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Introduction
My name is Shas Das and it is an honor to be presenting before this commission on the important topic
of Chinese investment in the U.S. Before joining private practice almost a year ago, I spent five years at
the PCAOB in its international affairs department and more than 20 years working for financial
regulators. Among other responsibilities at the PCAOB, I served as the organization’s chief negotiator
with the Chinese regulators on cross-border cooperation and inspections of PCAOB-registered audit
firms based in China. In this capacity, I worked closely with the SEC and U.S. Treasury Department. I
should note at the outset that the views expressed herein are my views and do not necessarily reflect
the views of my colleagues or firm.
Chinese listings in the U.S. and risks posed
Before addressing the current landscape and some possible recommendations for the Commission’s
consideration, I think it’s worth recounting some of the history of Chinese listings in the U.S. When
Chinese companies began to first list in the United States, they generally came in three waves between
1990 and 2010.1 The first listings occurred in the 1990s after privatization and at the direction of
Chinese regulators, who recognized that the largest and most prestigious Chinese companies would
benefit from the capital and governance standards that an embryonic domestic market in China could
not offer.2 The hope was that listing in Hong Kong or New York would enable Chinese companies to
transition from government controlled entities into fully functional corporations that had boards, and
imposed U.S.-style corporate governance standards. With its robust governance standards, New York
was a highly sought after listing destination.
The second wave of listings included more state-owned enterprises, as well as an increasing number of
private companies, many from China’s growing technology sector, including Baidu. These companies
viewed the U.S. capital markets as offering the best environment for their needs, given their
concentration of analysts and experience with technology listings. Combined, these first two waves
comprised around 100 companies with an average market capitalization of $24 billion as of 2013,
representing 48 percent of the total value of Chinese companies listed in New York.
The third wave of listings was larger by number—around 500 companies—though the companies
themselves were much smaller, with an average market cap of less than $5 billion. Unable to compete
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for capital in the domestic stock markets with the larger private and state-owned enterprises, many of
them sought to list instead in New York where they found ready access to U.S. capital markets and
investors who had developed a considerable appetite for U.S.-listed Chinese companies and the China
growth story.
The New York Stock Exchange maintained the prestige and brand that had attracted the first wave of
listings, with a ready infrastructure in place to support these IPOs. Most major U.S. law firms and
investment banks had a presence in China, as did a group of smaller advisory firms specializing in
reverse-merger listings, where an unlisted company acquires a shell that is already listed and registered
with the U.S. SEC, bypassing the more rigorous scrutiny of a standard IPO. These tended to be much
smaller in size: as the crisis hit, companies listed by reverse merger had an average market capitalization
of only $68 million and represented less than 1 percent of total market capitalization of all New York–
listed Chinese companies.
By early 2011, a series of scandals had developed around companies from the latest wave of listings.
Many involved fraud with features that presented particular problems for investors. Many involved
misrepresentations in financial reporting that would have been missed by a standard audit. Many
involved falsification of the underlying documents on which audits relied, particularly commercial banks’
transaction records. This could be detected by a forensic audit or due diligence, which are typically only
conducted by exception. Many of the scandals involved companies that had listed by reverse merger.
By June 2011, the SEC had issued an investor bulletin discussing the risks of reverse mergers3 and about
two dozen companies had been hit with SEC fraud or financial reporting charges. Some of the
investigations stalled because the companies’ audit papers are located in China – beyond the SEC’s
reach.
The Chinese reverse merger fraud crisis resulted in more than 100 U.S. listed Chinese companies that
were either delisted or halted from trading in 2011 and 2012 based on claims of fraud and other
violations of U.S. securities laws, including the failure to file timely financial reports. A number of others
were the target of short sellers and changed auditors more than once in some cases. These companies
took advantage of a legal regime in the U.S. so they could merge with American shell companies. By
doing so, they eluded much of the SEC oversight that comes from selling shares on U.S. markets for the
first time accompanied by an IPO subject to SEC registration requirements.4
In a speech given by PCAOB Board member Lew Ferguson in 2012, he noted that “[b]illions of dollars of
market capitalization of such companies have been lost in U.S. securities markets and it is fair to say that
all of these smaller China-based companies listed on U.S. securities exchanges have suffered serious
losses of both market value and investor confidence as a result of the problems of other companies.” 5
U.S. shareholders face major risks from the complexity and purpose of the VIE structure. For example,
the legal contracts that serve as the basis of the structure are enforceable only in China, where rule of
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law remains elusive. Though listing VIEs on U.S. exchanges is legal in the U.S., they can be considered
illegal in China. Internet giants Alibaba, Baidu, and Tencent all listed via the VIE structure.
