
COMMISSION IMPLEMENTING REGULATION (EU) 2025/1981 

of 7 October 2025 

imposing a definitive anti-dumping duty on imports of ceramic tableware and kitchenware 
originating in the People’s Republic of China following an expiry review pursuant to Article 11(2) of 

Regulation (EU) 2016/1036 of the European Parliament and of the Council 

THE EUROPEAN COMMISSION,

Having regard to the Treaty on the Functioning of the European Union,

Having regard to Regulation (EU) 2016/1036 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 8 June 2016 on protection 
against dumped imports from countries not members of the European Union (1) (‘the basic Regulation’), and in particular 
Article 11(2) thereof,

Whereas:

1. PROCEDURE

1.1. Previous investigations and measures in force

(1) By Regulation (EU) No 1072/2012 (2), the Eurpean Commission (‘the Commission’) imposed a provisional anti- 
dumping duty on imports of ceramic tableware and kitchenware, originating in the People’s Republic of China 
(‘China’ or ‘the PRC’).

(2) By Implementing Regulation (EU) No 412/2013 (3), the Council imposed anti-dumping duties on imports of 
ceramic tableware and kitchenware, originating in the PRC (‘the original measures’). The investigation that led to 
the imposition of the original measures will hereinafter be referred to as ‘the original investigation’.

(3) By Implementing Regulation (EU) 2017/1932 (4), the Commission amended the product scope as defined in the 
original measures, leading to the exclusion of imports of ceramic condiment or spice mills and their ceramic 
grinding parts, ceramic coffee mills, ceramic knife sharpeners, ceramic sharpeners, ceramic kitchen tools to be used 
for cutting, grinding, grating, slicing, scraping and peeling, and cordierite ceramic pizza-stones of a kind used for 
baking pizza or bread following a partial interim review of the product scope.
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(1) OJ L 176, 30.6.2016, p. 21, ELI: http://data.europa.eu/eli/reg/2016/1036/oj, as last amended by Commission Delegated Regulation 
(EU) 2020/1173 of 4 June 2020 amending Regulation (EU) 2016/1036 on protection against dumped imports from countries not 
members of the European Union and Regulation (EU) 2016/1037 on protection against subsidised imports from countries not 
members of the European Union as regards the duration of the period of pre-disclosure (OJ L 259, 10.8.2020, p. 1, ELI: http://data. 
europa.eu/eli/reg_del/2020/1173/oj).

(2) Commission Regulation (EU) No 1072/2012 of 14 November 2012 imposing a provisional anti-dumping duty on imports of ceramic 
tableware and kitchenware originating in the People’s Republic of China (OJ L 318, 15.11.2012, p. 28, ELI: http://data.europa.eu/eli/ 
reg/2012/1072/oj).

(3) Council Implementing Regulation (EU) No 412/2013 of 13 May 2013 imposing a definitive anti-dumping duty and collecting 
definitively the provisional duty imposed on imports of ceramic tableware and kitchenware originating in the People’s Republic of 
China (OJ L 131, 15.5.2013, p. 1, ELI: http://data.europa.eu/eli/reg_impl/2013/412/oj).

(4) Commission Implementing Regulation (EU) 2017/1932 of 23 October 2017 amending Council Implementing Regulation (EU) 
No 412/2013 imposing a definitive anti-dumping duty and collecting definitively the provisional duty imposed on imports of ceramic 
tableware and kitchenware originating in the People’s Republic of China (OJ L 273, 24.10.2017, p. 4, ELI: http://data.europa.eu/eli/ 
reg_impl/2017/1932/oj).
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(4) By Implementing Regulation (EU) 2019/1198 (5), the Commission re-imposed the definitive anti-dumping measures 
on imports of ceramic tableware and kitchenware originating in the People’s Republic of China following an expiry 
review (the ‘previous expiry review’).

(5) By Implementing Regulation (EU) 2019/2131 (6), the Commission amended the existing measures pursuant to an 
anti-circumvention investigation, extending the residual duty rate of 36,1 % to imports declared by 33 companies 
previously benefiting from reduced duty rates, and repealing their TARIC additional codes.

(6) The individual anti-dumping duty rates currently in force range from 13,1 % to 18,3 %. All non-sampled 
cooperating exporting producers in the investigation leading to the original measures (‘the original investigation’) 
received a duty rate of 17,9 % and all other companies are subject to the residual duty rate of 36,1 % (‘the original 
measures’).

1.2. Request for an expiry review

(7) Following the publication of a notice of impending expiry (7), the Commission received a request for a review 
pursuant to Article 11(2) of the basic Regulation.

(8) The request for review was submitted on 14 April 2024 by Cerame Unie / The European Federation of Ceramic 
Table and Ornamentalware (‘FEPF’) and an individual Czech company (‘the applicants’) on behalf of the Union 
industry of ceramic tableware and kitchenware in the sense of Article 5(4) of the basic Regulation. The request for 
review was based on the grounds that the expiry of the measures would be likely to result in continuation of 
dumping and recurrence of injury to the Union industry.

1.3. Initiation of an expiry review

(9) Having determined, after consulting the Committee established by Article 15(1) of the basic Regulation, that 
sufficient evidence existed for the initiation of an expiry review, on 12 July 2024 the Commission initiated an 
expiry review with regard to imports into the Union of ceramic tableware and kitchenware originating in the 
People’s Republic of China (‘the country concerned’) on the basis of Article 11(2) of the basic Regulation. It 
published a Notice of Initiation in the Official Journal of the European Union (8) (‘the Notice of Initiation’).

(10) On 19 December 2024, the Commission initiated a partial interim review concerning imports of ceramic tableware 
and kitchenware, originating in the People’s Republic of China, pursuant to Article 11(3) of the basic Regulation. 
That partial interim review was requested by Cerame-Unie/The European Federation of Ceramic Table and 
Ornamentalware (‘FEPF’) and it is limited in scope to the examination of dumping.

(11) The China Chamber of Commerce for Exports and Imports of Light Industrial Products and Art Crafts (‘CCCLA’) 
submitted comments upon initiation of the expiry review investigation. CCCLA drew attention to the length of 
time that the initial measures had been in place, since they were first imposed back in 2012. Consequently, in 
CCCLA’s view, the Union industry had already been benefiting from market protection for almost 12 years, and, 
should the present expiry review lead to an extension of the measures for another 5-five year period, it would 
result in nearly 18 years of continuous protection of the Union market from imports of Chinese ceramic tableware 
and kitchenware. CCCLA made reference to Article 11.3 of the WTO Anti-Dumping Agreement (‘ADA’), which 
states that anti-dumping measures should be terminated after five years unless there is evidence to suggest that they 
should be continued. CCCLA claimed that an extension of the measures against imports of ceramic tableware and 
kitchenware from China would serve merely a protectionist purpose and would be unwarranted, unlawful and 
harmful to Union market as a whole.

EN OJ L, 8.10.2025 

2/54 ELI: http://data.europa.eu/eli/reg_impl/2025/1981/oj

(5) Commission Implementing Regulation (EU) 2019/1198 of 12 July 2019 imposing a definitive anti-dumping duty on imports of 
ceramic tableware and kitchenware originating in the People’s Republic of China following an expiry review pursuant to Article 11(2) 
of Regulation (EU) 2016/1036 (OJ L 189, 15.7.2019, p. 8, ELI: http://data.europa.eu/eli/reg_impl/2019/1198/oj), as last amended by 
Commission Implementing Regulation (EU) 2020/571 of 24 April 2020 amending Implementing Regulation (EU) 2019/1198 
imposing a definitive anti-dumping duty on imports of ceramic tableware and kitchenware originating in the People’s Republic of 
China, as amended by Implementing Regulation (EU) 2019/2131 and repayment of duties collected (OJ L 132, 27.4.2020, p. 7, ELI: 
http://data.europa.eu/eli/reg_impl/2020/571/oj).

(6) Commission Implementing Regulation (EU) 2019/2131 of 28 November 2019 amending Implementing Regulation (EU) 2019/1198 
imposing a definitive anti-dumping duty on imports of ceramic tableware and kitchenware originating in the People’s Republic of 
China following an expiry review pursuant to Article 11(2) of Regulation (EU) 2016/1036 of the European Parliament and of the 
Council (OJ L 321, 12.12.2019, p. 139, ELI: http://data.europa.eu/eli/reg_impl/2019/2131/oj).
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(8) OJ C, C/2024/7456, 19.12.2024, ELI: http://data.europa.eu/eli/C/2024/7456/oj.
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(12) CCCLA further argued that the Union industry is in a sound state, as confirmed by the Regulation imposing 
provisional measures, the Regulation extending the measures and the present request for an expiry review 
investigation, demonstrating that the Union industry has, except for 2010 followed by full-scale economic crisis in 
the EU, been profitable at a rate of between 2 % and 5 % since 2008. Therefore, there is no injury that needs to be 
counteracted.

(13) This claim had to be dismissed. The Commission recalls that Article 11.3 of the WTO Anti-Dumping Agreement 
(‘ADA’) and Article 11(2) of the basic Regulation allow for an exception of the five-year expiry rule if it is 
determined in a review that the expiry would be likely to lead to a continuation or recurrence of dumping and 
injury.

(14) As regards the situation of the Union industry, the Commission noted that the purpose of anti-dumping measures is 
to eliminate the trade distorting effects of injurious dumping and to restore effective competition by having a 
positive effect on the state of the Union industry. Even if the Union industry had not suffered material injury in the 
period considered by the request, one would need to assess whether resulting from the Chinese imports injury may 
recur if measures would be allowed to lapse. In addition, the Notice of Initiation stated in point 4.2 that the 
applicants alleged the likelihood of continuation or recurrence of injury from the PRC. In this respect, the 
applicants have provided sufficient evidence that, should measures be allowed to lapse, the current import level of 
the product under review from the country concerned to the Union would likely increase significantly and cause 
further injury to the Union industry. Therefore, this claim was dismissed.

(15) At initiation, CCCLA requested the Commission to reject the applicants’ claim on the alleged significant distortions 
and accept the domestic prices and costs reported by the cooperating Chinese exporters. To support this claim, 
CCCLA further argued that:

(a) The applicants relied heavily on the ‘Commission Staff Working Document on Significant Distortions in the 
Economy of the People’s Republic of China for the Purposes of Trade Defence Investigations’ (9). As the 
report was prepared by the Commission with the specific purpose of facilitating the lodging of trade defence 
complaints by Union industries, it cannot be considered impartial nor objective.

(b) The claim by the applicants according to which the mentions of the Chinese light industry contained in the 
14th Five-Year Plan are enough to evidence of significant distortions is misguided, as all Five-Year Plans are 
merely guiding documents, and do not have binding force. Moreover, the Commission has published similar 
plans, such as the ‘New Industrial Strategy’ (10), which aims to steer the future development of the EU 
industries.

(c) Article 2(6a) of the basic Regulation, to which the applicants referred, appears to be incompatible with 
Article 2.2 of the WTO ADA. On this specific point, CCCLA provided three arguments:

(i) Article 2.2 of the WTO ADA does not mention the concept of ‘significant distortions’ but rather 
provides an alternative calculation method for normal values. This alternative calculation method is 
reserved for event that there are ‘no sales in the ordinary course of trade in the domestic market of the 
exporting country’, or ‘because of the particular market situation or the low volume of the sales in the 
domestic market of the exporting country’, neither of which fits the concept of ‘significant distortions’.

(ii) Article 2.2 of the WTO ADA only permits using ‘the cost of production in the country of origin plus a 
reasonable amount for administrative, selling, and general costs and profits’ when constructing normal 
value, and does not consider the possibility of using data from an appropriate representative country or 
international prices.
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(9) Commission Staff Working Document on Significant Distortions in the Economy of the People’s Republic of China for the purposes of 
Trade Defence Investigations, 10 April 2024 (SWD(2024) 91 final).

(10) Communication from the Commission to the European Parliament, the European Council, the Council, the European Economic and 
Social Committee and the Committee of the Regions (COM(2021) 350 Final), available at: https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/ 
TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:52021DC0350.
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(iii) Article 2.2.1.1 of the WTO ADA provides that costs shall be calculated on the basis of records kept by 
the exporting producers, provided that they are reasonable and follow international accounting 
standards. Article 2(6a) of the basic Regulation contradicts this stance by allowing the Commission to 
disregard the cost of production and sales in the exporting country and then use such data from a third 
country.

(16) Finally, the CCCLA pointed to WTO jurisprudence (11) (12) stablishing that investigating authorities must use the 
product costs actually incurred by producers or exporters for the calculation of constructed normal values. It also 
argued that WTO jurisprudence supports its claim that Article 2(6a) of the basic Regulation appears to be 
inconsistent with Article 2.2 and 2.2.1.1 of the WTO ADA.

(17) The Commission recalled that its Report constitutes a body of evidence placed on the file of the investigation that 
the Commission can rely upon to find existence of significant distortions, as provided by Article 2(6a)(c) of the 
basic Regulation. The Report has been published on 21 December 2017 and updated on 10 April 2024, after 
providing the opportunity for everybody (that is, not only the parties to a particular anti-dumping investigation) to 
submit comments, rebut, and supplement the evidence contained in the Report. To date, the Commission has 
received no contribution on the Report questioning the objectivity thereof. Moreover, the CCCLA itself did not 
provide any specific elements rebutting the evidence or the legal conclusions contained in the Report. Accordingly, 
it has not been shown why the Report would lack objectivity and the claim that the Report could not be relied on in 
this investigation was rejected.

(18) The claim that Five-Year Plans are merely guiding documents is already demerited in the ‘Commission Staff Working 
Document on Significant Distortions in the Economy of the People’s Republic of China for the Purposes of Trade 
Defence Investigations’, mentioned above.

(19) The report foresees this argument and considers that ‘However, the fact that the FYPs (or the overarching strategies) 
do not have a precisely defined status within the Chinese legal order does not […] put in question their binding 
nature which transpires from other pieces of legislation, such as the Organic Law of the Local People’s Congresses 
and Local People’s Governments of the PRC. This law unequivocally obliges said authorities to implement the FYPs 
[…].In view of the above, it is apparent that the implementation and reference to higher level plans is resolutely 
addressed across plans at every level, often in the introductory part or the final chapters of the respective FYPs and 
other planning documents. This cannot be dismissed as simply aspirational language since the implementation of 
plans is mandated by law, including by the Constitution. In addition, the implementation and fulfilment of targets 
set by various plans are regularly monitored and evaluated […]’ (13).

(20) With regard to point (c) and to the further claims related to the compliance of the normal value construction with 
WTO jurisprudence, the Commission noted that, in the case at hand, the Commission had applied the relevant 
rules contained in Article 2(6a) of the basic Regulation. The Commission considered that the provision of 
Article 2(6a) of the basic Regulation is fully consistent with the European Union’s WTO obligations and the 
jurisprudence. Indeed, the existence of significant distortions renders costs and prices in the exporting country 
inappropriate for the construction of normal value. In these circumstances, Article 2(6a) of the basic Regulation 
envisages the construction of costs of production and sale on the basis of undistorted prices or benchmarks, 
including those in an appropriate representative country with a similar level of development as the exporting 
country. As explicitly clarified by the Appellate Body in DS473 (14), WTO law permits the use of data from a third 
country, duly adjusted when such adjustment is necessary and substantiated. The Commission recalled in this 
connection that once it is determined that due to the existence of significant distortions in the exporting country in 
accordance with Article 2(6a)(b) of the basic Regulation it is not appropriate to use domestic prices and costs in the 
exporting country, the normal value is constructed by reference to undistorted prices or benchmarks in an 
appropriate representative country for each exporting producer according to Article 2(6a)(a) of the basic 
Regulation. The same provision of the basic Regulation also allows the use of domestic costs if they are positively 
established not to be distorted. In that context, the exporting producers had the possibility to provide evidence that 
their individual costs were undistorted. However, no positive evidence as to the factors of production of individual 
exporting producers being undistorted was submitted.
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(11) DS473 European Union – Anti-Dumping Measures on Biodiesel from Argentina.
(12) DS494: European Union – Cost Adjustment Methodologies and Certain Anti-Dumping Measures on Imports from Russia – (Second 

complaint).
(13) Register of Commission Documents (SWD(2024) 91), p. 96-99.
(14) European Union – Anti-Dumping Measures on Biodiesel from Argentina – AB-2016-4 – Report of the Appellate Body, para. 6.198.
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(21) On the construction of the Normal Value proposed in the expiry review request, CCCLA argued that by disclosing 
cost structure and prices in ranges, the applicants were infringing CCCLA’s right of defence and not complying 
with WTO practice. Additionally, the CCCLA claimed that the level of SG & A costs and profit found by the 
applicants proved that the constructed normal value (‘CNV’) established in the expiry review request cannot be 
compared to the price of sales by Chinese producers/exporters.

(22) Moreover, CCCLA noted that while in previous investigations the applicants split up the product concerned into 
different product types for its calculation of the CNV, in the present proceeding they used a simplified approach 
and aggregated values, leading to an unrepresentative CNV. To support this claim, CCCLA further argued that:

(a) The complexity of the Commission’s product control number (‘PCN’) used in the initial and first review 
investigations highlights the fact that a comparison based on the aggregated single product mix was 
meaningless from an economic perspective.

(b) The website of the producer identified in the representative country by the applicants for the calculation of 
SG & A costs and profit margins showed a wide range of products that cannot be objectively put together for 
establishing a single CNV.

(23) Therefore, the CCCLA qualified the applicants’ approach as unacceptable, and argues that the data used in the 
dumping margin assessment section of the review request should not have been accepted by the Commission.

(24) Regarding the CCCLA’s right to defence, the Commission considered that the version open for inspection by 
interested parties of the complaint contained all the essential evidence and non-confidential summaries of data 
provided under confidential cover to let the interested parties exercise their right of defence throughout the 
proceeding. These summaries were therefore sufficiently detailed to permit a reasonable understanding of the 
substance of the information submitted in confidence pursuant to Article 19(2) of the basic Regulation.

(25) It is further recalled that Article 19(2) of the basic Regulation and Article 6(5) of the WTO ADA allow for the 
safeguarding of confidential information in circumstances where disclosure would be of significant competitive 
advantage to a competitor or would have a significantly adverse effect upon a person supplying the information or 
upon a person from whom that person has acquired the information. The information provided under confidential 
cover falls under these categories. Therefore, the bracketing of relevant numerical data was considered appropriate 
and sufficient to ensure the right to defence of interested parties. Consequently, this claim was rejected.

(26) As regards the level of SG & A costs and profit employed in the construction of the Normal value in the expiry 
review request, the CCCLA provided no explanation as to why this would render the comparison of the CNV and 
the export price of the product concerned from China unrepresentative. Therefore, the claim was rejected.

