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Zhongshan Jiabaolu Kitchen and Bathroom Products Co., Litd,
Flowtech Co., Ltd and Zhongshan Flowtech Co., Ltd’s
Comments on Statements of Essential Facts (No. 238) and the
proposal of price undertaking

On behalf of Zhongshan Jiabaolu Kitchen and Bathtoom Products Co., Ltd, Flowtech
Co., Ltd and Zhongshan Flowtech Co., Ltd (collectively as “the Exporter”), we submit
the following comments on the Statements of Hssential Facts (No. 238) (“the SEF”)
issued by Australian Anti-Dumping Commission (“the Commission”) on Dec 23 2014

Although the Exporter welcomes the Commission’s proposal to terminate the subsidy
investigation as it relates to Jiabaolu, the Exporter also notices that the Commission
rejects almost all major arguments of the Exporter relating to the dumping margin
calculation, and still calculates a very high dumping margin 22.5%.

The Exporter respectfully submits that such high dumping margin does not fairly reflect
the Exporter’s real exports situation in Australia during the period of investigation. The
Exporter is not engaged in any dumping behavior and such high dumping margin 1s due
to the unteasonable calculation methodology used by the Comummission which artificially
mncreases the calculated dumping matgin. The current high cash deposit rate is
threatening to destroy the Exporter’s existing expotts to Australia. As a small-size
companies, the Exporter will be facing an unbearable disaster if the current high
dumping margin is confirmed in the final determination. The Exporter respectfully
requests the Commission to give a full consideration on the following comments, revise
its unreasonable methodologies and recalculate a fair dumping margin for the Fxporter.

1. the Exporter’s Business Model

In page 40 of the SEF, the Commission makes the following conclusion:

“The Commission considers that the operation of the business model described by
Jiabaolu 'does not automatically preclude the goods exported to Australia from having
been sold at dumped prices. The Commission’s assesstent as to whether the goods
exported by Jiabaolu have been dumped is made based on the objective analysis of the
company’s relevant financial data. This analysis has been performed for the purposes of
this SEF”.

The Exporter fully agrees that “the operation of the business model described by
Jiabaolu does not automatically preclude the goods exported to Australia from having
been sold at dumped prices”. The Exporter has no intention to say “thete should be no
dumping just because there is an exclusive supply arrangement”.

The description of business model, ie. the exclusive supply arrangement with its
Australian customer, is to give an approptiate and useful background to the Commission,
which will be very useful when assessing which methodology shall be used to restore the
actual business situation of the Exporter. In this investigation, for some key issues which
- will be further discussed as below, there are several available methodologies before the

Commission. Although the Commission has full discretion to decide which methodology
shall be used, the busimness background could assist the Commission to choose a suitable
methodology which can faitly restore the actual business situation, rather than an

unreasonable methodology which will unfairly distort the actual business situation.
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Since the beginning of its exports to Australia, the Exporter reaches an exclusive supply
agreement with its sole Australian customer, it is NOT possible to the Expotter to
enlarge its sales to Australian market by dumping its products, because neither the sales
price (To the end user) nor the sales quantity is under the own control of the Exporter.
Not like the expotters who are not subject to exclusive supply agreement, the Exporter
has no incentives to lower its selling price to increase the exports to Australian market.
This business background shall not be discarded when considering which available
methodology shall be used.

The dumping margin calculation in this case is not common, because the calculation is
not done just simply “based on the objective analysis of the company’s relevant financial
data” using the normal calculation method. Instead, some adjustment and assumption
have to be made before starting the calculation, like “Discarding of model costs” and
“Not backing out of accessoties”. The different methodology can either increase of
decrease the calculated dumping matgin. If only assessing these methodologies
themselves, it is difficult to judge which one shall prevail. So at this time, it is very
impottant to take the business model into consideration, and to ask whether the chosen
methodology could testore the actual business situation, or distort the dumping margin
calculation.

It is obvious that under the exclusive supply arrangement the exporter has no incentive
to dump its products, because such behavior cannot lead to the increasing of sales
quantity. Only for the exporter who was not bound by such exclusive supply arrangement,
they would have the incentive to lower its exports price to obtain more purchase orders
and market shares.