In response to this crisis, in 2011, the SEC required the major stock exchanges in the U.S. to impose rules
making it harder for companies going public to use reverse mergers to qualify for listings on their
exchanges. Among those new standards that were implemented by the SEC was a requirement that
reverse merger companies, before applying for a listing on the NASDAQ, NYSE, or AMEX, complete a one
year “seasoning period” by trading on an over the counter market or another U.S. or foreign exchange
and maintain a minimum, requisite share price for a sustained period for at least 30-60 days prior to
listing.6
In total today, as of January 2017, there are approximately 136 China-based companies listed on the
NASDAQ, NYSE, and AMEX exchanges. Out of the 136 companies, 91 are in the form of American
Depositary Receipts,7 with the remaining in the form of ordinary shares and listed through reverse
merger transactions.
Role the SEC plays in regulating Chinese companies listed on U.S. stock exchanges
The SEC requires companies to include risk disclosures in their filings of Chinese companies seeking to
list in the U.S. that either their primary auditor or an auditor of a substantial portion of their financial
statements has not been inspected by the PCAOB. That said, the SEC does not evaluate or otherwise
opine on a company’s quality through an IPO review. The operational risk of a company does not
necessarily move in lock step with static indicators like financial data.
As noted in a speech that SEC Chair White gave last fall before the International Bar Association, she
stressed the importance of cross-border regulatory cooperation.8 She noted that the SEC has over
seventy five formal cooperative arrangements with foreign regulators and law enforcement agencies
and is a signatory to the IOSCO Multilateral Memorandum of Understanding on enforcement
cooperation, to which there are now over 100 signatories. All of these arrangements facilitate sharing
critical enforcement and supervisory information. And the SEC and other countries make extensive use
of them – most recently entering into an agreement providing for enforcement cooperation with the
Hong Kong securities regulator last week.9
While the SEC and DOJ are increasingly working with their foreign counterparts in such areas as FCPA
enforcement to accounting fraud, U.S. regulators and law enforcement agencies must contend with
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foreign privacy and data protection laws that complicate cross-border data transfers.10 Various country
laws, including blocking statutes, privacy, bank secrecy, and state secrecy laws are designed to advance
important national objective but may create barriers to cross-border flows of information between
regulators and foreign domiciled registrants.
Status of the Public Company Accounting Oversight Board’s negotiations with its Chinese counterparts
Having served as the PCAOB’s chief negotiator at the staff level with the Chinese regulators, I know firsthand the challenges the PCAOB faces with respect to the ongoing impasse between the PCAOB and the
Chinese regulators on an agreement that would facilitate PCAOB inspections of audit firms based in
China. The Ministry of Finance, China Securities and Regulatory Commission, and China Institute of
Certified Public Accountants all have oversight responsibilities over the accounting profession. They
conduct inspections of audit firms by examining firms’ quality control procedures as well as inspect the
engagement audit work papers. Administrative penalties are the most common sanctions in China.
While I led the PCAOB negotiations for a number of years, which resulted in an agreement on
enforcement cooperation in 2013, negotiations on an agreement providing for cross-border inspections
stalled at the end of 2015 due to a dispute regarding the issuer audits that would be inspected by the
PCAOB. We sought to inspect Alibaba and Baidu but the Chinese securities regulator and Ministry of
Finance indicated that approvals from other relevant ministries needed to be obtained before the
PCAOB could gain access to the audit work papers of those companies; at the time, the Chinese
authorities were amenable to the PCAOB inspecting issuer audits that posed less concern or in other
words were deemed to be less sensitive from a national security or technological standpoint. This past
year, and after almost a decade of negotiations, the PCAOB has been largely silent on the progress of its
discussions with the Chinese regulators, only commenting that they continue to work on reaching an
agreement. One report suggested that PCAOB inspectors obtained access to audit work papers of Baidu
during the summer of 2016 but that it’s review was hampered by the lack of access to firm personnel
and extensive redactions such that the PCAOB could not conduct a meaningful inspection.11 Last year,
two PCAOB-registered firms based in Hong Kong had their registrations revoked for violations of PCAOB
audit standards and failure to cooperate with PCAOB investigations.12
This gap in the PCAOB’s inspection program exposes not only U.S. investors to uncertainty regarding the
quality of the audits being performed in China, but also U.S. companies with growing subsidiary and
joint venture activity in China. Until the PCAOB satisfactorily resolves the Chinese inspection issue, U.S.