(27) Finally, concerning the claims that the use of a single product type for the construction of the normal value of the 
product concerned in the complaint was intolerable and should have not been accepted by the Commission, it is 
recalled that, according to Article 5(3) of the basic Regulation, the Commission shall, as far as possible, examine 
the accuracy and adequacy of the evidence provided in the complaint, to determine whether there is sufficient 
evidence to justify the initiation of an investigation. In this context, the Commission reminded the CCCLA that 
complainants are not subject to the same standard of proof as the Commission is during an investigation. 
Moreover, the applicants cannot be required to use information that is not available to them. In this case, the 
Commission analysed the expiry review request thoroughly and confirmed that sufficient evidence of a likelihood 
of dumping and injury existed to justify the initiation of an expiry review. Therefore, this claim was rejected.

1.4. Review investigation period and period considered

(28) The investigation of a continuation of dumping covered the period from 1 January 2023 to 31 December 2023 
(‘the review investigation period’ or ‘RIP’). The examination of the trends relevant for the assessment of the 
likelihood of continuation of recurrence of injury covered the period from 1 January 2020 to the end of the review 
investigation period (‘the period considered’).
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(29) CCCLA criticised the selection of both the period considered and the RIP as it would not meet the legal standard 
prescribed by Article 6(1) of the basic Regulation and strongly distorts potential findings by pushing them towards 
positive determinations on dumping and injury recurrence due to two main factors.

(30) Firstly, setting the RIP from the first to the fourth quarter of 2023 would be unacceptably distant, given that the 
request for a review investigation was lodged on 27 May 2024, and proceedings were initiated on 12 July. 
Furthermore, using 2020 as a benchmark for analysing import trends and the current state of the Union industry 
would produce a distorted picture due to the heavy impact of the administrative measures adopted in response to 
the pandemic in 2020, and would impede an objective examination of this case based on positive evidence. The 
CCCLA concluded that the applicants should have been invited to resubmit the request based on a non-distorted 
period considered, i.e. as of 1 January 2019, excluding the year 2020, with the end date as close as possible to the 
initiation date.

(31) In determining the investigation period, the Commission’s general approach aligns with Article 6(1), second 
subparagraph of the basic Regulation (applicable to reviews pursuant to Article 11(5), first subparagraph of the 
basic Regulation), which states that the ‘investigation period shall be selected which in the case of dumping shall, 
normally, cover a period of no less than six months immediately prior to the initiation of proceedings’. In the 
present review, by contrast to a normal case, exceptional circumstances had to be taken into account in view of the 
Union industry’s composition, which is high fragmented, with a very high proportion of SMEs. In order to ensure 
access to this trade defence instrument for such a diverse and fragmented industry, the Commission used the last 
full calendar year preceding the year in which the investigation was initiated. It is common practice for small and 
medium-sized enterprises to have a financial year that corresponds to the calendar year. By letting the review 
investigation period coincide with the calendar year, and consequently with the financial year, as set out in 
Article 6(9), last sentence of the basic Regulation, the Commission sought to reduce the burden on SMEs in 
providing information in the investigation. CCCLA’s claim was therefore rejected.

1.4.1. Interested parties

(32) In the Notice of Initiation, the Commission invited all interested parties to participate in the investigation. In 
particular, it advised the following parties of the initiation of the expiry review: the applicants, the known 
producers in the Union and their relevant associations, the known exporting producers in the PRC, the known 
unrelated importers in the Union and the authorities of the PRC.

(33) Interested parties had an opportunity to comment on the initiation of the expiry review and to request a hearing 
with the Commission and/or the Hearing Officer in trade proceedings.

(34) The Commission received, together with the request for review dated 14 April 2024, a request for anonymity from 
six Union producers supporting the expiry review request. All those who requested anonymity brought forward 
their reasoning for not revealing their identity. The companies claimed concerns of retaliation from their 
customers in China, as well as indirectly from Chinese competitors through the customers and distributors they 
have in common in the European Union and in other parts of the world. To avoid risk of retaliation from private 
Chinese actors, which could potentially have a severe negative impact on their business activities, the companies 
requested the Commission to keep their identity confidential.

(35) The Commission assessed these requests, and the supporting evidence provided. The Commission concluded that 
indeed the alleged risk of retaliation exists and, on this basis, granted confidential treatment to the identity of the 
companies in question (15).
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1.4.2. Sampling

(36) In the Notice of Initiation, the Commission stated that it might sample the interested parties in accordance with 
Article 17 of the basic Regulation.

1.4.2.1. Sampl ing  of  Union producers

(37) In the Notice of Initiation, the Commission stated that it had provisionally selected a sample of Union producers. 
The Commission selected the sample on the basis of the producers’ production volumes of the like product, size, 
geographic location in the Union and product segment. The sample consisted of three Union producers located in 
three Member States, including Portugal and Romania (16), and covered all major product types. Out of these three 
producers, one was a small and medium-sized enterprise (SME (17)). The provisional sample accounted for [19 to 
24] % of the estimated total volume of production and for [41 to 52] % of the estimated total sales of the like 
product in the Union in 2023.

(38) Following the establishment of the provisional sample, the selected SME informed the Commission that 
organisational and financial circumstances made it objectively unfeasible for this company to participate in the 
investigation as a sampled Union producer. Having reviewed the arguments raised in the comments received 
by Cerame-Unie/FEPF, the Commission amended its provisional sample to include another SME in order to 
maintain a representative sample (18). Consequently, the resulting final sample included three Union producers 
located in three Member States, including Portugal and Romania, out of which one was an SME, and covering all 
major product types (19). That sample represented [16–21] % of estimated total EU production and [35–46] % of 
estimated total EU sales volume of the like product on the Union market in 2023.

(39) CCCLA provided comments on the sample of the Union industry and raised concerns about potential self-selection 
strategies within the Union industry, as demonstrated by the abovementioned SME’s refusal to cooperate under the 
pretext of organisational and financial circumstances rather than the substance of the sample (i.e. production 
volumes, product mix, scale of company, geographical scope). This exercise could be repeated with an aim that 
companies performing below the average for the entire industry in the Union be included in the sample by the 
Commission, which would distort the injury determination. In this context, CCCLA referred to the Appellate Body 
Report in European Communities – Definitive Anti-Dumping Measures on Certain Iron or Steel Fasteners from China 
(Article 21.5) which would state that investigating authority shall not define the domestic industry in a way that it 
would include, exclusively or predominantly, producers considering themselves injured by allegedly dumped 
imports (20).

(40) According to Article 17(1) of the basic Regulation the Commission has to select a sample that is statistically valid 
according to the information available at the time of the selection and, in case of non-cooperation of one of the 
sampled entities that is likely to materially affect the outcome of the investigation, in accordance with Article 17(4) 
of the basic Regulation, a new sample may be selected. The revised sample was very similar to the original sample in 
terms of coverage of production and sales. Furthermore, according to the provision of Article 17(2) of the basic 
Regulation the final selection of parties made under the sampling provisions rest with the Commission and not 
with the parties involved. The claim was therefore dismissed.

1.4.2.2. Sampl ing  of  impor ters

(41) To decide whether sampling was necessary and, if so, to select a sample, the Commission asked unrelated importers 
to provide the information specified in the Notice of Initiation.

(42) The European Commission did not receive a reply containing the information requested in the Annex to the Notice 
of Initiation from any unrelated importer within the deadline set in the Notice of Initiation. Therefore, no sample of 
unrelated importers was selected.
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(16) Due to confidentiality reasons the Member State of the SME cannot be disclosed. See recitals (50) to (53).
(17) SMEs are defined as laid down in Commission Recommendation of 6 May 2003 concerning the definition of micro, small and 

medium-sized enterprises (OJ L 124, 20.5.2003, p. 36, ELI: http://data.europa.eu/eli/reco/2003/361/oj).
(18) Note to the file of 29 July 2024, No t24.006490 (available in the open file).
(19) Due to confidentiality reasons the Member State of the SME cannot be disclosed. See recitals (50) to (53).
(20) Appellate Body Report, EC – Fasteners (China) (Article 21.5 – China), para. 5.319.

http://data.europa.eu/eli/reco/2003/361/oj


1.4.2.3. Sampl ing  of  expor t ing  producers  in  the  PRC

(43) To decide whether sampling is necessary and, if so, to select a sample, the Commission asked all known exporting 
producers in the PRC to provide the information specified in the Notice of Initiation. In addition, it asked the 
Mission of the People’s Republic of China to the European Union to identify and/or contact other exporting 
producers, if any, that could be interested in participating in the investigation.

(44) One hundred and one (101) Chinese exporting producers / groups of exporting producers provided the requested 
information and agreed to be included in the sample. These cooperating Chinese exporting producers together 
represented around 21 % of the total imports from China during the RIP and around 8 % of the total production 
and production capacity in China. After analysing the information supplied by the Chinese exporting producers, 
the Commission decided to limit its investigation to a reasonable number of exporting producers by using a sample 
in accordance with Article 17(1) of the basic Regulation. On 8 August 2024 the Commission selected a sample of 
three groups of exporting producers based on the largest sales volume to the Union during the review investigation 
period. The three sampled groups covered around 21 % of the total import volumes from China and around 8 % of 
the total production in China during the RIP (21).

1.5. Replies to the questionnaire

(45) The Commission sent a questionnaire concerning the existence of significant distortions in the PRC within the 
meaning of Article 2(6a)(b) of the basic Regulation to the Government of the People’s Republic of China (‘GOC’). 
The GOC did not submit any responses to the questionnaire.

(46) The Commission sent questionnaires to the three sampled groups of Chinese exporting producers and to the GOC 
and to the three sampled Union producers, as well as to Cerame-Unie/FEPF.

(47) Only one of the Chinese exporting producers provided a complete questionnaire reply. The three sampled Union 
producers and Cerame-Unie/FEPF also provided complete questionnaire replies.

(48) The only exporting producer that provided a complete questionnaire reply accounted for around [1–2] % of the 
total volume of imports of ceramic tableware and kitchenware from the PRC into the European Union during the 
RIP. The Commission services considered that such a low level of imports would have not provided sufficient 
information to assess the export price and the existence of dumping during the review investigation period and 
could not be considered as representative of the total imports from the People’s Republic of China. In view of the 
insufficient level of cooperation, the Commission informed the interested parties that it may base its findings on 
facts available as provided for in Article 18 of the basic Regulation (22).

(49) The Commission sought and verified all the information it deemed necessary for a determination of the likelihood 
of a continuation or recurrence of dumping and injury and of the Union interest. Verification visits pursuant to 
Article 16 were carried out at the premises of the following Union producers/associations.

— SC Apulum SA, Romania,

— Ria Stone – Fábrica de Louça de Mesa em Grés, S.A., Portugal,

— Anonymous Company 7 (SME, see recital (50) below),

— Cerame-Unie/FEPF.
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(21) The three sampled groups of exporting producers were composed of Fujian Dehua Huilong Ceramic Co., Ltd., Photo Usa Electronic 
Graphic Inc. and Liling Kaiwei Ceramic Co. Ltd.

(22) Note to the file of 16 September 2024, No t24.007850 (available in the open file).



1.5.1. Confidentiality requests

(50) Similar to the requests made by the supporting Union producers at initiation as outlined in recital (35), above, both 
SMEs, one of which was selected for the preliminary sample and the other which was selection for the final sample, 
respectively, requested that their identities be kept confidential for fear that they could face retaliation by customers 
or competitors concerned by this investigation, in accordance with Article 19(1) of the basic Regulation. Following 
an individual examination of their merits, the Commission found all confidentiality requests to be justified and 
accepted that the identities of those companies should not be disclosed (23). Moreover, the Commission considered 
that it was not appropriate to disclose the Member State(s) where these SMEs are located since this could also 
disclose the identity of the companies concerned.

(51) The CCCLA claimed that the non-disclosure of the identities of Union producers who either supported the request 
for the investigation or cooperated by agreeing to be included in the sample constituted a severe breach of the 
rights of defence of other interested parties. Firstly, CCCLA argued that, if the identity of certain sampled/ 
preliminary sampled Union producers are not disclosed, interested parties are prevented from providing 
meaningful comments on the representativeness of this sample. Secondly, the Commission’s injury findings always 
include an analysis of certain ‘microeconomic indicators’, which are solely related to the sampled EU producers. If 
any of these producers remain anonymous throughout the proceedings, interested parties would not be able to 
verify or comment on the validity of the Commission’s injury findings. Thirdly, in view of a correct determination 
of the margin of injury, if the Commission withholds the identity of the Union producer included in the sample, 
interested parties would also be prevented from verifying whether that producer produces branded or generic 
products.

(52) According to the jurisprudence of the Court of Justice the protection of rights of defence must be, where necessary, 
reconciled with the duty to respect confidential information, which is specifically laid down in Article 19 of the 
basic Regulation, even though that duty cannot deprive the rights of the defence of their essential content (24). This 
reconciliation permits the receipt of non-confidential summaries of such information (carried out, for instance, in 
the form of ranges and/or indexed elements of information). However, it must always be ensured that, even in 
summarised form, the information would not result in the disclosure of business secrets.

(53) Following the reconciliation indicated in the case law recalled above, the Commission has ensured throughout the 
current investigation that all relevant issues could be verified and dealt with in the files available for inspection by 
interested parties. These files included notes on the sample selection and its representativeness, open submissions 
of the sampled Union producers including ranges and/or indexed information and other relevant communication 
with those companies and their representatives, such as on the percentage of branded products produced by the 
different sampled companies. No information, other than that of which an open version was disclosed to the 
interested parties, was used in the choice of sampled companies or the determination of the Commission’s injury 
findings. The disclosure of the identity of these companies would therefore not have provided the interested parties 
with any additional information that would have been relevant to verifying the correctness of the Commission’s 
findings. Hence, the Commission deemed the information provided in the documents disclosed to the interested 
parties sufficient to satisfy the rights of defence of interested parties, while disclosing the identities of the Union 
producers would have likely caused irreparable and disproportionate economic harm to them. The claim was 
therefore rejected.
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(23) Note to the file of 12 July 2024, No t24.005770 and note to the file of 18 July 2024, No t24.006100 (available in the open file).
(24) Judgment of the Court of 20 March 1985, Case C-264/82 Timex v Council and Commission, ECLI:EU:C:1985:119, at paragraph 24; 

Judgment of 28 September 2023, Changmao Biochemical Engineering Co. Ltd v Commission, C-123/21 P, ECLI:EU:C:2023:708, para. 168.



2. PRODUCT CONCERNED AND LIKE PRODUCT

2.1. Product under review

(54) The product under review is the same as defined in Implementing Regulation (EU) 2017/1932 following a product 
scope review initiated on 12 April 2017 (25), that is ceramic tableware and kitchenware, excluding ceramic 
condiment or spice mills and their ceramic grinding parts, ceramic coffee mills, ceramic knife sharpeners, ceramic 
sharpeners, ceramic kitchen tools to be used for cutting, grinding, grating, slicing, scraping and peeling, and 
cordierite ceramic pizza-stones of a kind used for baking pizza or bread (‘the product under review’), currently 
falling under CN codes ex 6911 10 00, ex 6912 00 21, ex 6912 00 23, ex 6912 00 25 and ex 6912 00 29 (TARIC 
codes 6911 10 00 90, 6912 00 21 11, 6912 00 21 91, 6912 00 23 10, 6912 00 25 10 and 6912 00 29 10) and 
originating in the People’s Republic of China (‘the product concerned’ or ‘ceramic tableware and kitchenware’).

(55) Ceramic tableware and kitchenware can be made of porcelain (including China/bone China), of common pottery, 
stoneware, earthenware or fine pottery or other materials. The final ceramic product depends on the type and 
composition of the main raw materials such as clay, kaolin, feldspar and quartz.

(56) Ceramic tableware and kitchenware products are commercialised in a large variety of forms that have been evolving 
over time. They are used in a wide range of places, e.g. households, hotels, restaurants or care establishments and are 
principally intended to come into contact with food.

2.2. Product concerned

(57) The product concerned by this investigation is the product under review originating in the People’s Republic of 
China currently falling under CN codes 6911 10 00, ex 6912 00 21, ex 6912 00 23, ex 6912 00 25 and 
ex 6912 00 29 (TARIC codes 6911 10 00 90, 6912 00 21 11, 6912 00 21 91, 6912 00 23 10, 6912 00 25 10 and 
6912 00 29 10).

2.3. Like product

(58) As established in the original investigation, as well as in the previous expiry review investigation, this expiry review 
investigation confirmed that the following products have the same basic physical and chemical characteristics, and 
the same basic uses.

— the product concerned when exported to the Union,

— the product under review produced and sold on the domestic market of the PRC,

— the product under review produced and sold by the exporting producers to the rest of the world;, and

— the product under review produced and sold in the Union by the Union industry.

(59) They are therefore considered to be like products within the meaning of Article 1(4) of the basic Regulation.
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(25) Notice of initiation of a partial interim review of the anti-dumping measures applicable to imports of ceramic tableware and 
kitchenware originating in the People’s Republic of China (OJ C 117, 12.4.2017, p. 12).

https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:52017XC0412(02)&from=EN
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:52017XC0412(02)&from=EN


3. DUMPING

3.1. Procedure for the determination of the normal value under Article 2(6a) of the basic Regulation 
for the imports of ceramic tableware and kitchenware) originating in the PRC

(60) In view of the sufficient evidence available at the initiation of the investigation tending to show the existence in the 
PRC of significant distortions within the meaning of point (b) of Article 2(6a) of the basic Regulation, the 
Commission considered it appropriate to initiate the investigation on the basis of Article 2(6a) of the basic 
Regulation.

(61) Consequently, in order to collect the necessary data for the eventual application of Article 2(6a) of the basic 
Regulation, in the Notice of Initiation the Commission invited all known producers in the PRC to provide the 
information requested in Annex III to the Notice of the Initiation regarding the inputs used for producing the 
product under review.

(62) In order to obtain the information that it deemed necessary for its investigation with regard to the alleged significant 
distortions within the meaning of point (b) of Article 2(6a) of the basic Regulation, the Commission also sent a 
questionnaire to the GOC. No reply was received from the GOC.

(63) In the Notice of Initiation, the Commission also invited all interested parties to make their views known, submit 
information and provide supporting evidence regarding the appropriateness of the application of Article 2(6a) of 
the basic Regulation within 37 days of the date of publication of this Notice in the Official Journal of the European 
Union.

(64) In the Notice of Initiation the Commission also specified that, in view of the evidence available, it might need to 
select an appropriate representative country pursuant to Article 2(6a)(a) of the basic Regulation for the purpose of 
determining the normal value based on undistorted prices or benchmarks.

