, movies, videos, and sound recordings—and Xinhua’s barriers
to foreign financial information providers.

Last November, we successfully settled the prohibited subsidy
case with China’s agreement to eliminate all of its WTO-illegal sub-
sidies effective January 1, 2008. We are eagerly awaiting the final
panel report on China auto parts which is due in July. Our chal-
lenge to the European Union’s launch aid subsidies to Airbus has
been fully briefed and argued, and we are awaiting a decision by
the panel.

We welcome the committee’s commitment to ensuring we have
the tools necessary to carry out our enforcement duties, and we
look forward to continuing our close partnership. However, we can-
not support S. 1919 in its present form. First and foremost, we op-
pose new restrictions on the President’s authority to review ITC de-
terminations under section 421. Making 421 relief virtually auto-
matic could threaten the public interest and invite retaliation
against some of our leading exports.

Second, there are concerns with the proposed Super 301 proce-
dures. Super 301 may have had utility at one time, but today the

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 14:46 Jul 16, 2010 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00009 Fmt 6633 Sfmt 6633 56757.000 TIMD PsN: TIMD



6

WTO and NAFTA have given us a new set of tools, and the USTR
has shown that it is more than willing to use them. The inflexi-
bility of Super 301 could force USTR to bring cases at the wrong
time, in the face of industry opposition, or in situations where the
risk of failure may be unacceptably high.

We do not see what the new USTR Chief Trade Enforcement Of-
ficer or Trade Enforcement Working Group would add to our en-
forcement process. Since we are already required to consult with
the Section 301 Committee or the Trade Policy Staff Committee,
the Working Group could be a new bureaucratic hurdle that leads
to delays in enforcing U.S. trade agreements.

Finally, we hope the committee will reconsider the need for a
commission to review WTO decisions. USTR has already dem-
onstrated that it is fully prepared to criticize flawed WTO deci-
sions, and I urge you to look at our comments yesterday to the
WTO dispute settlement body about the Mexico zeroing case. We
have publicly stated that the WTO’s appellate body overreached in
its zeroing decisions, which represent, in our view, an egregious
case of misplaced judicial activism with no basis in the WTO agree-
ment.

In conclusion, Mr. Chairman, I want to assure this committee
that we are eager to work with Congress to enforce our trade
agreements. If you have a constituent with a strong WTO case, we
want to hear about it.

I would be happy to answer any questions you may have. Thank
you very much.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you, Mr. Maruyama.
[The prepared statement of Mr. Maruyama appears in the appen-

dix.]
The CHAIRMAN. Ms. Brainard, you are next.

STATEMENT OF LAEL BRAINARD, VICE PRESIDENT AND DI-
RECTOR, GLOBAL ECONOMY AND DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM,
BROOKINGS INSTITUTION, WASHINGTON, DC

Ms. BRAINARD. Chairman Baucus and distinguished members of
the committee, I am very honored to testify today on the Trade En-
forcement Act of 2007, S. 1919.

I wanted to first place that act in a broader context and then talk
about some of the specific provisions and how they address the cur-
rent context. Broadly speaking, I think we are in the middle of a
period of breathtaking global integration that really is just of a dif-
ferent magnitude and a different scope than previous episodes.

Right now we are in the process of integrating an expansion of
the labor force around the world of about 70 percent, which is quite
a startling period if you think about it, with the entry of India and
China, and as everybody knows, with wages less than a tenth of
the level prevailing in wealthy economies. That is more than 3
times bigger than previous episodes if you think about Asia, Japan,
South Korea, and the Asian tigers back in the 1970s and 1980s,
and it is much larger than the integration of the North American
market, which also, I think, was an important event.

These trends are affecting everyone in the U.S. economy. Every-
body is now, in some way or another, exposed to trade. Even those
workers who used to be in white collar jobs, which were really very
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much segmented from international competition, are now finding
themselves competing with services provided in low-wage places
such as India.

While some are very well-placed to take advantage of these new
opportunities, progressively deepening trade deficits and a sharp
20-percent decline in manufacturing jobs over the past 7 years
have contributed to deep and growing concerns among more and
more Americans about the benefits and the fairness of trade, and
those trends go across income classes, education classes, and even
across party lines.

What are we going to see into the future? More and faster of the
same. The G–7 economies have really dominated the world econ-
omy with about a 65-percent share for over 35 years. In the last
5 years alone, their share of the world economy has slipped by
about 10 percent, and over the next 40 years they are going to slip
to about a quarter, while the rising economies are going to domi-
nate more than 50 percent of world income.

So what do those trends mean? They mean we have to compete
effectively in international markets in order to guarantee future
prosperity. They mean that Americans need to see that trade is
both beneficial and fair. The administration has been very busy
signing a lot of trade agreements. I think many Americans are
wondering whether any of those rules are actually bringing bene-
fits to them.

So let me quickly go through how big an increase in activity we
have seen. In terms of the actual increase in trade, U.S. exports
and imports have grown by over $1.4 trillion in the last 7 years.
The WTO has expanded to include 12 new members, chief among
them, of course, China, the world’s fastest-growing and most popu-
lous nation, which we know does not have internal enforcement
mechanisms for its own food safety, let alone some of the trade
rules that we are asking them to comply with. The number of coun-
tries with which the United States has concluded free trade agree-
ments has expanded by 16, and, for each of those trade agree-
ments, they are vastly more complex, with many more disciplines
and rules than we used to have.

With those trade volumes shooting up, the disciplines expanding
out, and trade agreements spreading to countries with weaker
oversight capacities, you would naturally expect the number of
trade disputes and the number of trade enforcement actions to rise.
GAO analysis tells us that, in fact, non-compliance has increased,
as documented by the interagency process. Enforcement actions
have fallen. In fact, if you look at the Clinton period, or just that
first 7 years of the WTO, 11 actions per year. If you look at the
last 7 years, 3 per year. If you thought about just the volume of
trade expanding and trade enforcement expanding at a constant
rate, you would expect it to be around 17.

Now, at the end of the day enforcement actions are not the right
measure. It is the amount of compliance. That is what we should
be looking at, and we do not see that improving the way that one
would want.

So let me just quickly point to some of the provisions of the
Trade Enforcement Act that I think would be helpful. I think it
would be helpful for USTR to have a senior-level person who wakes
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up every day with a job of investigating and prosecuting enforce-
ment. I think they should welcome additional resources—$5 million
in additional help from an interagency working group—to pro-
actively prioritize compliance actions. I think that they should wel-
come the help that would be brought by a very carefully crafted
version of Super 301 which is currently in this bill.

Thank you.
The CHAIRMAN. Thank you, Ms. Brainard.
[The prepared statement of Ms. Brainard appears in the appen-

dix.]
The CHAIRMAN. Mr. Magnus?

STATEMENT OF JOHN MAGNUS, PRESIDENT,
TRADEWINS, WASHINGTON, DC

Mr. MAGNUS. Thank you, Chairman Baucus and other members
of the committee. Good morning. I am, likewise, honored to partici-
pate in this hearing before you and in the company of such distin-
guished experts. I congratulate you for moving ahead with consid-
eration of S. 1919. The bill tackles important topics, and it pro-
poses solid solutions.

I am going to go through the titles in the order that they appear
in the bill.

Title 1 establishes an updated version of the Super 301 mecha-
nism for identifying and prompting action on the highest-priority
foreign barriers to U.S. trade. I always regarded Super 301 as a
useful element in U.S. trade policy, and I would welcome its return
in the form that your bill proposes.

Actually forcing action by the executive branch with respect to
any trade barriers, of course, is a difficult matter. I think that the
‘‘shall’’ provisions in amended section 310 may give rise to some
disagreements, but also will provide some useful jolts of electricity.
This can legitimately be part of a new architecture of energized co-
operation between the government’s political branch and trade pol-
icy.

Title 2 establishes a commission that is empowered to review
WTO decisions that are adverse to the United States and to opine
as to whether the reasoning and outcomes of those decisions are le-
gally sound. Having such a commission is a good idea. The need
for it has not diminished over the years since it was first proposed
in 1994. An objective second look at adverse WTO decisions, cre-
ating additional inputs for the political actors in the U.S. Govern-
ment who must decide what to do is something that we should wel-
come. It can be expected at least to promote fully informed political
decisions, and at best to bolster public confidence both in the WTO
rulings themselves and in the U.S. Government’s responses.

I have personally devoted a lot of professional time to helping
with the defense of U.S. measures that should have survived WTO
review, but did not. There is a real problem and a number of re-
forms are needed, both in the rules and procedures of the WTO dis-
pute system and in the way the United States participates in that
system.

Title 3 of the bill assigns Congress a role in the decision made
after the ITC finds that the criteria for import relief in a section
421 case are satisfied. This, too, is a sensible reform. Some political
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review before imposing relief is appropriate, but that political re-
view can include a role for both of the government’s political
branches so long as the new arrangements preserve efficiency and
respect a rule against legislative vetoes.

Title 4 has two good provisions involving the antidumping and
countervailing duty laws. Section 401 confirms that the counter-
vailing duty law applies to products imported from non-market
economies. As a policy matter, it makes sense for the law to reach
these imports now that the Commerce Department is confident
about identifying and measuring the subsidies involved.