In page 24 of the Visit Report, the Commission observed that “a provision exists for
ptices to be adjusted in line with fluctuations in currency and stainless steel costs”. And
the relevant evidences have been provided in Attachment SALES 6, Attachment SALES
7, Attachment SALES 8 and Attachment SALES 9 of the Visit Report. According to
these evidences, it is quite clear that the adjustment to exports price to Australia is only
trigged by the fluctuating of stainless steel price, and such adjustment shall exactly reflect
the increasing or decreasing of stainless steel cost and cannot be more or less. Except the
adjustment caused by the fluctuating of stainless steel price, the Exporter never changes
its expotts price voluntarily due to any business strategy or price change of sinks market
of Australia. That is to say, although the business model, ie. the exclusive supply
arrangement, cannot 100% preclude the goods exported to Australia from having been
sold at dumped prices in a specific petiod, such dumping margin, even existed and
calculated, cannot be such a high level, like the current margin 22.5%.

Please note that the exports of deep drawn sinks to Australia represent a high percentage
of total sales of deep drawn sinks of the Exporter. The Exporter’s business, especially
expotts sales, heavily relies on Australia market. This high percentage itself shows that
the Exporter’s sales to Australia have reasonable high profit, which enable the
management willing to allocate more production and business resources to Australian
market. If the dumping margin 22.5% reflected the real business situation, the Exporter
would suffer a great loss, or the exports to Australia would be a very small percentage of
total sales.

The cutrent dumping margin 22.5% did not restore the actual business situation, instead
it distorted the actual business situation. Such high dumping margin cannot occur under
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the exclusive supply atrangement. Such high dumping margin is nothing but a
combination of the adverse tesults of several calculation mythologies, like discarding of
model costs, not backing out of accessories and using high profit ratto, which artificially
adopted by the Commission but unfortunately not in favor of the Exporters.

Again, the Expotter respectfully requests the Commission to take the above business
model into consideration, and choose the appropriate and reasonable calculation

methodology which could faitly reflects the business reality of the Exporter.

2. the Offset of Stainless Steel Scrap

In page 130 of the SEF, the Commission makes the following conclusion:

“The GOC did not provide the Commission with the requested information in relation
to the scrap steel market in China. In the absence of this information the Commission
has had regard to other information available to it. The Commission is not satisfied there
is sufficient positive evidence to warrant an adjustment to the scrap prices reflected in
the recotds of Chinese manufacturers of deep drawn stainless steel sinks.”

The Exporters cannot agree to the above conclusion. For the offset of stainless steel
scrap, thete are two separate issues, one is “whether the offset reasonably reflect the
costs associated with the production and sale of the product under consideration”, and
the other is “whether the offset value shall be uplifted to MEPS price level to reflect
adequate remuneration”.

Issue One: “whether the offset reasonably reflect the costs associated with the
production and sale of the product under consideration”

It is the Commission’s understanding that if “these costs do not ’reasonably reflect the
costs associated with the production and sale of the product under consideration’ as
provided for by Article 2.2.1.1”, the Comunission has the ability to replace these costs
with a reasonable substitute (See page 42 of the SEF). The following statements and
facts have been presented and verified during the investigation and verification visit:

® Jiabaolu submitted that around 30 per cent of all stainless steel purchased for sink
production is scrapped. (see page 18 of the Visit Report)

® The value of scrap sold in 2013 was supported by Jiabaolu’s ‘other business income’
sub-ledger for 2013, which showed the individual sales of scrap tecorded by Jiabaolu
during that petiod. This was supported by sales invoices for these sales of scrap.
These documents form Confidential Attachment CIMS 14. (see page 51 of the Visit
Report)

® Jiabaolu provided printouts from the webpage of the local scrap steel market
showing the market scrap price of 304 stainless steel across the investigation period.
These form Confidential Attachment CTMS 15. The Commission obsérved that the
recorded market price of “scrap from this website was significantly higher on a per
tonne basis than that recorded by Jiabaolu in its accounts. (see page 52 of the Visit
Report)

® at the beginning of its business with the customer, when negotiating the price
adjustment formula, the customer understands that around 30% of inputted
stainless steel will be wasted duting the production process (the scrap ratio may vary
among the different models), and such loss has been considered for fixing the price
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adjustment formula. (see page 3 of the Comments on the Verification Visit Repott)

According to Annex G-3.5 Sales of Waste and Scrap, which has been verified by the
Commission, the average sales price of scrap in the Exporter’s accounts is RMB 433 per
ton, while the sale price of 304 steel scrap showed in the webpage of the local scrap steel
market is consistently higher than RMB 10,000 per ton. This difference is significantly
high, which shall not be discarded by the Commission intentionally. Due to this huge
difference, the offset value used by the Exporter in its normal costing shall not be
considered teasonably reflecting the costs associated with the production and sale of the
product undet consideration. In model cost examination, the Commission discarded the
model cost of all models just because of cost spikes of few models in certain months,
while in scrap offset examination, the Cotnmission considers the above huge difference
is accepted. The examination standard in two issues is arbitrary and inconsistent.