(65) On 6 June 2025, the Commission published a note to the file (26) (‘the Note of 6 June’) seeking the views of the 
interested parties on the relevant sources that the Commission might use for the determination of the normal 
value, in accordance with Article 2(6a)(e) second indent of the basic Regulation. Based on the information 
contained in the expiry review request updated where available, combined with other sources of available 
information deemed appropriate according to the relevant criteria laid down in Article 2(6a) of the basic 
Regulation in accordance with Article 18(5) of the basic Regulation the Commission provided a list of all factors of 
production such as materials, energy and labour used in the production of ceramic tableware and kitchenware by 
the exporting producers. In addition, based on the criteria guiding the choice of undistorted prices or benchmarks, 
the Commission identified three potential representative countries: Brazil, Thailand and Türkiye and concluded that, 
at that stage, Türkiye was the most appropriate representative country under Article 2(6a)(a), first indent of the 
basic Regulation.

(66) The Commission gave the opportunity to all interested parties to comment. The Commission received comments 
from the applicants.

(67) The present Regulation has addressed these comments in Section 5.1.2 below.

3.2. Subsequent procedure

(68) On 1 August 2025, the Commission disclosed the essential facts and considerations on the basis of which it 
intended to maintain the anti-dumping duties (‘final disclosure’). All parties were granted a period within which 
they could make comments on the disclosure.

(69) The comments made by interested parties were considered by the Commission and taken into account, where 
appropriate. The parties who so requested were granted an opportunity to be heard.
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(26) Note to the file of 6 June 2025, No t25.006231 (available in the open file).



3.3. Normal value

(70) According to Article 2(1) of the basic Regulation, ‘the normal value shall normally be based on the prices paid or 
payable, in the ordinary course of trade, by independent customers in the exporting country’.

(71) However, according to Article 2(6a)(a) of the basic Regulation, ‘in case it is determined […] that it is not appropriate 
to use domestic prices and costs in the exporting country due to the existence in that country of significant 
distortions within the meaning of point (b), the normal value shall be constructed exclusively on the basis of costs 
of production and sale reflecting undistorted prices or benchmarks’, and ‘shall include an undistorted and 
reasonable amount of administrative, selling and general costs and for profits’ (‘administrative, selling and general 
costs’ is referred to hereinafter as ‘SG & A costs’).

(72) As further explained below, the Commission concluded in the present investigation that, based on the evidence 
available, the application of Article 2(6a) of the basic Regulation was appropriate.

3.4. Existence of significant distortions

(73) The Commission examined the evidence on the file to decide whether significant distortions within the meaning of 
Article 2(6a)(b) of the basic Regulation exist in the People’s Republic of China (‘PRC’), rendering the use of domestic 
prices and costs in that country inappropriate. That analysis covered the following evidentiary elements on the 
various criteria relevant to establish the existence of significant distortions.

(74) First, the evidence contained in the request included the following elements pointing to the existence of significant 
distortions.

(75) In the request, the applicants highlighted – as an important feature of the ‘socialist market economy’ – the active 
guidance of the Chinese Communist Party (‘CCP’) in both the public and private sector of the economy. In addition, 
the applicants underlined the existence of cross-cutting systemic distortions in China and analysed government 
interventions at various levels of the economy, in particular in the ceramic sector and the market of ceramic 
tableware and kitchenware.

(76) The request further noted that the Chinese ceramic sector, including the market of the product under review are 
served by enterprises that operate under the ownership, control or policy supervision or guidance of Chinese 
authorities. In this regard, the applicants pointed out the interference of the Government of China (‘GOC’) in the 
economy through tight links with both public and private entities and stated that the GOC’s policy goals are 
achieved through several measures, among which the national economic plans.

(77) The request in particular mentioned the 13th Five-Year Development Plan for 2016-2020 – the Light Industry 
Development Plan – and the related Guiding Opinions, which aim at strengthening and improving fiscal and 
financial support policies for the sector and encouraging local governments to pursue the goals set for the sector 
also at provincial and municipal level (27). The applicants noted that given its importance within the Chinese light 
industries, the ceramic industry is under ongoing policy oversight and guidance from the GOC to ensure adherence 
to these plans. The Work Plan for Steady Growth of Light Industry (2023-2024), which includes also the ceramic 
sector, represents another policy document put in place by the GOC to guide the functioning of the sector, through 
the adoption of ‘more powerful measures […] to enhance development momentum, optimize the economics 
structure, and promote the continued recovery of the economy’ (28).

(78) The request also noted that the presence of the state in firms allows it to interfere with respect to prices and costs of 
the product under review. The applicants reiterated the Commission’s conclusions in the first expiry review, in 
particular with regard to the continuous Chinese interference through the establishment CCP cells in both State- 
owned and private enterprises. The applicants referred to the CCP presence in companies such as Great Wall Group 
and Guandong Sitong, with CCP members in managerial positions. Moreover, the request highlighted the inclusion 
of ceramic raw materials in provincial plans such as in the Jiangxi Comprehensive Plan for Mineral Resources 
(2016-2020) and the Guangdong Provincial Mineral Resources Master Plan (2021-2025).
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(27) China State Council – Guiding Opinions of Five Departments on Promoting High-Quality Development of Light Industry; available at: 
https://www.gov.cn/zhengce/zhengceku/2022-06/19/content_5696665.htm (accessed on 25 June 2025).

(28) Ministry of Industry and Information Technology – Interpretation of Work Plan for the Steady Growth of Light Industry (2023-2024); 
available at: https://www.gov.cn/zhengce/zhengceku/202307/content_6895224.htm (accessed on 25 June 2025).

https://www.gov.cn/zhengce/zhengceku/2022-06/19/content_5696665.htm
https://www.gov.cn/zhengce/zhengceku/202307/content_6895224.htm


(79) Moreover, the applicants underlined the existence of public policies or measures discriminating in favour of 
domestic suppliers or otherwise influencing free market forces. It highlighted findings of previous antidumping 
investigations, in which the Commission established that resources are allocated to sectors designated as strategic, 
or otherwise economically important, including the ceramic sector, and recalled that the GOC has been 
implementing an ‘industrial cluster developing strategy’ to provide strategic infrastructure and specialised facilities. 
Therefore, the applicants concluded that the Chinese state allocates resources to the Chinese ceramic sector while 
requiring companies to adhere to State policies, influencing free market forces in such sector.

(80) The request also examined the lack, discriminatory application, or inadequate enforcement of bankruptcy, 
corporate or property laws within the ceramic sector and in the market of the product under review. The 
applicants noted the important role of the GOC in insolvency proceedings, including the fact the Chinese People’s 
Court is subordinated to the Chinese government. The court later has to give prior approval to decide whether to 
accept or reject the applications of listed companies in. With regards to property laws in China, the applicants 
indicated that all land is owned by the state, therefore its allocation is solely dependent on the GOC. It also 
reiterated the findings of the first expiry review, in which the Commission established that despite the existence of 
legal provisions for the allocation of land use in a transparent manner, these are regularly not respected.

(81) Lastly, the request underlined that the wage costs are distorted in China and specifically in the ceramic sector and in 
the market of the product under review. Such distortions were already established in the first expiry review and the 
applicants found no evidence that the ceramic tableware and kitchenware sector is shielded from the wage costs’ 
distortions.

(82) Second, in a recent investigation concerning the ceramic sector in the PRC (29), the Commission found that 
significant distortions in the sense of Article 2(6a)(b) of the basic Regulation were present. In this investigation, the 
Commission found that there is substantial government intervention in the PRC resulting in a distortion of the 
effective allocation of resources in line with market principles (30). In particular, the Commission concluded that in 
the ceramic sector, not only does a substantial degree of ownership by the GOC persists in the sense of 
Article 2(6a)(b), first indent of the basic Regulation (31) but the GOC is also in a position to interfere with prices and 
costs through State presence in firms in the sense of Article 2(6a)(b), second indent of the basic Regulation (32). The 
Commission found further that the State’s presence and intervention in the financial markets, as well as in the 
provision of raw materials and inputs further have an additional distorting effect on the market. Indeed, overall, the 
system of planning in the PRC results in resources being driven to sectors designated as strategic or otherwise 
politically important by the GOC, rather than being allocated in line with market forces (33). Moreover, the 
Commission concluded that the Chinese bankruptcy and property laws do not work properly in the sense of 
Article 2(6a)(b), fourth indent of the basic Regulation, thus generating distortions in particular when maintaining 
insolvent firms afloat and when allocating land use rights in the PRC (34). In the same vein, the Commission found 
distortions of wage costs in the ceramic sector in the sense of Article 2(6a)(b), fifth indent of the basic 
Regulation (35), as well as distortions in the financial markets in the sense of Article 2(6a)(b), sixth indent of the 
basic Regulation, in particular concerning access to capital for corporate actors in the PRC (36).

(83) Third, in the first expiry review concerning the product under review (37) the Commission concluded that significant 
distortions within the meaning of point (b) of Article 2(6a) of the basic Regulation were present. No major 
structural changes in the PRC in general and/or in the relevant sector in particular, capable of affecting that 
conclusion, are known to the Commission.
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(29) Commission Implementing Regulation (EU) 2024/493 of 12 February 2024 imposing a definitive anti-dumping duty on imports of 
ceramic tiles originating in the People’s Republic of China following an expiry review pursuant to Article 11(2) of Regulation 
(EU) 2016/1036 of the European Parliament and of the Council (OJ L, 2024/493, 13.2.2024, ELI: http://data.europa.eu/eli/reg_impl/ 
2024/493/oj).

(30) Implementing Regulation (EU) 2024/493, recitals (99) to (137).
(31) Implementing Regulation (EU) 2024/493, recital (104).
(32) Implementing Regulation (EU) 2024/493, recital (135).
(33) Implementing Regulation (EU) 2024/493, recital (108).
(34) Implementing Regulation (EU) 2024/493, recital (127).
(35) Implementing Regulation (EU) 2024/493, recital (128).
(36) Implementing Regulation (EU) 2024/493, recital (129).
(37) Implementing Regulation (EU) 2019/1198.

http://data.europa.eu/eli/reg_impl/2024/493/oj
http://data.europa.eu/eli/reg_impl/2024/493/oj


(84) Fourth, additional evidence available in the Report on Significant Distortions in the Economy of China (‘Report’) (38), 
prepared by the Commission pursuant to Article 2(6a)(c) of the basic Regulation and recalled above, pointed to the 
existence of significant distortions also during the review investigation period.

(85) Fifth, no evidence or arguments to the contrary have been adduced by the GOC or the exporting producers in the 
present investigation.

(86) In view of the above, the evidence available showed that prices or costs of the product under review, including the 
costs of raw materials, energy and labour, are not the result of free market forces because they are affected by 
substantial government intervention within the meaning of Article 2(6a)(b) of the basic Regulation as shown by 
the actual or potential impact of one or more of the relevant elements listed therein. On that basis, the 
Commission concluded that it is not appropriate to use domestic prices and costs to establish normal value in this 
case. Consequently, the Commission proceeded to construct the normal value exclusively on the basis of costs of 
production and sale reflecting undistorted prices or benchmarks, that is, in this case, on the basis of corresponding 
costs of production and sale in an appropriate representative country, in accordance with Article 2(6a)(a) of the 
basic Regulation.

(87) Upon disclosure, CCCLA urged the Commission to accept the domestic prices and costs reported by the 
cooperating Chinese exporters and reverse its decision on significant distortions. To support this claim, CCCLA 
further argued that:

(a) The Commission relied heavily on the ‘Commission Staff Working Document on Significant Distortions in 
the Economy of the People’s Republic of China for the Purposes of Trade Defence Investigations’ (39). As the 
report was prepared by the Commission with the specific purpose of facilitating the lodging of trade defence 
complaints by Union industries, it cannot be considered impartial nor objective.

(b) The consideration according to which the mentions of the Chinese light industry contained in the 14th Five- 
Year Plan are enough to evidence of significant distortions is misguided, as all Five-Year Plans are merely 
guiding documents, and do not have binding force. Moreover, the Commission has published similar plans, 
such as the ‘New Industrial Strategy’ (40), which aims to steer the future development of the EU industries.

(88) The Commission remits interested parties to the assessment made in recitals (17) to (19). Based on this, and as 
CCCLA did not provide any new evidence, the claim was dismissed.

3.5. Representative country

3.5.1. General remarks

(89) Having determined that significant distortions affect prices and/or costs in the Chinese ceramic tableware and 
kitchenware sector, pursuant to Article 2(6a)(b) of the basic Regulation, the Commission constructed the normal 
value on the basis of costs of production and sale in an appropriate representative country, in accordance with 
Article 2(6a)(a) of the basic Regulation.

(90) The choice of the representative country was based on the following criteria pursuant to Article 2(6a) of the basic 
Regulation:

— A level of economic development similar to the PRC. For this purpose, the Commission used countries with a 
gross national income per capita similar to the PRC on the basis of the database of the World Bank (41),

— Production of the product concerned in that country,
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(38) Commission Staff Working Document on Significant Distortions in the Economy of the People’s Republic of China for the purposes of 
Trade Defence Investigations, 10 April 2024 (SWD(2024) 91 final).

(39) Commission Staff Working Document on Significant Distortions in the Economy of the People’s Republic of China for the purposes of 
Trade Defence Investigations, 10 April 2024 (SWD(2024) 91 final).

(40) Communication from the Commission to the European Parliament, the European Council, the Council, the European Economic and 
Social Committee and the Committee of the Regions (COM(2021) 350 Final), available at: https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/default/files/ 
communication-industrial-strategy-update-2020_en.pdf.

(41) World Bank Open Data – Upper Middle Income, https://data.worldbank.org/income-level/upper-middle-income (accessed on 27 June 
2025).

https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/default/files/communication-industrial-strategy-update-2020_en.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/default/files/communication-industrial-strategy-update-2020_en.pdf
https://data.worldbank.org/income-level/upper-middle-income


— Availability of relevant public data in that country,

— Where there is more than one possible representative country, preference shall be given, where appropriate, 
to the country with an adequate level of social and environmental protection.

(91) As explained in recital (65), the Commission issued one note for the file on the sources for the determination of the 
normal value, i.e. the Note of 6 June. This Note described the facts and evidence underlying the relevant criteria. In 
this Note, the Commission informed interested parties of its intention to consider Türkiye as an appropriate 
representative country in the present case if the existence of significant distortions pursuant to Article 2(6a) of the 
basic Regulation would be confirmed.

(92) Both the CCCLA and the applicants submitted comments.

3.5.2. A level of economic development similar to the PRC

(93) Brazil, Thailand and Türkiye are all classified as countries with a similar level of economic development as the PRC, 
that is they are all classified as ‘upper-middle income’ countries by the World Bank.

(94) No comments were received concerning the selection of countries identified in the note.

3.5.3. Production of the product under review in the representative country and availability of relevant public data in the 
representative country

(95) Practically all countries of the world produce some quantities of the product under review. Following the analysis of 
the available data and in particular data from the Global Trade Atlas (42) (‘GTA’) and Orbis Bureau van Dijk (43)
(‘Orbis’), the Commission identified Brazil, Thailand and Türkiye as possible representative countries for this 
investigation.

(96) The Commission carefully analysed all relevant data available on the file on all factors of productions in all three 
potential representative countries and noted the following:

(a) In the GTA database, all three countries have imports for most of the raw materials in representative 
quantities. However, for a number of items (such as silica sand and quartz, pigments, and clay) together 
representing roughly 20 % of cost of production of an integrated producer, Türkiye has significantly higher 
import quantities than Brazil and Thailand.

(b) Additionally, imports from China represented a significant proportion of the imports of Thailand, around 
37 % of the overall quantity imported while Chinese imports in Brazil and in Türkiye were negligible (Please 
refer to Table 1 below). No difference was found in terms of proportion of imports from China compared 
with the rest of the world when comparing Brazil and Türkiye. At HS codes level, the Commission noted that 
Brazil had a higher proportion of Chinese imports for 4 HS codes compared with Türkiye (Please refer to 
Table 1 below).

(c) When analysing imports from the rest of the world, in terms of actual imported quantity, Türkiye imported 
over 10 times more of kaolin (the main raw material in terms of quantity) and 4 times more of pigments 
from the rest of the world compared with Brazil. For zinc oxide, Brazil imported 5 times more compared 
with Türkiye.
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Table 1

FOP imported quantities at HS6 level

BR Brazil TH Thailand TR Türkiye Chinese exports/ 
ROW

ROW China ROW China ROW China BR TR

HS6 250510 2 601 958 401 951 72 265 007 59 221 466 858 671 767 144 634 15,4 % 0,0 %

HS6 2507 32 746 822 703 040 56 878 756 26 337 539 347 859 951 7 528 703 2,1 % 2,2 %

HS6 250810 80 378 719 1 466 098 111 787 710 35 005 923 7 955 919 681 033 1,8 % 8,6 %

HS6 250840 2 874 548 16 020 6 661 046 8 773 721 37 745 100 12 245 0,6 % 0,0 %

HS6 251010 1 310 945 933 0 6 304 578 086 691 1 0,0 % 0,0 %

HS6 252020 115 687 408 262 590 2 467 564 269 126 6 009 528 279 780 0,2 % 4,7 %

HS6 252910 1 685 879 0 38 178 349 633 002 42 969 410 606 0,0 % 0,0 %

HS6 253090 10 073 661 1 113 725 6 953 917 51 919 252 39 815 431 5 204 569 11,1 % 13,1 %

HS6 2817 12 978 710 21 349 7 107 747 1 854 908 2 171 753 40 501 0,2 % 1,9 %

HS6 283990 792 579 1 202 836 2 226 616 1 690 047 2 035 626 249 824 151,8 % 12,3 %

HS6 320710 1 866 880 2 991 261 5 937 003 1 939 579 20 878 965 1 670 139 160,2 % 8,0 %

HS6 320720 3 806 035 186 814 1 157 317 1 207 973 6 987 437 505 222 4,9 % 7,2 %

HS6 320740 14 727 116 91 346 8 220 802 809 321 17 036 899 41 459 0,6 % 0,2 %

HS6 490810 7 618 063 24 376 8 785 294 3 764 630 34 399 981 343 159 0,3 % 1,0 %

HS6 691110 6 329 43 714 10 657 302 096 923 82 690,7 % 8,9 %

HS6 320619 4 274 417 259 859 419 855 2 323 835 3 606 543 29 615 341 6,1 % 821,2 %

HS6 760310 471 296 105 000 195 286 33 202 1 362 822 18 519 22,3 % 1,4 %

Overall share of imports from 
China

0,55 % 37,33 % 2,26 %

(97) The producer identified in Türkiye has its recent audited financial reports publicly available, while this is not the 
case of the companies identified in Brazil and in Thailand. The financial reports, though not a pre-requisite for this 
type of analysis, still constitute an advantage, as they enable the Commission to ascertain that the most appropriate 
figures are used and that the effects of eventual extraordinary events are excluded.

(98) Türkiye has detailed, publicly available information on labour costs in the country as well as details on hours 
worked in the relevant sector (non-metallic mineral sector including ceramic, glass, cement, and lime production). 
The data in Türkiye includes social security payments and other labour cost expenses payable by companies. 
Labour costs are an important factor in the case at hand as they represent on average 45 %–55 % of the total cost 
of production.