investors and companies face uncertainty regarding the quality of the audits being conducted on the
financial statements of Chinese issuers listed on U.S. exchanges. The PCAOB should redouble its efforts
to reach an agreement with the relevant Chinese authorities on cross-border inspections. Recently, the
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PCAOB issued staff guidance regarding the obligations of audit firms located outside of mainland China
that audit China-based issuers listed on U.S. exchanges. Effectively, this guidance instructs PCAOBregistered audit firms to disregard – arguably violate – Chinese law governing foreign regulatory access
to audit work papers, ignoring long-standing principles of international comity.13 It will be interesting to
see whether this staff guidance is enforced by the PCAOB and how the PCAOB will address such conflict
of law concerns. To date, this particular issue has not been litigated in a U.S. federal court.14
In addition to sovereignty concerns, one obstacle, though not insurmountable, confronting U.S.
regulators is the issue of state secrets. State secrecy laws in China are well known for their vague
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language and lack of clarification; state secrets broadly can be defined as encompassing those matters
involving state security and national interests. Although the relevant statute goes on to provide a list of
major state secret matters, which includes “activities related to foreign countries” and “national
economic and social development,” there is a catch-all provision that authorizes agencies administering
the protection of state secrets to identify matters not listed in the statute as state secrets. Under the
implementing regulation, the State Secrecy Bureau is responsible for designing national policy on
protection of state secrets, while central government agencies may separately or jointly with the State
Secrecy Bureau identify matters that are “within their respective administrative areas” as state secrets.
The CSRC followed through in 2009 when it issued an agency rule jointly with the State Secrecy Bureau –
commonly referred to as Notice 29.15 The rule creates two obligations for accounting firms with respect
to transfer of audit work papers. First, audit work papers that “involve any state secrets” cannot be
transmitted outside China without the approval of “relevant in-charge authorities.” Second, accounting
firms must report “any matter involving state secrets” to “in-charge authorities . . . for approval” when
“overseas securities regulatory authorities . . . propose to conduct offsite inspection.” The rule
concludes by reminding accounting firms of the liabilities, including criminal ones, they may incur if they
violate the rule. However, Notice 29 expressly contemplates that, with the approval of the competent
authorities, information that is not legitimately a state secret can be disclosed to foreign regulators.
Effectiveness of the tools and resources available to U.S. law enforcement and other relevant agencies
for addressing fraud by Chinese companies listed in the United States
I believe that the current laws available to U.S. law enforcement and regulators are sufficient. Before
2002 and the passage of the Sarbanes-Oxley Act, the SEC did not have meaningful enforcement tools.
Section 106 of the Sarbanes-Oxley Act increased the authority of the SEC and the PCAOB to compel the
production to them of audit work papers of foreign private accounting firms by making such firms
subject to the jurisdiction of U.S. courts for purposes of enforcement, requiring U.S. registered public
accounting firms to secure the agreement of any foreign accounting firm upon which it relies in its audit
to produce the work papers of that firm. The Act permits a foreign public accounting firm to produce
work papers through alternate means, such as through foreign securities regulators.
The most formidable legal obstacle is conflicting non-U.S. laws. A foreign jurisdiction may restrict or
even prohibit the transfer of certain audit work papers out of the jurisdiction with various civil or
criminal liabilities that will attach if an accounting firm violates the restriction or prohibition. Foreign
accounting firms can contest an SEC subpoena or document request, that complying with the request or
subpoena will force them to violate a foreign law.
Over the years, the SEC has signed enforcement Memoranda of Understanding (“MOUs”) with more
than 75 foreign counterparts and through these MOUs the SEC sends out over 600 requests annually for
assistance to foreign regulators. Though empirical evidence of the MOUs’ effectiveness is lacking, the
fact that the SEC continues to promote such MOUs and that such requests typically are not denied
serves as testimony to their success. Indeed, on its website, the SEC has listed notable enforcement
cases that are the fruits of assistance provided by foreign regulators. One of the underpinnings of such
MOUs is the SEC’s respect for foreign sovereignty. In virtually all enforcement MOUs, including the
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multi-lateral IOSCO MOU signed by most signatories, there is a clause that permits a foreign regulator to
deny an assistance request if it would require the foreign regulator to “act in a manner that would
violate the laws of the [foreign country]” or if accommodating the request would be contrary to the
foreign country’s “public interest” or “national security.” PCAOB agreements with foreign audit
regulators contain similar language.
Recommendations
For such listings to work there needs to be a regulatory framework that provides transparency and
protects investors, a professional-services environment that provides effective quality control for
listings, and an investor base with the knowledge and capabilities to understand the businesses
properly. If regulators and investors are serious about avoiding similar crises in the future—involving
companies from China or elsewhere—there are several lessons to learn.
An equity market is more than just an exchange. Investors rely on a broad, interactive system of
professional advisers, equity analysts, brokers, and regulators who perform quality control on the
companies that list there. The dangers come when the system takes on issues that it is not prepared to
evaluate. In the major global equity markets, investors take the high standards of this ecosystem for
granted, when in fact relying on audited financials and company representations alone is insufficient in
many markets.
The companies involved in this case happened to be Chinese, but the elements that led to fraud there
are visible in many other emerging markets, as well as in some developed ones. The lack of quality
control is especially concerning with regard to companies originally listed by reverse merger, since this
route to market continues to be used. Indeed, on U.S. exchanges, there have been nearly as many
reverse mergers per year involving non-Chinese companies after 2011 as in the preceding five years.
Investors need to be aware of the shortcomings of reporting and find ways to fill the gaps, such as
through analysts doing investigative diligence, academic research, or even the regulatory bodies
themselves. The last research or advisory that the PCAOB or SEC for that matter published in this area
was 2011; to my knowledge, the U.S. Office of Financial Research has yet to conduct a study regarding
the risks posed by Chinese listings in the U.S.
Gaps in regulatory supervision must be closed. The SEC and PCAOB don’t face a problem just with
Chinese audit firms but potentially with any audit firm outside its regulatory purview. And the SEC is not
the only regulatory agency facing this problem, since every other major capital market could face the
same experience, particularly given the growing competition among stock exchanges. The PCAOB in
particular should redouble its efforts to reach an agreement with its foreign counterparts in China and
offer more transparency regarding the prospects of doing so than they have shown in the last year. The
PCAOB could consider partnering with the Chinese regulators in conducting its inspections so long as it
can issue an independent inspection report (or joint report that reflects the views of both regulators).
Some creativity is required here.
Cross-border listings play an increasingly important and valuable role for companies and investors in an
ever changing global economy—and they promote the mobility of capital, competition between
exchanges, and greater strategic flexibility for companies. As of 2015, U.S. investors held nearly $9.6
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trillion in foreign securities and foreign holdings of U.S. securities were over $17.1 trillion.16 The
cornerstone of federal securities law is disclosure and the SEC can amend Regulation S-K17 to require
issuers to disclose the fact that foreign accounting firms performing audit work for the issuer may, under
certain circumstances, be unable to comply with an SEC Section 106 request due to conflicting non-U.S.
laws. Of course, the disclosure should be sufficiently detailed, and should include, but not be limited to,
a description of the pertinent foreign laws at issue so that U.S. investors can appreciate the significance
of the conflicts.
Companies and/or audit firms themselves may also address this issue through their own risk
management procedures. Once an issuer is aware of an increased risk, like the lack of a PCAOB
inspected audit firm, it may be prudent to implement compensating controls to the extent feasible. A
company or audit firm that is aware that all or a portion of an audit is being conducted by a firm that has
not been inspected should consider implementing additional procedures and/or controls over that
portion of the financial statement or audit in order to address this increased risk.

Other recommendations.


China implements “prudential oversight” over its markets rather than practicing “capital market
oversight”. This regulatory approach in China has been the fundamental problem causing
instability within the Chinese capital markets. Regulators and governments will keep the listed
companies afloat to ensure investor protection, so there is little incentive for investors to focus
on listed companies’ governance, transparency, and management performance. U.S. regulators
should initiate further education of their counterparts on capital market oversight versus
prudential oversight including the general principles of each oversight framework, differences,
and intended results, and why each may not work if applied incorrectly.



The National Development and Reform Commission is a powerful agency that is in charge of
reforms throughout all the central and local government in China, including capital market
reform, cross-border cooperation and economic reform. Finding and establishing a channel to
the National Development and Reform Commission should be a high priority.

Thank you again for the opportunity to appear before you here today, along with a distinguished group
of panelists.
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