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Purpose 

The purpose of this conference was to obtain clarification and further information from the 

representatives of Anti-Dumping Commission (“ADC”) in relation to the review before the Anti-

Dumping Review Panel (“ADRP”) in relation to Steel Reinforcing Bar exported from Greece, the 

Republic of Indonesia, Spain, Taiwan and the Kingdom of Thailand. 

 

The conference was held pursuant to section 269ZZHA of the Customs Act 1901 (the Act).   

 

In the course of this conference, the Reviewing Member (“RM”) may have asked the ADC 

Representatives (“AR”) to clarify an argument, calculation or specific detail contained in REP 418, 

related document or submission. The conference was not a formal hearing of the review, and was not 

an opportunity for the ADC to argue its case before the RM. 

 

The RM have only had regard to information provided at this conference as it relates to relevant 

information (within the meaning of section 269ZZK(6) of the Act).  Any conclusions reached at this 

conference are based on that relevant information. Information that relates to some new argument not 

previously in an application or submission is not something that the ADRP has regard to, and is 

therefore not reflected in this conference summary. 

 

Discussion 

The specific information and clarification that the ADRP sought in this conference related to the 

grounds of review of Power Steel Co. Ltd (“Power Steel”): 

 

Ground 3: Specification adjustment 

 

The RM requested clarification of the ADC’s reason for rejecting Power Steel’s claim for this 

adjustment, that is, that, “there was no evidence that domestic buyers would pay a premium for a 

lower grade product irrespective of the higher production costs of that product”.  



 

 

The AR explained that the comparison was between the lower grade 420 sold on the domestic market 

and the higher grade 500 exported to Australia, and that while the 420 was a lower grade product it 

was the closest to the 500, since there were no domestic sales of the higher grade 490 during the 

investigation period. The AR said that it was accepted that the lower grade 420 was made with higher 

grade micro-alloy billet and was more expensive to manufacture, than the higher grade 500 which 

was made from lower grade billet, using a quenching and tempering production process.   

 

The AR stated that accepting the adjustment claimed by Power Steel implied that customers would 

pay more for a lower grade product (420), than they would for a higher grade product (500 or 490), 

which did not make sense. The RM requested clarification of the basis for considering  the adjustment 

for cost/grade of billet and the adjustment for grade of the rebar together, thereby imposing a high 

evidentiary burden on Power Steel, rather than assessing whether the particular adjustment claimed 

by Power Steel (cost/grade of billet) affected price comparability.  The AR said in that if there was a 

downwards adjustment for the lower cost of production of the 500, then there would need to be an 

upwards adjustment for grade of rebar, potentially ending up at the same place. The AR pointed out 

that it was difficult to make the adjustment for grade of rebar since Power Steel did not sell the 490 on 

the domestic market during the POI.  