(99) On initiation, the CCCLA argued that the selection of Türkiye as an appropriate representative country in the 
present case would lead to artificially inflated dumping margins. The CCCLA notes that energy prices increased 
significantly in Türkiye during 2023, to an extent that they did not in China, which would prove that energy costs, 
being among the main cost drivers, were subject to major economic shocks. This claim was reiterated during a 
hearing at a later stage.
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(100) The Commission would like to point out that while energy is indeed an important input in the manufacture of 
ceramic tableware, it is by far, not the main cost driver, that being labour. Additionally, the CCCLA provided 
supporting data on electricity prices to sustain its claim, however, electricity makes up a minor part of the energy 
mix employed in the manufacture of the product under investigation which, due to the insufficient cooperation by 
exporting producers from the PRC, had to be based on facts available. In fact, energy costs are driven by natural gas 
prices, which increased significantly in 2022, but were already decreasing at the start of the RIP (44).

(101) Regarding the argument that energy prices should be considered as distorted because China did not suffer similar 
increases, and that for that reason, Türkiye does not fulfil the condition of appropriateness to be selected as the 
representative country, the Commission notes that in view of the established existence of significant distortions in 
China within the meaning of Article 2(6a)(b) of the basic Regulation, the evolution of prices in China is not 
relevant for the assessment of distortions in potential representative countries. Therefore, the comment was 
rejected.

(102) Based on the combined effect of all these factors the Commission considered Türkiye to be the most appropriate 
representative country for this investigation. In the Note of 6 June, the Commission informed the interested parties 
of its intention to use Türkiye as representative country and invited them to comment thereon.

(103) The applicants welcomed the choice of representative country, noting that out of the three possible representative 
countries, Türkiye imported the largest quantities of the main raw materials needed to manufacture the product 
concerned, while having a minimal share of imports from China. The applicants added that, of all three possible 
representative countries, Türkiye had the most complete set of information concerning labour, as well as readily 
available audited financial statements.

3.5.4. Level of social and environmental protection

(104) Having established that Türkiye was the only available appropriate representative country, based on all of the above 
elements, there was no need to carry out an assessment of the level of social and environmental protection in 
accordance with the last sentence of Article 2(6a)(a) first indent of the basic Regulation.

3.5.5. Conclusion on representative country

(105) In view of the above analysis, and the data available on the file, the Commission used the data of and the Turkish 
company Kutahya Porselen Sanayii A.S. for establishing corresponding costs of production and sale in an 
appropriate representative country in accordance with Article 2(6a)(a) of the basic Regulation.

3.6. Sources used to establish undistorted costs

(106) In the First Note, the Commission listed the factors of production such as materials, energy and labour used in the 
production of the product under review by the exporting producers and invited the interested parties to comment 
and propose publicly available information on undistorted values for each of the factors of production mentioned 
in that note.

(107) Subsequently, in the Second Note, the Commission stated that, in order to construct the normal value in accordance 
with Article 2(6a)(a) of the basic Regulation, it would use GTA to establish the undistorted cost of most of the 
factors of production, notably the raw materials. In addition, the Commission stated that it would use the 
information provided by the Turkish Statistical Institute (‘Turkstat’) (45) on labour and the information published by 
the Energy Market Regulatory Authority of Türkiye (46) for establishing undistorted costs of labour and energy. The 
Commission also informed interested parties that it would use the financial data of the Turkish company Kutahya 
Porselen Sanayii A.S for SG & A costs and profit as available in its audited accounts made public in their own 
website.
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(44) Source: Statistics | Eurostat.
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(108) Considering all the information based on the previous expiry review investigation, the following factors of 
production and their sources have been identified in order to determine the normal value in accordance with 
Article 2(6a)(a) of the basic Regulation:

Table 2

Factors of production for ceramic tableware and kitchenware

Factor of production Turkish Classification 
Code Source of data Unit of 

measurement Unit cost

Raw materials

Silica sands and quartz 
sands, natural

2505 10 Global Trade 
Atlas (1) (‘GTA’)

KG 0,40 CNY/KG

Kaolin (and other kaolinic 
clays)

2507 00 20 00 11, 
2507 00 20 00 18, 
2507 00 80 00 11, 
2507 00 80 00 12

GTA KG 1,74 CNY/KG

Bentonite, whether or not 
calcined

2508 10 00 00 11, 
2508 10 00 00 12

GTA KG 2,35 CNY/KG

Ball Clay (clay) 2508 40 GTA KG 1,33 CNY/KG

Natural calcium phosphates, 
natural aluminium calcium 
phosphates and phosphatic 
chalk: Unground

2510 10 00 90 11, 
2510 10 00 90 12

GTA KG 0,99 CNY/KG

Gypsum Materials for Molds 2520 20 00 10, 
2520 20 00 90 19

GTA KG 4,66 CNY/KG

Feldspar 2529 10 00 00 11, 
2529 10 00 00 12, 
2529 10 00 00 19

GTA KG 1,05 CNY/KG

Mineral substances, not 
elsewhere specified or 
included

2530 90 30, 
2530 90 40, 
2530 90 50, 
2530 90 70

GTA KG 14,37 CNY/KG

Zinc oxide; zinc peroxide 2817 00 00 10, 
2817 00 00 90

GTA KG 22,01 CNY/KG

Silicates; commercial alkali 
metal silicates, Not of 
Sodium

2839 90 00 10, 
2839 90 00 20, 
2839 90 00 90 12, 
2839 90 00 90 13, 
2839 90 00 90 15

GTA KG 9,12 CNY/KG

Pigments and preparations 
based on titanium dioxide

3206 19 GTA KG 23,51 CNY/KG
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Factor of production Turkish Classification 
Code Source of data Unit of 

measurement Unit cost

Prepared pigments, 
prepared opacifiers, 
prepared colours and 
similar preparations

3207 10 GTA KG 49,83 CNY/KG

Glaze Materials 3207 20 10, 
3207 20 90 00 11, 
3207 20 90 00 19

GTA KG 12,18 CNY/KG

Glass frit and other glass, in 
the form of powder, 
granules or flakes

3207 40 40, 
3207 40 85

GTA KG 9,54 CNY/KG

Flower paper 4908 10 GTA KG 505,88 CNY/KG

Ceramic Tableware and 
Kitchenware, Of Porcelain 
or China

6911 10 00 00 11, 
6911 10 00 00 12, 
6911 10 00 00 19

GTA KG 38,30 CNY/KG

Aluminium powders of 
non-lamellar structure

7603 10 GTA KG 28,9 CNY/KG

Energy

Electricity N/A Energy Market 
Regulatory 
Authority of 
Türkiye (2)

KwH 0,93 CNY/KwH

Natural Gas N/A Energy Market 
Regulatory 
Authority of 
Türkiye (3)

m3 3,40 CNY/m3

Labour

Labour costs in 
manufacturing sector

N/A Turkish Statistical 
Institute (4)

hour 59,96 CNY/hour

Other

Water N/A Presidency of the 
Republic of Türkiye 
Investment Office (5)

m3 1,63 CNY/m3

(1) http://www.gtis.com/gta/secure/default.cfm.
(2) EMRA | Energy Market Regulatory Authority (epdk.gov.tr).
(3) EMRA | Energy Market Regulatory Authority.
(4) TÜİK – Veri Portalı (tuik.gov.tr).
(5) https://www.invest.gov.tr/en/investmentguide/pages/cost-of-doing-business.aspx.
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3.6.1. Raw materials

(109) In order to establish the undistorted price of raw materials as delivered at the gate of a representative country 
producer, the Commission used as a basis the weighted average import price to the representative country as 
reported in the GTA. To establish the undistorted price of raw materials as delivered at the gate of a representative 
country producer, the Commission would have normally added the import duty of the representative country to 
the import price and an estimation of transport costs. In this case, however, given that the dumping margins, as 
explained in recital (145) below were already so high as to confirm the existence of dumping during the review 
investigation period, an increase of the dumping margin as a result of this adjustment is therefore not relevant for 
the outcome of this review

(110) The import price in the representative country was determined as a weighted average of unit prices of imports from 
all third countries excluding the PRC and countries which are not members of the WTO, listed in Annex 1 of 
Regulation (EU) 2015/755 of the European Parliament and the Council (47). The Commission decided to exclude 
imports from the PRC into the representative country as it concluded in Section 3.4 above that it is not appropriate 
to use domestic prices and costs in the PRC due to the existence of significant distortions in accordance with 
Article 2(6a)(b) of the basic Regulation. Given that there is no evidence showing that the same distortions do not 
equally affect products intended for export, the Commission considered that the same distortions affected export 
prices. After excluding imports from the PRC into the representative country, the volume of imports from other 
third countries remained representative.

3.6.2. Labour

(111) The Turkish Statistical Institute publishes detailed information on wages in different economic sectors in Türkiye. 
The Commission used the wages reported in the manufacturing sector for 2022, for the economic activity C.23 
(Manufacture of other non-metallic mineral products) (48) according to NACE Rev.2 classification (49) which are the 
most recent statistics available. The values have been properly adjusted for inflation using the producer price index 
published by the Turkish statistical institute (50). The average hourly labour cost per FTE (51) amounted to 59,96 CNY 
per hour (52).

3.6.3. Electricity

(112) The Commission intends used the electricity price statistics published by the Turkish Energy Market Regulatory 
Authority (EMRA) (53) in its regular press releases covering tariff tables based on electricity bills, which are 
published quarterly or bi-annually (54). The Commission used the data of the industrial electricity prices in Kuruş/ 
kWh for the industrial sector for 2023 covering the review investigation period, i.e. 0,93 CNY/KWh.
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(48) http://www.turkstat.gov.tr/PreIstatistikTablo.do?istab_id=2090, as last accessed on 11 June 2025.
(49) This is a statistical classification of economic activities used by Eurostat, KS-RA-07-015-EN.PDF as last accessed on 29 June 2025.
(50) TÜİK – Veri Portalı (tuik.gov.tr) and TÜİK – Veri Portalı (tuik.gov.tr).
(51) Full-time employment.
(52) TÜİK – Veri Portalı (tuik.gov.tr) and TÜİK – Veri Portalı (tuik.gov.tr).
(53) https://www.epdk.gov.tr/Detay/Icerik/3-0-39/kurul-kararlari-.
(54) EMRA | Energy Market Regulatory Authority.
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3.6.4. Natural gas

(113) The Commission used the price of gas for industrial users in Türkiye as published by the Energy Market Regulatory 
Authority (EMRA) (55) in its 2023 Natural Gas Market Sector Report (56). The Commission intends to use the data of 
the industrial gas prices in the corresponding consumption band in TRY/Sm3 covering the review investigation 
period. The applicable unit cost is estimated to amount to 3,40 CNY per sm3 (57).

(114) In the comments to the note of 6 June, the applicants noted that the link to the source provided for gas prices wasn’t 
functional. The Commission has updated the link, which can now be accessed.

3.6.5. Water

(115) The Commission intends to use applicable prices for water for industrial use published by the Presidency of the 
Republic of Türkiye Investment Office based on sources from the Istanbul water and Sewerage administration, the 
Eskișehir Water and Sewerage Administration and the Antalya Water and Sewerage Administration (58). The 
Commission intends to use the data of Eskisehir region since the Turkish company used for SG & A costs and 
profit is located in this region. The applicable unit cost is estimated to amount to 1,63 CNY/m3 (59).

3.7. Manufacturing overhead costs, SG & A costs and profits

(116) According to Article 2(6a)(a), second paragraph of the basic Regulation, ‘the constructed normal value shall include 
an undistorted and reasonable amount for administrative, selling and general costs and for profits’. In addition, a 
value for manufacturing overhead costs needs to be established to cover costs not included in the factors of 
production referred to above..

(117) The level of manufacturing overheads was adjusted to the benchmarks calculated above from the information used 
in the previous expiry review investigation.

(118) In order to establish an undistorted value, for SG & A costs and profit, the Commission used the financial data from 
the Turkish company Kutahya Porselen Sanayi A.S. More precisely, the Commission used the SG & A costs and 
profit figures as reported in the company’s audited accounts for the year 2023. Based on available company 
information the majority of the business activity concerned the product concerned. Financial statements were 
adjusted by the company according to the standards set by the International Accounting Standard Board (IASB) 
requiring Turkish companies to apply inflation adjustments to their financial statements. The percentage of SG & A 
costs and profits was corrected to an ex-works level by deducting the packaging costs and transportation cost from 
the total SG & A costs and from the turnover.

3.8. Calculation of the normal value

(119) On the basis of the above the Commission constructed the normal value on an ex-works basis in accordance with 
Article 2(6a)(a) of the basic Regulation.

(120) In order to establish the constructed normal value, the Commission followed the following two steps. First, the 
Commission established the undistorted manufacturing costs. To this end, and due to the insufficient level of 
cooperation, the Commission multiplied the usage factors as observed in the previous expiry review for materials, 
labour, electricity and water by the undistorted costs per unit observed in the representative country Türkiye.
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(121) Second, to the manufacturing costs identified above the Commission applied, the aforementioned overheads 
margin, and Kutahya Porselen Sanayi A.S.’s SG & A costs and profit.

(122) As a result, the following items were added to the undistorted cost of manufacturing:

(a) Overheard consumption level of 15,65 % expressed on the cost of manufacturing and added to the sum of the 
costs of manufacturing;

(b) SG & A costs of 35,97 % expressed on the cost of goods sold applied to the sum of costs of manufacturing;

(c) A profit of 17,74 % expressed on the cost of goods sold applied to the costs of manufacturing.

3.9. Export price

(123) In the absence of sufficient cooperation, the Commission calculated the export price on the basis of import statistics 
available in Eurostat adjusted to ex-works level so as to represent the price actually paid or payable for the product 
concerned when sold for export to the Union, in accordance with Article 2(8) of the basic Regulation. Thus, the CIF 
price was reduced by the (sea) freight and insurance cost and domestic transport cost as estimated in the expiry 
review request.

(124) At initiation, CCCLA argued that, due to the complexity and wide variety of product types included under the 
definition of the product concerned, and that are blended in official trade statistics, the prices reported in the 
official trade statistics does not constitute an adequate assumption of what the dumping margin might be.

(125) The Commission reminded CCCLA that the insufficient cooperation received from exporting producers of the 
product under investigation in the PRC didn’t allow for any differentiation by PCN on the construction of the 
Normal Value. Accordingly, the Commission had no alternative than to calculate the dumping margin as a 
comparison of averages, for which the level of specification of the official trade statistics employed was perfectly 
reasonable. Therefore, this claim was rejected.

(126) After disclosure, CCCLA argued that prices reported in trade statistics tools (e.g., Eurostat) do not differentiate by 
PCN and, therefore, prices reported do ‘not constitute an adequate assumption of what the dumping margin 
might be’.

(127) Ceramie-Unie pointed out that the Commission relied on this method only due to the insufficient cooperation from 
Chinese exporting producers. The Commission contacted one hundred and one (101) Chinese exporting producers/ 
groups of exporting producers of which only one provided a complete questionnaire reply.

(128) This single exporting producer amounted to approximately [1-2 %] of the total volume of imports of the product 
concerned into the Union during the RIP.

(129) As rightly determined by the Commission, such a low level of imports could not be considered representative of the 
total imports from China.

(130) Ceramie-Unie pointed out that Article 18(6) of the basic Regulation is unambiguous: in cases of non-cooperation 
‘the result of the investigation may be less favourable to the party’. Therefore, the Commission’s calculation of the 
dumping margin as a comparison of averages is perfectly reasonable and within the boundaries of the Union law, 
given the circumstances of the case.

(131) In conducting this analysis, Ceramie-Unie highlights the Commission’s findings that the dumping margin during the 
RIP was found to be ‘more than 100 %’. The Commission further noted that such dumping margin was ‘significantly 
undervalued, as the normal value was not adjusted for transportation and custom duties on the import price of raw 
materials (see recital (106)) and the export price was not adjusted for VAT refunds (see recital (125))’.

(132) In light of the above, Ceramie-Unie stressed that the data demonstrating the continuation of dumping during the 
RIP is supporting the need to extend the continuation of the anti-dumping measures.
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(133) Upon disclosure, CCCLA insisted on its claim that prices reported in trade statistics tools (e.g. Eurostat) do not 
differentiate by PCN and, therefore, prices reported do ‘not constitute an adequate assumption of what the 
dumping margin might be’. Because no new information or evidence was brought forward to support the claim, 
the Commission refers all parties to its previous assessment of the issue stated also in recital (125).

3.10. Comparison

(134) Article 2(10) of the basic Regulation requires the Commission to make a fair comparison between the normal value 
and the export price at the same level of trade and to make allowances for differences in factors which affect prices 
and price comparability. In the case at hand the Commission chose to compare the normal value and the export 
price of the sampled exporting producers at the ex-works level of trade. As further explained below, where 
appropriate, the normal value and the export price were adjusted in order to: (i) net them back to the ex-works 
level; and (ii) make allowances for differences in factors which were claimed, and demonstrated, to affect prices and 
price comparability.

3.11. Adjustments made to the normal value

(135) As explained in recitals (119) to (122), the normal value was established at the ex-works level of trade by using costs 
of production together with amounts for SG & A costs and profit, which were considered to be reasonable for that 
level of trade.

(136) The question whether to adjust the normal value for VAT refunds on exports was not assessed, since, as it will be 
demonstrated in the following section, the dumping margins already established during the review investigation 
period are high enough (more than 100 %) to confirm the likely continuation of dumping. An increase of the 
dumping margin as a result of the VAT adjustment is therefore not relevant for the outcome of this review, as it 
would not contradict that conclusion.

3.12. Adjustments made to the export price

(137) As explained in recital (123), in order to net the export price back to the ex-works level of trade, adjustments were 
made on the account of: the (sea) freight and insurance cost and domestic transport cost as estimated in the expiry 
review request.

3.13. Dumping margin

(138) On this basis, the weighted average dumping margins expressed as a percentage of the CIF Union frontier price, 
duty unpaid, was above 100 %. It must be noted that the dumping margin obtained was significantly undervalued, 
as the normal value was not adjusted for transportation and custom duties on the import price of raw materials 
(see recital (109)) and the export price was not adjusted for VAT refunds (see recital (136)).

(139) It was therefore concluded that dumping continued during the review investigation period.

(140) Upon disclosure, CCCLA manifested surprise at the level of dumping found, and claimed that it was the result of 
inflated benchmark prices, and exaggerated SG & A cost and profit ratios, deeming the choice of Kütahya Porselen 
inappropriate. To this effect, CCCLA compared the prices of raw materials in the previous expiry review and in the 
current investigation, noting a generalized increase. CCCLA alluded to the cost of labour being one of the principal 
cost drivers of the production of ceramic tableware and kitchenware and suggested that the increase of labour costs 
between the previous expiry review and the current investigation does not reflect the actual labour cost increase in 
China.

