
Frequently asked questions on the anti-dumping investigation into 
solar products imported from China

1. What is AFASE’s opinion on the decision of the European Commission to levy  
preliminary duties in the anti-dumping investigation on Chinese solar imports?

The negative  effect  of  duties  would  exceed by  far  their  small  positive  impact  on 
European manufacturers for three different reasons:

• First, the decision would cause serious harm to the European solar industry  
and the European economy as a whole.  A study by Prognos has found that 
anti-dumping  and/or  countervailing  tariffs  of  60%  would  destroy  around 
300,000 jobs in the EU in the third year after implementation while creating 
around  58,000  jobs  at  European  solar  manufacturers  due  to  increased 
production.  Net  242,000 jobs would be lost  over the first  three years.  The 
European economy would lose 27.2 billion euros during the same period. 

• Second, the decision contradicts the EU’s public policy to stimulate growth of  
renewable energy including solar  energy.  The EU has set  itself  the aim to 
generate 20% of its energy requirements from renewable sources by 2020. 
That  means  solar  energy  needs  to  get  competitive  with  traditional  energy 
sources. To reach grid parity, the cost efficiency of solar energy must continue 
to rise. With feed-in tariffs inevitably decreasing or possibly disappearing, solar 
energy is attractive only if it offers industrial and private users the possibility to 
decrease their energy bill as well as offering a sufficient return on investment 
for private investors. Any increase in module costs will thus endanger the aim 
of grid parity which is already within grasp. 

• The  decision  does  not  solve  the  structural  problems  of  the  EU  solar  
manufacturers.  EU  producers  failed  to  engage  in  the  increase  of  their 
production facilities to sizes allowing economies of scale and to invest in the 
state-of-the-art EU-made production machinery. A report by the International 
Agency for Renewable Energy (IRENA) argues that “each time the cumulative 
installed capacity has doubled, PV module costs have declined by 20% to 
22%.” This report confirms the significant economies of scale related to larger 
production and plant size. Among the 40 EU ProSun members only eight have 
a  production  capacity  of  slightly  more  than  150  MW1 whereas  Chinese 

1  Source: Responses filed by the EU ProSun members and supporters to the standing 
questionnaire. These show the following: 



producers have a production capacity of several hundreds of MW to more than 
one or even two Gigawatts.

2. How should a negotiated solution look like according to AFASE?

• In general, punitive tariffs – no matter at what level – could cause irreversible 
damage  to  the  entire  European  Photovoltaic  value  chain.  They  artificially 
increase  prices  which would  immediately  translate  into  losses of  jobs  and 
value  added.  AFASE  supporters  have  made  it  very  clear  towards  the 
European Commission that the current market development leaves no room 
for price increases and that duties as low as 15% will destroy 85% of EU PV 
demand. 

• AFASE therefore welcomes a solution that avoids price increases, taking into 
account  the  interests  of  the  EU upstream and  downstream solar  industry. 
Moreover, if a negotiated solution is to be found, no provisional anti-dumping 
duties should be imposed as these duties will immediately put a halt to most of 
the PV projects in the EU.

3. Is  AFASE  a  common  initiative  of  Chinese  solar  companies  operating  in  
Europe?

• AFASE is an association registered under German law and the most important 
voice of the European solar industry against punitive tariffs. The vast majority 
of  our  more  than  600  supporters  are  European  solar  companies.  They 
represent more than 63,000 jobs and generate a turnover of more than 22 
billion euro. Amongst the AFASE supporters are well-known companies like 
German  Juwi,  Wirsol,  Centrotherm,  Goldbeck,  Rena,  Gehrlicher;  Suisse 
Meyer Burger; French Zieglergroup and AFPA; Italian Enerpoint; Dutch ASML 
and Oskomera; Belgian Zaventem as well as British SunGift and Kingspan.

- only 8 of the 47 companies having filed a standing response have a production capacity 
of slightly more than 150 MW including SolarWorld and FranceWatts (i.e., two of the few 
complainants who disclosed their name);

- not less than  19 of the EU ProSun members or supporters have a production capacity 
equal to or below 50 MW; and 

- 7 companies even have a production capacity equal to or below 25 MW.
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• The complaint by EU ProSun, in contrast, was filed and supported by only 25 
companies. According to its own statement EU ProSun represents “around 40 
companies” and at most 8.000 jobs. 

