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1 ABOUT THIS ADDENDUM 

This addendum to the file note reports the findings and outcome of the commission’s further 
assessment of Daehan’s 13 May 2025 submission and revised cost data. 

The addendum is to be read in conjunction with the file note regarding Daehan’s preliminary 
assessment of variable factors published on the commissions electronic public record (EPR),1 the 
statement of essential facts (SEF) 660,2 and Daehan’s submission received on 13 May 2025,3 
which included revised cost data for the goods exported to Australia and like goods sold on the 
domestic market.  

As noted in SEF 6604 the Commissioner decided not to have regard to Daehan’s 13 May 2025 
submission as, in the Commissioner’s opinion, it would have prevented the timely placement of the 
SEF on the public record. The reasons for not having regard to Daehan’s submission are further 
discussed in section 1.1 of the SEF. 

The SEF stated that the commission would further assess Daehan’s submission and revised cost 
information in preparing the final report for this inquiry, and that the commission would notify 
interested parties of any new findings in relation to Daehan’s revised cost data via the public 
record. 

1.1 Daehan’s revised cost data 

Daehan submitted that the cost data it had provided with its response to the exporter questionnaire 
(REQ) was incorrect. Daehan identified an error in its SAP system regarding cost allocations and 
an error in the scrap offset.  

Daehan claimed that during the inquiry period its SAP system had an error regarding standard cost 
conversion allocations. Daehan rectified the error in its SAP system and resubmitted its cost 
information. 

Daehan also claimed that it produces steel scrap in its production process and deducts the 
recovered value of the scrap from the raw material cost, however this deduction was done 
incorrectly in the REQ. As such, Daehan modified its system to deduct scrap from all steel 
reinforcing bar (rebar) products, straight rebar and rebar in coil, correctly and modified its SAP 
system to correctly allocate these costs. Daehan provided information reconciling the ‘corrected’ 
cost information to the updated SAP records.  

Daehan also provided the commission with a table comparing scrap offset allocation before and 
after the correction of errors using month of March 2024 as an example. Furthermore, Daehan 
selected one product, each of the same nominal diameter, of straight rebar and rebar in coil, and 
compared monthly how the cost changed before and after the correction. As a result of these 
errors, Daehan claimed that the cost to make of the goods during the inquiry period was distorted.  

The commission examined the cost information submitted by Daehan and compared the revised 
cost data and initial REQ cost data with Dongkuk’s verified cost data. The commission observed 
that the revised costs had a higher variance when compared to Dongkuk’s cost data. The 
commission also noted that the revised cost data was significantly different from the initial data and 
considered the revised data needed further analysis and verification before it could be relied upon.  

Following the publication of the SEF, the commission conducted a remote verification of Daehan’s 
revised cost data on 13 August 2025. 

 
1 EPR 660 – document no.15 
2 EPR 660 – document no.17 
3 EPR 660 – document no. 8 
4 Page 16 of SEF 660 refers.  
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The commission’s comparative analysis work program is at Confidential Attachment 1. The 
details of the remote verification and the commission’s findings are in the targeted cost verification 
work program at Confidential Attachment 2. 
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2 SUMMARY OF KEY OUTCOMES 

The verification team recommends that Daehan’s variable factors and dumping margin calculated 

by the commission and published in the file note5 and in SEF 6606 remain unchanged, as 

summarised below. 

Dumping margin 2.3% 

Export price method 269TAB(1)(a) and 269TAB(1)(c) 

Normal value method 269TAC(6) 

Adjustment method 269TAC(8) 

Sales information complete, relevant and accurate? Yes 

Cost information complete, relevant and accurate? No 

 

Following the verification of the revised cost information, the verification team is not satisfied that 
Daehan’s cost information is complete, relevant and accurate. Further details are at section 3.1.2 
of this report.  

 
5 Page 4 of the file note refers. 
6 Pages 42 to 45 of SEF 660 refer.  
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3 VERIFICATION OUTCOME  

3.1 Cost to make and sell 

The verification team focussed on verifying the cost errors claimed by Daehan in its submission as 
discussed below. 

3.1.1 Cost allocation 

Daehan submitted that cost information it had provided with the REQ was incorrect. Daehan 
claimed that during the inquiry period, its SAP system had an error regarding standard cost 
conversion allocations. Daehan resubmitted its cost information and explained how the error 
occurred. 

The verification team examined Daehan’s cost allocation methodology and how it was applied in 
Daehan’s upgraded SAP system. Daehan demonstrated to the verification team how the value for 
specific item codes was set incorrectly for its Pyeongtaek plant. The verification team noted that 
while Daehan has three manufacturing plants, only the Pyeongtaek plant produced the goods 
exported to Australia during the inquiry period. The verification team also noted that the cost 
allocation error only occurred at Daehan’s Pyeongtaek plant. 