(141) The Commission noted that, as presented in Annex II to the FOP Note of 6 June, import prices into Türkiye were in 
line with the prices of imports into Brazil and Thailand. Additionally, the Commission pointed out that not all 
factors of production have the same weight in the cost structure of the PUI. In this regard, the use of Gypsum 
Materials for moulds, mentioned by CCCLA for having increased its price by 37 times, is minimal and had virtually 
no impact on the calculation. Moreover, the main raw material used in the production of the PUI is kaolin, for 
which, again, the benchmark price used is consistent to that of Brazil and Thailand.
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(142) Regarding the level of SG & A costs and profit used in the construction of the normal value, the Commission noted 
that the SG & A costs and profit reported in Kütahya Porselen’s audited reports are in line with the levels of the 
wider sector (NACE C-234) reported by the Turkish government.

(143) Finally, regarding the claim that labour cost increases are not representative of the situation in China, the 
Commission noted that according to the available sources, labour costs in Turkey went up as a result of recent 
increases of the minimal wage by the Turkish government, which aimed to restore Turkish citizens’ purchasing 
power. This means that the Turkish government aimed to restore labour costs to the level that would be 
commensurate with the level of the overall economic development in the country, a level similar to the one of 
China. In view of this, there is no reason to consider that the increase in labour costs was exaggerated. Moreover, 
the development of labour costs in China, which were found to be affected by significant distortions found in this 
investigation is irrelevant.

(144) Furthermore, in the first note on Factors of production, the Commission invited all parties to suggest other 
appropriate representative countries, but no suggestions were brought forward by CCCLA. Based on the above, the 
Commission dismissed CCCLA’s claims.

3.14. Likelihood of continuation or recurrence of dumping from the PRC

(145) Further to the finding of the existence of dumping during the review investigation period, the Commission 
investigated the likelihood of continuation of dumping, should the measures be repealed. Accordingly, the 
Commission analysed the following additional elements: the production capacity and spare capacity in the PRC, 
pricing behaviour of Chinese exporting producers in other markets, and the attractiveness of the Union market.

3.14.1. Production capacity and spare capacity in the PRC

(146) China is the world’s largest exporter of ceramic tableware and kitchenware and has thousands of active 
producers (60). In the annexes of the expiry review request, the applicants brought forward sources indicating that 
China had a daily production capacity of 87,03 billion pieces of daily ceramics during the RIP, with a spare 
capacity of 18,7 % (61). Production capacity of daily ceramics has increased steadily since the last review, while 
maintaining a stable capacity utilization level of around 81 %. This has allowed spare capacity to increase from 
12,9 billion pieces in 2019 to over 16 billion pieces during the RIP. Spare production capacity of such magnitude 
means that China alone could cover multiple times the total Union consumption, that was estimated at roughly 
491 264 tonnes during the review investigation period (see recital (161) below). The problem of overcapacity was 
acknowledged in the financial reports of some of the big Chinese producers (62), as well as in several pieces of 
market intelligence (63) (64).

(147) Since the imposition of the measures, exports of ceramic tableware and kitchenware from China have entered the 
Union in big quantities and were still representing almost 60 % of the Union consumption in the RIP as it is 
explained more in detail in Section 4.3.1 below. This also indicates that Chinese exporting producers of ceramic 
tableware and kitchenware have strong business relations with their clients in the Union.
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(60) THINK!DESK – Market Distortions in the Chinese Tableware Ceramics Industry Update Report 2024 (6) provided in Annex 3 of the 
open expiry review request.

(61) Hangzhou Zhongjing Zhisheng Market Research – 2024 Report on Daily Ceramics Market in China, pages 32-36, provided in Annex 
5 of the open expiry review request.

(62) For example, in the 2022 Financial report of the Sitong group, page 47, provided in Annex 5 of the open expiry review request.
(63) THINK!DESK – Market Distortions in the Chinese Tableware Ceramics Industry Update Report 2024 (Part 2) provided in Annex 3 of 

the open expiry review request.
(64) Hangzhou Zhongjing Zhisheng Market Research – 2024 Report on Daily Ceramics Market in China, provided in Annex 5 of the open 

expiry review request.



(148) Based on the above, the Commission concluded that China was among the biggest producers of ceramic tableware 
and kitchenware in the world and had significant spare capacity which, facilitated by the strong business 
relationships, could be easily exported at even higher volumes to the Union should measures be repealed.

3.14.2. Exports to third countries

(149) According to GTA, China (65) exported 2 094 958 tonnes amounting to 53 393 909 510 RMB or an average CIF 
value of 25,48 RMB/kg.

(150) The Commission compared the average export prices at CIF level of the main export markets of ceramic tableware 
and kitchenware from China, as reported in the GTA database with the export price to the Union at the same level 
of trade. It found that, Chinese export prices to their main export markets (US, Russia) are similar or lower than 
those to the EU, reinforcing the attractiveness of the Union market for Chinese exporters of the product concerned.

3.14.3. Attractiveness of the Union market

(151) The Union is one of the biggest markets of ceramic tableware and kitchenware in the world. As already mentioned 
in recital (147) above, following the imposition of the anti-dumping measures in 2012, Chinese exports of the 
product concerned continued to enter the Union in significant quantities. During the review investigation period, 
Chinese exports of ceramic tableware and kitchenware to the Union represented almost 60 % of the Union 
consumption (see recital (181)). This clearly demonstrates that the Union remained an attractive and important 
market destination for Chinese ceramic tableware and kitchenware.

(152) Additionally, the market intelligence brought up by the applicants, as well as company reports, claim that the 
growth domestic market of daily use ceramics is slowing down. As production capacity and daily output continue 
to grow, companies will face higher pressure to increase their export volumes, and the Union’s market 
attractiveness will increase.

(153) Finally, trade defence measures concerning Chinese ceramic tableware and kitchenware imports are in place in other 
third countries, illustrating the same type of pricing behaviour as observed in the Union (66). These trade defence 
measures will make it more difficult for Chinese exporting producers to export to these markets and further 
increase the attractiveness of the Union market where these exports may be redirected.

3.14.4. Price behaviour of Chinese exporting producers

(154) Another element demonstrating the attractiveness of the Union market is the pricing strategy of Chinese exporting 
producers. Export prices of Chinese exporting producers of the product concerned are significantly below the 
prices of the Union industry on the Union market. In fact, Chinese imports have the lowest prices on the Union 
market. The few third countries which export at lower prices account for only a fraction of the total imports into 
the Union, with a growth potential which is not comparable with the size of the production facilities in the PRC. 
Therefore, it can be reasonably expected that the Chinese imports will enter the Union market at lower prices 
should the measures be allowed to lapse, even taking into account the amount of current anti-dumping duties.

(155) Indeed, during the period considered, the average import price from China increased by 17 %. Despite this increase, 
it still remains below Union industry average sales price by 18 %. Without the anti-dumping duties, the difference 
would amount to 38 % (see recital (169)).
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3.15. Conclusion on the likelihood of continuation or recurrence of dumping

(156) Chinese imports of the product concerned continued to enter the Union market at dumped prices during the review 
investigation period. The Commission also found that the PRC was the biggest producer and exporter of ceramic 
tableware and kitchenware in the world and had significant spare capacities.

(157) In addition, the Commission found that the pricing behaviour of the Chinese exporting producers in third markets 
supports the finding of a likelihood of continuation or recurrence of dumping to the Union, should the measures be 
allowed to lapse.

(158) Finally, the Commission established that the Union market remained an attractive market for Chinese exporting 
producers of ceramic tableware and kitchenware even after the impositions of measures.

(159) Given the above, the Commission concluded that there was a strong likelihood that the repeal of the anti-dumping 
measures would result in increased imports of ceramic tableware and kitchenware from the PRC into the Union at 
dumped prices.

4. INJURY

4.1. Union production and Union industry

(160) During the review investigation period, the like product was manufactured in the Union by more than 140 known 
producers. Production is concentrated in the Czech Republic, France, Germany, Italy, Poland, Portugal and Romania. 
The total Union production was established at 226 147 tonnes during the RIP on the basis of verified questionnaire 
responses submitted by the sampled Union producers and Cerame-Unie/FEPF. The Union producers accounting for 
the total Union production constitute the Union industry within the meaning of Articles 4(1) and 5(4) of the basic 
Regulation.

4.2. Union consumption

(161) The Union consumption was established on the basis of Eurostat import statistics and sales volumes of the Union 
industry in the Union, as submitted by Cerame-Unie/FEPF and information from sampled Union producers, which 
was duly verified.

(162) During the period considered the Union consumption developed as follows:

Table 3

2020 2021 2022 RIP

Union consumption 
(tonnes)

399 085 459 741 555 832 491 264

Index (2020 = 100) 100 115 139 123

Source: Eurostat, Cerame-Unie/FEPF verified questionnaire reply.

(163) During the period considered, Union consumption increased by 23 %, due to the ongoing post-COVID effect of 
renewed interest among European consumers in ceramic tableware and kitchenware. It increased steadily from 
2020 to 2022, where it reached a peak of 555 832 tonnes, but dropping to 491 264 tonnes in the RIP.
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4.3. Imports into the Union from the PRC

4.3.1. Volume and market share

(164) Based on Eurostat data and macro data provided by Cerame-Unie/FEPF, the volume of imports, market share and 
average prices of imports of the product concerned developed as set out below:

Table 4

Imports from the PRC 2020 2021 2022 RIP

Volume of imports 
(tonnes)

226 033 270 662 318 598 285 513

Index (2020 = 100) 100 120 141 126

Market share (%) 56,6 58,9 57,3 58,1

Source: Eurostat, Cerame-Unie/FEPF verified questionnaire reply.

(165) While the anti-dumping measures were in place, the total volume of imports from the PRC rose by 26 % during the 
period considered. It followed the increasing Union consumption steadily up to 2022, decreasing to 285 513 
tonnes during the RIP. In the context of a growing market, the share of Chinese imports in total Union 
consumption (see Table 3) increased at the expense of the Union industry, reaching 58,1 % during the RIP.

4.3.2. Price of the imports from the country concerned and price undercutting

(166) Over the period considered the price of imports from the PRC into the Union developed as follows:

Table 5

Imports from the PRC 2020 2021 2022 RIP

Average import price 
(EUR/tonne)

1 871 2 155 2 668 2 188

Index (2020 = 100) 100 115 143 117

Source: Eurostat.

(167) Over the period considered the prices of Chinese imports increased by 17 %, from 1 871/tonne to 2 188 EUR/ 
tonne. This is the average import price per tonne of all imports of the product concerned and therefore, the trend 
could be affected by further imports.

(168) The Commission determined the price undercutting during the review investigation period by comparing:

(i) the weighted average sales prices of the sampled Union producers charged to unrelated customers on the 
Union market, adjusted to an ex-works level. These prices were weighted in accordance with the share of the 
relevant segment they related to (i.e. large companies and SMEs, see recital (178)); and

(ii) the import price (CIF Union frontier) from Eurostat data. The CIF prices were then adjusted upwards for the 
post-importation costs, i.e. customs clearance, handling and loading costs, based on the information of the 
previous expiry review investigation, conventional customs duties and anti-dumping duties.

OJ L, 8.10.2025 EN 

ELI: http://data.europa.eu/eli/reg_impl/2025/1981/oj 27/54



(169) The result of the comparison was expressed as a percentage of the sampled Union producers’ turnover during the 
review investigation period. On the basis of the above methodology, the comparison showed that during the 
review investigation period the imports of the product concerned undercut the Union industry’s prices by 18 %. 
Without the anti-dumping duties, the undercutting would have amounted to 38 %.

(170) In its comments on anonymous treatment of certain sampled and non-sampled Union producers by the 
Commission (see recital (51)), CCCLA also claimed that Chinese producers sell only generic products while Union 
producers sell high end and branded products. Therefore, comparing potentially branded products produced in the 
EU with generic products produced in China would inevitably lead to an inflated undercutting calculation.

(171) However, the investigation showed that virtually no branded products were sold by the sampled Union producers, 
representing a significant proportion of the Union sales volume in the period considered. If there was any impact 
on the undercutting calculation, it would be very limited. Consequently, this claim was rejected.

4.4. Imports from third countries other than the PRC

(172) The aggregated volume of imports into the Union, as well as the market share and price trends for imports of 
ceramic tableware and kitchenware from other third countries other than the PRC developed as follows:

Table 6

Country 2020 2021 2022 RIP

Türkiye Volume (tonnes) 17 177 22 139 33 228 21 546

Index (2020 = 100) 100 129 193 125

Market share (%) 4,3 4,8 6,0 4,4

Index (2020 = 100) 100 112 139 102

Average price (EUR/ 
tonne)

2 095 2 250 2 798 3 465

Index (2020 = 100) 100 107 134 165

Thailand Volume (tonnes) 10 500 11 184 15 190 12 626

Index (2020 = 100) 100 107 145 120

Market share (%) 2,6 2,4 2,7 2,6

Index (2020 = 100) 100 92 104 98

Average price (EUR/ 
tonne)

5 152 5 209 5 986 5 639

Index (2020 = 100) 100 101 116 109

United 
Kingdom

Volume (tonnes) 9 705 4 082 6 695 7 074
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Country 2020 2021 2022 RIP

Index (2020 = 100) 100 42 69 73

Market share (%) 2,4 0,9 1,2 1,4

Index (2020 = 100) 100 37 50 59

Average price (EUR/ 
tonne)

5 823 8 263 8 225 8 499

Index (2020 = 100) 100 142 141 146

Bangladesh Volume (tonnes) 3 776 4 931 5 875 6 433

Index (2020 = 100) 100 131 156 170

Market share (%) 0,9 1,1 1,1 1,3

Index (2020 = 100) 100 113 112 138

Average price (EUR/ 
tonne)

3 384 3 999 4 444 3 751

Index (2020 = 100) 100 118 131 111

United Arab 
Emirates

Volume (tonnes) 471 652 5 286 6 532

Index (2020 = 100) 100 138 1 122 1 387

Market share (%) 0,1 0,1 1,0 1,3

Index (2020 = 100) 100 120 806 1 126

Average price (EUR/ 
tonne)

2 687 2 996 3 375 3 606

Index (2020 = 100) 100 111 126 134

Others Volume (tonnes) 12 824 15 969 20 085 15 590

Index (2020 = 100) 100 125 157 122

Market share (%) 3,2 3,5 3,6 3,2

Index (2020 = 100) 100 108 112 99
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Country 2020 2021 2022 RIP

Average price (EUR/ 
tonne)

3 874 4 168 4 640 4 675

Index (2020 = 100) 100 108 120 121

Totals Volume (tonnes) 54 454 58 958 86 359 69 802

Index (2020 = 100) 100 108 159 128

Market share (%) 13,6 12,8 15,5 14,2

Index (2020 = 100) 100 94 114 104

Average price (EUR/ 
tonne)

3 733 4 094 4 389 4 223

Index (2020 = 100) 100 110 118 113

Source: Eurostat.

(173) In the RIP, 69 802 tonnes of ceramic tableware and kitchenware were imported from third countries excluding 
China. The main exporters of the product concerned into the Union were Türkiye and Thailand, representing 4,4 % 
and 2,6 % in the RIP, respectively. The total import volume from third countries represented however only 14,2 % 
of the Union market, which was a slight increase from 13,6 % at the beginning of the considered period. 
Consequently, it can be concluded that China was by far the largest exporter of the product under review to the EU 
during the period considered, representing more than four times the total import volume of all other third countries 
taken together in the RIP.

(174) The average import prices of other third countries were consistently and significantly above the Chinese average 
import price during the period considered.

4.5. Economic situation of the Union industry

(175) Pursuant to Article 3(5) of the basic Regulation, the examination of the impact of the dumped imports on the Union 
industry included an evaluation of all economic factors and indices having a bearing on the state of the Union 
industry during the period considered.

(176) The macroeconomic indicators (production, production capacity, capacity utilisation, sales volume, market share, 
employment, productivity, magnitude of dumping margins and recovery from the effects of past dumping) were 
assessed at the level of the whole Union industry. The assessment was based on the verified information provided 
by Cerame-Unie/FEPF, the verified questionnaire replies of the sampled Union producers and import statistics.

(177) The analysis of microeconomic indicators (stocks, sale prices, profitability, cash flow, investments, return on 
investments, ability to raise capital, wages and cost of production) was carried out at the level of the sampled 
Union producers. The assessment was based on their information which was duly verified during on-spot 
verification visits.
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(178) The Union industry is highly fragmented and can largely be divided into two segments: SMEs and larger companies. 
For some microeconomic indicators (sales price, cash flow, investments, average wage per employee, stocks, 
profitability and cost of production) the results of the sampled companies have been weighted in accordance with 
the share of the segment to which that specific company belonged. As in the original investigation and the last 
expiry review investigation, for this purpose the specific weight in terms of production volumes of each segment in 
the total ceramic tableware and kitchenware sector were used (42 % SMEs, 58 % large companies). This ensured that 
the situation of the smaller companies was properly reflected to prevent an imbalance in the overall injury analysis 
due to the results of large companies.

4.5.1. Macroeconomic indicators

4.5.1.1. Product ion,  product ion capaci ty  and capaci ty  ut i l i sa t ion

(179) Over the period considered, the production, the production capacity and the capacity utilisation of the Union 
industry developed as follows:

Table 7

2020 2021 2022 RIP

Production volume 
(tonnes)

199 487 228 747 245 278 226 147

Index (2020 = 100) 100 115 123 113

Production capacity 
(tonnes)

307 470 320 896 327 575 330 260

Index (2020 = 100) 100 104 107 107

Capacity utilisation (%) 73 82 76 68

Index (2020 = 100) 100 112 104 93

Source: Cerame-Unie/FEPF verified questionnaire reply.

(180) It follows that, in line with the growing Union consumption during the period considered, there was an increase in 
production volume (by 13 %). As for consumption, it peaked in 2022 and decreased in the RIP. As a result from 
efficiency gains due to investments in production equipment (see recital (193)), production capacity rose by 7 %. 
However, despite a growing market, due to the high volumes of Chinese imports, capacity utilisation decreased 
over the period considered, from 73 % to 68 %.

4.5.1.2. Sa les  volume and market  share  in  the  Union

(181) Over the period considered sales in the Union by the Union industry developed as follows:

Table 8

2020 2021 2022 RIP

Sales volume (tonnes) 118 599 130 121 150 875 135 950

Index (2020 = 100) 100 110 127 115

Market share (of Union 
consumption) (%)

29,7 28,3 27,1 27,7

Source: Cerame-Unie/FEPF verified questionnaire reply.
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(182) The sales by the Union industry on the Union market followed the development in consumption and increased 
in 2021 and 2022, when they reached a peak of 150 875 tonnes. As for consumption, sales volumes decreased 
again during the RIP. Overall, they increased by only 15 % during the period considered. However, at the same 
time, the market share of the Union industry decreased from 29,7 % to 27,7 %, as the Union industry could not 
benefit from the growing Union market and lost sales to the advantage of Chinese dumped imports.