The need for legislation is debatable given what Commerce has
done on its own, but court approval for Commerce’s new approach
has not yet been secured, and in any event legislative clarification
cannot be harmful. Processing countervailing duty cases involving
China may in time lead to Commerce having to grapple more deep-
ly with currency subsidies.

Section 402 of the bill overturns a line of court decisions that im-
pose an additional requirement for obtaining relief under both the
antidumping and countervailing duty laws, forcing the Inter-
national Trade Commission to speculate about whether the benefit
of import relief will flow to domestic producers. These court deci-
sions were mistaken ones. They have caused a significant problem
in the enforcement of the affected statutes, and they deserve legis-
lative correction.

Title 5 on trade enforcement personnel, which has received a lot
of attention this morning, proposes to create a new Senate-
confirmed position at USTR with enforcement responsibilities, the
goal being to increase the level of enforcement activity and reduce
the likelihood of good enforcement initiatives dying on the vine. I
share the goal and would only raise a note of caution with respect
to expectations because I do not think this reform alone is going
to function as a magic bullet. There have been grounds for criti-
cizing enforcement decisions made in each of the last several ad-
ministrations.

In my judgment, the hyper-caution that functions as a wet blan-
ket over our enforcement program is the true culprit, and it has
many sources. Congressional oversight and occasional pressure
have been hugely important in maintaining trade enforcement at
a reasonably active level. Looking forward, I would advise you to
prioritize, addressing the hyper-caution problem at its sources, as
you do in other titles of the bill.

If you do legislate on personnel issues, I would urge you to cor-
rect a serious mistake from the mid-1990s by repealing the Lob-
bying Disclosure Act provisions that permanently disqualify indi-
viduals from serving in high-level trade positions on the basis of
past work on trade disputes for foreign interests. These provisions
are unjust at an individual level and unwise at the level of public
policy in attracting top-flight talent into government service.

I savor your title 7 of the bill. I think it could help on inter-
agency trade organization. I think it could help to reduce the struc-
tural problem that makes it harder than it should be for robust
trade enforcement actions to achieve lift-off within the U.S. Gov-
ernment. Trade officials are perennially at risk of seeing their
market-opening initiatives blunted through input from other agen-
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cies more senior in the Cabinet structure whose portfolios lead
them to prefer calm and patience. I think clarifying the consult-
ative nature of the relationship there is a good step.

In conclusion, the committee is doing important work by advanc-
ing its consideration of S. 1919, acting in its own best traditions
and in the public interest. I am very pleased to have a chance to
offer a practitioner’s viewpoint, along with my ongoing support as
the committee takes this work forward.

Thank you.
The CHAIRMAN. Thank you, Mr. Magnus.
[The prepared statement of Mr. Magnus appears in the appen-

dix.]
The CHAIRMAN. Mr. Atkinson?

STATEMENT OF ROBERT ATKINSON, PRESIDENT, INFORMA-
TION TECHNOLOGY AND INNOVATION FOUNDATION, WASH-
INGTON, DC

Mr. ATKINSON. Thank you, Chairman Baucus and members of
the committee. It, too, is an honor to be here today, and I commend
you for addressing this important issue.

I want to start by talking about how our trade system has
changed. It has changed basically in many, many ways, but let me
just list two that I think are important to this hearing.

One, over the last decade we have seen the rise of several na-
tions, particularly India and China, that now are so large and have
such control that they are able to exert monopsony power over for-
eign terms and essentially dictate terms of trade. If you do not like
their mercantilist policies, you can leave. If you complain about
them, you get squeezed out of the marketplace.

Second, and even more important, in the last decade a growing
share of nations has set its sights precisely on the sectors that the
U.S. economy specializes in and is most competitive in, and that is
knowledge-based/technology-based advanced production and busi-
ness services.

So to get those jobs, they are not just relying on things that we
would rely on—government support for research and development,
good universities, and the like. They have decided they are going
to impose a whole new set of aggressive, what we would call Pro-
tectionist 2.0 strategies. ITIF documented these in a recent report
called ‘‘The Rise of the New Mercantilism: Unfair Trade Practices
in the Innovation Economy.’’ Let me just allude to a few of these.

One of them is antitrust enforcement. We use antitrust enforce-
ment in this country to protect consumers; many other countries do
it as a way to protect domestic producers. We have seen this in the
EU and Korean cases against leading U.S. technology companies,
including Microsoft and Intel.

Rampant IP theft. We hear a lot about that, and it is real. One
of the best examples is the fact that the Chinese government itself
uses pirated U.S. software on their computers. They do not even
buy enough of it and they are using it themselves. So when they
say they cannot enforce it, it is really a question of, they will not
enforce it.

This really hit home to me over the holidays. Over the holidays
I was in Guangzhou, over Christmas, and I went out with my fam-
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ily to an electronics mall. I saw there just scores of stalls selling
iPods, only they were not iPods, they were fake iPods with the iPod
logo on them. This was less than a mile and a half or 2 miles from
the U.S. consulate. So it is not as if these things are hidden. They
are wide open.

There are a whole slew of other practices. Forced technology
transfer. If you do not give them the crown jewels in technology
and research, you do not get market access in many of these coun-
tries. Use of government standards to keep out foreign products
and services. Discriminatory taxes on foreign companies to favor
domestic ones. Restrictions on software uses, encryption, and other
types of technologies.

But even tariffs have been reengineered for Protectionism 2.0.
The best case of this now is what the EU is doing. In 1996, the
WTO passed, in large part with American leadership, the Informa-
tion Technology Agreement, which was probably one of the most
important trade agreements in the last 20 years, I would argue. It
was supposed to eliminate tariffs on a whole wide variety of IT
products, and the result of that has been significant economic
growth around the world through the greater use of IT products.

Europe is a signatory to the ITA so, having a limit on many of
its IT products, it is difficult for them to come right out and say
we are going to eliminate the Act or reimpose the tariffs. Instead,
what they have done is a more subtle trick. They have decided to
simply reclassify IT products and call them something else.

So, for example, the computer that I have, the monitor I use on
my desk at work, is a 21-inch Dell flat-screen LCD monitor. The
Europeans just simply decided that is going to be a television.
When you call it a television, you can put a 14-percent tariff on it.
When you call it a monitor, you cannot put a tariff on it. They are
doing this on a whole slew of other products that have changed
slightly, that have innovated slightly since the 1990s, and they are
going to keep doing it unless we take aggressive action against
them.

Overall, I would say these highlight the fact that we need much
more aggressive trade enforcement. I think our trade policy suffers
from two major limitations. The other speakers have alluded to
that. First, it largely is focused, particularly in the last 8 years, on
opening new trade agreements but not on keeping markets open
with aggressive enforcement.

Second, many of these new Protectionism 2.0 practices fall under
the radar screen of the USTO and traditional WTO processes. That
is why we believe that the Trade Enforcement Act of 2007 is an
important step forward. At the most basic level it will send an im-
portant signal to USTR specifically, and the U.S. Government gen-
erally, that it must rebalance its approach to trade and make en-
forcement a much larger component of its trade policies. In that re-
gard, title 1 is an important step to ensure that USTR focuses
much more actively on trade enforcement.

For those who say that measuring simply WTO cases is an infe-
rior measure, I would argue it is quite a valid measure, and along
that measure, as Dr. Brainard has pointed out, we have fallen be-
hind. But I think the other measure is simply, when you go out
and look at the scope of these practices that we have uncovered—
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and we have uncovered these only in a slice of our economy, which
is the technology slice—the scope of these practices is quite signifi-
cant. The fact that these practices exist is not being challenged,
and that other countries are using them with impunity suggests to
me that we simply are not doing enough.

Why is it that USTR has let the balance shift away from enforce-
ment? I think there are a number of reasons. Partly it is financial,
that bringing cases costs money. That is why boosting the budget
is important. Partly it is cultural, though. It is a lot easier to go
out and bring new agreements, but a lot harder to go out and be
the bad cop who is always confronting these other countries and
some of the colleagues that trade officials always deal with, to have
to actually be the bad cop there. I think what you are doing would
help move that along.

One last part. I would argue that one of the other advantages
other nations have is that they are able to do a lot more of this
and take the burden off their companies. In the U.S., we have a
public/private partnership in a sense. We rely on companies to do
a lot of the legwork for USTR when they bring cases. That is why
ITF has proposed letting companies take a 25-percent tax credit for
the costs involved in bringing a WTO case. We think that would
help bring more action there.

Lastly, I just want to state there are people who would argue
that, somehow, enforcement is somehow antithetical to support for
free trade. I would argue it is just the opposite. If we are going to
continue support here and around the world for a robust trading
system, enforcement has to be a key component of it. In my view,
unless we really step up to the plate and make enforcement a
much bigger role, we will not get the support of Americans for
globalization and free trade.