The Exporter respectfully requests the Commission to determine that the offset value
used by the Exporter in its normal costing does not reflect the costs associated with the
production and sale of the product under consideration, and replace it with the price of
local scrap steel market.

The failure of Chinese government’s cooperation in this issue shall not deprive the
Exporter of this adjustment, because the Exporter itself has provided all necessary
evidences to justify this adjustment and for calculating this adjustment.

Issue Two: “whether the offset value shall be uplifted to MEPS price level to
reflect adequate remuneration”

In SEF, the Commission did not carry out a specific and separate investigation on
Chinese stainless steel industry, instead, the Commission concludes that the cost of
stainless steel is distorted by merely relying on the existence of government policies and
industry regulations in the Chinese iton and steel industry as a whole (see page 123,
125 and 126 of the SEF). Especially in page 126 of the SEF, the Commission states “this
definition of the Chinese iron and steel industry is broad, and extends from raw matetial
mining, through to steel rollers and the production of steel products themselves. In light
of this definition, the Commission considers it reasonable to find, at the very least, that
manufacturers of stainless steel coil and their upstream manufacturers of steel and steel

inputs_are part of the iron and steel industry”. (¢cmphasis added by the Exporter)

The Exporter is confused with why the same reasoning cannot be applied to the scrap. It
is undoubted that the stainless steel scrap shall be part of the iron and steel industry, as
the definition of the iron and steel industry is broad. If the Commission has determined
the government policies and industry regulations in the Chinése iron and steel industry as
a whole can result in the cost distorting of stainless steel, why the same government
policies and industry tegulations cannot either directly or indirectly impacts on the
domestic market for the scrap of stainless steel? Also, if the Commission’s determination
on Chinese stainless steel industry does not rely on the response from Chinese
government, why the Commission’s determination on Chinese stainless steel scrap
market shall rely on the response from Chinese govetnment? The market of stainless
steel and scrap of stainless steel are strongly connected, and it will be totally Hlogical and
unreasonable to conclude that one market is intervened by Chinese government while
the other is not. Without any persuading evidences in the case record, such conclusion is
totally incorrect. '
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Last, as said above, the Exporter would like to emphasize that the failure of Chinese
government’s cooperation in this issue will not preclude the Commission from adjusting
the scrap offset of the Exporter either legally or practically. The investigation purpose on
Issue Two is to decide whether MEPS benchmatk price shall be used for uplift
calculation. Even the investigation on Issue Two fails, the investigation on Issue One has
already justified that an uplift adjustment to scrap offset is warranted, and all materials
necessary for such uplift calculation have been provided and verified.

3. Discarding of Model Costs

After reviewing the reasoning and conclusion of the Commission in page 41 to 43 of the
SEF, the Exporter would like to separate the televant discussion into the following issues:

Issue One: the purpose of cost adjustment-Why a limited adjustment is necessaty

The Exporter did not dispute that the Commission has the discretion to adjust the cost
calculation duting the investigation. However, the purpose of cost adjustment shall be to
“teasonably reflect the costs associated with the production and sale of the product

“under consideration” as tequited by the Regulation and WTO ADA. In another word,
the cost adjustment shall mitigate the existing unreasonableness, NOT aggravate the
existing unreasonableness. This is the reason why the Exporter submits in the Comments
on the Verification Visit Report that such adjustment shall be limited to the extent that
the adjustment will not cause or enlarge any new unteasonableness.

The cost spike only occurs for few models in certain months. The influence of cost spike
is limited in the dumping margin calculation. Such unreasonableness with limited
influence can be corrected efficiently by several options of limited adjustment, like
averaging the monthly cost of previous months, using the average cost of investigation
period, or even deleting these models from the dumping margin calculation. Also the
Exporter considers it is unfair and illogical to extend such adjustment to ALL models,
while the cost spikes is resulted from the accounting cotrections of SOME specific
models. The advantage of a limited adjustment is to correct the existing
unreasonableness without creating or enlarging any new unreasonableness, which is
consistent with the requirement of the Regulation and WTO ADA.