4.5.1.3. Employment  and product iv i ty

(183) Over the period considered the employment level and productivity within the Union industry developed as follows:

Table 9

2020 2021 2022 RIP

Number of employees 
(full-time equivalent)

19 496 19 907 21 685 22 007

Index (2020 = 100) 100 102 111 113

Productivity (tonnes per 
employee)

102 11,5 11,3 10,3

Index (2020 = 100) 100 112 111 100

Source: Cerame-Unie/FEPF verified questionnaire reply.

(184) In line with the increasing Union industry production, the employment rose throughout the period considered by 
13 %. Productivity of the Union producers’ workforce, measured as output (tonnes) per person employed per year, 
remained stable during the period considered.

4.5.1.4. Growth

(185) During the period considered, the production of the Union industry increased by 13 % while the volume of sales in 
the Union increased by 15 % in response to the growing Union consumption. With a Union consumption growing 
by 23 %, the Union industry was not able to benefit from it due to the dumped Chinese imports, and hence unable 
to fully utilise the increases in production capacity of its production facilities achieved through efficiency gains 
resulting from investments.

4.5.1.5. Magni tude  of  dumping

(186) Dumping continued during the review investigation period at a significant level, as explained under Section 3 
above. It is noted that Chinese producers undercut Union industry’s sales prices to a significant extent.

(187) During the period considered, the Union industry could not take full advantage of increase in Union consumption, 
which was not followed by the same extent by production and sales of the Union industry. Moreover, despite rising 
production and sales, Union producers’ market shares even decreased in the period considered. By contrast, the 
volume of imports from the PRC grew at a stronger rate than Union consumption, allowing for increasing market 
shares in the same period. The Commission, therefore, concluded that the Union industry has in fact been unable 
to gain, in the presence of Chinese imports, more economic space in a growing Union market.
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4.5.2. Microeconomic indicators

4.5.2.1. Average  uni t  sa les  pr ices  in  the  Union and cost  of  product ion

(188) Over the period considered, average unit sales prices to unrelated customers in the Union and average unit cost of 
production of the sampled Union producers developed as follows:

Table 10

2020 2021 2022 RIP

Average unit sales price 
to unrelated parties 
(EUR/tonne)

3 154 3 257 3 812 3 925

Index (2020 = 100) 100 103 121 124

Unit cost of production 
(EUR/tonne)

3 587 3 514 4 482 4 149

Index (2020 = 100) 100 98 125 116

Source: Verified questionnaire replies of the sampled Union producers.

(189) Over the period considered, Union industry prices were overall constant in 2020 and 2021. They increased as of 
2022, following the increasing cost of production, explained by higher energy costs and inflation. Yet, the Union 
industry prices were overall below the cost of production during the entire period considered due to the constant 
price pressure imposed by Chinese imports.

4.5.2.2. Stocks

(190) Over the period considered stocks levels of the sampled Union producers developed as follows:

Table 11

2020 2021 2022 RIP

Stocks (tonnes) 1 409 1 342 1 732 2 610

Index (2020 = 100) 100 95 123 185

Source: Verified questionnaire replies of the sampled Union producers.

(191) The level of closing stocks of the Union industry increased in absolute terms by 85 % over the period considered. 
The steep upward trend, particularly between 2022 and the RIP, is a cause for concern given that the industry 
normally operates on an order basis, as was found in the original investigation and confirmed for the sampled 
Union producers in the current review investigation.

4.5.2.3. Prof i tabi l i ty,  cash  f low,  investments ,  re tur n  on investment ,  ab i l i ty  to  ra ise  capi ta l  
and  wages

Table 12

2020 2021 2022 RIP

Profitability (%) – 7,9 – 1,9 – 8,6 – 6,2

Cash flow (EUR) 4 454 901 4 836 800 538 686 163 925

Index (2020 = 100) 100 109 12 4
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2020 2021 2022 RIP

Investments (EUR) 550 853 1 248 391 1 263 537 3 242 161

Index (2020 = 100) 100 227 229 589

Return on investments 
(net assets) (%)

– 25,1 – 15,0 – 27,4 – 14,3

Index (2020= – 100) – 100 – 60 – 109 – 57

Annual labour costs per 
employee (EUR)

19 638 22 459 23 765 24 516

Index (2020 = 100) 100 114 121 125

Source: Verified questionnaire replies of the sampled Union producers.

(192) The Commission established the profitability of the sampled Union producers by expressing the pre-tax net profit of 
the sales of the like product to unrelated customers in the Union as a percentage of the turnover of those sales. 
During the period considered, the Union industry was constantly loss-making, progressively declining from 
– 7,9 % to – 6,2 %. This was still below the small level of profitability achieved during the original investigation 
(3,5 %), and thus well below the target profit considered acceptable in the original investigation (i.e. 6,0 %).

(193) During the period considered the cash flow of the Union industry went down to almost zero. By contrast, at the 
same time the level of investments increased by 489 %. However, it should be noted that this investment was 
mainly financed by public support funds granted to mitigate the impact of the COVID crisis in 2020 and 2021 and 
the sharp rise in energy costs in 2022. These one-off state subsidies, tied to the modernisation of production 
equipment, enabled the companies to upgrade their production equipment significantly, as demonstrated by the 
increase in production.

(194) During the period considered, return on investment, defined as the profit in percentage of the net book value of 
investments, was consistently negative.

4.5.2.4. Labour  cost

Table 13

2020 2021 2022 RIP

Annual labour costs per 
employee (EUR)

19 638 22 459 23 765 24 516

Index (2020 = 100) 100 114 121 125

Source: Verified questionnaire replies of the sampled Union producers.

(195) During the same period, the average wage levels increased by 25 %, i.e. at a higher rate than the overall increase in 
unit cost of production.
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4.6. Conclusion on injury

(196) The injury analysis shows that the situation of the Union industry deteriorated during the period considered, despite 
efforts to keep pace with rising consumption. Although production capacity and production volumes increased in 
line with sales volumes, market shares could not be maintained. In the face of mounting production costs, most 
notably the energy, the Union industry found itself unable to adequately raise its sales prices. This was largely due 
to the low prices of Chinese imports, which, in spite of the measures in place, significantly undercut the prices of 
the Union industry. On the basis of the above, the Commission therefore concluded that the Union industry did 
suffer material injury within the meaning of Article 3(5) of the basic Regulation during the review investigation 
period.

(197) Therefore, it is evident that the Union industry was unable to recover from past injury during the period considered. 
The continued significant import volumes from the PRC at prices undercutting those of the Union industry, which 
were already below cost of production, have put the Union industry again in an injurious situation.

(198) After disclosure, Ceramie-Unie pointed out that on 2 April 2025 the US Administration announced a general tariff 
increase on most trading partners. For the case of Chinese goods, US duties initially amounted to 67 %. Although 
this percentage value has been reduced through negotiations, China is currently subject to a total 55 % tariff rate 
(not yet in force). Since the Commission found that the US is one of China’s main export markets of the product 
concerned, should the US tariff rate be effectively implemented, even more massive exportations from China to the 
Union would follow, resulting in further injury to Union ceramic tableware producers. Ceramie-Unie therefore 
argued that the US’s so-called reciprocal tariffs could have the effect of further reinforcing the attractiveness of the 
Union market for Chinese exporters of ceramic tableware and kitchenware, notably in view of the significant spare 
capacities of the Chinese tableware industry.

(199) The Commission examined this claim and agreed that, indeed, the imposition of such tariffs could increase the 
attractiveness of the Union market.

(200) After disclosure, CCCLA contested the Commission’s conclusions on injury claiming that causal link between 
Chinese imports and the injury observed during the review investigation period is not supported by positive 
evidence.

(201) In CCCLA’s view the Commission’s injury findings lean almost entirely on the indicator of profitability, while several 
key macroeconomic indicators – including Union consumption, production, sales volume, employment and 
investments – showed an improvement over the period considered.

(202) Furthermore, the CCCLA claimed that also some microeconomic indicators such as unit cost of production, 
investments and labour cost are the main causes that depressed the profitability, and not the Chinese imports.

(203) This claim had to be dismissed. It is true that following the increase in Union consumption, production and sales 
volume of the Union industry increased due to the ongoing post-Covid effect and, in order to benefit from the 
renewed interest among European consumers, the Union industry invested in increased capacity. However, as 
explained in recital (182), despite these efforts, the Union industry could not benefit from the growing Union 
market and lost market share to the advantage of Chinese imports, as demonstrated by the increase in stocks and 
the decrease in capacity utilisation.

(204) As regards the microeconomic indicators, the Commission agrees that the increase in unit cost of production of the 
Union industry cannot be attributed to the effects of imports from China. However, as acknowledged by the CCCLA 
itself in its submission, the average price of the Union industry remained below its costs throughout the whole 
period considered. As explained in recital (189) the constant price pressure of the Chinese dumped imports did not 
allow the Union industry to raise its prices to a sustainable level to cover for the increase in costs, such as labour and 
energy, and for the recovery of the investments made. Therefore, this claim has been rejected.
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5. CAUSATION

(205) In accordance with Article 3(6) of the basic Regulation, the Commission examined whether the dumped imports 
from the country concerned caused material injury to the Union industry. In accordance with Article 3(7) of the 
basic Regulation, the Commission also examined whether other known factors could at the same time have injured 
the Union industry. The Commission ensured that any possible injury caused by factors other than the dumped 
imports from the country concerned was not attributed to the impact of the dumped imports. These factors are 
imports from other third countries and export performance of the Union industry.

5.1. Effects of the dumped imports

(206) The volume of imports of ceramic tableware and kitchenware from the PRC increased by 26 % over the period 
considered, reaching a 58,1 % market share in the Union in the RIP. At the same time, sales of the Union industry, 
albeit increasing, lost market share to Chinese imports. The average import price from China remained constant, 
and significantly, below prices and costs of the Union industry throughout the period considered. Average import 
prices undercut Union industry average sales price by 18 %. Without the anti-dumping duties, the difference would 
amount to 38 % (see recital (169)).

(207) On the basis of the above, the Commission concluded that the imports from China were significant and were 
exerting a downward pressure on the Union industry prices and sales volumes, thus determining the injury 
suffered by the Union industry.

(208) Moreover, the Commission considered that there was a clear coincidence in time between the upward movement in 
Chinese imports and the injurious situation of the Union industry.

5.2. Effects of other factors

5.2.1. Imports from third countries

(209) The volume of imports from other third countries increased only marginally over the period considered, as shown 
in recital (173) above. These imports came mainly from Türkiye (4,4 % market share in the RIP), Thailand (2,6 %), 
United Kingdom (1,4 %), Bangladesh (1,3 %), and United Arab Emirates (1,3 %).

(210) In the case of Türkiye and the United Arab Emirates, these imports were made at prices significantly lower than 
those of Union producers throughout the period considered, albeit, well above Chinese prices. Only in the RIP, 
import prices of Bangladesh were lower than Union producers’ sales prices, but always higher than prices of 
Chinese imports during the period considered. Imports from other countries, on the contrary, were at much higher 
prices compared to Union producers’ prices.

(211) On the basis of the above, the Commission concluded that the prices observed for Türkiye, the United Arab 
Emirates and Bangladesh, which were below the average prices of the Union industry, could have contributed to 
the injury. However, given the low volumes of these imports, such effects would have been limited.

(212) After disclosure the CCCLA argued that the Commission failed to properly analyse the effect of the imports from 
other third countries as, in its view, even small-volume suppliers can influence market prices, especially in niche 
segments or geographic sub-markets. However, the CCCLA did not provide any evidence to substantiate its claim 
that was, therefore, dismissed.
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5.2.2. Export performance of the Union industry

(213) The exports of the Union producers developed over the period considered as follows:

Table 14

2020 2021 2022 RIP

Export volume (tonnes) 74 978 96 920 87 517 81 059

Index (2020 = 100) 100 129 117 108

Source: Verified questionnaire replies from Cerame-Unie/FEPF.

(214) Export sales accounted for around 40 % of the total sales of the Union producers. While there was a significant rise 
in export sales by Union producers of 29 % in 2021, the growth figures were smaller compared to those in the 
Union market in 2022 and the RIP (see Table 8, 2022: 27 %, RIP: 15 %, respectively). Overall, during the period 
considered, export sales increased by 8 % compared to 15 % in the Union market. Furthermore, insufficient 
capacity utilisation (see Table 7) and mounting stock levels (see Table 10) point to no redirection towards export 
sales during this period. Therefore, it was concluded that the export performance did not contribute to the injury 
suffered.

(215) After disclosure the CCCLA claimed that the increased export performance of the Union industry contradicts the 
Commission’s conclusion of a weakened industry whose difficulties are primarily driven by import competition 
from China. The Commission disagrees with this assessment. As explained in the previous recital above during the 
period considered, export sales increased by a far lesser extent than sales in the Union market, i.e. by 8 % compared 
to 15 %. Therefore, the export performance of the Union industry did not break the causal link.

5.2.3. Increase in energy costs

(216) An increase in the costs of energy due to the war in Ukraine had an impact on production costs. However, during 
the RIP, this trend reversed. Despite this, the Union industry was still unable to even maintain its market share nor 
increase sales prices above production costs, due the pricing and volume pressure of Chinese dumped imports in 
the RIP.

5.3. Conclusion on causation

(217) On the basis of the above, the Commission concluded that the dumped imports originating in the PRC materially 
injured the Union industry.

(218) The other identified factors such as the imports from other third countries, the export sales performance of the 
Union producers and the increase in the costs of energy, whether considered individually or collectively, did not 
attenuate the causal link between the dumped imports and the injury.

6. LIKELIHOOD OF CONTINUATION OF INJURY

(219) As determined in Section 3 above, Chinese imports were made at dumped price levels during the review 
investigation period and a likelihood of continuation of dumping was found should the measures be allowed to 
lapse. In accordance with Article 11(2) of the basic Regulation, the Commission therefore examined the likelihood 
of continuation or recurrence of injury should measures be allowed to lapse.
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(220) To establish the likelihood of continuation of injury, the following elements were analysed: the production capacity 
and spare capacities in the PRC, the attractiveness of the Union market, including the existence of anti-dumping or 
countervailing measures on ceramic tableware and kitchenware in other third countries, the price behaviour of 
Chinese exporting producers in other third-country markets, and the effects on the Union industry’s situation.

6.1. Production capacity and spare capacities in the PRC

(221) The PRC is by far the largest global exporter of ceramic table- and kitchenware in the world. It accounts for around 
65 % of the world’s overall exports (67). The EU is the PRC’s second most important export market, based on total 
value exported during the RIP (68).

(222) As explained in recitals (146) to (148) above, producers in the PRC have significant production capacities which 
largely exceed the total Union consumption during the review investigation period.

6.2. The attractiveness of the Union market

(223) As stated in recitals (151) to (153) above, increasing consumption levels in the Union market, as well as the 
imposition of measures on ceramic tableware and kitchenware from China in third markets, have contributed to 
the attractiveness of the Union market.

(224) The fact that market share of Chinese imports increased during the period considered, and that there are significant 
imports, even with the existing measures, confirms that Chinese exporting producers find the Union market 
attractive and will continue selling on the Union market.

6.3. Price behaviour of Chinese exporting producers

(225) The pricing strategy of Chinese producers, as summarised in recital (154), showing lower prices on the main 
markets of Chinese imports, makes it so that it can be reasonably expected that Chinese imports will enter the 
Union market at lower prices should the measures be allowed to lapse.

(226) Given the high spare capacities in the PRC, the slowdown of the Chinese internal market, the attractiveness of the 
Union market and the pricing behaviour of Chinese exporting producers as summarised above in recitals (154) to 
(155), it is likely that significant volumes of low-priced ceramic tableware and kitchenware would be available for 
sale/redirection to the Union already in the short term should the measures be allowed to lapse, as demonstrated 
by the level of undercutting found without taking into account the anti-dumping duties, i.e. 38 % (see recital (169)) 
which is the most likely indication of the price behaviour of Chines exporters in the absence of the measures.

6.4. Conclusion

(227) In view of the above findings, namely the massive spare capacity in the PRC, the attractiveness of the Union market, 
the price levels of imports from the PRC in the absence of anti-dumping measures and their likely impact on the 
Union industry, the Commission concluded that the absence of measures would in all likelihood result in a 
significant increase of dumped imports from the PRC at injurious prices and injury would be likely to continue.
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7. UNION INTEREST

7.1. Introduction

(228) In accordance with Article 21 of the basic Regulation, the Commission examined whether the maintenance of the 
measures would not be against the interest of the Union as a whole. The determination of the Union interest was 
based on an appreciation of the various interests involved, that is those of the Union industry on the one hand, and 
those of importers and other parties on the other hand.

(229) The Commission recalled that, in the original investigation, the adoption of measures was considered not to be 
against the interest of the Union. Furthermore, the fact that the present investigation is a review, thus analysing a 
situation in which anti-dumping measures have already been in place, allows for the assessment of any undue 
negative impact on the parties concerned by the current anti-dumping measures.

(230) On that basis, it was examined whether, despite the conclusions on the likelihood of a continuation of dumping and 
injury, compelling reasons existed which would lead to the conclusion that it is not in the Union interest to maintain 
measures in this particular case.

7.2. Interest of the Union industry

(231) The investigation showed that should the measures expire, this would likely have a significant negative effect on the 
Union industry. The Union industry’s situation would further deteriorate in terms of volumes and prices resulting in 
a strong decrease in profitability. On the other hand, the continuation of measures would allow the Union industry 
to recover from past injury caused by dumped imports, and to exploit its potential on a Union market that is not 
affected by unfair trading practices.

(232) CCCLA stated, and reiterated after disclosure, that imports from China do have certain complementary effects on 
Union production, resulting in a mixture of interest within the Union industry. Therefore, prolonging the measures 
would not appear to be in the interest of EU producers, given that their economic indicators (imports, production, 
domestic and export sales) show a sound state. Moreover, according to CCCLA, certain EU producers do not 
manufacture all types of ceramic tableware and kitchenware, meaning that these items need to be imported from 
third countries, including China. The anti-dumping duties have increased the price of products sourced from 
producers in China, which has had a continuous negative effect on these EU producers.

(233) However, the injury analysis in Section 4 above (recitals (160) to (197)) has shown that in fact, the Union industry 
continued to suffer, despite the measures, from the injurious effects of the dumped imports from the PRC. Indeed, 
Union industry had experienced a decrease in market share during the period considered, while not able to increase 
their sales prices to profitable levels. Furthermore, CCCLA’s above assertion to the contrary lacked substantiating 
evidence that could be further analysed, leading the Commission to reject this claim.

(234) Based on the above it was concluded that maintaining the anti-dumping measures in force is in the interest of the 
Union industry.