Thank you very much.
The CHAIRMAN. Thank you, Mr. Atkinson.
[The prepared statement of Mr. Atkinson appears in the appen-

dix.]
The CHAIRMAN. This world is getting much more complex with

the rise of globalization, was Ms. Brainard’s point. Mr. Maruyama,
why should the United States not have on the books the most ag-
gressive enforcement tools at its disposal? I say that in part be-
cause other economies, other countries’ attitudes and cultures are
a bit different. It may be changing a little bit, but we in the United
States pride ourselves in being a process-based country, rooted in
the Constitution, fairness, civil rights, et cetera.

Other countries are a bit more results-oriented, a little less proc-
ess, more results. Forget the process. From their point of view, it
is the results, the exports, to get those products into the United
States, irrespective of any process. That may have changed a little,
I do not know. I think the WTO perhaps is helping a little bit.

But my premise really is, eventually we are going to move—the
world is going to move—much more to a process-based approach to
trade, and there has to be some common denominator, at least
there should be. So why would the United States not, why would
you, USTR, not want all the tools at your disposal to make sure
that we are being treated ‘‘fairly’’ because we are a process coun-
try?
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Mr. MARUYAMA. Senator, we completely agree that effective en-
forcement has to be a very high priority—and it is. We think we
also have the tools in our hands right now to enforce U.S. trade
laws. During the Uruguay Round, one of the big U.S. objectives
was a stronger WTO dispute settlement mechanism that would
avoid some of the problems that had come up under the GATT. Ef-
fectively, we got it. We have a process where there are arguments
by the parties, there are rulings by independent panels, there is an
appellate mechanism, and it is all backed up by the threat of sanc-
tions if a party does not comply with the rules. So, we have those
tools.

The CHAIRMAN. Let me change the question. Would this bill not
give you more tools? Would you not, as an agency—ostensibly to
enforce the U.S. trade laws—want all the tools you could possibly
get? So what is wrong with more tools?

Mr. MARUYAMA. Well, sometimes if you have too many tools or
you have too much process, you can get bogged down, and that is
part of our concern about some of the tools in the bill. A new work-
ing group. We already go through, as I think Lael can testify, a
very extensive interagency process.

The CHAIRMAN. Yes, but it waters it down. It limits you. It does
not help you, it limits you.

Mr. MARUYAMA. And then we would have, under the bill, a new
process they would have to go through, so there would be a new
bureaucratic hurdle that we would have to jump through in order
to launch a WTO case.

The CHAIRMAN. But again, why would you not want more tools?
You can use the tools at your discretion. For example, in this legis-
lation they are asking you to set priorities and give you a menu
of options you can take. Why would you not want that?

Mr. MARUYAMA. Well, the purpose of Super 301 was to force the
administration to bring section 301 cases at a time when the WTO
did not exist. Now we have the WTO, and I think USTR’s track
record has shown under both administrations that we are ready,
willing, and able to use it. We have brought four cases against
China in the last 16 months. The Airbus case is a major systemic
challenge to the way that the EU has subsidized its industry. So
there is no, as I see it, blockage, hesitation, or cold feet about going
after our trading partners who are not playing fair.

The CHAIRMAN. What about the EU changing tariff lines, as
mentioned by Mr. Atkinson?

Mr. MARUYAMA. Well, I think I would agree with many of Mr.
Atkinson’s points. But I think a lot of what he said has bolstered
what Senator Grassley said at the outset of this hearing. There are
certain practices out there that really are not reachable under the
current rules. It is not illegal right now to have a tariff. The stand-
ards disciplines in the WTO are pretty weak. Antitrust competition
policy really is not covered by the WTO, so to get at that sort of
stuff you need new trade promotion authority, and you need to do
a new round that brings those under some form of WTO dis-
ciplines.

The CHAIRMAN. I do not agree with that, frankly. I do not think
that is the remedy.
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I might ask Mr. Atkinson, what action could the United States
commence today with respect to the changing tariff lines, and does
this legislation help? Would that be helpful?

Mr. ATKINSON. Well, I think in some areas it is a little harder
to do things, but in many areas we have the ability to do things
now. For example, the notion that we need more trade agreements
in order to prosecute some of these types of Protectionist 2.0 prac-
tices: many of the countries we allude to—in fact most of the coun-
tries that we document in that report—are already members of the
WTO, or we have our own trade agreements with them.

Vietnam is a good example. We concluded a trade agreement
with Vietnam, and yet, after that trade agreement, they had dis-
criminatory taxes on U.S. IT and computer parts that go into Viet-
nam. So, there is an awful lot we could do on these; we just are
choosing not to do them. I think your bill would lend support to
that, and more importantly would make it clear that that is the big
role for USTR right now.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you.
Senator Bunning, you are next.
Senator BUNNING. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
I appreciate your participation, panel.
Mr. Maruyama, yesterday the WTO released a report that criti-

cized China for keeping its currency undervalued. As you know,
China is running a huge current account surplus with the rest of
the world, and our bilateral trade deficit with China last year
reached historical levels. Last year, it was $256 billion.

Based on China’s current account surplus, most trade economists
believe China’s currency remains substantially undervalued, and
the recent appreciation is better explained by movement in the dol-
lar. Article 15 of the GATT requires WTO members to maintain
currency policies that do not frustrate the intent of the GATT. As-
suming China was violating article 15, would USTR have the re-
sources to challenge currency manipulation, and how would you go
about it?

Mr. MARUYAMA. Senator, on matters of exchange rate, this is
longstanding. USTR, and I think every agency of the U.S. Govern-
ment, defers to the Treasury Department.

Senator BUNNING. We have a problem there.
Mr. MARUYAMA. Secretary Paulson has determined that the best

approach to the exchange rate issues is high-level bilateral and
multilateral engagement with China.

Senator BUNNING. Balking.
Mr. MARUYAMA. We do not think that a WTO dispute is the best

way of getting at exchange rate disparity.
Senator BUNNING. Well, sir, we have been talking for 3 years and

getting absolutely zero progress, so that is completely unsatisfac-
tory.

Another question. I note, Mr. Maruyama, that USTR has won
another battle this week in the long-running banana case at WTO.
As Ambassador Schwab stated, this is the eleventh win against the
European Union. I am pleased that we won, but I wonder if win-
ning means anything here. What enforcement steps does USTR in-
tend to take to ensure full compliance? You know, we have won be-
fore, and we have had no compliance.
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Mr. MARUYAMA. Well, my understanding, Senator, is that right
now the EU is negotiating with some of the Central American and
Latin American banana suppliers to try to reach a settlement. We
would hope that that would lead to something that would work for
all the parties. It is a difficult negotiation because some of the sup-
pliers have different and varied interests.

Senator BUNNING. Some of us think that the WTO is a toothless
tiger.

Mr. Atkinson, I am troubled by what you describe in your testi-
mony as the new mercantilism practiced by developing countries.
Among other strategies, you say that some countries have decided
that theft of our intellectual property is a legitimate path to
growth. U.S. law enforcement and intelligence officials have testi-
fied repeatedly about determined efforts of the Chinese government
to obtain our industrial secrets by spying and by other means.
There are many examples, some of them cited in your testimony.
Our comparative advantage in trade rests, to a large degree, on in-
tellectual property. What should we be doing to turn this tide in
this area?

Mr. ATKINSON. I think we need to do several things. At the most
specific level, we need to bring more cases. Part of what we can do
is actually go out and document that these cases are actually going
on, that these practices are going on. We are not doing enough of
that. We need to do more of that. We need to bring more cases. We
also need to renegotiate TRIPS, the agreement on intellectual prop-
erty, to have it with more teeth, with more enforcement.

Finally, while I think that this bill is a critical, important step,
I think it is only the first step. What we need is, we really need
to have a fundamentally different approach to trade policy in this
country. Other countries simply, as the chairman alluded to, are
looking at this—we look at trade basically from the perspective of
consumer welfare. These other countries are looking at it largely
from producer welfare, not just developing countries, either—Eu-
rope, Japan. We need to be much more aggressive at all levels in
our government. The President and other officials in the govern-
ment need to say this is just simply not acceptable when we are
almost the only Nation in the world that is running a trade deficit.
Almost every other country is——

Senator BUNNING. Let me get to one other thing, and I think it
is very important. In WTO dispute settlement, overall statistics—
during the Clinton administration the U.S. initiated 60 offensive
cases. During the Bush administration we have initiated 25. Of
course, we have a little better percentage settlement on the offen-
sive cases. But if you are not going to initiate cases, you are not
going to get enforcement. I am telling you that, if the WTO and our
Trade Representative will not fight for our corporations, then who
is supposed to do it? That is the reason we have S. 1919, to give
you more tools. I think you ought to appreciate the fact that the
Congress is trying to give you more tools to use.

Thank you.
The CHAIRMAN. Thank you, Senator, very much.
Senator Stabenow?
Senator STABENOW. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
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First, I would ask that a complete, full statement be placed in
the record on my behalf.

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection.
[The prepared statement of Senator Stabenow appears in the ap-

pendix.]
Senator STABENOW. Thank you. A letter signed by myself and 11

other members was just sent to the President, asking that he not—
urging in fact, that he not—bring forward the U.S.-Korea Fair
Trade—Free Trade Agreement; I wish it was a fair trade agree-
ment—Free Trade Agreement until we truly enforce, and have en-
forcement tools in place, and enforce our trade rules.