Unfortunately, the Commission does not agree to the proposal of limited adjustment,
instead, the Comimnission decides to redo the model cost of ALL models of the Exporter.
Although the recalculated model cost mitigates the issue of cost spikes of SOME models,
the recalculation will create mote setious unreasonableness to ALL models which 1s due
to semi-finished goods (see page 4 of the Comments on the Verification Visit Report)
and backing out of accessoties. The positive influence of recalculated model cost is
totally overwhelmed by its negative influence.

Issue Two: reference to the business model

As discussed at the beginning, although the Commission has the full discretion to decide
which calculation methodology shall be used, if there is several competing mythologies
available to the Comrnission, the Commission shall choose the methodology which can
apptoptiately restote the actual business situvation. From the Exporters view, the
methodology of discarding the original model cost, non-backing out of accessories and
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high profit ratio together contributes to the current high dumping margin to the largest
extent. Under the exclusive supply arrangement, a high dumping margin shall not occut.
The Exporter respectfully requests the Commission to adopt a limited adjustment to
avoid any unreasonable and artificial distorting to original model cost.

Issue Three: how the limited adjustment can be done

Accotding to Article 2.2.1 of WTO ADA, “If prices which are below per unit costs at
the time of sale are above weighted average per unit costs for the period of mvestigation,
such prices shall be considered to provide for recovery of costs within a reasonable
period of time”. A similar provision also exists in Australian Regulation.

So when conducting the blew cost test, the domestic sales price will be compared to the
per unit costs at the time of sale (quarterly cost)and the weighted average per unit costs
for the period of investigation (POI cost). Even the cost spikes occur in certain months,
such abnormal cost will be mitigated when calculating the quarterly cost, or even the cost
spikes stll exist in certain quartér, when doing the second step of below cost test, ie.
compared to the POI cost, such abnormal situation can be finally mitigated. It is not
necessary to recalculate the model cost of ALL models which definitely will lead to a
more serious cost distortion.

In page 43 of the SEF, the Commission especially states the usage of POI cost “does
not satlsfy the requirement to petform ordinary course of trade comparisons based on
costs relating to patticular sales at the point in time at which they were made, and hence
cannot be accepted”. The Exporter cannot agtee to this conclusion. First, WTO ADA
does not give a clear definition on what is “costs relating to particular sales at the point in
time at which they were made”. Either quatterly cost or POI cost is within the discretion
of the investigation authotity and consistent with WTO ADA. Second, in page 30 of
Dumping and Subsidy Manual, 7.3 “Practice- Ordinary course of trade”, it is stated
“The CTMS is generally calculated for each quarter of the investigation period.
In some circumstances a monthly, or an annual, domestic CI'MS may be used”. It
confirms that the Commission’s own practice does not exclude the usage of POI cost.
Last, as far as the Exporter knows, in othet WTO members, like EU, Korea and India,
notmally only POI cost is used for below cost test. Due to the above, the Exporter
tespectfully submits the usage of POI cost to replace monthly cost with cost spikes shall
not be excluded.

Last option but not least, the Commission can also simply delete any models or any
monthly cost of any model with cost spikes from the calculation of quartetly cost and
use the rest normal monthly cost to calculate the quarterly cost. Because only few models
and moths involving cost spikes, after deleting such models or monthly cost the rest
normal monthly cost or model shall still be representative for the calculation of the
quarterly cost. :

4. ‘Backing out’ of accessoties

After reviewing the reasoning and conclusion of the Commission in page 43 of the SEF,
the Exporter would like to separate the discussion into the following issues:

Issue One: whether an apple to apple comparison is satisfied under the
Commission’s method
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In page 43 of the SEF, the Commission considers “that there is no provision for it to
divide the products sold by Jiabaolu to Australia into segments of sinks and accessories
and conduct a dumping assessment based wholly on the sink itself, as the sink with
accessoties combined is intrinsically ‘the goods’ as a whole”. The Expotter cannot agtee
to this conclusion. In all WT'O members’ antidumping investigation, an apple to apple
comparison is a basic requirement. The most precise method to guarantee “an apple to
apple comparison” is to artificially create “product control number” for each unique sink
model and possible combination of accessortes, for all products produced and exported
to Australia as well as for those sold domestically. This method is quite common in US
and EU investigations. Without the usage of “product control number”, the inclusion of
accessories into the price compatison will result in a very imprecise calculation, which is
totally inconsistent with “an apple to apple compatison”. The accessories cost 1s
allocated into the domestically sold models only based on the product weight of each
model. However, in actual business what accessories will be required for each transaction,
varying among the different customers, or even the different transactions of the same
customer, which is nothing to do with the product weight.