7.3. Interest of unrelated importers

(235) At the initiation stage of this investigation, 51 known unrelated importers were contacted and invited to cooperate. 
No one came forward at the sampling stage. Only one importer at a later stage spontaneously submitted some 
limited information on imports, not raising any objections to the possible extension of the current measures.
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(236) Based on this, and in line with the findings of the previous expiry review that revealed healthy profit margins of 
importers of the product concerned (69), it was concluded that maintaining the existing measures would not have a 
significant adverse effect on the activity of unrelated importers of the product concerned.

7.4. Interest of consumers (households)

(237) Like in the previous expiry review investigation, no parties representing the interests of end-users, such as 
associations of consumers, came forward or cooperated in any way in the investigation. In the continued absence 
of cooperation from users in the present expiry review investigation, the Commission considered that its findings 
in the original investigation are still valid, and that the continuation of measures would not negatively affect 
consumers such as households, or at least not to any significant extent.

(238) The CCCLA brought forward and reiterated after definitive disclosure, that as ceramic tableware and kitchenware is 
a final product, the anti-dumping duties would hit Union consumers directly as there is no intermediate industry to 
absorb the costs.

(239) Cerame-Unie/FEPF responded to above claim that despite the anti-dumping measures currently in force, imports of 
ceramic tableware and kitchenware from China have continued entering the Union in large quantities and at very 
low prices.

(240) The Commission considered it very unlikely that the repeal of the measures would result in the lowering of prices 
with the full amount of the duties. Even in the unlikely scenario where consumer prices would be lowered with the 
full amount of the current anti-dumping duties, the yearly cost of consumers would be reduced by less than 
EUR 1 (70). As the measures cannot be deemed to have had a significant impact on consumers, the Commission 
rejected these claims.

7.5. Balancing of interests

(241) In balancing the different competing interests in the Union, the Commission gave special consideration to the need 
to eliminate the trade distorting effects of injurious dumping and to ensure effective fair competition. On the one 
hand the continuation of measures would protect an important Union industry, including many small and medium 
enterprises, against a likely continuation of injury. On the other hand, the assessment of the situation of importers 
and users based on the information available due to the lack of cooperation shows that the continuation of 
measures would clearly not have a disproportionate negative impact on them.

7.6. Conclusion

(242) Therefore, the Commission concluded that there are no compelling reasons of Union interest against the 
maintenance of the definitive anti-dumping measures on imports of tableware and kitchenware originating in 
the PRC.

8. ANTI-DUMPING MEASURES

(243) It follows from the above that the anti-dumping measures applicable to imports of ceramic tableware and 
kitchenware originating in China should be maintained.

(244) To minimise the risks of circumvention due to the difference in duty rates, special measures are needed to ensure the 
application of the individual anti-dumping duties. The application of individual anti-dumping duties is only 
applicable upon presentation of a valid commercial invoice to the customs authorities of the Member States. The 
invoice must conform to the requirements set out in Article 1(4) of this regulation. Until such invoice is presented, 
imports should be subject to the anti-dumping duty applicable to ‘all other imports originating in China’.
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(245) While presentation of this invoice is necessary for the customs authorities of the Member States to apply the 
individual rates of anti-dumping duty to imports, it is not the only element to be taken into account by the 
customs authorities. Indeed, even if presented with an invoice meeting all the requirements set out in Article 1(4) 
of this regulation, the customs authorities of Member States must carry out their usual checks and may, like in all 
other cases, require additional documents (shipping documents etc.) for the purpose of verifying the accuracy of 
the particulars contained in the declaration and ensure that the subsequent application of the lower rate of duty is 
justified, in compliance with customs law.

(246) Should the exports by one of the companies benefiting from lower individual duty rates increase significantly in 
volume after the imposition of the measures concerned, such an increase in volume could be considered as 
constituting in itself a change in the pattern of trade due to the imposition of measures within the meaning of 
Article 13(1) of the basic Regulation. In such circumstances and provided the conditions are met an anti- 
circumvention investigation may be initiated. This investigation may, inter alia, examine the need for the removal 
of individual duty rate(s) and the consequent imposition of a country-wide duty.

(247) The individual company anti-dumping duty rates specified in this Regulation are exclusively applicable to imports 
of the product under review originating in China and produced by the named legal entities. Imports of the product 
under review produced by any other company not specifically mentioned in the operative part of this Regulation, 
including entities related to those specifically mentioned, should be subject to the duty rate applicable to ‘all other 
imports originating in China’. They should not be subject to any of the individual anti-dumping duty rates.

(248) A company may request the application of individual anti-dumping duty rates if it changes subsequently the name 
of its entity. The request must be addressed to the Commission (71). The request must contain all the relevant 
information enabling to demonstrate that the change does not affect the right of the company to benefit from the 
duty rate which applies to it. If the change of name of the company does not affect its right to benefit from the 
duty rate which applies to it, a notice informing about the change of name will be published in the Official Journal 
of the European Union.

(249) All interested parties were informed of the essential facts and considerations on the basis of which it was intended to 
recommend that the existing measures be maintained. They were also granted a period to make representations 
subsequent to this disclosure.

(250) An exporter or producer that did not export the product concerned to the Union during the period that was used to 
set the level of the duty currently applicable to its exports may request the Commission to be made subject to the 
anti-dumping duty rate for cooperating companies not included in the sample. The Commission should grant such 
request, provided that three conditions are met. The new exporting producer would have to demonstrate that: (i) it 
did not export the product concerned to the Union during the period that was used to set the level of the duty 
applicable to its exports; (ii) it is not related to a company that did so and thus is subject to the anti-dumping 
duties; and (iii) has exported the product concerned thereafter or has entered into an irrevocable contractual 
obligation to do so in substantial quantities.

(251) In view of Article 109 of Regulation (EU, Euratom) 2024/2509 of the European Parliament and of the Council (72), 
when an amount is to be reimbursed following a judgment of the Court of Justice of the European Union, the 
interest to be paid should be the rate applied by the European Central Bank to its principal refinancing operations, 
as published in the C series of the Official Journal of the European Union on the first calendar day of each month.

(252) The measures provided for in this Regulation are in accordance with the opinion of the Committee established by 
Article 15(1) of Regulation (EU) 2016/1036,
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HAS ADOPTED THIS REGULATION:

Article 1

1. A definitive anti-dumping duty is imposed on imports of ceramic tableware and kitchenware, excluding ceramic 
condiment or spice mills and their ceramic grinding parts, ceramic coffee mills, ceramic knife sharpeners, ceramic 
sharpeners, ceramic kitchen tools to be used for cutting, grinding, grating, slicing, scraping and peeling, and cordierite 
ceramic pizza-stones of a kind used for baking pizza or bread, currently falling under CN codes ex 6911 10 00, 
ex 6912 00 21, ex 6912 00 23, ex 6912 00 25 and ex 6912 00 29 (TARIC codes 6911 10 00 90, 6912 00 21 11, 
6912 00 21 91, 6912 00 23 10, 6912 00 25 10 and 6912 00 29 10) and originating in the People’s Republic of China.

2. The rate of the definitive anti-dumping duty applicable to the net, free-at-Union-frontier price, before duty, of the 
product described in paragraph 1 and manufactured by the companies listed below, shall be as follows:

Company Duty (%) TARIC Additional Code

Hunan Hualian China Industry Co., Ltd; Hunan Hualian 
Ebillion Industry Co., Ltd; Hunan Liling Hongguanyao 
China Industry Co., Ltd;
Hunan Hualian Yuxiang China Industry Co., Ltd.

18,3 B349

Guangxi Sanhuan Enterprise Group Holding Co., Ltd 13,1 B350

Shandong Zibo Niceton-Marck Huaguang Ceramics 
Limited;
Zibo Huatong Ceramics Co., Ltd;
Shandong Silver Phoenix Co., Ltd;
Niceton Ceramics (Linyi) Co., Ltd;
Linyi Jingshi Ceramics Co., Ltd;
Linyi Silver Phoenix Ceramics Co., Ltd; Linyi Chunguang 
Ceramics Co., Ltd; Linyi Zefeng Ceramics Co., Ltd.

17,6 B352

Companies listed in the Annex 17,9

All other companies 36,1 B999

3. Article 1(2) may be amended to add a new exporting producer from the People’s Republic of China and make them 
subject to the appropriate weighted average anti-dumping duty rate for cooperating companies not included in the sample. 
A new exporting producer shall provide evidence that:

(a) it did not export the goods described in Article 1(1) originating in the People’s Republic of China during the period 
between 1 January 2011 and 31 December 2011 (‘original investigation period’);

(b) it is not related to an exporter or producer subject to the measures imposed by this Regulation, and which have or 
could have cooperated in the investigation that led to the duty; and

(c) it has either actually exported the product under review originating in the People’s Republic of China or has entered 
into an irrevocable contractual obligation to export a significant quantity to the Union after the end of the original 
investigation period.
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4. The application of the individual anti-dumping duty rates specified for the companies mentioned in paragraph 2 shall 
be conditional upon presentation to the customs authorities of the Member States of the following documents:

(a) If the importer buys directly from the Chinese exporting producer, the import declaration must be accompanied by a 
valid commercial invoice, on which shall appear a declaration dated and signed by an official of the entity issuing 
such invoice, identified by their name and function, drafted as follows (‘manufacturer declaration for direct export 
sale’): ‘I, the undersigned, certify that the (volume) of ceramic tableware or kitchenware sold for export to the European Union 
covered by this invoice was manufactured by (company name and address) (TARIC additional code) in the (country concerned). I 
declare that the information provided in this invoice is complete and correct.’ Until such invoice is presented, the duty rate 
applicable to ‘all other companies’ shall apply.

(b) If the importer buys from a trader or other intermediate legal person, whether located in mainland China or not, the 
import declaration must be accompanied by a valid commercial invoice from the manufacturer to the trader on 
which shall appear a declaration, dated and signed by an official of the manufacturer issuing the invoice for this 
transaction to the trader, identified by their name and function, drafted as follows (‘manufacturer declaration for 
indirect export sale’): ‘I, the undersigned, certify that the (volume in kg) of the tableware and kitchenware sold to the trader 
(name of the trader) (country of the trader), covered by this invoice, was manufactured by our company (company name and 
address) (TARIC additional code) in the People’s Republic of China. I declare that the information provided in this invoice is 
complete and correct.’ Until such invoice is presented, the duty applicable to all other companies shall apply.

5. Unless otherwise specified, the provisions in force concerning customs duties shall apply.

Article 2

This Regulation shall enter into force on the day following that of its publication in the Official Journal of the European Union.

This Regulation shall be binding in its entirety and directly applicable in all Member States.

Done at Brussels, 7 October 2025.

For the Commission
The President

Ursula VON DER LEYEN
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ANNEX 

Cooperating Chinese exporting producers not sampled 

Company TARIC Additional Code

Amaida Ceramic Product Co., Ltd. B357

Asianera Porcelain (Tangshan) Ltd. B358

Beiliu Changlong Ceramics Co., Ltd. B359

Beiliu City Heyun Building Materials Co., Ltd. B361

Beiliu Quanli Ceramic Co., Ltd. B363

Beiliu Shimin Porcelain Co., Ltd. B364

Beiliu Windview Industries Ltd. B365

Cameo China (Fengfeng) Co., Ltd. B366

Changsha Happy Go Products Developing Co., Ltd. B367

Chao An Huadayu Craftwork Factory B368

Chaoan County Fengtang Town HaoYe Ceramic Fty B369

Chao’an Lian Xing Yuan Ceramics Co., Ltd. B370

Chaoan Oh Yeah Ceramics Industrial Co., Ltd. B371

Chaoan Shengyang Crafts Industrial Co., Ltd B372

Chaoan Xin Yuan Ceramics Factory B373

Chao’an Yongsheng Ceramic Industry Co., Ltd. B374

Guangdong Baodayi Porcelain Co., Ltd. B375

Chaozhou Baode Ceramics Co., Ltd, B376

Chaozhou Baolian Ceramics Co., Ltd. B377

Chaozhou Big Arrow Ceramics Industrial Co., Ltd. B378

Chaozhou Boshifa Ceramics Making Co., Ltd. B379

Chaozhou Cantake Craft Co., Ltd. B380

Chaozhou Ceramics Industry and Trade General Corp. B381

Chaozhou Chaofeng Ceramic Making Co., Ltd. B382

Chaozhou Chengxi Jijie Art & Craft Painted Porcelain Fty. B383

Chaozhou Chengxinda Ceramics Industry Co., Ltd. B384

Chaozhou Chenhui Ceramics Co., Ltd. B385

Chaozhou Chonvson Ceramics Industry Co., Ltd. B386

Chaozhou Daxin Arts & Crafts Co., Ltd. B387

Chaozhou DaXing Ceramics Manufactory Co., Ltd B388

Chaozhou Dayi Ceramics Industries Co., Ltd. B389

Chaozhou Dehong Ceramics Making Co., Ltd. B390

Chaozhou Deko Ceramic Co., Ltd. B391

Chaozhou Diamond Ceramics Industrial Co., Ltd. B392

Chaozhou Dongyi Ceramics Co., Ltd. B393

Chaozhou Dragon Porcelain Industrial Co., Ltd. B394
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Chaozhou Fairway Ceramics Manufacturing Co., Ltd. B395

Chaozhou Feida Ceramics Industries Co., Ltd. B396

Chaozhou Fengxi Baita Ceramics Fty. B397

Chaozhou Fengxi Dongtian Porcelain Fty. No 2 B398

Chaozhou Fengxi Fenger Ceramics Craft Fty. B399

Chaozhou Fengxi Hongrong Color Porcelain Fty. B400

Chaozhou Fengxi Jiaxiang Ceramic Manufactory B401

Guangdong GMT Foreign Trade Service Corp. B402

Chaozhou Fengxi Shengshui Porcelain Art Factory B403

Chaozhou Fengxi Zone Jinbaichuan Porcelain Crafts Factory B404

Chaozhou Fromone Ceramic Co., Ltd. B405

Chaozhou Genol Ceramics Manufacture Co., Ltd. B406

Chaozhou Good Concept Ceramics Co., Ltd. B407

Chaozhou Grand Collection Ceramics Manufacturing Co. Ltd. B408

Chaozhou Guangjia Ceramics Manufacture Co., Ltd. B409

Chaozhou Guidu Ceramics Co., Ltd. B410

Chaozhou Haihong Ceramics Making Co., Ltd. B411

Chaozhou Hengchuang Porcelain Co., Ltd. B412

Chaozhou Henglibao Porcelain Industrial Co., Ltd. B413

Chaozhou Hongbo Ceramics Industrial Co., Ltd. B414

Chaozhou Hongjia Ceramics Making Co., Ltd. B415

Chaozhou Hongye Ceramics Manufactory Co., Ltd. B416

Chaozhou Hongye Porcelain Development Co., Ltd. B417

Chaozhou Hongyue Porcelain Industry Co., Ltd. B418

Chaozhou Hongzhan Ceramic Manufacture Co., Ltd. B419

Chaozhou Hua Da Ceramics Making Co., Ltd. B420

Chaozhou Huabo Ceramic Co., Ltd. B421

Chaozhou Huade Ceramics Manufacture Co., Ltd. B422

Chaozhou Huashan Industrial Co., Ltd. B423

Chaozhou Huayu Ceramics Co., Ltd. B424

Chaozhou Huazhong Ceramics Industries Co., Ltd. B425

Chaozhou Huifeng Ceramics Craft Making Co., Ltd. B426

Chaozhou J&M Ceramics Industrial Co., Ltd. B427

Chaozhou Jencymic Co., Ltd. B428

Chaozhou Jiahua Ceramics Co., Ltd. B429

Chaozhou Jiahuabao Ceramics Industrial Co., Ltd. B430

Chaozhou JiaHui Ceramic Factory B431
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Chaozhou Jiaye Ceramics Making Co., Ltd. B432

Chaozhou Jiayi Ceramics Making Co., Ltd. B433

Chaozhou Jiayu Ceramics Making Co., Ltd. B434

Chaozhou Jin Jia Da Porcelain Industry Co., Ltd. B435

Chaozhou Jingfeng Ceramics Craft Co., Ltd. B436

Guangdong Jinqiangyi Ceramics Co., Ltd. B437

Chaozhou Jinxin Ceramics Making Co., Ltd B438

Chaozhou Jinyuanli Ceramics Manufacture Co., Ltd. B439

Chaozhou Kaibo Ceramics Making Co., Ltd. B440

Chaozhou Kedali Porcelain Industrial Co., Ltd. B441

Chaozhou King’s Porcelain Industry Co., Ltd. B442

Chaozhou Kingwave Porcelain & Pigment Co., Ltd. B443

Chaozhou Lemontree Tableware Co., Ltd. B444

Chaozhou Lianfeng Porcelain Co., Ltd. B445

Chaozhou Lianyu Ceramics Co., Ltd. B447

ChaoZhou Lianyuan Ceramic Making Co., Ltd. B448

Chaozhou Lisheng Ceramics Co., Ltd. B449

Chaozhou Loving Home Porcelain Co., Ltd. B450

Chaozhou Maocheng Industry Dve. Co., Ltd. B451

Chaozhou MBB Porcelain Factory B452

Guangdong Mingyu Technology Joint Stock Limited Company B453

Chaozhou New Power Co., Ltd. B454

Chaozhou Ohga Porcelain Co.,Ltd. B455

Chaozhou Oubo Ceramics Co., Ltd. B456

Chaozhou Pengfa Ceramics Manufactory Co., Ltd. B457

Chaozhou Pengxing Ceramics Co., Ltd. B458

Chaozhou Qingfa Ceramics Co., Ltd. B459

Chaozhou Ronghua Ceramics Making Co., Ltd. B460

Guangdong Ronglibao Homeware Co., Ltd. B461

Chaozhou Rui Cheng Porcelain Industry Co., Ltd. B462

Chaozhou Rui Xiang Porcelain Industrial Co., Ltd. B463

Chaozhou Ruilong Ceramics Co., Ltd. B464

Chaozhou Sanhua Ceramics Industrial Co., Ltd. B465

Chaozhou Sanming Industrial Co., Ltd. B466

Chaozhou Santai Porcelain Co., Ltd. B467

Chaozhou Shuntai Ceramic Manufactory Co., Ltd. B468

Chaozhou Songfa Ceramics Co.,Ltd. B469

Chaozhou Sundisk Ceramics Making Co., Ltd. B470
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Chaozhou Teemjade Ceramics Co., Ltd. B471