I believe that this topic is one of the most fundamental topics be-
fore the United States going forward in terms of our economy, and
I appreciate all of you being here. I think those who say it is pro-
tectionist versus free trade are really missing the boat. Mr. Atkin-
son, I very much appreciate your comments around that. I think
this is about how we compete in the global economy and keep our
standard of living, and keep the middle class of this country.

We can either compete down to the lowest wage and a lower
standard of living or we can compete up, with education, innova-
tion, and a level playing field on trade. That is the choice. I come
from the great State of Michigan, that has been, at the moment,
sort of the poster child for what happens when this country does
not get it, when our government is not fighting for our businesses
and our workers.

Mr. Maruyama, I appreciate that the administration, the USTR,
has finally brought forward a case with China on U.S. auto parts.
But because of the slowness of that and how long it has taken, we
have lost six auto parts companies to bankruptcy in this country,
and hundreds of thousands of jobs because of the inability to move
quickly. I could go from industry to industry to industry on that
front.

Mr. Chairman, I very much appreciate the bill you have intro-
duced, and I appreciate your including a provision that Senator
Lindsey Graham and I have been advocating regarding a Senate-
confirmed chief enforcement officer. I think this brings very impor-
tant accountability to that position, and also emphasizes the fact
that Ambassador Schwab has basically laid out a budget for USTR,
where one-quarter of it goes to enforcement and three-quarters to
new trade agreements, which does not make any sense to me ei-
ther.

I also want to thank Senator Bunning. It has been my pleasure
to work with Senator Bunning on the issue of China currency ma-
nipulation, and I feel strongly about adding to the good work that
the Finance Committee did in including other tools, like counter-
vailing duties, in that. So, I appreciate his advocacy on that.

There are many things that I would ask and say. I feel very
strongly about this issue. But I would start, Mr. Maruyama, with
a new GAO report. GAO has strongly suggested that the USTR is
failing in its efforts to monitor and enforce China’s compliance with
WTO obligations. The report says, your annual China compliance
reports lacked critical information on the number, scope, and dis-
position of reported issues. It took the GAO analysis to reveal that
only one-quarter of the problems that had been identified in USTR
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reports have been fully resolved, one-quarter, and that since 2003
you reported no progress on about a third of the issues that have
been brought to the USTR.

I would, with all due respect, suggest that the GAO’s report says
that what is being done is not working, as a matter of fact. So I
am wondering, the GAO made specific recommendations to make
the China compliance reports more transparent and useful. I would
like to know what you are going to do in terms of adopting those
suggestions.

Mr. MARUYAMA. Thank you, Senator. We welcome the GAO’s re-
port, and particularly its conclusion that USTR has made ‘‘consid-
erable progress’’ on implementing the top-to-bottom review. We
have made it a top priority to expand our China office, and we have
also opened, as part of this initiative, a new USTR office in the
U.S. embassy in Beijing. We are studying the GAO’s recommenda-
tions closely and we are always open to new ideas on how we can
improve our report.

I am not sure what to make of the GAO’s recommendations that
we should try to quantify progress on each issue. Since China
joined the WTO in 2001, our goods exports have increased by 240
percent and now total $65 billion, the best measure of progress on
how the WTO has contributed to market opening.

Also, I am not sure how you can effectively quantify progress on
those trade issues. It could backfire by overstating or understating
progress and it could basically let the Chinese know that they are
off the hook. The GAO’s proposal to give each issue a numerical
rank may tell the Chinese which issues they can ignore. It may be
a relatively small issue but one that is important to one of your
constituents.

Senator STABENOW. Well, with all due respect, I would suggest
what we are doing right now is backfiring. Whether we are looking
at currency manipulation—I have had businesses in my office indi-
cating that, when they compete, the differential and currency ma-
nipulation, which is anywhere from 8 percent up to 40 percent, has
cost them contracts.

The counterfeit industry alone, counterfeit auto parts coming into
this country, is a $12-billion industry and has cost us about
250,000 jobs, and counting. I can take you to any part of Michigan,
big city or small, where I have businesses that have had their pat-
ents stolen. They have gone out of producing those products be-
cause it costs too much to fight it and have laid off people. So I
would suggest—and Mr. Chairman, I have a second question, but
I would be happy to wait if you would like.

The CHAIRMAN. Go ahead.
Senator STABENOW. I see my time is up.
The CHAIRMAN. Go ahead.
Senator STABENOW. Thank you. Thank you very much.
I would suggest that we do not take this seriously enough. That

is an understatement right now. We have to decide who we are
going to fight for in this country, whether it is for American busi-
nesses and American workers, or if we are going to sit back and
just let whatever happens, happen.

I do have a question on South Korea as we go forward. I have
spent a great deal of time on this. I have had my chief of staff be
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a part of a delegation to visit with those in South Korea and talk-
ing before that trade agreement was determined. I am very con-
cerned about the fact that we have had not one, but two Memoran-
dums of Understanding in the past with South Korea as it relates
to automobiles, neither one of which has been enforced, neither one
has been upheld. We still have a situation where, last year, U.S.
auto makers were able to sell 6,300 vehicles to South Korea, and
South Korea sold 730,000 to the United States.

Now we have another agreement that basically just sets up an
advisory committee with no enforcement powers and threatens a
snap-back provision to an already low U.S. tariff on autos, but not
on light trucks. There is no real enforcement in this, now, third
time around here as it relates to what is a clearly huge imbalance
in one of our major industries in this country.

So how can you tout the USTR’s dedication to trade enforcement
on one hand, and yet offer this free trade agreement as a solution?

The CHAIRMAN. Very briefly. Senator, your time has way expired.
Senator STABENOW. I know it has.
The CHAIRMAN. Very, very, very briefly.
Senator STABENOW. I know it is, Mr. Chairman. I thank you.
The CHAIRMAN. Just take 10, 15 seconds, if you want to respond.
Senator STABENOW. I thank you. I thank you very much. But I

do want to know how you can bring this forward without strong en-
forcement provisions.

The CHAIRMAN. Fifteen seconds.
Mr. MARUYAMA. Senator, I appreciate your concern. The KORUS

FTA provides unprecedented new tools for addressing Korean non-
tariff barriers and a special snap-back mechanism. That is why we
think it is important for Congress to approve the agreement.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you.
I would just like to focus a little on, I think, the difference be-

tween maybe Ms. Brainard and Mr. Maruyama. If I understand
you, Mr. Maruyama, everything is fine. You have what you need.
That is basically your point. I heard Ms. Brainard say, no, we
should give you more tools, or sharper tools.

Ms. Brainard, what is, as you understand it, the difference be-
tween you and Mr. Maruyama on that point? I assume you do not
agree that everything is fine and we should not change the law.

Ms. BRAINARD. No. My observation is that the administration has
been preoccupied with finding trade agreements. We have had a
huge increase in negotiations of trade agreements with individual
countries that are not huge in terms of the economic commerce in-
volved, but are huge in terms of the details and staff time that are
required to deeply understand the full set of disciplines that are at
issue. USTR has one-fifth of its staff devoted to enforcement.

Now, the more trade agreements you sign, if you are serious
about those trade rules being enforced, the more enforcement
mechanisms you need. Yet, we do not see an expansion in staff, we
do not see an expansion in funding for this. So the question, I
think, is at what time, at what point, do you right that balance?

The Trade Enforcement Act and this committee are offering to
provide you those additional tools, the ability to be proactive. Right
now I think that interagency is very reactive. It simply does not
have what it needs to be proactive in terms of prioritizing which
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of these barriers are the most important to the U.S. economy,
which ones can be resolved most expeditiously.

So I think it is puzzling. I will say that we in the Clinton admin-
istration had Super 301. The minute the WTO came into force we
used Super 301 to reinforce those tools multilaterally. I do not see
those things as substitutes or in conflict with each other. The way
the Super 301 provision is crafted really encourages USTR to use
it in that way.

Similarly, on China, that agreement with China was very care-
fully crafted with a balance of benefits. Congress, in order to ap-
prove of that agreement, had certain issues that were extremely
important. It took the administration 3 years to take the first case.
The GAO report that Senator Stabenow was referring to suggests
that the high-water mark in terms of getting enforcement was 3
years ago.

But we know that China is the most important trade partner to
monitor and to stay on day-by-day because they, internally, have
difficulties with rules enforcement. The whole process of bringing
them in to the WTO was intended to in fact introduce a rules-based
culture to China’s trade. So I would, if I were sitting on these
issues, welcome these additional tools because I think they are
needed.

The CHAIRMAN. Let me ask you another question. There is a deep
suspicion here in the Congress, and certainly among those of us on
the Finance Committee, that often legitimate trade enforcement ac-
tions are not brought because interests elsewhere in the govern-
ment—the State Department, DoD, whoever else it might be—they
tend to trump any trade action that the United States might other-
wise conduct.

Your perspective on that? It is complex. Certainly trade provi-
sions shouldn’t prevail over everything else. But we do not want
them subsumed to a degree where our trade interests are not en-
forced. My sense is that the actions that USTR brought with re-
spect to China are a result of a lot of pressure from Congress, that
finally the USTR got its act together and brought some actions.