Issue Two: whether the Commission’s method is a more precise method

As stated in page 5 of the Comments on the Verification Visit Repott, the current
accessotles allocation method used by the Commission considers the accessories
difference among markets, so the CTMS for Australian sales is more precise than the
original cost, however, the CIMS for domestic sales is stll facing the serious
misallocation of accessoties cost. Even for the same product model, the accessories for
domestic sales often vary among the different customers, or even the different
transactions of the same customer. So the allocation of accessories cost among
domestically sold models cannot solely be based on the product weight. The
Commission’s method does not less the misallocation of accessories cost for domestic
sales, which inevitably will increase the calculated profit ratio and dumping margin finally.

As discussed above, if there are several competing mythologies available to the
Commission, the Commission shall choose the methodology which can appropriately
restore the actual business situation.

Issue Three: ‘Backing out’ of accessoties is a more precise method

“A dumping assessment based wholly on the sink itself” does not fail the investigation
putpose. Although the product scope is deep drawn stainless steel sinks ‘whether or not
including accessoties’, the cote tatget is sink itself only. This understanding is consistent
with the industry’ reality, (1) Chinese expotters normally purchase all or most of
accessoties rather than produce them by themselves; (2) the price of sink and accessories
are quoted sepatately to the customets, and the price adjustment to sink is normally
according to the stainless steel price, which is not applicable to accessories. The inclusion
of the accessories into the product scope just reflects the fact that most of sinks are sold
with accessories, but does not mean that accessory is an independent and separate part
of the product scope. So a dumping assessment based wholly on the sink itself does not
conflict to the product scope of this investigation.

‘Backing out’ of accessories is just a method to guarantee a fair comparison. In page 58
of Dumping and Subsidy Manual, 142 “Due Allowance-Policy”, it is stated

Page 7 of 10



“Adjustments will be made if there is evidence that a particular difference affects
price_comparability. Adjustments are made to normal value established under s
269TAC(1) and/or 269TAC(2)(c) (and in rare cases, s. 269TAC(4)(e)) in order to

make a fair comparison with export prices”.

‘Backing out’ of accessoties from both sales price and CTMS is just a necessaty
adjustment like the physical characteristics adjustment which guarantees the fair
comparison, the backing out is based on the real purchase price of each kind of
accessory, and is done manually for each transaction of exports to Australia and
domestic sales. After backing out of accessories, the rest materials mainly stainless steel
are allocated among the different models by product weight, which will not cause any
distortion. ‘

5. Profit Calculation

The Exporter would like to reiterate that the calculated high profit ratio is nothing to do
with the real business situation, but just an artificial result of the choice of unreasonable
methodologies, like low scrap offset, recalculation of model cost and inclusion of
accessotles, for example, as the Commission itself observed in the Exporter visit report,
the recalculation of model cost and rejection of ‘back out’ accessories in fact result in the
significant increasing of profit ratio. As discussed at the beginning, although the
Commission has the full discretion to decide which calculation methodology shall be
used, if there is several competing mythologies available to the Commission, the
Commission shall choose the methodology which can appropriately restore the actual
business situation. It is undoubted that the calculated high profit ratio cannot be achieved
in the ordinary course of trade, which has been confirmed by the Exporter’s customer
according to its long-term experience in Australian market.

In page 45 of the SEF, it is stated that “the Commission does not consider Jiabaolu’s
request that the whole company’s profit figure be used as the constructed normal value
profit to be reasonable in the citrcumstances. This profit necessarily includes profit for
sales of products that were not the goods (particularly fabricated sinks, which make up a
large proportion of Jiabaolu’s sales volumes) as weil as sales to all markets (including
expotts). This profit can therefore not reasonably be considered to be reflective of the
profit achieved on sales of like goods in the domestic market, which is the intended
profit for constructed normal values”. In the email dated on Sep 28 2014, the Exporters
has already pointed out that the profit ratio of fabricated sinks is higher than that of
deep drawn sinks, and the profit ratio of exports (majority of expotts goes to Australia)
is higher than that of domestic sales, so the usage of the whole company’s profit figure is
already higher than the actual profit figure of domestic sales of deep drawn sinks, which
is adverse to the interests of the Exporter. The Commission has no reason to teject the
usage of whole company’s profit figure.