4. Who is backing AFASE’s position? 

• With its decision, the Commission has decided not to follow the majority of EU 
member  states,  important  industry  and  environment  associations  and 
numerous politicians and experts all  voicing their concerns against punitive 
tariffs. 

• 18  EU  member  states  spoke  out  against  the  European  Commission’s 
proposal, amongst them Germany. Five member states abstained from voting. 
Only  four  countries  support  the  proposal.  15  European  solar  associations 
signed  an  open  letter  calling  on  Karel  De  Gucht  to  waive  protectionist 
measures  in  the  solar  sector.  Many  important  industry  and  environment 
associations  (WWF, BDI,  BGA,  VDMA,  DIHK)  have already warned of  the 
imposition of  tariffs.  Finally,  all  political  parties in the German Bundestag – 
besides the left party – have spoken out against tariffs.

5. The  imports  of  Chinese  solar  products  into  the  US  have  decreased  since  
punitive tariffs were introduced there last year. Why does AFASE ignore those  
results?

AFASE does not ignore these developments on the US market but they fail to provide 
a yardstick to forecast the impact of duties on the European solar market. 

• First,  the  product  scope  of  the  US duties  is  different  from that  of  the  EU 
investigations. While the EU investigations include Chinese origin wafers, cells 
and modules, the US duties apply to Chinese origin cells only whether or not 
integrated in modules. Modules manufactured in China from non-Chinese cells 
are  not  subject  to  the  US duties.  Chinese  companies  can therefore  avoid 
duties by buying cells from outside China and assemble those in China. 

• Second, the US market differs extremely from that in Europe. The US market 
for large ground-mounted installations is dominated by thin-film solar products. 
This market is primarily served by non-Chinese solar producers. Accordingly, a 
very important segment of the US market is not affected by the AD/CVD for 
Chinese products. 
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Also, public support schemes, types of installations (e.g., private rooftop vs 
ground  mounted installations),  cost  of  electricity,  PV market  operators  and 
their relative importance are all very different between the EU and the US.

6. The module prices have decreased dramatically over the last years. Is this not  
the result of dumping?

Prices are dropping for three main reasons:

• First, some producers outside the EU benefit from economies of scale given 
the very significant differences in the scale of production. Among the 40 EU 
ProSun members only 8 have a production capacity of slightly more than 150 
MW2 whereas  Chinese  producers  have  a  production  capacity  of  several 
hundreds of MW to more  than one or even two Gigawatts. The competitive 
advantage  of  Europe  is  its  high-tech  and  innovative  power  –  not  the 
manufacturing of commodity products.

• Second, prices of polysilicon have decreased significantly in the last years. 
The  price  of  polysilicon  has  fallen  from  over  345$/kg  in  2008  to  under 
19.50$/kg at the beginning of 2012. Some EU manufacturers signed long-term 
polysilicon contracts when prices were high becoming a burden when prices 
dropped below levels set out in the contract. For example, SolarWorld itself in 
its Interim Report  for  Q3 in 2012 reports that  it  was affected by long-term 
supply agreements for polysilicon and even recorded an impairment of over 
80 million Euro on purchases of polysilicon.

• Third,  price  formation  is  strongly  influenced  by  feed-in  tariffs.  Since  the 
beginning of the financial crisis many states have continually lowered feed-in 
tariffs  because  of  budget  constraints.  The  reduction  of  feed-in-tariffs  by 
10ct/kW led to  a  price  decrease for  PV modules  below 1  Euro/Wp in  the 
course of the last years.

7. What are the next steps in this investigation?

• Under the current rules, the EU Council, i.e., the EU Member States, takes the 
final decision upon a proposal of the European Commission. Here, each EU 
Member State has one vote to cast. A Commission proposal to impose anti-
dumping and/or anti-subsidy measures can only be blocked by 15EU Member 
States explicitly opposing this proposal (after the accession of Croatia). 

2  Source: Responses filed by the EU ProSun members and supporters to the standing 
questionnaire. These show the following: 

- only 8 of the 47 companies having filed a standing response have a production capacity 
of slightly more than 150 MW including SolarWorld and FranceWatts (i.e., two of the few 
complainants who disclosed their name);

- not less than  19 of the EU ProSun members or supporters have a production capacity 
equal to or below 50 MW; and 

- 7 companies even have a production capacity equal to or below 25 MW.
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• This final decision will be made in December.
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