Ms. Brainard, based on your experience in another administra-
tion, tell us the degree to which maybe these additional tools will
help the United States pursue its economic interests, as well as its
non-economic interests.

Ms. BRAINARD. There is always a complex set of interests that is
being considered. Members of Congress can also consider a complex
set of interests. They weigh security interests, they weigh our
broader national interests, they weigh particular economic inter-
ests. I think, at any point in time, the question is, how are those
interests balanced, and whether this set of interests, in terms of
making sure that trade rules are enforced, does that give it enough
weight in the interagency process? Is that given enough weight
when the ultimate decision is made at the White House?

I think this act suggests that there is a legitimate perception
that the enforcement agenda has taken a back seat to a whole host
of other agendas in the trade realm, narrowly to the agenda of
signing lots and lots of trade agreements, but more generally in the
government that the enforcement agenda has not gotten the pri-
ority that it deserves.
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The CHAIRMAN. Mr. Maruyama, why would you not want more
tools? That is the earlier question I asked. I am just kind of per-
plexed, frankly. Around here, everybody is greedy, everybody wants
everything. Most agencies want everything for themselves. Why
would you not want a few more tools? Then you have them. Maybe
you use them, maybe you do not, but at least you have them there.
I just do not understand it.

Mr. MARUYAMA. Well, Senator, we think we have the tools.
The CHAIRMAN. Well, why would you not want more tools, is my

question.
Mr. MARUYAMA. Yes. Super 301 would be useful if you had an

administration where the State Department or other interests were
blocking you from bringing WTO cases. So that is a concern. For
some future administration, Super 301 may be appropriate. But in
this administration, in the 2 years that I have been there, we have
never been blocked from bringing a valid WTO case because of for-
eign policy or other reasons. So I do not see what Super 301 would
add to the process. The idea of just mandating cases willy-nilly at
the beginning of the year——

The CHAIRMAN. It is not mandating what you do. This legislation
provides a menu and you choose what makes the most sense here.

Mr. MARUYAMA. But the purpose of Super 301 is to force the ini-
tiation of——

The CHAIRMAN. As well as enforcing. That is correct.
Mr. MARUYAMA [continuing]. WTO cases on a specific time track.
The CHAIRMAN. Right. But it is written in a way so as not to run

up against the problem of the old Super 301. The old Super 301
would not carry very well these days after the WTO. Anyway, I am
just perplexed. My time has expired.

Senator Lincoln?
Senator LINCOLN. Thanks to you and to all the witnesses for

being here today, as well as my colleagues.
I want to, first, take the opportunity to commend Senators

Stabenow, Baucus, and Hatch for their excellent leadership and
work on the Trade Enforcement Act of 2007. Trade enforcement is
consistently an issue that is on the minds of my constituents in my
State. We have seen a surge in trade over the past decade, and
with it more frequent cases of industry struggling to compete
against the unfair trade practices.

Even with the surge in trade, we have not seen the responding,
I do not think, needs that exist in terms of modernizing some of
our enforcement laws and trade agreements. There are multiple in-
dustries in Arkansas in similar situations, from the catfish indus-
try, to timber, to hardwood flooring, our growing steel industry.

However, the relief from unfair competition for these industries
often comes way too late. These other countries know our trade
laws better than we do, and they just wait us out until we lose the
contest. To give an example, I have made multiple trips and have
testified before the ITC on behalf of our Arkansas steel industry.

Despite being the most competitive and efficient steel pro-
ducers—these are mini-mills—and across the world using recycla-
ble steel and being efficient and effective, our steel companies have
suffered from a flood of imported government-subsidized steel from
China. It is not a new revelation.

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 14:46 Jul 16, 2010 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00024 Fmt 6633 Sfmt 6633 56757.000 TIMD PsN: TIMD



21

Again, these are things that happen consistently that we do not
seem to provide the kind of remedy that we need that is going to
act in a timely way. The ITC has found injury to the steel industry
in the past; however, the President chose to deny relief to the in-
dustry. I found myself back at the ITC just last week testifying on
behalf of our steel pipe producers, still facing a surge of cheap, im-
ported steel from China.

I appreciate the USTR’s hard work, but it is clear to me and
many of my constituents that our trade enforcement monitoring
and our enforcement efforts are often cumbersome, they are slow-
moving, and they fail to provide adequate relief in a reasonable
time frame. The workers who showed up at that ITC hearing that
I attended last week were flabbergasted that their government is
not doing a better job of making sure that our neighbors in the
global economy are meeting the requirements that we have in our
trade agreement.

In a time when our trade is rapidly increasing with the rest of
the world, and also increasing anxiety from Americans about trade,
I agree with my colleagues here that we need more reliable trade
enforcement and monitoring mechanisms. I am pleased that S.
1919 works to address those issues—I have raised them, others
have—that are critical to our businesses in States like Arkansas,
and all across this country that are seeking that kind of relief from
unfair trade competition.

So I recognize that legislation is always a work in progress, and
we are grateful that you are here, and we hope that you will con-
tinue to work with us as we work through the details of bringing
about the best legislation we can.

Just a couple of quick questions, if I may. Mr. Magnus, do you
support creating a WTO dispute settlement review commission that
is empowered to review the WTO decisions that are adverse to the
U.S.? Can you give us an example, and maybe you have already
done this—I apologize for being late—of some of the WTO panel
and appellate body decisions that have been wrongly decided that
could have benefitted from something like that?

Mr. MAGNUS. Yes, I would be glad to. By the way, the decisions
that are correctly decided would benefit from something like that,
too. We have had adverse decisions that were improper in the
sense that they expanded our obligations beyond what we had
agreed to in a number of areas. One that was very much in the
news just recently was Internet gambling. I thought that was a bad
decision, and one that I believe would have flunked the standard
that is in this bill to be applied by the WTO dispute settlement re-
view commission. In fact, in that particular case the U.S. Govern-
ment actually said, we are not going to implement.

There have also been quite a few adverse decisions in the trade
remedy area that reflected over-reaching. Warren mentioned one a
couple of moments ago, actually a series of decisions involving zero-
ing in the antidumping context. Our other major trade laws have
been victimized in that way as well. Our countervailing duty law
has been the subject of adverse decisions that were wrongly de-
cided, and one in particular that I spent quite a bit of time working
on involving pre-privatization subsidies. Likewise with our safe-
guard laws and safeguard measures that we put in place on a
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whole range of products, ranging from steel, to wheat gluten, to
lamb meat, and others.

Senator LINCOLN. Thank you.
The CHAIRMAN. Thank you very much.
Senator Stabenow?
Senator STABENOW. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I just did not

want to leave today without having a moment to ask particularly
about small business. I know, Mr. Magnus, that you have devoted
your career to trying to fix the problems created by trade policies.
I wonder if you have any specific recommendations for us on how
you think we could make the trade remedy system more accessible
to small business. Then, second, what language do we need to in-
clude in trade agreements to prevent the problems that your clients
are facing in the first place?

Mr. MAGNUS. One very positive step—and I have to say on behalf
of the Trade Bar, the proposal that Mr. Atkinson has made for fa-
vored tax treatment of the money the companies spend to work up
WTO cases, that sounds dandy. [Laughter.] The government has
extended itself to try to make the benefits of the trading system
more available to small businesses. The trade remedy laws are
costly to use and typically cannot be invoked by individual busi-
nesses. They have to be invoked, instead, by industry coalitions.
There are offices in both the Commerce Department and in the
International Trade Commission whose job it is to try to provide
technical assistance to those applicants for relief who cannot afford
to hire expensive counsel, or to fully engage expensive counsel, in
putting their complaints together.

As far as I know, those officers are doing a good job. The problem
with respect to our trade remedy system—I would not describe it
as a problem of access. There is certainly a resource problem at at
least one of the agencies. The Commerce Department, and I think
the Import Administration, is running on fumes right now. They
have a great many empty positions, and it is hamstringing their
work. I do not know if they have been in a position to come and
ask you to help with that, but I am aware of the problem there.
That might be something in the very near term that you could do.

Then the uncertainty that hangs over the whole trade remedy
program because of the longstanding pattern of adverse WTO deci-
sions is a real issue. I think it is something the government should
be addressing in a more energetic way in the current round of ne-
gotiations, because it casts a pall over the entire program if it
raises the costs of getting relief and then maintaining that relief
over time at a level that is not worthwhile.

Especially that is true with respect to our trade remedy laws
that do not involve a legal right to relief, but they have political
discretionary decisions at the end, such as the safeguard law and
the China safeguard law, section 421. From my point of view it is
a cost/benefit analysis there from an industry that might seek re-
lief and will almost never be satisfied with the way things are
working now. I think it is a good idea for the committee to consider
that an enforcement issue and to take it up in the bill, as you have
done.

Senator STABENOW. Well, thank you very much.
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Mr. Chairman, I have heard from so many small businesses that
do not have the funds, or are not a part of a coalition, to be able
to bring a case. I think of a company in Cadillac, MI, northern
Michigan, that makes hand trucks to move boxes, and so on. One
of their designs was just totally stolen by a Chinese company, and
they said it was going to cost about $10,000 a month to hire an at-
torney to try to do something with it, so they just stopped making
it and laid off about 50 people. So, I know as we go forward with
trade enforcement, hopefully we can keep a special eye on what we
can do to help small business.