Chaozhou Thyme Ceramics Co., Ltd. B472

Chaozhou Tongxing Huajiang Ceramics Making Co., Ltd B473

Guangdong Totye Ceramics Industrial Co., Ltd. B474

Chaozhou Trend Arts & Crafts Co., Ltd. B475

Chaozhou Uncommon Craft Industrial Co., Ltd. B476

Chaozhou Weida Ceramic Making Co., Ltd. B477

Chaozhou Weigao Ceramic Craft Co., Ltd. B478

Chaozhou Wingoal Ceramics Industrial Co., Ltd. B479

Chaozhou Wood House Porcelain Co., Ltd. B480

Chaozhou Xiangye Ceramics Craft Making Co., Ltd. B481

Chaozhou Xin Weicheng Co., Ltd. B482

Chaozhou Xincheng Ceramics Co., Ltd. B483

Chaozhou Xingguang Ceramics Co., Ltd. B485

Chaozhou Wenhui Porcelain Co., Ltd. B486

Chaozhou Xinkai Porcelain Co., Ltd. B487

Chaozhou Xinlong Porcelain Industrial Co., Ltd. B488

Chaozhou Xinyu Porcelain Industrial Co., Ltd. B489

Chaozhou Xinyue Ceramics Manufacture Co., Ltd. B490

Chaozhou Yangguang Ceramics Co., Ltd. B491

Chaozhou Yinhe Ceramics Co., Ltd. B493

Chaozhou Yongsheng Ceramics Manufacturing Co., Ltd. B494

Chaozhou Yongxuan Domestic Ceramics Manufactory Co., Ltd. B495

Chaozhou Yu Ri Ceramics Making Co., Ltd. B496

Chaozhou Yuefeng Ceramics Ind. Co., Ltd. B497

Chaozhou Yufeng Ceramics Making Factory B498

Chaozhou Zhongxia Porcelain Factory Co., Ltd. B499

Chaozhou Zhongye Ceramics Co., Ltd. B500

Dabu Yongxingxiang Ceramics Co., Ltd. B501

Dapu Fuda Ceramics Co., Ltd. B502

Dapu Taoyuan Porcelain Factory B503

Dasheng Ceramics Co., Ltd. Dehua B504

De Hua Hongshun Ceramic Co., Ltd. B505

Dehua Hongsheng Ceramic Co., Ltd. B506

Dehua Jianyi Porcelain Industry Co., Ltd. B507

Dehua Kaiyuan Porcelain Industry Co., Ltd. B508

Dehua Ruyuan Gifts Co., Ltd. B509

Dehua Xinmei Ceramics Co., Ltd. B510
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Dongguan Kennex Ceramic Ltd. B511

Dongguan Shilong Kyocera Co., Ltd. B512

Dongguan Yongfuda Ceramics Co., Ltd. B513

Excellent Porcelain Co., Ltd. B515

Fair-Link Limited (Xiamen) B516

Far East (chaozhou) Ceramics Factory Co., Ltd. B518

Fengfeng Mining District Yuhang Ceramic Co. Ltd. (‘Yuhang’) B519

Foshan Metart Company Limited B520

Fujian Jiashun Art&Crafts Co., Ltd. B521

Fujian Dehua Chengyi Ceramics Co., Ltd. B522

Fujian Dehua Five Continents Ceramic Manufacturing Co., Ltd. B523

Fujian Dehua Fujue Ceramics Co., Ltd. B524

Fujian Dehua Full Win Crafts Co., Ltd. B525

Fujian Dehua Fusheng Ceramics Co., Ltd. B526

Fujian Dehua Gentle Porcelain Co., Ltd. B527

Fujian Dehua Guanhong Ceramic Co., Ltd. B528

Fujian Dehua Guanjie Ceramics Co., Ltd. B529

Luzerne (Fujian) Group Co., Ltd. B530

Fujian Dehua Hongda Ceramics Co., Ltd. B531

Fujian Dehua Hongsheng Arts & Crafts Co., Ltd. B532

Fujian Dehua Hongyu Ceramic Co., Ltd. B533

Fujian Dehua Huachen Ceramics Co., Ltd. B534

Fujian Dehua Huaxia Ceramics Co., Ltd. B535

Fujian Dehua Huilong Ceramic Co., Ltd. B536

Fujian Dehua Jingyi Ceramics Co., Ltd. B537

Fujian Dehua Jinhua Porcelain Co., Ltd. B538

Fujian Dehua Jinzhu Ceramics Co., Ltd. B539

Fujian Dehua Lianda Ceramic Co., Ltd. B540

Fujian Dehua Myinghua Ceramics Co., Ltd. B541

Fujian Dehua Pengxin Ceramics Co., Ltd. B542

Fujian Dehua Shisheng Ceramics Co., Ltd. B544

Fujian Dehua Will Ceramic Co., Ltd. B545

Fujian Dehua Xianda Ceramic Factory B546

Fujian Dehua Xianghui Ceramic Co., Ltd. B547

Fujian Dehua Yonghuang Ceramic Co., Ltd. B549

Fujian Dehua Yousheng Ceramics Co., Ltd. B550

Fujian Dehua You-Young Crafts Co., Ltd. B551
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Fujian Dehua Zhenfeng Ceramics Co., Ltd. B552

Fujian Dehua Zhennan Ceramics Co., Ltd. B553

Fujian Jackson Arts and Crafts Co., Ltd. B554

Fujian Jiamei Group Corporation B555

Fujian Province Dehua County Beatrot Ceramic Co., Ltd. B557

Fujian Province Yongchun County Foreign Processing and Assembling 
Corporation

B558

Fujian Quanzhou Longpeng Group Co., Ltd. B559

Fujian Dehua S&M Arts Co., Ltd., and Fujian Taigu Ceramics Co., Ltd. B560

Fung Lin Wah Group B561

Ganzhou Koin Structure Ceramics Co., Ltd. B562

Global Housewares Factory B563

Guangdong Baofeng Ceramic Technology Development Co., Ltd. B564

Guangdong Bening Ceramics Industries Co., Ltd. B565

Guangdong Daye Porcelain Co., Ltd. B566

Guangdong Dongbao Group Co., Ltd. B567

Guangdong Huaxing Ceramics Co., Ltd. B568

Guangdong Quanfu Ceramics Ind. Co., Ltd. B569

Guangdong Shunqiang Ceramics Co., Ltd B570

Guangdong Shunxiang Porcelain Co., Ltd. B571

Guangdong Sitong Group Co., Ltd. B572

GuangDong XingTaiYi Porcelain Co., Ltd B574

Guangdong Yutai Porcelain Co., Ltd. B575

Guangdong Zhentong Ceramics Co., Ltd B576

Guangxi Baian Ceramic Co. Ltd B577

Guangxi Beiliu City Ming Chao Porcelain Co., Ltd. B578

Guangxi Beiliu Huasheng Porcelain Ltd. B580

Guangxi Beiliu Newcentury Ceramic Llc. B581

Guangxi Beiliu Qinglang Porcelain Trade Co., Ltd. B582

Guangxi Beiliu Xiongfa Ceramics Co., Ltd. B584

Guangxi Beiliu Yujie Porcelain Co., Ltd. B585

Guangxi Beiliu Zhongli Ceramics Co., Ltd B586

Guangxi Nanshan Porcelain Co., Ltd. B587

Guangxi Yulin Rongxing Ceramics Co., Ltd. B589

Guangzhou Chaintime Porcelain Co., Ltd. B590

Haofa Ceramics Co., Ltd., Dehua Fujian B591

Hebei Dersun Ceramic Co., Ltd. B592
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Hebei Great Wall Ceramic Co., Ltd. B593

Henan Ruilong Ceramics Co., Ltd B594

Henghui Porcelain Plant Liling Hunan China B595

Huanyu Ceramic Industrial Co., Ltd. Liling Hunan China B596

Hunan Baihua Ceramics Co., Ltd. B597

Hunan Eka Ceramics Co., Ltd. B598

Hunan Fungdeli Ceramics Co., Ltd. B599

Hunan Gaofeng Ceramic Manufacturing Co., Ltd. B600

Hunan Huari Ceramic Industry Co., Ltd B601

Hunan Huayun Ceramics Factory Co., Ltd B603

Hunan Liling Tianxin China Industry Ltd. B604

Hunan Provincial Liling Chuhua Ceramic Industrial Co., Ltd. B605

Hunan Quanxiang Ceramics Corp. Ltd. B606

Hunan Rslee Ceramics Co., Ltd B607

Hunan Taisun Ceramics Co., Ltd. B608

Hunan Victor Imp. & Exp. Co., Ltd B609

Hunan Xianfeng Ceramic Industry Co.,Ltd B611

Jiangsu Gaochun Ceramics Co., Ltd. B612

Jiangsu Yixing Fine Pottery Corp., Ltd. B613

Jiangxi Global Ceramic Co., Ltd. B614

Jiangxi Kangshu Porcelain Co.,Ltd. B615

Jingdezhen F&B Porcelain Co., Ltd. B616

Jingdezhen Yuanjing Porcelain Industry Co., Ltd. B617

Jiyuan Jukang Xinxing Ceramics Co., Ltd. B618

Junior Star Ent’s Co., Ltd. B620

K&T Ceramics International Co., Ltd. B621

Kam Lee (Xing Guo) Metal and Plastic Fty. Co., Ltd. B622

Karpery Industrial Co., Ltd. Hunan China B623

Kilncraft Ceramics Ltd. B624

Lian Jiang Golden Faith Porcelain Co., Ltd. B625

Liling Gaojia Ceramic Industry Co., Ltd B626

Liling GuanQian Ceramic Manufacture Co., Ltd. B627

Liling Huahui Ceramic Manufacturing Co., Ltd. B628

Liling Huawang Ceramics Manufacturing Co., Ltd. B629

Liling Jiahua Porcelain Manufacturing Co., Ltd B630

Liling Jialong Porcelain Industry Co., Ltd B631

Liling Jiaxing Ceramic Industrial Co., Ltd B632

EN OJ L, 8.10.2025 

50/54 ELI: http://data.europa.eu/eli/reg_impl/2025/1981/oj



Company TARIC Additional Code

Liling Kaiwei Ceramic Co., Ltd. B633

Liling Liangsheng Ceramic Manufacture Co., Ltd. B634

Liling Liuxingtan Ceramics Co., Ltd B635

Liling Minghui Ceramics Factory B636

Liling Pengxing Ceramic Factory B637

Liling Quanhu Industries General Company B638

Liling Ruixiang Ceramics Industrial Co., Ltd. B640

Liling Santang Ceramics Manufacturing Co., Ltd. B641

Liling Shenghua Industrial Co., Ltd. B642

Liling Spring Ceramic Industry Co., Ltd B643

Liling Tengrui Industrial and Trading Co.,Ltd. B644

Liling Top Collection Industrial Co., Ltd B645

Liling United Ceramic-Ware Manufacturing Co., Ltd. B646

Liling Yonghe Porcelain Factory B647

Liling Yucha Ceramics Co., Ltd. B648

Liling Zhengcai Ceramic Manufacturing Co., Ltd B649

Linyi Jinli Ceramics Co., Ltd. B650

Linyi Pengcheng Industry Co., Ltd. B651

Linyi Wanqiang Ceramics Co., Ltd. B652

Linyi Zhaogang Ceramics Co., Ltd. B653

Liveon Industrial Co., Ltd. B654

Long Da Bone China Co., Ltd. B655

Meizhou Lianshunchang Trading Co., Ltd. B657

Meizhou Xinma Ceramics Co., Ltd. B658

Meizhou Yuanfeng Ceramic Industry Co., Ltd. B659

Meizhou Zhong Guang Industrial Co., Ltd. B660

Miracle Dynasty Fine Bone China (Shanghai) Co., Ltd. B661

Photo USA Electronic Graphic Inc. B662

Quanzhou Allen Light Industry Co., Ltd. B663

Quanzhou Chuangli Craft Co., Ltd. B664

Quanzhou Dehua Fangsheng Arts Co., Ltd. B665

Quanzhou Haofu Gifts Co., Ltd. B666

Quanzhou Hongsheng Group Corporation B667

Quanzhou Jianwen Craft Co., Ltd. B668

Quanzhou Kunda Gifts Co., Ltd. B669

Quanzhou Yongchun Shengyi Ceramics Co., Ltd. B670

Raoping Bright Future Porcelain Factory (‘RBF’) B671

Raoping Sanrao Yicheng Porcelain Factory B672

Raoping Sanyi Industrial Co., Ltd. B673
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Raoping Suifeng Ceramics and Glass Factory B674

Raoping Xinfeng Yangda Colour Porcelain FTY B675

Red Star Ceramics Limited B676

Rong Lin Wah Industrial (Shenzhen) Co., Ltd. B677

Shandong Futai Ceramics Co., Ltd. B679

Shandong Gaode Hongye Ceramics Co., Ltd. B680

Shandong Kunlun Ceramic Co., Ltd. B681

Shandong Zhaoding Porcelain Co., Ltd. B682

Shantou Ceramics Industry Supply & Marketing Corp. B683

Sheng Hua Ceramics Co., Ltd. B684

Shenzhen Baoshengfeng Imp. & Exp. Co., Ltd. B685

Shenzhen Bright Future Industry Co., Ltd. (‘SBF’) B686

Shenzhen Ehome Enterprise Ltd B688

Shenzhen Ever Nice Industry Co., Ltd. B689

Shenzhen Fuliyuan Porcelain Co., Ltd. B690

Shenzhen Full Amass Ind. Dev. Co. Ltd B691

Shenzhen Gottawa Industrial Ltd. B694

Shenzhen Hiker Housewares Ltd. B695

Shenzhen Hua Mei Industry Development Ltd B696

Shenzhen Mingsheng Ceramic Ltd. B697

Shenzhen Senyi Porcelain Industry Co. Ltd. B698

Shenzhen SMF Investment Co., Ltd B699

Shenzhen Tao Hui Industrial Co., Ltd. B700

Shenzhen Topchoice Industries Limited B701

Shenzhen Trueland Industrial Co., Ltd. B702

Shenzhen Universal Industrial Co., Ltd. B703

Shenzhen Zhan Peng Xiang Industrial Co., Ltd. B704

Shijiazhuang Kuangqu Huakang Porcelain Co., Ltd. B705

Shun Sheng Da Group Co., Ltd. Quanzhou Fujian B706

Stechcol Ceramic Crafts Development (Shenzhen) Co., Ltd. B707

Taiyu Ceramic Co., Ltd. Liling Hunan China B708

Tangshan Beifangcidu Ceramic Group Co., Ltd. B709

Tangshan Boyu Osseous Ceramic Co., Ltd. B710

Tangshan Chinawares Trading Co., Ltd B711

Tangshan Golden Ceramic Co., Ltd. B713

Tangshan Haigelei Fine Bone Porcelain Co., Ltd. B714

Tangshan Hengrui Porcelain Industry Co., Ltd. B715

Tangshan Huamei Porcelain Co., Ltd. B716

EN OJ L, 8.10.2025 

52/54 ELI: http://data.europa.eu/eli/reg_impl/2025/1981/oj



Company TARIC Additional Code

Tangshan Huaxincheng Ceramic Products Co., Ltd. B717

Tangshan Huyuan Bone China Co., Ltd. B718

Tangshan Imperial-Hero Ceramics Co., Ltd. B719

Tangshan Jinfangyuan Bone China Manufacturing Co., Ltd. B720

Tangshan Keyhandle Ceramic Co., Ltd. B721

Tangshan Longchang Ceramics Co., Ltd. B722

Tangshan Masterwell Ceramic Co., Ltd. B723

Tangshan Shiyu Commerce Co., Ltd. B725

Tangshan Xueyan Industrial Co., Ltd. B726

Tangshan Yida Industrial Corp. B727

Tao Yuan Porcelain Factory B728

Teammann Co., Ltd. B729

The China & Hong Kong Resources Co., Ltd. B730

The Great Wall of Culture Group Holding Co., Ltd Guangdong B731

Tienshan (Handan) Tableware Co., Ltd. (‘Tienshan’) B732

Topking Industry (China) Ltd. B733

Weijian Ceramic Industrial Co., Ltd. B734

Weiye Ceramics Co., Ltd. B735

Winpat Industrial Co., Ltd. B736

Xiamen Acrobat Splendor Ceramics Co., Ltd. B737

Xiamen Johnchina Fine Polishing Tech Co., Ltd. B738

Xiangqiang Ceramic Manufacturing Co., Ltd. Liling City Hunan B739

Xin Xing Xian XinJiang Pottery Co., Ltd. B740

Xinhua County Huayang Porcelain Co., Ltd. B741

Yangjiang Shi Ba Zi Kitchen Ware Manufacturing Co., Ltd. B743

Yanling Hongyi Import N Export Trade Co., Ltd. B744

Ying-Hai (Shenzhen) Industry Dev. Co., Ltd. B745

Yiyang Red Star Ceramics Ltd. B746

China Yong Feng Yuan Co., Ltd. B747

Yongchun Dahui Crafts Co., Ltd. B748

Yu Yuan Ceramics Co., Ltd. B749

Yuzhou City Kongjia Porcelain Co., Ltd. B750

Zeal Ceramics Development Co., Ltd, Shenzhen, China B753

Zhangjiakou Xuanhua Yici Ceramics Co., Ltd. (‘Xuanhua Yici’) B754

Zhejiang Nansong Ceramics Co., Ltd. B755

Zibo Boshan Shantou Ceramic Factory B756
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Zibo CAC Chinaware Co., Ltd. B757

Zibo Fortune Light Industrial Products Co., Ltd. B758

Zibo GaoDe Ceramic Technology & Development Co., Ltd. B760

Zibo Hongda Ceramics Co., Ltd. B761

Zibo Jinxin Light Industrial Products Co., Ltd. B762

Zibo Kunyang Ceramic Corporation Limited B763

Liling Xinyi Ceramics Industry Ltd. B957

Gemmi (Shantou) Industrial Co., Ltd. B958

Jing He Ceramics Co., Ltd B959

Fujian Dehua Huamao Ceramics Co., Ltd C303

Fujian Dehua Jiawei Ceramics Co., Ltd C304

Fujian Dehua New Qili Arts Co., Ltd C305

Quanzhou Dehua Hengfeng Ceramics Co., Ltd C306

Fujian Dehua Sanfeng Ceramics Co. Ltd C485

Huatai Ceramics Industry Limited, Hunan, China and Kerun Ceramics 
Manufactory Ltd.

C551

Hunan Huazhi Ceramic Co., Ltd. C550

Liling Yuanmei Ceramic Co., Ltd. C556

Hunan Legend Porcelain Industry Co., Ltd. C608

Liling Taichang Ceramics Co., Ltd C685

Hunan Jewelmoon Ceramics Co., Ltd C764

Raoping Jinde Ceramics Co. Ltd C879

Linyi Hongshun Porcelain Co., Ltd 899C

Fujian Dehua Longnan Ceramics Co., Ltd 899D

Shenzhen M&G Ceramics Co., Ltd. C932

Chaozhou Jingmei Craft Products Co., Ltd. C933
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	Commission Implementing Regulation (EU) 2025/1981 of 7 October 2025 imposing a definitive anti-dumping duty on imports of ceramic tableware and kitchenware originating in the People’s Republic of China following an expiry review pursuant to Article 11(2) of Regulation (EU) 2016/1036 of the European Parliament and of the Council 
	ANNEX Cooperating Chinese exporting producers not sampled 