Nevertheless, the Exporter also calculates the profit ratioc of domestic sales of deep
drawn sinks, by using the submitted and verified data. Please refer to Annex 1-Profit ratio
by income statement-Domestic Sales of Deep Drawn Sinks. As expected, the profit ratio
of domestic sales of deep drawn sinks is quite lower than the profit ratio of the whole
company.

The Exporter respectfully requests the Commission to use either the whole company’s
profit ratio or the profit ratio of Domestic Sales of Deep Drawn Sinks in Annex 1 for

Page 8 of 10



constructing the notrmal value.

6. MEPS Price

The Exporter fully supports all arguments of GWA’s submission on Dec 18 2014 relating
to MEPS price. In this submission, GWA has provided ptice information from MEPS
for the POI in relation to 304 stainless steel in Japan, Tatwan, South Korea and China,
the Commission can easily determine a consolidated Asian benchmark that excludes the
potentially distortive impact of Chinese steel prices from the calculation. GWA also
provides the key evidence to prove that MEPS Astan market is the most relative market
in terms of stainless steel used to produce the GUC. Due to these key evidences, the
Exporter respectfully requests the Commission to recalculate the benchmark of MEPS
price.

7. Price Undertaking

If the Commission still recommends an antidumping duty on impozts from the Exporter

in its final determination, the Exporter seeks to negotiate a price undertaking with the

Commission. The Exporter notices that the Commission preliminarily rejects a price’
undertaking offer from another Chinese exporter Komodo. However, the Exporter does

not believe the same teasons of rejection can be applied to itself.

(1) the Exporter is subject to the exclusive supply agreement with its sole Australia
customer. This business model is convenient to Australian customs to monitor the
implementation of price undestaking;

(2) the Exporter is not related to Australian customer, so the 1isk of citcumventing does
not exist;

(3) currently the Exporter is selling only 22 models of deep drawn sinks to Australia.
The number of models is limited, so it will not significantly increase any monitor
burden. Please refer to Annex 2-Product Models subject to Price Undertaking.

(4) the Commission has recommended to terminate the subsidy investigation on the
Expotter, so only the dumping margin shall be considered when calculating the
minimum imports price (MIP) of the price undertaking;

(5) MIP is calculated by the formula: MIP = the most updated expotts ptice *
(1+dumping margin). As vetified by the Commission duting the verification visit, the
exports price is adjusted every four months according to the prevailing market price
of stainless steel. All expotts price used to calculate MIP is the most updated price,
NOT the old price in POL Please refer to Annex 3-Rise and Fall Calculation Sep
2014. All most updated exports price used to calculate MIP comes from Annex 3;

{6) since the Exporter enters its agreement with Australian importer, the increasing of
labot cost has never been considered when adjusting the exports price, only the price
change of stainless steel will be considered. However, from 2008 to now, the labor
cost has increased significantly. The avetage monthly wage of Zhongshan City whete
Jiabaolu 1s located 1s increased from RMB 1,382 of Year 2009 to RMB 2,080 of Year
2012. Please refer to Annex 4-Notification of Publishing the Average Wage of
Employees in Zhongshan City. So the Exporter has strong incentive to inctease its
expotts price under the price undertaking to cover such increased labor cost;

(7) the Exporter further agrees to regularly adjust MIP according to the prevailing
market price of stainless steel;

(8) the Exporter voluntarily agrees to regulatly report the detailed exports information
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to the Commission and Australian customs to facilitate the monitor and verification

Please refer to Annex 5-Price Undertaking Proposal.

Submitted by:
Lin Yang

RayYin & Partners
2
%) B

Date: Jan 12 2015
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Annex 4
Notification of Publishing the Average Wage of
Employees in Zhongshan City



Notification of Publishing the Average Wage of Employees in Zhongshan City of Year 2009

For ali employees in Zhongshan City, the annuaily average wage is RMB 16,588, monthly average
wage is RMB 1,382

For all employees in urban area of Zhongshan City, the annually average wage is RMB 36,165,
monthly average wage is RMB 3,014

Date: july 22 2010
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Notification of Publishing the Average Wage of Employees in Zhongshan City of Year 2012

For all employees in Zhongshan City, the annually average wage is RMB 24,956, monthly average
wage is RMB 2,080

For all employees in urban area of Zhongshan City, the annually average wage is RMB 55,413,
monthly average wage is RMB 4,618, among them for the employees in position, the annually

average wage is RMB 55,480, monthly average wage is RMB 4,623

Date: May 23 2013
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