Thank you.
The CHAIRMAN. Thank you, Senator.
The section 421 matter is very important. As the four of you

know, there is considerable frustration among many on this com-
mittee that it is not working quite the way it should.

Ms. Brainard, you were there at the creation of China PNTR and
section 421. When 421 was enacted, what was contemplated? Or to
put it differently, is it working out the way you all thought it would
work out?

Ms. BRAINARD. I sort of find myself in a curious position because,
at the time that we crafted that provision with Congress, it was de-
signed to give the administration the flexibility that it needed,
while addressing very real concerns about the need for safeguards
in particular segments. But it was one of the most important provi-
sions ultimately in getting the agreement through, and I think we
understood at the time that implementing that provision would be
extremely important.

So here we are standing, several years later, and all of the af-
firmative decisions have been denied by the President. You look at
that record and I think there is an understandable desire on the
part of Congress to limit the discretion, which the President has
used much more loosely than, I think, was intended originally.

So I understand the motivation behind 421. If I were sitting in
the administration’s position, I think anticipating that, it would
have made a lot more sense to be much more proactive on the af-
firmative cases. This is, I think, an inevitable result of that pattern
of inaction.

The CHAIRMAN. Do you think the language that we are proposing
is about right? Is it too strong, not strong enough? What is your
sense?

Ms. BRAINARD. I think my reading is that many, if not all, of
these provisions—and I am not a lawyer; I want to put that on the
table—have been very carefully crafted and are striking a very
careful balance. I think if I were sitting in Warren’s seat, I would
be very concerned about any narrowing of that discretion. But
again, those provisions were absolutely central to the China agree-
ment, and to see them repeatedly not implemented, I think, does
provide grounds for narrowing that discretion.

The CHAIRMAN. Mr. Atkinson, your thoughts on 421, the lan-
guage here that we are proposing with respect to 421?

Mr. ATKINSON. I am not an expert on the nuts and bolts of how
that has been implemented in the past, as Lael has laid out. Again,
I am not an attorney either, but it strikes me, again, that it is the
right balance. I think if I were USTR I would not necessarily sup-
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port a bill that would limit my discretion, to some extent. But I
think the case has been shown that some of their discretion needs
to be limited here.

The CHAIRMAN. Mr. Magnus, your thoughts?
Mr. MAGNUS. I think the language that you have put forward

makes good sense. I do not actually interpret it the way that War-
ren does. He has described it as something that makes relief auto-
matic, or virtually automatic——

The CHAIRMAN. Right. It is not automatic.
Mr. MAGNUS [continuing]. If the ITC makes an affirmative find-

ing. If that is what it does, it is a bad idea. There should be a layer
of political review at the end of these cases. The reason is that they
involve goods that may be fairly traded goods. So a layer of polit-
ical review, I think everybody can agree, for this kind of a remedy
makes sense. I see no reason why that political review has to be
conducted uniquely by one of the political branches of our govern-
ment.

I see no reason why that political review cannot be conducted
jointly by the executive branch and the Congress, and according to
a formula that does not trample on efficiency or involve a legisla-
tive veto. I think there is a space in the middle there for that polit-
ical layer of review to be conducted effectively, and I think you
have landed on the right formula.

The CHAIRMAN. Mr. Maruyama, three other witnesses think this
is crafted about right. They sound pretty convincing to me. Your
thoughts?

Mr. MARUYAMA. Well, I am from the executive branch, and we
like presidential discretion.

The CHAIRMAN. We know that.
Mr. MARUYAMA. I was not here when the decisions were made on

whether or not to grant import relief under section 421, so I cannot
speak from any firsthand knowledge of what happened or why the
decisions were made. But as we all know, import relief involves
trade-offs. It benefits the domestic industry, but it also raises con-
sumer costs, it can hurt a U.S. manufacturer that is dependent on
access to imported parts and components, and in some cir-
cumstances it can lead to retaliatory actions against major U.S. ex-
porters like our farm sector. In our view, the President is in the
best position to evaluate whether import relief is in the overall na-
tional interest. We are concerned that some of the language in the
bill would overly constrain his or her ability to make that evalua-
tion.

The CHAIRMAN. But what about the thought—my time has ex-
pired. We will get to my point a little later.

Senator Lincoln?
Senator LINCOLN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. Maruyama, I am generally very supportive of trade agree-

ments. I think it is important for us to be engaged with our neigh-
bors in the global community and be a part of that global economy.
But we have experienced an incredible surge in trade with other
countries in the past decade, and with that I think comes greater
anxiety and doubts from Americans, whether they are agricultural
producers worried about the restrictions that they have and the
markets that they can access, or whether it is hardworking folks
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in middle America who are getting undercut tremendously by prod-
ucts, raw materials that are dumped into our country.

You expressed serious doubts about the benefits of S. 1919. I
guess I would just like to know if you believe that our current
trade enforcement and monitoring policies are sufficient. Is doing
nothing about what is occurring, what our workers and what our
industries are feeling, is that appropriate? If not, if there is nothing
needed—or is there? What further could be done to address some
of the problems that are occurring if it is not this?

Mr. MARUYAMA. Well, I think some of the issues that have been
raised in this hearing are basically outside USTR’s purview. Ex-
change rates. That is Treasury’s job. I know you raised concerns
about an ITC determination. I think antidumping and counter-
vailing duty——

Senator LINCOLN. They determined in our favor.
Mr. MARUYAMA. Yes. Antidumping and countervailing duty deci-

sions are not within our bailiwick. On the enforcement side, we
have been very active in bringing cases. The United States is still
the largest user of the WTO dispute settlement system.

Senator LINCOLN. Do you find any of those decisions that have
been wrongly decided from the WTO panel appellate body?

Mr. MARUYAMA. I would invite you to read our comments yester-
day to the WTO dispute settlement body, where we blasted the
Mexico ‘‘zeroing’’ decision and called it a major over-reach. But on
the offensive side, we have been very aggressive.

Senator LINCOLN. But do you expect them to ever reconsider a
position on those issues because of that?

Mr. MARUYAMA. We would hope so. There are some new appel-
late body members, but they are pretty well dug in. As a lawyer,
I would say that I would not bet on that one.

Senator LINCOLN. Well, I agree with the other two. I am not a
lawyer either, but I figured there were plenty of them in the room.
[Laughter.]

Mr. MARUYAMA. And we have been very aggressive with China.
We have brought four cases against them in the last 16 months.
We have brought big, systemic cases like biotech, Airbus, the China
IPR case. Those are big cases that have major implications for how
our trading system works.

Senator LINCOLN. Do you think that they will resolve themselves
in a timely enough fashion, though, so that it helps the people in
this country who really are hurt by the loss of jobs and the loss
of resources?

Mr. MARUYAMA. I certainly hope so.
Senator LINCOLN. Do you have the tools to do that, do you think?
Mr. MARUYAMA. We do.
The CHAIRMAN. Thank you, Senator.
I would like to ask a question about Special 301. There has been

a lot of concern that the administration has not used Special 301
with respect to China and Russia and has not put those countries
on a priority foreign countries list. Why not, Mr. Maruyama?

Mr. MARUYAMA. I think both China and Russia are on priority
watch.

The CHAIRMAN. They are?

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 14:46 Jul 16, 2010 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00029 Fmt 6633 Sfmt 6633 56757.000 TIMD PsN: TIMD



26

Mr. MARUYAMA. They are on the priority watch list. I can come
back to you on that, but I believe they are both listed on priority
watch.

On China, we brought the IPR action against them in the WTO,
and also a related action on barriers to copyright-intensive prod-
ucts. On Russia, IP is one of the major issues in Russia’s WTO ac-
cession and it is a high priority for USTR.

The CHAIRMAN. I think they are on the watch list, but not on the
most elevated list that requires sanctions, China and Russia.

Mr. MARUYAMA. Yes. They are not on the——
The CHAIRMAN. They are not on the elevated list, they are on the

lower list.
Mr. MARUYAMA. But on both of them, on China we brought WTO

cases, and in Russia we are going toe-to-toe with them in Geneva
on their WTO accession.

The CHAIRMAN. Let me ask another question. The world is
changing so quickly, it is so sophisticated. Are trade laws, or even
the proposed provisions here, tailored to the problems, or are they
too blunt, kind of flat, out of synch? I am talking about IT, for ex-
ample. We need more sophistication. Does anybody have any sense
of that?

Mr. MAGNUS. Mr. Chairman, one of our IT-related trade laws
that none of us actually addressed in our statements, but is cov-
ered by your bill and needs your attention, and you have in your
bill some very useful language that will enable a problem in the
administration to be——

The CHAIRMAN. This is the ALJ?
Mr. MAGNUS. I beg your pardon?
The CHAIRMAN. This is the administrative law judge problem?
Mr. MAGNUS. Yes, sir. That is a good government reform that is

in your bill on one of our key statutes that involves the intersection
of trade and intellectual property. I am—although I did not men-
tion it in my oral statement—very pleased to see that you are try-
ing to give the ITC the flexibility that it needs to meet——

The CHAIRMAN. Right.
Does anybody disagree with that provision in this bill?
[No response.]
The CHAIRMAN. All right. Well, I am going to conclude this. Has

anybody said something that needs to be addressed? Has anybody
said something so outrageous that it should be commented on?
Anybody?