The verification team noted that this error did not impact the cost information submitted by Daehan 
in the original REQ, as Daehan had reported actual cost to make and sell (CTMS) information, not 
standard costs, to the commission. 

3.1.2 Scrap offset 

Daehan provided the verification team a table comparing scrap offset allocation before and after 
the correction of errors using month of March 2024 as an example. The verification team selected 
one product each of straight rebar and rebar in coil with the same nominal diameter and compared 
how the cost changed with the correction.  

Having examined Daehan’s methodology and reasons for reallocation of the scrap cost offset, the 
verification team considers that the reallocation of scrap cost offset is not correcting an error but is 
a change in Daehan’s methodology. This change was implemented by Daehan after the 
submission of its REQ to the commission in February 2025. 

The verification team is not satisfied that the method used by Daehan to reallocate the scrap cost 
offset to straight rebar and rebar in coil is accurate and reliable. This is because Daehan in unable 
to accurately determine how much scrap is collected from each of the different products it 
manufactures during the production process. Furthermore, Daehan applies the scrap offset at the 
end of each month and recalculates the cost of production based on weighted average production 
of each product (i.e. rebar in straights and rebar in coils) during that month. Daehan did not provide 
any documentation to the verification team which describes changes to its reallocation 
methodology and processes.  

The verification team noted that the scrap allocation method used in the original REQ is same as 
that submitted by Daehan in previous cases relating to rebar (the original investigation 264, the 
previous continuation inquiry 546 and variable factors review 566) which were verified by the 
commission. Daehan confirmed that the allocation methodology used in its REQ has been the 
method used by Daehan since 2010 when its Pyeongtaek plant was established. In the beginning 
of its establishment, this plant produced only straight rebar, but later, coil products began to be 
produced. At the start of production of coil products, the company failed to change its scrap 
allocation methodology (from only straight rebar to all products) in the SAP system, and this 
method was applied to new system without any change in the process of upgrading the system in 
2022. The verification team notes that Daehan’s accounts have been audited since 2010 and that 
this issue was not identified until February 2025. 
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The verification team therefore considers that the revised cost information submitted by Daehan is 
unreliable and is not suitable for the purposes of determining normal value under section 
269TAC(1) of the Customs Act 1901 (the Act).  

3.1.3 Selling, general and administrative expense  

While preparing for the verification, the verification team noted that some inland freight expenses in 
selling, general and administrative expenses (SG&A) listing provided by Daehan in its original REQ 
appeared to have been duplicated. At the verification, Daehan demonstrated that inland freight 
expenses in the SG&A listing were not duplicated.  

During the verification, the verification team:  

• reconciled the SG&A listing for the 2023 financial year to Daehan’s SAP system 

• reconciled the SG&A listing for the period to SAP  

• reviewed selected accounts of the SG&A listing to ascertain whether these were relevant 

for the domestic SG&A calculation 

• sampled direct selling expenses and reconciled these to SAP and to source documents. 

The verification team considers the SG&A information submitted by Daehan in the original REQ is 
reasonable and reliable. 

The information and evidence collected at the verification are at Confidential Attachment 3. 

3.1.4 Export price 

Daehan did not submit that there were any errors in the data it submitted, or the commission’s 
determination of export price. The verification team did not identify any issues impacting the export 
price during the targeted verification. The verification team therefore recommends no change to the 
export price ascertained for Daehan in the file note and SEF 660.  

3.1.5 Normal value 

In its submission, Daehan stated that its initial cost data in its REQ was incorrect. Following the 
verification of Daehan’s revised cost data, the verification team considers that the revised 
information submitted by Daehan is unreliable, as it does not accurately reflect the CTMS of the 
goods during the inquiry period. The verification team recommends that the commissioner 
disregard both sets of cost data under section 269TAC(7) of the Act. 

The verification team considers that sufficient information is not available to determine normal 
value under section 269TAC(1) or 269TAC(2) of the Act. The verification team recommends the 
normal value be ascertained under section 269TAC(6) of the Act having regard to all relevant 
information.  

As discussion in section 1.1 of this report, the verification team noted that the cost information 
submitted by Deahan in its initial REQ closely aligns with the cost information submitted by 
Dongkuk. The verification team therefore considers that Daehan’s initial cost information to be 
relevant for determining normal value for Daehan under section 269TAC(6) of the Act.  

The verification team therefore recommends no change to the cost allocation methodology used in 
the SEF.  

3.1.6 Dumping margin 

As the verification team is not recommending any change to the variable factors ascertained for 
Daehan in the file note and SEF 660, the preliminary dumping margin remains 2.3%. 
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4 APPENDICES AND ATTACHMENTS 

Attachment Title 

Confidential Attachment 1 Comparative analysis work program 

Confidential Attachment 2 Targeted cost verification work program 

Confidential Attachment 3 Information collected at the verification 

 


