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The system of WTO dispute settlement involves all cases brought under the WTO Agreements highlighted in Appendix 1 of the DSU Article 1.1. The agreement is called covered agreements including Plurilateral Trade Agreements, opposing multilateral trade agreements since not all members of WTO have assigned to it. However, the DSU applicability to Plurilateral Trade Agreements is based on the adoption of the decisions made by parties to each agreement outlining the conditions for applying DSU to agreement of individual such as additional procedures or rules. The committee presenting the procurement of the government has taken the decisions of DSU but assuming the Committee on Trade in Civil Aircraft for the Agreement on Trade. Because of this, other plurilateral agreements such as the International Bovine Meat Agreement and International Diary Agreement are not part of the agreements. 
Only WTO member governments are allowed to bring disputes because private companies or individuals cannot access the disputes settlement system directly. The disputes are affected by members violating the WTO agreements allegedly. The disputes in WTO have mainly broken promises. Restricting WTO member government to report to the organizations on broken promises helps in maintaining the standards and integrity of the organization. They are the major people directly linked to assets involved in the government, thus, representing the whole nation. A multilateral system of settling disputes is used to make decisions instead of taking unilateral actions in aces trade rules that are violated by WTO members (Steinberg, 2002). Thus, the decisions are made based on following the agreed procedures and respecting judgments. The international court is the top court of settling disputes following all the jurisdictions, promising a high level of justice. Due to this, all courts are required to abide by it. Banana Dispute involved Columbia as complainant and European Communities as respondents. 
The dispute is about the inconsistent regime of banana. The reasons presented by Columbia include: first, the tariff on MFN rate, 176 Euros per tonne was not consistent with Article 11 as the rate exceeded the duties outlined in the schedule of EC concessions. Based on article 1.1, only ACP bananas are benefiting from the application of a tariff that is zero creating inconsistency, which could not be justified under article 1 on Doha Waiver, as wavering applied to bananas as the EC does not follow the terms and conditions of wavering thus failing to rebind tariffs on imported bananas. Finally, the application of ACP TRQ involved discrimination of MFN bananas and ACP bananas that was inconsistent with the provisions of Article XIII. The existing inconsistency could not be justified under Doha Waiver Article XIII because the waiver was outdated on 31st December 2005 with no extension. 
Columbia requested for consultation within the set-out time limit for cases of urgency on perishable goods. The respondent and complainant on 8th November 2012, notified DSB of a mutual agreement solution related to article 3.6 of the DSU, where the inconsistency was reduced and discrimination on MFN and ACP bananas eliminated. The settlement of the banana case shows that the two countries can be in disagreement and unite to solve their differences without considering any organization or international court for assistance. 
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