Ms. BRAINARD. I just wanted to come back to this issue of small
business. One of the most important things, I think, about
strengthening trade enforcement is that small businesses really
rely on rules, and they really rely heavily on proactive efforts to
monitor and enforce on the part of the U.S. Government because
they simply do not have the resources that large multinationals do
to work around the rules in places like China, and they do not have
the resources to do the due diligence to help the government bring
cases. So this agenda, I think, is extraordinarily important, espe-
cially for small businesses that are very active in trade, but could
be much more so.

The CHAIRMAN. Well, that is a very good point. It’s like the wire
hangers case. Is that not an example?
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Ms. BRAINARD. Yes, although that is on the remedy side. But I
think the set of provisions that you have put down on the market
access side are equally important for small business.

The CHAIRMAN. Well thanks, everybody, very, very much. I ap-
preciate you taking the time to come to the hearing.

The hearing is adjourned.
[Whereupon, at 11:35 a.m., the hearing was concluded.]

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 14:46 Jul 16, 2010 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00031 Fmt 6633 Sfmt 6633 56757.000 TIMD PsN: TIMD



VerDate 11-MAY-2000 14:46 Jul 16, 2010 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00032 Fmt 6633 Sfmt 6633 56757.000 TIMD PsN: TIMD



(29)

A P P E N D I X

ADDITIONAL MATERIAL SUBMITTED FOR THE RECORD

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 14:46 Jul 16, 2010 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00033 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 56757.000 TIMD PsN: TIMD



30

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 14:46 Jul 16, 2010 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00034 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 56757.000 TIMD PsN: TIMD



31

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 14:46 Jul 16, 2010 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00035 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 56757.000 TIMD PsN: TIMD



32

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 14:46 Jul 16, 2010 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00036 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 56757.000 TIMD PsN: TIMD



33

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 14:46 Jul 16, 2010 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00037 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 56757.000 TIMD PsN: TIMD



34

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 14:46 Jul 16, 2010 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00038 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 56757.000 TIMD PsN: TIMD



35

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 14:46 Jul 16, 2010 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00039 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 56757.000 TIMD PsN: TIMD



36

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 14:46 Jul 16, 2010 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00040 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 56757.000 TIMD PsN: TIMD



37

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 14:46 Jul 16, 2010 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00041 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 56757.000 TIMD PsN: TIMD



38

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 14:46 Jul 16, 2010 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00042 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 56757.000 TIMD PsN: TIMD



39

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 14:46 Jul 16, 2010 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00043 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 56757.000 TIMD PsN: TIMD



40

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 14:46 Jul 16, 2010 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00044 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 56757.000 TIMD PsN: TIMD



41

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 14:46 Jul 16, 2010 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00045 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 56757.000 TIMD PsN: TIMD



42

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 14:46 Jul 16, 2010 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00046 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 56757.000 TIMD PsN: TIMD



43

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 14:46 Jul 16, 2010 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00047 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 56757.000 TIMD PsN: TIMD



44

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 14:46 Jul 16, 2010 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00048 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 56757.000 TIMD PsN: TIMD



45

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 14:46 Jul 16, 2010 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00049 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 56757.000 TIMD PsN: TIMD



46

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 14:46 Jul 16, 2010 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00050 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 56757.000 TIMD PsN: TIMD



47

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 14:46 Jul 16, 2010 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00051 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 56757.000 TIMD PsN: TIMD



48

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 14:46 Jul 16, 2010 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00052 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 56757.000 TIMD PsN: TIMD



49

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 14:46 Jul 16, 2010 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00053 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 56757.000 TIMD PsN: TIMD



50

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 14:46 Jul 16, 2010 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00054 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 56757.000 TIMD PsN: TIMD



51

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 14:46 Jul 16, 2010 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00055 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 56757.000 TIMD PsN: TIMD



52

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 14:46 Jul 16, 2010 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00056 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 56757.000 TIMD PsN: TIMD



53

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 14:46 Jul 16, 2010 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00057 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 56757.000 TIMD PsN: TIMD



54

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 14:46 Jul 16, 2010 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00058 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 56757.000 TIMD PsN: TIMD



55

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 14:46 Jul 16, 2010 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00059 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 56757.000 TIMD PsN: TIMD



56

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 14:46 Jul 16, 2010 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00060 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 56757.000 TIMD PsN: TIMD



57

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 14:46 Jul 16, 2010 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00061 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 56757.000 TIMD PsN: TIMD



58

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 14:46 Jul 16, 2010 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00062 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 56757.000 TIMD PsN: TIMD



59

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 14:46 Jul 16, 2010 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00063 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 56757.000 TIMD PsN: TIMD



60

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 14:46 Jul 16, 2010 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00064 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 56757.000 TIMD PsN: TIMD



61

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 14:46 Jul 16, 2010 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00065 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 56757.000 TIMD PsN: TIMD



62

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 14:46 Jul 16, 2010 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00066 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 56757.000 TIMD PsN: TIMD



63

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 14:46 Jul 16, 2010 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00067 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 56757.000 TIMD PsN: TIMD



64

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 14:46 Jul 16, 2010 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00068 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 56757.000 TIMD PsN: TIMD



65

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 14:46 Jul 16, 2010 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00069 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 56757.000 TIMD PsN: TIMD



66

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 14:46 Jul 16, 2010 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00070 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 56757.000 TIMD PsN: TIMD



67

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 14:46 Jul 16, 2010 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00071 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 56757.000 TIMD PsN: TIMD



68

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 14:46 Jul 16, 2010 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00072 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 56757.000 TIMD PsN: TIMD



69

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 14:46 Jul 16, 2010 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00073 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 56757.000 TIMD PsN: TIMD



70

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 14:46 Jul 16, 2010 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00074 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 56757.000 TIMD PsN: TIMD



71

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 14:46 Jul 16, 2010 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00075 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 56757.000 TIMD PsN: TIMD



72

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 14:46 Jul 16, 2010 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00076 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 56757.000 TIMD PsN: TIMD



73

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 14:46 Jul 16, 2010 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00077 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 56757.000 TIMD PsN: TIMD



74

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 14:46 Jul 16, 2010 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00078 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 56757.000 TIMD PsN: TIMD



75

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 14:46 Jul 16, 2010 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00079 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 56757.000 TIMD PsN: TIMD



76

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 14:46 Jul 16, 2010 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00080 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 56757.000 TIMD PsN: TIMD



77

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 14:46 Jul 16, 2010 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00081 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 56757.000 TIMD PsN: TIMD



78

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 14:46 Jul 16, 2010 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00082 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 56757.000 TIMD PsN: TIMD



79

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 14:46 Jul 16, 2010 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00083 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 56757.000 TIMD PsN: TIMD



80

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 14:46 Jul 16, 2010 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00084 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 56757.000 TIMD PsN: TIMD



81

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 14:46 Jul 16, 2010 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00085 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 56757.000 TIMD PsN: TIMD



82

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 14:46 Jul 16, 2010 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00086 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 56757.000 TIMD PsN: TIMD



83

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 14:46 Jul 16, 2010 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00087 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 56757.000 TIMD PsN: TIMD



84

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 14:46 Jul 16, 2010 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00088 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 56757.000 TIMD PsN: TIMD



85

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 14:46 Jul 16, 2010 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00089 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 56757.000 TIMD PsN: TIMD



86

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 14:46 Jul 16, 2010 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00090 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 56757.000 TIMD PsN: TIMD



87

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 14:46 Jul 16, 2010 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00091 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 56757.000 TIMD PsN: TIMD



88

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 14:46 Jul 16, 2010 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00092 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 56757.000 TIMD PsN: TIMD



89

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 14:46 Jul 16, 2010 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00093 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 56757.000 TIMD PsN: TIMD



90

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 14:46 Jul 16, 2010 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00094 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 56757.000 TIMD PsN: TIMD



91

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 14:46 Jul 16, 2010 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00095 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 56757.000 TIMD PsN: TIMD



92

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 14:46 Jul 16, 2010 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00096 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 56757.000 TIMD PsN: TIMD



93

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 14:46 Jul 16, 2010 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00097 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 56757.000 TIMD PsN: TIMD



94

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 14:46 Jul 16, 2010 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00098 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 56757.000 TIMD PsN: TIMD



95

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 14:46 Jul 16, 2010 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00099 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 56757.000 TIMD PsN: TIMD



96

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 14:46 Jul 16, 2010 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00100 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 56757.000 TIMD PsN: TIMD



97

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 14:46 Jul 16, 2010 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00101 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 56757.000 TIMD PsN: TIMD



98

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 14:46 Jul 16, 2010 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00102 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 56757.000 TIMD PsN: TIMD



99

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 14:46 Jul 16, 2010 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00103 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 56757.000 TIMD PsN: TIMD



100

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 14:46 Jul 16, 2010 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00104 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 56757.000 TIMD PsN: TIMD



101

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 14:46 Jul 16, 2010 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00105 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 56757.000 TIMD PsN: TIMD



VerDate 11-MAY-2000 14:46 Jul 16, 2010 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00106 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 56757.000 TIMD PsN: TIMD



(103)

COMMUNICATIONS

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 14:46 Jul 16, 2010 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00107 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 56757.000 TIMD PsN: TIMD



104

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 14:46 Jul 16, 2010 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00108 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 56757.000 TIMD PsN: TIMD



105

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 14:46 Jul 16, 2010 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00109 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 56757.000 TIMD PsN: TIMD



106

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 14:46 Jul 16, 2010 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00110 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 56757.000 TIMD PsN: TIMD



107

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 14:46 Jul 16, 2010 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00111 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 56757.000 TIMD PsN: TIMD



108

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 14:46 Jul 16, 2010 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00112 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 56757.000 TIMD PsN: TIMD



109

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 14:46 Jul 16, 2010 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00113 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 56757.000 TIMD PsN: TIMD



110

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 14:46 Jul 16, 2010 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00114 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 56757.000 TIMD PsN: TIMD



111

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 14:46 Jul 16, 2010 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00115 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 56757.000 TIMD PsN: TIMD



112

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 14:46 Jul 16, 2010 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00116 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 56757.000 TIMD PsN: TIMD



113

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 14:46 Jul 16, 2010 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00117 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 56757.000 TIMD PsN: TIMD



114

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 14:46 Jul 16, 2010 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00118 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 56757.000 TIMD PsN: TIMD



115

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 14:46 Jul 16, 2010 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00119 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 56757.000 TIMD PsN: TIMD



116

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 14:46 Jul 16, 2010 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00120 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 56757.000 TIMD PsN: TIMD



117

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 14:46 Jul 16, 2010 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00121 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 56757.000 TIMD PsN: TIMD



118

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 14:46 Jul 16, 2010 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00122 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 56757.000 TIMD PsN: TIMD



119

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 14:46 Jul 16, 2010 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00123 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 56757.000 TIMD PsN: TIMD



120

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 14:46 Jul 16, 2010 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00124 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 56757.000 TIMD PsN: TIMD



121

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 14:46 Jul 16, 2010 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00125 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 56757.000 TIMD PsN: TIMD



122

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 14:46 Jul 16, 2010 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00126 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 56757.000 TIMD PsN: TIMD



123

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 14:46 Jul 16, 2010 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00127 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 56757.000 TIMD PsN: TIMD



124

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 14:46 Jul 16, 2010 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00128 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 56757.000 TIMD PsN: TIMD



125

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 14:46 Jul 16, 2010 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00129 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 56757.000 TIMD PsN: TIMD



126

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 14:46 Jul 16, 2010 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00130 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 56757.000 TIMD PsN: TIMD



127

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 14:46 Jul 16, 2010 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00131 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 56757.000 TIMD PsN: TIMD



128

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 14:46 Jul 16, 2010 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00132 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 56757.000 TIMD PsN: TIMD



129

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 14:46 Jul 16, 2010 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00133 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 56757.000 TIMD PsN: TIMD



130

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 14:46 Jul 16, 2010 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00134 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 56757.000 TIMD PsN: TIMD



131

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 14:46 Jul 16, 2010 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00135 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 56757.000 TIMD PsN: TIMD



132

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 14:46 Jul 16, 2010 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00136 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 56757.000 TIMD PsN: TIMD



133

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 14:46 Jul 16, 2010 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00137 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 56757.000 TIMD PsN: TIMD



134

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 14:46 Jul 16, 2010 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00138 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 56757.000 TIMD PsN: TIMD



135

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 14:46 Jul 16, 2010 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00139 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 56757.000 TIMD PsN: TIMD



136

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 14:46 Jul 16, 2010 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00140 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 56757.000 TIMD PsN: TIMD



137

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 14:46 Jul 16, 2010 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00141 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 56757.000 TIMD PsN: TIMD



138

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 14:46 Jul 16, 2010 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00142 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 56757.000 TIMD PsN: TIMD



139

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 14:46 Jul 16, 2010 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00143 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 56757.000 TIMD PsN: TIMD



140

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 14:46 Jul 16, 2010 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00144 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 56757.000 TIMD PsN: TIMD



141

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 14:46 Jul 16, 2010 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00145 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 56757.000 TIMD PsN: TIMD



142

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 14:46 Jul 16, 2010 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00146 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 56757.000 TIMD PsN: TIMD



143

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 14:46 Jul 16, 2010 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00147 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 56757.000 TIMD PsN: TIMD



144

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 14:46 Jul 16, 2010 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00148 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 56757.000 TIMD PsN: TIMD



145

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 14:46 Jul 16, 2010 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00149 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 56757.000 TIMD PsN: TIMD



146

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 14:46 Jul 16, 2010 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00150 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 56757.000 TIMD PsN: TIMD



147

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 14:46 Jul 16, 2010 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00151 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 56757.000 TIMD PsN: TIMD



148

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 14:46 Jul 16, 2010 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00152 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 56757.000 TIMD PsN: TIMD



149

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 14:46 Jul 16, 2010 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00153 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 56757.000 TIMD PsN: TIMD



150

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 14:46 Jul 16, 2010 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00154 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 56757.000 TIMD PsN: TIMD



151

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 14:46 Jul 16, 2010 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00155 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 56757.000 TIMD PsN: TIMD



152

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 14:46 Jul 16, 2010 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00156 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 56757.000 TIMD PsN: TIMD



153

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 14:46 Jul 16, 2010 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00157 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 56757.000 TIMD PsN: TIMD



154

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 14:46 Jul 16, 2010 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00158 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 56757.000 TIMD PsN: TIMD



155

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 14:46 Jul 16, 2010 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00159 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 56757.000 TIMD PsN: TIMD



156

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 14:46 Jul 16, 2010 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00160 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 56757.000 TIMD PsN: TIMD



157

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 14:46 Jul 16, 2010 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00161 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 56757.000 TIMD PsN: TIMD



158

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 14:46 Jul 16, 2010 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00162 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 56757.000 TIMD PsN: TIMD



159

Æ

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 14:46 Jul 16, 2010 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00163 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 5011 56757.000 TIMD PsN: TIMD



<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /All
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Dot Gain 20%)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Warning
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.4
  /CompressObjects /Tags
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJDFFile false
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.0000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /LeaveColorUnchanged
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams false
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages true
  /ColorImageMinResolution 300
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages true
  /GrayImageMinResolution 300
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages true
  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 1200
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile ()
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /Description <<
    /CHS <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe5b9a521b5efa7684002000500044004600206587686353ef901a8fc7684c976262535370673a548c002000700072006f006f00660065007200208fdb884c9ad88d2891cf62535370300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c676562535f00521b5efa768400200050004400460020658768633002>
    /CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d7f6e5efa7acb7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065874ef653ef5728684c9762537088686a5f548c002000700072006f006f00660065007200204e0a73725f979ad854c18cea7684521753706548679c300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c4f86958b555f5df25efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef63002>
    /DAN <>
    /DEU <>
    /ESP <>
    /FRA <>
    /ITA <>
    /JPN <>
    /KOR <FEFFc7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020b370c2a4d06cd0d10020d504b9b0d1300020bc0f0020ad50c815ae30c5d0c11c0020ace0d488c9c8b85c0020c778c1c4d560002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020c791c131d569b2c8b2e4002e0020c774b807ac8c0020c791c131b41c00200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>
    /NLD (Gebruik deze instellingen om Adobe PDF-documenten te maken voor kwaliteitsafdrukken op desktopprinters en proofers. De gemaakte PDF-documenten kunnen worden geopend met Acrobat en Adobe Reader 5.0 en hoger.)
    /NOR <>
    /PTB <>
    /SUO <>
    /SVE <>
    /ENU (Use these settings to create Adobe PDF documents for quality printing on desktop printers and proofers.  Created PDF documents can be opened with Acrobat and Adobe Reader 5.0 and later.)
  >>
  /Namespace [
    (Adobe)
    (Common)
    (1.0)
  ]
  /OtherNamespaces [
    <<
      /AsReaderSpreads false
      /CropImagesToFrames true
      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue
      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false
      /IncludeGuidesGrids false
      /IncludeNonPrinting false
      /IncludeSlug false
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (InDesign)
        (4.0)
      ]
      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false
      /OmitPlacedEPS false
      /OmitPlacedPDF false
      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy
    >>
    <<
      /AddBleedMarks false
      /AddColorBars false
      /AddCropMarks false
      /AddPageInfo false
      /AddRegMarks false
      /ConvertColors /NoConversion
      /DestinationProfileName ()
      /DestinationProfileSelector /NA
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /PresetSelector /MediumResolution
      >>
      /FormElements false
      /GenerateStructure true
      /IncludeBookmarks false
      /IncludeHyperlinks false
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles true
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /NA
      /PreserveEditing true
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
  ]
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice


