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We have analyzed the case briefs and rebuttal briefs submitted by interested parties in the AD 
AR of TRBs and parts thereof, finished and unfinished from tl1e PRC. As a result of our 
analysis, we have made changes to tl1e Preliminary Results.1 

We recommend that you approve the positions described in the "Discussion of the Issues" 
section of this IDM. Below is the complete list of the issues in this AD AR for which we 
received comments. 

Case Issues: 

Comment 1: Targeted Dumping 
Comment 2: Financial Ratios 
Comment 3: Surrogate Value for Labor 
Comment 4: Surrogate Value and Labor Hours for Roller Steel 
Comment 5: Valuation of Steel for CPZ/PBCD-Produccd Merchandise 
Comment 6: Steel Bar Transportation 

1 See Tapered Roller Bearings and Parts Thereof, Finished or Un{tnished, From the People's Republic of China: 
Preliminary Results of the 2010-2011 Antidumping Duty Administrative Review, Rescission In Part, and Intent To 
Rescind in Part, 77 FR 40579 (July 1 0, 2012) ("Preliminary Results"). 



Background: 

The Department published its Preliminary Results on July 10, 2012. Between April 16, 2012, 
and April 25, 2012, the Department conducte d verification of mandatory respondent CPZ/SKF 
and its U .S .  affiliate Peer/SK.F. On J une 5 ,  2012, at the Department's request, CPZ/SKF 
submitted a supplemental questionnaire response . 

Petitioner and CPZ/SKF submitted case briefs on August 9, 2012, and rebuttal briefs on August 
14, 2012.2 On October 17, 2012, the Department extended the deadline for the final results for 
6 0  days , until J anuary 7 ,  2013 3 On October 31, 2012, the Department tolled the deadline for the 
final results until J aimary 8 ,  2013 .4 The Department re leased its post-preliminary results on 
December 7, 2012. Petitioner and CPZ/SKF submitted additional case briefs on December 14, 
2012, and additional rebuttal briefs on December 1 8 , 2012. 

Act or Statute 
A-to-A 
A-to-T 
AD 
AR 
AUV 
CAFC 
CFR 
CPZ/PBCD 

CPZ/SKF 
CVD 
Department 
FOP(s) 
HIS 
IDM 
ILO 
IPA 

List of Abbreviations 
Tariff Act of 1930, as amended 
Average-to-Average 
Average-to-Transaction 
Antidumping 
Administrative Review 
Average Unit Value 
U .S .  Court of Appeals for the Federal Circuit 
Code of Federal Re gulations 
Changshan Peer Bearing Co . ,  Ltd., prior to its acquisition 
by SKF 
Ch angshan Peer Bearing Co . ,  Ltd. 
Countervailing Duty 
Department of Commerce 
Factor(s) of Production 
Harmonized Tariff System 
Issues and De cision Memorandum 
International Labor Organization 
Investment Promotion Act 

2 See Case Brief of the Tim ken Company, Petitioner, dated August 9, 2012 ("Petitioner Case Brief'); see also 
Tapered Roller Bearings and Parts Thereoffi·om The People's Republic of China: Case Brief ofCPZ/SKF and 
Peer/SKF, dated August 9, 2012; Rebuttal Brief of the Timken Company, Petitioner, dated August 14, 2012; 
Tapered Roller Bearings and Parts Thereoffrom The People's Republic of China: Rebuttal Brief ofCPZ/SKF and 
Peer/SKF, dated August 14, 2012. 

· 

3 See Memorandum to Christian Marsh, Deputy Assistant Secretary for Antidumping and Countervailing Duty 
Operations, titled "Tapered Roller Bearings and Parts Thereof, Finished or Unfinished, From the People's Republic 
of China: Extension of Deadline for Final Results of Antidumping Duty Administrative Review," dated October 17, 
2012. 
'1 See Memorandum fi·om Paul Piquado, "Tolling of Administrative Deadlines as a Result of the Government 
Closure During Hurricane Sandy," dated October 3 1 , 2012. 
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ISIC 

J TEKT 
Koyo 
ME 
NESOI 
NME 
NSK 
Peer/PBCD 
Peer/SKF 
Petitioner 
POR 
PPI 
PRC 
SAA 
SG&A 
SV(s) 
TRB(s) 
URAA 
WTO 

International Standard Industrial Classification of All 
Economic Activities 
J TEKT (Thailand) Co ., Ltd. 
Koyo Joint (Thailand) Co., Ltd. 
Market Economy 
Not Elsewhere Specified or Include d 
Non-Market Economy 
NSK Bearing M anufacturing (Thailand) Co ., Ltd. 
Peer Bearing Company, prior to its acquisition by SKF 
Peer Bearing Company 
The Timken Company 
Period of  Review 
Producer Price . Index 
People's Republic of China 
Statement of Administrative Action 
Se lling, General, and Administrative Expenses 
Surrogate Value(s) 
Tapered Roller Bearing(s) 
Uruguay Rotm d Agreements Act 
World Trade Organization 

DISCUSSION OF THE ISSUES 

Comment 1: Targeted Dumping 
Petitioner Argument: 

• Petitioner argues th at the there is a pattern of  significant pricing differences such th at the 
Department should use the A-to-T method rather th an the A-to-A method to calculate 
CPZ/SKF's weighted-average dumping margin in the final results . 

• Petitioner argues that the Department's past practice is to consider any sales which pass 
the Nails test5 to constitute a pattern. Therefore, any sales which pass the Nails test 
should be considered a sufficient volume, including the results found in the post­
preliminary analysis. 

• Petitioner contends that a pattern of significant price differences should be determined on 
a case-by-case basis, pursuant to the SAA at 843, because small differences may be 
significant for one industry or  product, but not another, and th at in the TRBs industry, 
CPZ/SKP's U.S .  sales and CPZ/SKF 's selling patterns dictate th at a pattern of significant 
price differences exists . 

• Petitioner assetis that given the number of customers, the variety of products and the 
types of pr ices in th is industry, it may be difficult to identify a pattern of significant price 

5 See Certain Steel Nails from the United Arab Emirates: Notice afFinal Determination qfSales at Not Less Than 
Fair Value, 73 FR 33985 (June 16, 2008) (Nails), and as modified in Multilayered Wood Flooring.from the People 's 
Republic of China: Final Determination of Sales at Less Than Fair Value, 76 FR 643 1 8  (October 1 8, 201 1 )  
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difference s. There fore, the Department should apply a less stringent application of the 
Nails test, using one half of one standard deviation in the first stage of the Nails test. 
This would result in significantly more sales passing the Nails test, and a finding of 
significant targeted dumping . 

• Petitioner also argues that the large difference in the weighted-average dumping margins 
calculated using the A-to-A method and the A-to-T method provides ample evidence of 
significant masked dumping. This, coupled witl1 the results of the Nails test based on 
Petitioner's recommended use of one half of one standard deviation in the test, should 
compel the Department to use the A-to-T comp ari son methodology for the f inal results. 

• Petitioner argue s that the Department has changed its practice without explanation an d, 
thereby, has acted in an arbitrary and capricious manner. In the Final Modification for 
Reviews, 6 the Department explicitly l inke d its new practice in ARs to that which it has 
followed in AD inve stigation s. However, the Department has introduced a new 
requirement for a s ign ificant volume of sales evincing a pattern before it will consider the 
use of an alternate comparison method. As noted earlier, Petitioner states that the 
Department's practice has been to con sider any sales which pass the Nails test as having 
established a pattern of significant price differences. Petitioner also n otes that in other 
proceedings, the Department has rejected the concept that there should be a specific de 
minimis requirement that the results of the Nails test should fulfill. Lastly, Petitioner 
argues that the Department should explain what significant volume of sales is required to 
find a pattern of significant price differences . As with the instant review, Petitioner even 
notes that in the one investigation in which the Department did not find a pattern of 
significant price differences when some sales passed the Nails te st, that the Department 
did not even state what constituted an insufficient volume of s ales .  

CPZISKF Argument: 

• CPZ/SKF agrees with the Department's conclusion that its allegedly targete d  sales are 
in sufficient to establish significance an d, thus, CPZ/SKF's U .S. sales do not reflect a 
pattern of export prices that differ significantly among certain purchasers, and the 
application of the A-to-T method is inappropriate. 

• CPZ/SKF argues that the Department does not have tl1e statutory authority to conduct a 
targeted dumping analysis in ARs. According to CPZ/SKF, the statutory provision 
authorizing a targeted dumping analysis is provided only for investigations and not for 
ARs. CPZ/SKF argues that the Department's reliance on its regulatory shift propagated 
in the Final Modification for Reviews i s  in adequate to override its statutory mandate 
which doe s not permit the application of a targete d dumping analysis in ARs. 

• CPZ/SKF contends that it would be against U.S. law as wel l  as the WTO Anti dumping 
Agreement for the Department to use its zeroing methodology, as neither mentions the 
use of zeroing. This prohibition on zeroing is not only for A-to-A comparisons but also 
for A-to-T comparisons. Further, the CAFC has effectively prohibited the Department's 

6 See Antidumping Proceedings: Calculation of the Weighted-Average Dumping Margin and Assessment Rate in 
Certain Antidumping Duty Proceedings; Final Modification, 77 FR 8 10 1  (February 14, 2012) ("Final Modification 
for Reviews"). 
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practice of zeroing with A-to-T comp arisons in ARs in the CAFC's rulings in Dongbu7 

an dJTEKT .8 
• Assuming that the Dep artment does have the authority to conduct a targete d  dumping 

an alysis in an AR, CPZ/SKF argues  that Petitioner has failed to explain why and how 
CPZ/SKF supp osedly se lected the allegedly targeted customers, and, thus, allegedly 
engaged in targeted dumping . CPZ/SKF insi sts that this is required in order for the 
Department to initiate a targeted dumping inquiry, and to determine whether any 
observed pricing pattern is the re sult of an intentional targeted dumping strategy or i s  
simply an tmintended result of a variety of other , tmrelated factors. CPZ/SKF argues  that 
Petitioner must provide a logical explanation ofthe intentional pricing patterns, and not 
merely a se lected list of allegedly targeted customers put together with the sole goal of 
passing a mechani cal test. 

• CPZ/SKF also states, assuming that the Department can conduct a targeted dumping 
analysis in an AR and that the analysis i s  valid, that the Department can on ly apply the A­
to-T comparison methodology to those sales which are fOtmd to be targete d  and dumped. 
It would be unreasonable to app ly the special (i.e . ,  A-to-T) comparison methodology to 
non-targeted sales. Further, the Dep artment's con sideration of whether the A-to-A 
comparison methodology can take into account the observed price differences should be 
limited to those sales which exhibit the pattern of significant price differences. 

• CPZ/SKF argues that the Department's targeted dumping analysis is unre asonable 
because it is  statistically invalid and not justified based on the facts of this case . 
CPZ/SKF contends that the Dep artment's targete d  dumping analysis relies on an 
erroneous assumption that its U .S. sales exhibit a normal distribution. However, 
CPZ/SKF claims that its pricing data generally do not conform to a normal distribution 
and, therefore , a standard deviation test is not indicative of price distr ibution among the 
allegedly targete d  customers. CPZ/SKF further argues that the Nails Test malces 
statistical inferences without the benefit of statistically valid procedures. 

Petitioner Rebuttal: 

• Petitioner argue s in rebuttal that the Department does have statutory authority to use an 
alternative comp arison methodology to address masked dumping in ARs. Petitioner 
notes that the statute gives direction in the selection of the appropriate comparison 
method in AD investigation s, but the marmer in which a comparison methodology is 
se lected in ARs has been left to the Department's discretion, as presented in the 
Depar tment's Final Modification for Reviews. Petitioner continues that the statute' s 
requirements regar ding ARs are limited to (1) calculating an AD, (2) calculating a 
dumping margin for each entry, and (3) basing averages over a time period not exceeding 
one calen dar month. Petitioner con cludes that the fact that the Department now follows 
the statutory requirements for AD investigations to malce a reasoned determination as to 
which compari son methodology to use in ARs in no way makes  the Department's 
practi ce in con sistent with the statute . 

7 See Dongbu Steel Co., Ltd. v. United States, 635 F. 3d 1363 (Fed. Cir. 2011) ("Dongbu"). 
8 See JTEKT Corp. v. United States, 642 F.3d 1378 (Fed. Cir. 2011)  ("JTEKT"). 

. 
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• Petitioner contends that CPZ/SKF's argument that some additional showing of intent is 
required i s  in error. Petitioner claims that the intent to target particular customers, 
regions, or time periods has never been an e lement of the Department's analysi s. 
Petitioner states that the Department has also rejected in past proceedings CPZ/SKF's 
contention that use of the standard deviation i s  unreasonable. Petitioner argues that the 
Department uses the standard deviation as a measure of! ow prices, not as a predictor of 
the characteristics of  sampled data. 

• Petitioner rejects CPZ/SKF's  argument that the Department' s analysis identified an 
insufficient volume ofU .S. sales that passed the Nails test. Petitioner re iterates that 
significant masking may occur by non-dumped sales even when a small vohune of sales, 
perhaps even to a single customer, is found to pass the Nails test. Petitioner dismisses the 
reference to Taiwan SBAs9 because no percentages were reported, and this decision was 
for an investigation whose purpose is to evaluate an exporter's overall pricing behavior, 
whereas in an AR the purpose i s  to examine an exporter's pricing behavior for e ach 
individual entry or transaction. Further, Petitioner argues that the Depar tment's overly 
restrictive identification of a pattern of significant price differences ignores  all of 
CPZ/SKF's U.S. sales which did not pass the Nails test, but which have prices below the 
mean price, and these sales also should be considered when assessing whether a pattern 
exists. 

• Petitioner rejects CPZ/SKF's arguments that the use of  the zeroing methodology i s  
tmlawful and inconsistent with the WT O Antidmnping Agreement. Petitioner note s that 
the Department has alre ady addressed and rejected such arguments in other proceedings, 
as well as in the Department's Final Modification for Reviews. 

• Petitioner argues that the Depar tment must apply the alternative comp arison methodology 
to all U.S. sales, and not just those which pass the Nails test as advocated by CPZ/SKF. 
Petitioner states that the purpose of using the alternative compar ison methodology is to 
tmmask the dumping to a particular customer, region or time period . However, if  offsets 
continue to be granted to some sales, then this purpose will be thwarted . 

CPZISKF Rebuttal: 

• CPZ/SKF rejects Petitioner's assertion that the small amount of U .S. sales which passes 
the Nails test is adequate to find that a pattern of significant price differences exists. 
CPZ/SKF asserts that th is is consistent with the final determination for Taiwan SEAs and 
the final results for Ball Bearings from France, Germany and Jtaly.10 

• CPZ/SKF continues to contradict Petitioner's  assertion that the Department does have the 
statutory authority in an AR to address a targeted dumping allegation and consider 
whether an alternative comparison methodology is appropriate . CPZ/SKF emphasizes 
that the statute only authorizes the Dep artment to perform a targeted dumping allegation 
in an AD investigation. 

9 Certain Stilbenic Optical Brightening Agents From Taiwan: Final Determination of Sales at Less Than Fair 
Value, 77 FR 1 7027 (March 23, 2012) ("Taiwan SBAs"), and accompanying IDM at Comment I. 
10 See Ball Bearings and Parts Thereqf Prom Prance, Germany, and Italy: Final Results of Antidumping Duty 
Administrative Reviews; 20!0-2011, 77 FR 73415 (December 10, 20 12) ("Ball Bearings from France, Germany, 
and Italy"), and accompanying IDM at Comment I. 
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• CPZ/SKF repeats its earlier argument that the Nails test is unreasonable and statistically 
invalid. 

• CPZ/SKF argues th at Petitioner has merely cherry-picked the customers included in its 
targeted dumping alle gation based on the results of the Nails test, and h as presented no 
additional evidence that demonsh·ates the existence of masked dumping. Consequently, 
CPZ/SKF contends th at the Department has failed  to justify its application of the Nails 
test given the specific factual circumstances of this review. In particular, CPZ/SKF states 
that this is required given the Department's statement when it with drew its targeted 
dumping regulation that it would consider this issue on a case-by-case bas is. 

Department's Position: We continue to find th�t a pattern of export prices (or constructed 
export prices) for comparable merchandise that differ significantly among purchasers , re gions , or 
time periods does not exist and, therefore, the Dep artment has not considered whether  the A-to-A 
method can account for the observe d  price differences . 1 1  

Legal Framework for the Application of m1 Alternative Methodology 

In this review, Petitioner submitted an allegation of tm geted dumping by CPZ/SKF prior to the 
Preliminary Results.12 Petitioner asserted that there is a pattern of U .S .  sales prices for 
comparable merch andise that differ significantly among customers .  As a consequence , 
Petitioner requested that the Depmtment employ an alternative comparison method to calculate 
CPZ/SKF's weighted-average dumping mm gin in this review. 

CPZ/SKF claims that the Department does not have the statutory authority to employ m1 
alternative comparison method based on a targeted dmnping allegation in ARs . We disagree. 
Section 771(35)(A) of Act defines "dumping margin" as the "amount by which the normal value 
exceeds the export price or constructed export price of the subject merch andise ." The definition 
of "dmnping margin" calls for a comp arison of normal value and export price or  constructed 
export price. Before malc ing the comparison calle d for, it is necessm·y to determine how to make 
the compmison. 

Section 777 A( d)( 1) of the Act describes three methods by which the Dep artment may compare 
normal value and export price (or constructed export price) m1d places certain restrictions on the 
Department's selection of a comparison method in AD investigations . The statute p laces no such 
restrictions on the Department's selection of a comparison method in m1 AR. 19 CFR 3 51 .414 
describes the methods by which normal value m ay be compared to export price or constructed 
exp01i price in administrative reviews: A-to-A, transaction-to-transaction, m1d A-to-T. These 
comparison methods are distinct from each other. When using transaction-to-transaction or A­
to-T comp arisons , a compmison is made for each export transaction to the United States . When 
using A-to-A comparisons, a compmison is made for each group of comparable export 
transactions for which the export prices or constructed export prices have been average d together 
(i.e. , for an averaging group). 19 CFR 35 l.4 14(c)( 1) fills the silence in the statute on the choice 

11 See the post-prel iminary analysis memorandum for SKF dated December 7, 2012, and the final calculation 
memorandum for SKF dated concurrently with this memorandum. 
12 SeeTiniken's pre-preliminary comments, which include its targeted dumping allegation, dated May 15 , 201 2. 
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of comparison method in the context of ARs . In particular , the Department has determined that 
in both AD investigations and ARs, the A-to-Ae method will be used "unless the Secretary 
determines another method is appropriate in a particulm case ." 

The AD statute , the SAA, and the Department's regulations do not address directly whether the 
Department should use an alternative compar ison method in an AR based upon a targeted 
dumping analysis conducted pursuant to section 777 A( d)(! )(B) of the Act.13 In light of the 
statute's silence on this issue, the Department recently indicated that it would consider whether 
to use an altern ative comparison method in ARs on a case -by-case b asis ,  but declined to 
"speculate as to e ither the case-specific circumstances that would warrant the use of an 
alternative methodology in future reviews, or what type of . alternative methodology might be 
employed."14 At that time , the Department also indicated that it would look  to practices 
employed by the agency in AD investigations for guidance on this issue .15 

In AD investigations, the Dep artment examines whether to use an A-to-T method by using a 
targeted dumpin g  analysis consistent with section 777A(d)( l)(B) of the Act: 

The administering authority may determine whether the subject merchandise is being 
sold in the United States at less than fair value by comparin g the weighted average ofthe 
normal values to the export prices (or constructed export prices) of individual 
transactions for compar able merchandise, if 

( i) there is a p attern of export prices (or constructed export prices) for compmable 
merchandise that differ significantly among purchasers , re gions, or periods of time , and 

(ii) the administering authority exp lains why such differen ces Cffi'l'llot be taken into 
account using a method described in paragraph (I )(A)(i) or ( ii). 

Although section 777A(d)( l)(B) of the Act does not strictly govern the Department's 
exan1ination of this question in the context of an AR, the Department never theless finds that the 
issue mising tmder 19 CFR 351.414(c)( l) in an AR is, in fact, analogous to the issue in AD 
investigations. Accordingly, the Department finds the analysis that has been used in AD 

investigations instructive for purposes of examining whether to apply an alternative comparison 
method in this AR. 

The SAA does not demonstrate that the Department should conduct targeted dumpin g  analysis in 
investigations only. The SAA does discuss section 777A(d)( l)(A)(i) of the Act, concernin g  the 
types of compar ison methods that the Department may use in investigations. That provision, 
however , is silent on the question of choosing a comparison method in ARs . Section 
777A(d)( l)(A) of the Act does not require , or prohibit, the Dep miment from adopting a similar 
or a different framework for choosin g a comparison method in ARs as compared to the 
frmnework required by the statute in investigations . The SAA states that "section 777 A( d)(! )(B) 
provides for a comparison of average normal values to individual export prices or constructed 

13 See section 777A(d)(l)(B) of the Act; SAA at 842-43; 1 9  CFR 3 5 1 .4 14. 
14 See Final Modification for Reviews, 77 FR at 8 1 07. 
15 See id., 77FR at 8102. 
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export prices in situations where an A-to-A or transaction-to-transaction methodology cannot 
account for a pattern of prices that differ significantly among purchasers, regions or time 
periods." L ike the statute, the SAA does not limit the proceedings in which the Department may 
undertake such an examination. 

We disagree with CPZ/SKF that the silence of the statute with regards to application of an 
alternative comparison methodology in administrative reviews precludes the Department from 
applying such a practice. Indeed, the court has stated that the "court must, as we do, defer to 
Commerce's reasonable construction of its governing statute where Congress leaves a gap in the 
construction of the statute that the administrative agency is explicitly authorized to fill or 
implicitly delegates legislative authority, as evidenced by the agency's generally conferred 
authority and other statutory circumstances." 16 Further, the court has stated that this "silence has 
been interpreted as ' an invitation' for an agency administering unfair trade law to 'perform its 
duties in the way it believes most suitable' and courts will uphold these decisions' { s}o long as 
the {agency} 's analysis does not violate any statute and is not otherwise arbitrary and 
capricious." '17 We find that the above discussion of the extension of the statute with respect to 
investigations is a logical, reasonable and deliberative method to fill the silence with regard to 
ARs. 

Further, the Department's revision of its practice with regards to ARs, and to follow its WTO­
consistent practice for investigations, was a deliberate decision on the part of the Executive 
Branch pursu ant to the authority provided in section 123 of the URAA. Specifically, the 
Executive Branch solicited public comments, consulted with the appropriate congressional 
committees, and issued a proposed and final mmouncement of the modification. This decision 
was made in order to implement several adverse WT O reports in which it was found that the 
United States was not meeting its WT O obl igations. As such, the wisdom of the Department's 
legitimate policy choices in this situation is not subject to judicial review. 18 

Application of Zeroing With an Alternative Comp arison Methodology 

We disagree that Dongbu and JTEKT call into question the Department's zeroing methodology 
in ARs. Instead, the CAFC found the Dep artment had provided insufficient explanation for its 
interpretation of section 77 1 (35) of the Act such that the ambiguity in that provision was 
resolved differently when using the A-to-A comparison methodology in AD investigations as 
compared to when using the A-to-T comparison methodology in ARs.19 The CAFC has not held 
that the Department's interpretation cmmot be explained and is, therefore, unlawful; rather, the 
Department was provided the opportunity on remand to provide further explanation in support of 
the Depmtment interpretation of section 77 1 (3 5) of the Act. 20 The Department has now provided 

16 See U.S. Siee/ Corp. v. United States, 621 F.3d 1351 ,  1357 (Fed. Cir. 2010) (citations omitted). 
17 See Mid Conlinenl Nail Corp. v. United States, 712  F.Supp. 2d 1370,1376 (CIT 201 0) (Mid Continent Naif) citing 
U.S. Sieel Group v. United States, 96 F. 3d 1352, 1362 (Fed Cir. 1996). 
18 See St�ramerica de Aleaciones Laminadas, C.A. v. Uniled Slates, 966 F.2d 660, 665 (Fed. Cir. 1992). 
19 We note that since the CAFC issued its opinions in Dongbu and JTEKT, the Department _has revised its practice 
in administrative reviews to follow that in antidumping investigations. See Final Modification in Reviews. Thus, 
this administrative·review is not similarly situated with the administrative review at issue in  Dongbu and JTEKT. 
See Dongbu, 635 F.3d at 137 1 ,  andJTEKT, 642 F.3d at 1381-1383. 
20 !d. 

-9-



its explanation in numerous proceedings justifying its interpretation of section 771 (3 5) of the Act 
where offsets are granted when using the A-to-A method, and off sets are not granted when usin g 
the A-to-T method. The Court oflnternational Trade has affirmed this explanation on several . 21 occasiOns. 

We further reject CPZ/SKF's assertion that the Department's determination in this AR is in 
confl ict with the Final Modification for Reviews because it asserts that the result is inconsistent 
with the re levant obligations under the WTO agreements. The Final Modification for Reviews 
was implemented by the Executive Branch, pursuant to section 123 of the URAA, to ch an ge the 
Department's practice related to zeroing in ARs in order to make it con sistent with certain WT O 
panel and appellate body determinations .  The Final Modification for Reviews explains, "The 
method ologies and interpretation s set forth and adopted in the Final Modification for Reviews 
fully address the findings of WT O  inconsistency ."22 The WT O agreements and WT O dispute 
settlement reports themselves are without direct effect under U .S .  law. 

An alysis of the T argeted Dumping Allegation 

In recent AD investigation s and ARs where the Department h as addressed targeted dumpin g 
allegation s, tl1e Department h as employed the Nails test for each respondent subject to an 
allegation to determine whether a pattern of export prices or con structed export price s for 
comparable merchandise that differ sign ificantly amon g purch asers, region s or time periods 
existed within the U .S .  market. The Nails test involves a two-step process, as described below, 
that determines whether the Department should consider whether the A-to-A method is 
appropriate in a particular situation . 

In the f irst stage of the test, the "standard-deviation test," we determined the volume of the 
alleged ly targeted group's (i.e. , purchaser, region or time period) sales of subject merchan dise 
that are at prices more than one standard deviation below the weighted-average price of all sale s 
under review, targeted and non-targeted . We calculated the standard deviation on a product­
specific b asis (i.e., by control munber or CONNUM) using the weighted- average prices for the 
allegedly targete d group and the groups not alleged to h ave been tar geted.  If  that volume did not 
exceed 33 percent of the total volume of the respondent's sales of subject merchandise for the 
allegedly targeted group, then we did n ot conduct the second stage of the Nails test. If that 
volmne exceeded 33 percent of the total volume of the respondent's sale s of subject merch andise 
for the allegedly targeted group, on the other h and , then we proceeded to the second stage of the 
Nails test. 

In the second stage, the "gap test," we examined all sales of identical merchandise (i.e. ,  by 
CONNUM) sold to the alle gedly targeted group which passed the standard-deviation te st. From 
those sales, we determined tl1e total volume of sale s for which the d ifference between the 

21 See Union Steel v. United States, 823 F. Supp. 2d 1346 (Ct. In!' I Trade 2012); Grobest & I-Mei Indus. Vietnam 
Co. v. United States, 853 F. Supp. 2d 1352 (Ct. Int'l Trade 20 12); Far Eastern New Century Corp. v. United States, 
Slip Op. 12- 1 1 0  (Ct. Int' I Trade August 29, 2012); and Cam au Frozen Seafood Processing Imp. Exp. Corp. v. 
United States, Slip Op. 12-137 (Ct. Int'l Trade November 1 5, 2012); Fischer S.A. Comericio, Industria v. United 
States, 2012 Ct. Inti. Trade LEXIS 149, Slip-Op 12-149 (Ct. lnt'l Trade December 6, 2012). 
22 See Final Modification for Reviews, 77 FR 8 10 1 , 8 106. 
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weighted-average price of sales for the allegedly targeted group and the next higher weighted­
average price of sales for a non-targeted groups exceeds the average price gap (weighted by sales 
volume) between the non-targeted groups. We weighted each of the price gaps between the non­
targeted groups by the combined sales volume associated with t he pair of prices for the non­
targeted groups that defined the price gap. In doing this analysis, the allegedly targeted group's 
sales were not include d in the non-targeted groups; the alle gedly targeted group's weighted­
average price was compared only to the weighted-average price s for the non-targeted groups. If 
the vohune of the sales that met this te st exceeded five percent of the total sales volume of 
subject merchandise to the alle gedly targeted group, then we determined that targeting occurred 
and these sales passed the Nails test. 

As explained in the post -preliminary analysis, if the Department determine d that a sufficient 
volume of U .S .  sales were found to have passed the Nails test, then the Department considered 
whether the A-to-A method could take into account the observed price differences. T o  do this, 
the Department evaluated the difference between the weighted-average dumping ma�gin 
calculated using the A-to-A method and the weighted"average dumping margin calculated using 
the A-to-T method. Where there is a meaningful difference between the results of the A-to-A 
method and the A-to-T method, the A-to-A method would not be able to tal'e into account the 
observed price difference s, and the A-to-T method would be use d to calculate the weighted­
average margin of dumping for the respondent in question. Where there is not a meaningful  
difference in the results, the A-to-A method would be ab le to tal'e into account the observed 
price differences, and the A-to-A method would be used to calculate the weighted-average 
dumping margin for the respondent in que stion. 

Petitioner asserted that the Department has changed its past practice . and has created an 
additional threshold to use the A- to-T method under section 777A(d)(l)(B) of the Act . We 
disagree . In Taiwan SBAs, Ball Bearings from France, Germany and Italy, and Welded Pipe 
from Turkey, 23 as in this review, even though the Department fotmd sales that passed the Nails 
Te st, this was not sufficient to satisfy the pattern requirement of the f irst prong of the targeted 
dumping analysis, corresponding to section 777 A( d)( l )(B)(i) of the Act. 

As a result of our analysis, we preliminarily determine that the overall proportion of 
TRM's U .S. sales during the POI that satisfy the criteria of section 777A(d)( l)(B)(i) of 
the Act and our practice as discussed in Nails is insufficient to e stablish a pattern ofEPs 
for comparable merchandise that differ significantly among certain customers or regions. 
Accordingly, the Department has determined tlmt criteria e stablished in 777A(d)( l)(B)(i) 
ofthe Act have not been met. 24 

The Department applie d the same analysis in Welded Pipe from Turkey, stating "if the 
Department determined that a sufficient volume of U.S. sales were found to have passed the two-

23 See Circular Welded Carbon Steel Pipes and Tubes From Turkey; Final Results �f Antidumping Duty 
Administrative Review; 2010 to 2011, 77 FR 72818 (December 6, 2012) and accompanying IDM at Comment I 
(Welded Pipe .from Turkey). 
24 See Certain Sti/benic Optical Brightening Agents From Taiwan: Preliminary Determination of Sales at Less 
Than Fair Value and Postponement of Final Determination, 76 FR 68154, 681 56 (November 3,  2011), unchanged 
in the final determination. 
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step Nails test, then the Department considered wh ether the average-to-average method could 
take into account the observed price differences."25 

We agree with Petitioner that the Department h as not specified a de minimis threshold. Indeed, 
in the Final Modification for Reviews, the Department states that it "will determine, on a case­
by-case basis, whether it is appropriate to use an alternative comparison methodology by 
examining the same criteria the Department examines in original investigations pursuant to 
sections 777A(d)( l)(A) and (B) ofthe Act."26 Further, 19 CFR 351 .414(c)( l) states that the 
Department will use the A-to-A method in ARs "unless the Secretary determines another method 
is appropriate in a particular case."27 Accordingly , the Department h as li.ot specified a de 
minimis tlueshold. Instead, th e Department examines the results of the Nails test as described 
above and determines, on a case-by-case basis, whether th e volume of sales found to be targeted 
are sufficient to justify a finding that the pattern requirement has been satisfied. . 

Even if Petitioner's argument that the Department h ad ch anged its practice to adopt a new de 
minimis threshold were accurate, it would not be unreasonable, and therefore not unlawful, for 
the Department to explain that in some cases, the results of the Nails test are simply insufficient 
to make the necessary finding contemplated by section 777A(d)( l)(B(i) of th e Act. 

Moreover , even if the Department did not reasonably consider it necessary for a sufficient 
vohune of sales to be  found targeted using the Nails test as part of the pattern requirement, the 
Court oflnternational Trade h as opined on th is issue in Borden, Inc. v. United States, 4 F. Supp. 
2d 1221, 1228 (Ct. Int' l Trade 199 8), where the Court stated 

Under the appropriate circumstances Commerce h as the discretion to not apply 
the targeted dumping exception to its normal methodology, even upon a finding of 
targeted dumping. 

In that regard, section 777A(d)(l)(B) of the Act states that the Department "may" determine 
whether to use the A-to-T method to calculate the weighted-average dumping margin if the two 
cr iter ia, ( i) and (ii), are satisfied. Therefore, even if b oth prongs are met, the statute does not 
obligate the Department to use the A-to-T method, or any alternative method, to calculate the 
weighted-average dumping margin. 

We disagree with CPZ/SKF's argument that the Department should reject Petitioner 's targeted 
dumping allegation becau se Petitioner provided no explanation as to why or how CPZ/SKF 
selected the allegedly targeted customers. The Department is not required to discern the intent or 
motivat ions of the exporter in its pr icing decisions. Congress did not speak to the " intent" of the 
producers or exporters in setting prices that are significantly different. Instead, Congress stated 
that "the Administration intends that in determining whether a pattern of significant pr ices 
differences exist, Commerce will proceed on a case-by-case basis, because small differences may 
be significant for one industry or one type of product, but not for another. "28 Consistent with the 

25 See Welded Pipe_from Turkey, and accompanying IDM at Comment 1 .  
26 See Final Modification for Reviews, 77 FR 8101 , 8102. 
2 7  See Final Modification/or Reviews, 77 FR 8 1 0 1 ,  81 14, 
28 See SAA at 843. 
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analysis applied in AD in vestigat ions under sect ion 777 A( d)( l  )(B) of th e Act an d with regard to 
the language of th e SAA, the Department ' s  mmlysis examines th e question of whether a pattern 
of significm1t price differences exists. The Act an d legislative history do not require that the 
Department conduct m1 additional mmlysis to determine the reasons th at significant differences in 
prices exist . As stated in Nails from the UA£,29 the Department is not required to  determine: 

"why" an exporter's pricing beh avior may differ significantly as between different 
cust omers, regions or time periods. Indeed, in serting this kind of standard into a targeted 
dumpin g analysis is nowhere foun d in the Act and it would likely create an 
unmanageable standard for the Department . Instead, the Act requires the Department to 
determine whether a p attern of export price differences exists without regard to  "why ." 
When such a pattern exists, the Act indicates that export prices may not be appropriate 
for applicat ion ofthe A-A comparison methodology .30 

The Department rejects Pet it ion er's suggestions th at ( 1) the basis for the an alysis in the standard­
deviation test should be one half of one standard deviation rather than one stm1dard deviat ion , 
and (2) that the Department should include all sales priced below the average price as bein g 
targeted. Th e Dep artment h as determined the one-standard-deviation thresh old to  be a distinct 
and reasonable bright line to quantitatively measure significant price differences?1 Further, the 
court has affirmed th e Department's use of the standard deviation test as part of the Nails test.32 
In addit ion , Pet itioner h as not demonstrated that the Department's use of one standard deviation 
is unreasonable or unlawful, only th at it reduces that un iverse of U .S. sales which Petit ioner 
claims represent a pattern of significant price differences. 

Petitioner contends that the difference between th e weighted- average dumping margins 
calculated using the A-to-A method and the A-to-T method demon strates masked dumping 
which must be addressed. The Department contii:mes to find that it is appropriate to  apply the 
same targeted dumpin g analysis in this AR as it applied in the context of AD investigation s, 
where section 777 A( d)(l  )(B) of the Act first reqnires the Department to fin d that there exists a 
pattern of exp ort prices that differ significantly .  The fact th at differences in the results of the 
margin calculations exist, in m1d of it self, is not sufficient to abandon th e usual A-to-A 
comp arison method provided for in the Department's regulation s. For CPZ/SKF in this review, 
the Department h as not identified a p attern of export prices that differ significantly and, 
therefore, has continued to  use the A-to-A method to calculate the weighted-average dumpin g 
margin for CPZ/SKF. As noted above, this determination is con sistent with recent Department 
determin ation s. 

29 See Certain Steel Nails From the United Arab Emirates: Final Determination Q{Sales at Less Than Fair Value, 
77 FR 1 7029 (March 23, 2012) ("Nails from the UAE"). 
30 See Nails from the UAE, and accompanying IDM at Comment I. 
31 See Notice afFinal Determination of Sales at Less Than Fair Value and Negative Critical Circumstances 
Determination: Bottom Mount Combination Refrigerator-Freezers From the Republic of Korea, 77 FR 1 74 13  
(March 26, 20 12), and accompanying IDM at Comment 1 ,  and Circular Welded Carbon-Quality Steel Pipe From 
the United Arab Emirates: Final Determination of Sales at Less Than Fair Value, 77 FR 64475 (October 22, 2012), 
and accompanying IDM al Comment 12. 
32 See Mid Continent Nail, 7 1 2  F.Supp. 2d 1 370 at 1377. 
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With respect to the remaining arguments by CPZ/SKF that the Nails test is statistically invalid 
and that the Department should only apply the A-to-T method to the sales which passed the Nails 
test, we find that none of these can affect our decision to not depart from the A-to-A method to 
calculate the weighted- average dumping margin for CPZ/SKF. Therefore, for purposes of these 
final results of review, we have not addressed these remaining arguments. 

Comment 2: Financial Ratios 

• Petitioner argues that the Department should use the financial statements of only NSK for 
the final results, rather than also using the financial statements of Koyo or JTEKT, as in 
the Preliminary Results. Petitioner argues that NSK produces only ball bearings, wheel 
hub bearings, and bearings, which are all comparable to TRBs, and that the same 
production processes apply to the manufacture of all types of bearings?3 Petitioner 
argues that Koyo and JTEKT manufacti.tre products other than TRBs and , therefore, their 
financial statements should not be relied upon for calculation of surrogate financial ratios. 

• Petitioner contends that Koyo manufactures steering shafts and automotive products other 
than bearings, and that JTEKT manufactures both steering products and other automotive 
prqducts, including bearings. Petitioner argues that Kayo's  products are not identical or 
comparable to TRBs, and that JTEKT's  mix of products would result in financial ratios 
which are not representative of bearing production. 

• CPZ/SKF argues that the Department should reject the financial statements ofNSK 
because it received subsidies based on export performance under Thailand's IP A, 
specifically an exemption from import duties on raw materials imported for use in 
production for export. 

• CPZ/SKF states that the Department should continue to rely on the financial statements 
of Koyo because the evidence submitted by Petitioner does not prove that Koyo does not 
produce bearings. 

• CPZ/SKF also argues tl1 at the Department should continue to rely on the financial 
statements of JTEKT because the fact that it produces some non-bearing products in 
addition to TRBs does not mal<e its financial statements unusable for calculation of 
financial ratios, and that the Department has a preference for using multiple financial 
statements to calculate surrogate financial ratios?4 

• Additionally, CPZ/SKF states that NSK also produces products other than bearings, that 
there is no evidence that NSK produces tapered roller bearings, and that there is no 
information regarding the relative production vohunes ofNSK' s  bearings and bearing 
accessones. 

33 Petitioner cites Certain Bearings From China, France, Germany, Italy, Japan, Singapore, and the United 
Kingdom, Inv. Nos. 731 -TA-344, 391-A, 392-A and C, 393-A, 394-A, 396, and 399-A (Second Review), USITC 
Pub. 3876, at Overview-1 0  (August 2006), excerpts included as Exhibit 4 to Administrative Review of the 
Antidumping Duty Order on Tapered Roller Bearings and Parts Thereof, Finished and Unfinished, from the People's 
Republic of China (06/01/10-05/3 1/1 1): The Timken Company's Factual Submission (December 2, 201 1 ) 
("Petitioner)s Factual Submission"). 
" CPZ/SKF cites Chlorinated Jsocyanurates From the People 's Republic of China: Final Results o/2008-2009 
Antidumping Duty Administrative Review, 7 5 FR 70212  (November 17, 201 0) ("Chlorinated lsocyanurates"), and 
accompanying IDM at Comment 3, and Qingdao Sea-Line Trading v. United States, Slip Op. 12-39, 2012  Ct. Inti. 
Trade LEXIS 44 (March 2 1 ,  2012). 
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• Further, Petitioner argues the financial statements on the record indicate that all of the 
companies have participated in government subsidy programs under Thailand's IPA but 
the extent and timing of benefits received is not clear. Petitioner argues that any 
subsidies received by NSK do not necessarily distort NSK's financial data, and that 
NSK's financial statements are the best information ori the record with which to calculate 
surrogate financial ratios.35 

Department's Position: For the final results, we have valued factory overhead, SG&A 
expenses, and profit using the financial statements ofNSK and J TEKT . These financial 
statements contain the details required to calculate surrogate financial ratios and conform to the 
additional criteria considered by the Department when choosing the best available information to 
calculate surrogate financial ratios. 

In accordance with section 773(c)(l) of the Act, the Department b ases normal value on the value 
ofthe FOPs used to produce the merchandise, plus an amOtmt for general expenses and profit, 
based on the best availab le information regarding the values of such factors in an ME country or 
countries considered to be appropriate. In choosing the best available information to value 
factory overhead, SG&A expenses, and profit, the Department prefers to use publicly availab le 
financial statements from producers of identical or comparable merchandise in the selected 
surrogate country36 which are complete, free of evidence of receipt of countervailab le subsidies, 
and contemporaneous with the period u nder consideration?7 The Department also may disregard 
financial statements that are not sufficiently detailed to permit the calculation of one or more of 
h fi 

. l . 38 t e surrogate · mancia ratiOs. 

In this case, we began by evaluating the three financial statements of Thai producers on the 
record to determine which statements contained the details necessary to calculate the financial 
ratios. All three of the financial statements are publicly available, contemporaneou s with the 
POR, and from the Department's primary surrogate country , Thailand. Additionally , all contain 
sufficient detail to permit the calculation of all of the smTogate financial ratios. 

Concerning the production of identical or comparable merchandise, information on the record 
indicates that J TEKT and NSK both produce bearings. Specifically, J TEKT's financial 
statements state that it produces bearings, among. other products, 39 and in the Thailand Board of 
Investment Promoted Company Database, J TEKT is identified as a producer ofTRBs.40 We 

35 Petitioner cites Persulfatesji·om the People's Republic of China: Final Results of Antidumping Duty 
Administrative Review, 68 FR 68030 (December 5, 2003) ("Persulfates"), and accompanying IDM at Comment 3. 
36 See 19 CFR 351 .408(c)(4). 
37 See Multilayered Wood Flooring From the People 's Republic of China: Final Determination of Sales at Less 
Than Fair Value, 76 FR 643 1 8  (October 1 8, 201 1)  ("Wood Flooring'), and accompanying IDM at Comment 1 .  
" See Citric Acid and Certain Citrate Salts From the People's Republic of China: Final Affirmative Determination 
of Sales at Less Than Fair Value, 74 FR 16838 (April 1 3, 2009), and accompanying IDM at Comment I; 
Polyethylene Terephthalate Film, Sheet, and Strip From the People 's Republic of China: Final Results of the First 
Antidumping Duty Administrative Review, 76 FR 9753 (February 22, 201 1), and accompanying lDM at Issue 1 .  
39 See Tapered Roller Bearings and Parts Thereof from The People's Republic of China: SKF's Surrogate Country 
and Surrogate Value Comments, dated December 15, 201 1 ,  ("CPZ/SKF Surrogate Country and Value Comments") 
at Appendix S-13.  
4 0  See The Timken Company's Post-Preliminary Surrogate Value Information, dated July 30, 2012, ("Petitioner 
Post-Preliminary SV Information") at Attachment 6. 
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disagree with Petitioner that the statement in JTEKT' s financial statements that JTEKT is 
"principally engaged in" the manufacture, import, and export of steering products demonstrates 
that a significant portion of its assets are devoted to manufacturing steering products because the 
statement refers to manufacturing, importing, and exporting, not solely manufacturing.41 Also, 
JTEKT's  financial statements list several products among its principle manufacturing activities, 
including bearing systems. As discussed in Steel Nails 09/1 0; where financial statements include 
details concerning the percentage of production, the Department will conduct an analysis of the 
company's product mix.42 However, as Petitioner acknowledges, JTEKT's  financial statements 
do not include this level of detail. NSK's financial statements indicate that NSK produces 
"automobile bearings and their components and accessories," and Petitioner notes that the Thai 
Board of Investment's Promoted Company Database identifies NSK being a producer of ball 
bearings, wheel hub bearings, and bearings. 43 Petitioner states that this demonstrates that NSK is 
a producer of comparable merchandise.44 We note that NSK's financial statements do not 
indicate whether any ofNSK's production of automobile bearings includes production ofTRBs, 
nor do they provide information concerning the "components and accessories" also produced by 
NSK. While a portion of JTEKT's production is of TRBs, and the Department has a preference 
for using data from producers of identical merchandise,45 JTEKT also produces a number of 
other products aside from TRBs. In the absence of infonnation on the record regarding the 
percentages of products produced by JTEKT and NSK, we find that it is appropriate to conclude 
that both JTEKT and NSK equally fit the requirement of being producers of identical or 
comparable merchandise, and that both should be included in the Department's calculation of the 
surrogate financial ratios. 

While information on the record indicates that JTEKT and NSK produce identical or comparable 
merchandise, the record does not indicate that Koyo does. Koyo' s financial statement indicates 
that the company's product range consists of steering and auto parts, but it does not state that the 

d b . 46 company pro uces earmgs. 

Guidance regarding SV s for factory overhead, SG&A expenses, and profit is provided at 1 9  CFR 
3 5 1 .408(c)( 4), which states that these items will normally be based on public information from 
compm1ies that are in the surrogate country and that produce merchandise that is identical or 
comparable to the subject merchandise. Although the statute does not define "comparable 
merchandise," to determine whether products are comparable, the Department has considered 
whether the surrogate company's products have production processes, end-uses, and physical 
characteristics similar to the respondents' products.47 

41 See Petitioner Case Brief, at 10, citing Petitioner Post-Preliminary SV Information at Exhibit 6. 
42 See Certain Steel Nails from the People's Republic qfChina: Final Results and Final Partial Rescission of the 
Second Antidumping Duty Administrative Review, 77 FR 12556 (March 1 ,  20 12) ("Steel Nails 09/10"), and 
accompanying IDM at Comment 2. 
43 See Petitioner Post-Preliminary SV Information, at Exhibit 5 .  
4 4  See Petitioner Case Brief, at 7 .  
45 See Persulfates, and accompanying IDM at Comment 3 .  
46 See CPZ/SKF Surrogate Country and Value Comments, at Appendix S-1 3 .  
47 See, e.g., Final Determination of Sales at Less Than Fair Value and Affirmative Determination of Critical 
Circumstances, in Part: Light-Walled Rectangular Pipe and Tube .from the People's Republic of China, 73 FR 
35652 (June 24, 2008), and accompanying IDM at Comment 3;  Notice of Final Determination of Sales at Less Than 
Fair Value: Certain Frozen and Canned Warmwater Shrimp from the People 's Republic of China, 69 FR 70997 
(December 8, 2004), and accompanying IDM at Comment 9F. 
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With regard to physical characteristics and end-uses, we find that the major material input (i.e. , 
steel) in Koyo's production may be similar to that used in TRBs, but that the majority of Koyo's  
production appears to be  steering shafts, which are not physically similar and do not have the 
same end use as TRBs. Additionally, Koyo's financial statements do not indicate that TRBs or 
comparable bearings are being manufactured by Koyo as part of its production of auto parts. 
Furthermore, we find that the category of "auto parts" is too general to indicate whether the 
production processes are similar to the process of producing TRBs. Thus, Koyo' s financial 
statements do not indicate that it produced merchandise that is identical or comparable to the 
subject merchandise. 

Finally, although all three financial statements on the record reference Thailand's IPA, the 
Department has determined that this reference is not a sufficient reason to discard any of the 
financial statements. As noted above, the Department prefers to use financial statements from 
companies that have not benefitted from countervailable subsidies.48 However, the Department's 
determination of whether to use the financial statements of a producer that potentially received a 
countervailable subsidy can:not be, nor is it intended to be,.a full investigation of the subsidy 
program in question.49 Instead, the Department's practice is to review the financial statements to 
determine whether the evidence indicates that the company received a couriterva.ilable subsidy 
during the relevant period from a program previously investigated by the Department. In this 
case, the financial statements of all three companies indicate that they were granted "promotional 
privileges" by the Thai government under the IP A. The Department has found that the IP A is 
not per se countervailable; instead, the program has been found countervailable when the 
approval of promotional privileges was determined to be based on an export commitment or the 
company's  location in a regional investment zone. 5° None of the financial statements from the 
1hree Thai producers contains evidence that the companies were provided their IP A promotional 
privileges based on these criteria. Therefore, there is not sufficient evidence that any of the three 
companies received countervailable subsidies during the period in question. 

For the reasons above, the Department has used the financial statements of JTEKT and NSK to 
value factory overhead, SG&A expenses, and profit for the fl.nal results because these financial 
statements constitute the best available information. 

· 

Comment3: Surrogate Value for Labor 

• CPZ/SKP contends that the Department should rely upon 2000 ILO Chapter 6A wage 
data from Thailand for ISIC category 29 (manufacture of machinery and equipment) to 
value labor. 

48 See Chlorinated Isocyanurates, and accompanying IDM at Comment 3 .  
49 See Omnibus Trade and Competitiveness Act of 1988, 1-I.R. REP. No. 576, I OOth Cong., 2 d  Sess. 590 ( 1  988) 
(Conf. Rep.) reprinted in 1988 U.S.C.C.A.N. 1 547, 1 623-24 ("In valuing such factors, Commerce shall avoid using 
any prices which it has reason to believe or suspect may be dumped or subsidized prices. However, the conferees do 
not intend for Commerce to conduct a formal investigation to ensure that such prices are not dumped or subsidized, 
but rather intend that Commei·ce base its decision on information generally available to it at the time."). 
50 See Final Negative Countervailing Duty Determination: Bottle-Grade Polyethylene Terephthalate (PET) Resin 
From Thailand, 70 FR 1 3462 (March 2 1 ,  2005), and accompanying IDM at II.D, Comment 3. 
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• CPZ/SKF argues that the Department failed to apply its labor data filtering parameters in 
the correct order according to its practice because it considered contemporaneity before 
sub-classification and type of data. 5 1  

• Petitioner argues that the Department should continue using 2005 ILO Chapter 6A total 
manufactming wage data from Thailand as the SV for labor, as it did in the Preliminary 
Results, because this is consistent with its statement in Labor Methodology that, if 
industry-specific data are not available for the smrogate country in its ILO Chapter 6 
data, the Department will then look to national data for the smrogate country. 

• Petitioner contends that although the 2005 labor data covers all manufactming categories, 
rather than being specific to the TRB-manufactming industry, it is the best information 
available with which to value labor because it is more recent to the POR. 

• Petitioner states that the Thai PPI increased 34 .11 percent from 2000 to the POR, and so 
inflating the 2000 industry-specific Thai labor data per the Department's normal practice 
would result in an inaccurate labor surrogate value. Petitioner argues that a comparison 
of the actual total manufactming wages shows a greater increase from 2000 to 2005 than 
the Thai PPI shows between 2000 and the POR. 

• Petitioner notes that the Department's practice in selecting SVs is to consider the quality, 
specificity, and contemporm1eity of the data, and argues that continuing to use the 2005 
total manufactming wage data is consistent with the Department's practice in Labor 
Methodology, and as applied in other proceedings. 52 

Department's Position: For the final results, we have continued to value labor using the 2005 
ILO Chapter 6A labor cost data from Thailand for the manufacturing sector. 

We disagree with CPZ/SKF that the Department departed from its practice, as established in 
Labor Methodology. We continue to find that subcategory 29 (i. e., "Manufacture of Machinery 
and Equipment NEC"), is the most specific subcategory to the manufacture ofTRBs. In the 
Preliminary Results, however, we stated that the industry-specific data were unusable because 
Thailand had not reported industry-specific labor data since 2000. The Department's preference 
is to not rely on labor data "when there is a significant lag between the reporting date of that data 
and the period ofreview."53 Because the industry-specific data is not available as an SV, the 
Department's Labor Methodology states that the Department will use the surrogate cotmtry's 
data for the manufacturing sector. 54 Thus, we relied on Thai labor 6A data for the manufactming 
sector, which is consistent with our practice and the Labor Methodology. 

We also note that the Department has recently used Thai labor data from the manufactming 
sector in the final results ofthe new shipper review of TRBs from the PRC 55 We continue to 
find that the SV for labor used in the Preliminary Results is the best available information 

51 CPZ/SKF cites Antidumping Methodologies in Proceedings Involving Non-Market Economies: Valuing the 
Factor of Production: Labor, 76 FR 36092 (June 2 1 , 201 I) ("Labor Methodology"). 
52 Petitioner cites, e.g., Folding Metal Tables and Chairs From the People 's Republic of China: Final Results of 
Antidumping Duty Administrative Review, 77 FR 39680 (July 5, 2012) ("FMTCs"), and accompanying IDM at 
Comment 5. 
5 3  See FMTCs, and accompanying IDM at Comment 5. 
54 See Labor Methodology, 76 FR at 36094, n. I I. 
55 See Tapered Roller Bearings and Parts Thereof, Finished and Unfinished From the People 's Republic of China: 
Final Results of Antidumping Duty New Shipper Review, 77 FR 65668 (October 30, 2012). 
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pursuant to section 773 (c)( 4) of the Act and, therefore, we have not changed it for the final 
results. 

Comment 4: Surrogate Value and Labor Hours for Roller Steel 

• CPZ/SKF originally stated that its roller subcontractors used hot-rolled steel, and 
suggested that the steel be valued using Thai import data tmder I-ITS category 7227.90 
("Bars and rods of alloy steel (other than stainless), hot-rolled, in irregularly wound coils, 
NESOI'') in its smrogate value submission. In the Preliminary Results, the Department 
valued roller steel using I-ITS 7227.90. 

• Petitioner argues that roller steel should be valued with HTS category 7228 .50. 1 0  ("Other 
bars and rods, not further worked than cold-forming or cold-finished: of circular cross­
section"), and states that CPZ/SKF recommended the same I-ITS category as an SV for 
roller steel in the prior administrative review. 56 

• Petitioner claims that cold-rolled steel is required for roller production, 57 and argues that 
if CPZ/SKF's  roller subcontractors were using hot-rolled steel, as CPZ/SKF asserted for 
the Preliminary Results, then CPZ/SKF should have reported the additional labor 
required to perform a cold-drawing or cold-rolling step in the roller production process. 
Petitioner argues that a comparison oflabor values from the current POR and the 
previous POR show that the labor values for the previous POR were significantly higher, 
demonstrating that labor was underreported. 

• CPZ/SKF states that neither it nor its subcontractors perform any cold-drawing or cold­
rolling of the roller steel, and that the response upon which Petitioner relies included a 
typographical error, which is why this additional production step was not included in 
CPZ/SKF's reported production process. Thus, CPZ/SKF claims that no additional labor 
was performed beyond what it originally reported. 

• Further, CPZ/SKF states that it should have reported cold-finished steel wire rod as an 
input for roller production, rather than hot-rolled steel rod, because it used cold-finished 
steel wire rod to produce rollers, as in the previous AR. 

• CPZ/SKF argues that labor was higher in the previous POR due to the fact that 
significantly fewer finished products were produced during the previous POR using 
approximately the same workforce, and not because CPZ/SKF underreported labor. 

Department's Position: For the final results, we have valued CPZ/SKF's  roller steel using I-ITS 
category 7228.50 . 10  ("Other bars and rods, not further worked than cold-forming or cold­
finished: of circular cross-section"), rather than I-ITS category 7227.90 ("Bars and rods of alloy 
steel (other than stainless), hot-rolled, in irregularly wound coils, NESOI"), which was used in 
the Preliminary Results. 

Petitioner originally argued in favor ofHTS category 7228.50. 1 0  for roller steel based on the fact 
that it was the SV used in previous reviews of TRBs.58 In the Preliminary Results, we selected 

56 See Petitioner's Factual Submission at Exhibit I 0 (including SKF Section D Questionnaire response at d-5 & 
Appendix D-4 (December 3, 20 I 0)). 
57 See Petitioner's Factual Submission, at Exhibit 1 .  
58 See The Timken Company's Rebuttal Surrogate Value Comments, dated December 23, 201 1 ("Petitioner 
Surrogate Value Rebuttal"), at Attachment I .  
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an SV for hot-rolled roller steel based on an error in CPZ/SKF's questionnaire response, which 
indicated that its subcontractors engaged in cold rolling. 59 CPZ/SKF now states that its original 
SV suggestion ofHTS category 7227.90 for roller steel was in error, because it mistakenly 
reported using hot-rolled roller steel rather than cold-formed roller steel. Petitioner and 
CPZ/SKF now agree that the roller steel is cold-formed, and so the description of HTS category 
7228 .50. 10 matches CPZ/SKF's corrected description of its input. Further, an AUV for HTS 
category 7228 .50. 1 0  is available on the record for the surrogate cOtmtry during the POR. We 
find that HTS category 7228.50. 10  is the best available information to value CPZ/SKF's roller 
steel input, pursuant to section 773( c )(1 )  of the Act, because it is publicly available, 
contemporaneous with the POR, specific to the input to be valued, representative of broad­
market averages, tax-exclusive, and from the primary surrogate country, Thailand 60 

Petitioner also advanced an alternative argument that, in the event that we continued to value 
roller steel using the SV for hot-rolled roller steel from HTS category 7227.90, the labor hours 
reported for CPZ/SKF's roller subcontractors should be increased to account for the cold-rolling 
manufacturing process. However, because CPZ/SKF has explained that cold-formed roller steel 
is used in the production of rollers, we find it appropriate for the final results to change the SV 
for roller steel to the cold-formed steel HTS category 7228.50. 10, without modifying CPZ/SKF's  
reported labor hours as suggested by Petitioner. 

Comment 5: Valuation of Steel for CPZ/PBCD-Produced Merchandise 

• CPZ/SKF argues that the Department should not have valued the steel used in production 
by CPZ prior to its acquisition by SKF ("CPZ/PBCD") with the steel bar SV alone. 

• CPZ/SKF states that the Department should have instead valued CPZ/PBCD's steel with 
the same method used to value CPZ/SKF's steel, i. e . ,  by weight-averaging the steel SV 
with the ME steel purchase price. CPZ/SKF argues that this is consistent with the 
Department's determination that CPZ/PBCD is an unaffiliated supplier, and consistent 
with the Department's determination in the prior AR to value the steel used to produce 
forged rings using CPZ/SKF's ME purchase prices, even though CPZ/SKF did not 
produce the forged rings, but instead purchased them from an tmaffiliated supplier.61 

• CPZ/SKF argues that the weighted-average price of CPZ/SKF's steel is more 
representative of the steel prices during the POR than the SV by itself.62 

59 See Memorandum to the File from Brandon Farlander and Erin Kearney, International Trade Compliance 
Analysts, Office 4, AD/CVD Operations, "Antidumping Duty Administrative Review of Tapered Roller Bearings 
from the People's Republic of China: Surrogate Value Memorandum," dated June 28, 2012, ("Preliminary 
Surrogate Value Memo"), at 4-5; see also Tapered Roller Bearings and Parts Thereoffi·om The People's Republic of 
China: SKF's Response to the Department's Sections A and C Second Supplemental Questionnaire and Section D 
Supplemental Questionnaire, dated March 9, 2012, ("CPZ/SKF March 9 Supplemental Response"), at 1 8 .  
60 See Wood Flooring, and accompanying IDM at Comment 1 3 ;  see also 19 CFR 3 5 1 .408(c)(2). 
61 See Tapered Roller Bearings and Parts Thereof, Finished and Unfinished, From /he People 's Republic of China: 
Final Resulls of the 2009-2010 Antidumping Duty Administrative Review and Rescission of Administrative Review, 
in Pari, 77 FR 2271 (January 17, 20 12) ("TRBs 09/10"), and accompanying IDM at Comments I and 2. 
62 CPZ/SKF cites Antidumping Methodologies: Markel Economy Inputs, Expected Non-Market Economy Wages, 
Duty Drawback; and Requesifor Comments, 71  FR 6 1 7 1 6, 6 1 7 1 8- 19  (October 19, 2006) ("Antidumping 
Methodologies"). 
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• Petitioner ar gues that the Department should continue valuing the steel in CPZ/PBCD­
produced merchandise with an SV alone , rather than weight-averaging the SV with the 
ME prices paid by CPZ/SKF because CPZ/PBCD is a separate company from CPZ/SKF, 
and may not have been able to obtain the same ME price s as CPZ/SKF. 

• Petitioner argues that CPZ/SKF confuses two factually different situat ions be cause unlike 
the purchase of forged rings, CPZ/PBCD did not supply CPZ/SKF with an input into the 
finished product . Instead, Pet itioner argues that CPZ/SKF purchased the finished 
product, which CPZ/SKF then sold in the United States. Thus, Petit ioner contends that 
CPZ/PBCD's own inputs should not be included in the analysis of ME and NME inputs.  

Department's Position: For the final results, we have continued valuing the steel bar in the 
CPZ/PBCD-produced merchandise with an SV for steel bar, which is u nchanged from the 
Preliminary Results. 63 

The Department has a rebuttable presumption that ME input price s are the best available 
information for valuing all of an input when the total volume of the input purchased by the 
respondent from all ME sources during the period ofinvest igation or review exceeds 3 3 percent 
ofthe total volume of the input purchased from all sources during the period.64 Under this 
pract ice , unless case-specific facts provide adequate grounds to rebut the Depmtment' s 
presumption, the Department uses the weighted-average ME purchase pr ice to value all ofthe 
input.65 Alternatively , when the volume of an NME firm's purchase s of a part icular input from 
ME suppliers during the period of invest igation or review does not exceed this 33-percent 
threshold, the Department weight averages the (weighted-average) ME purchase price and an 
appropriate SV, using as weights the re lative quantit ies of the input purchased from the ME 
source s  and purchased from domestic sources. 66 In determining whether ME purchases meet this 
33-percent threshold, the Department compares the volume that the respondent purchased from 
ME sources during the period of invest igation or review with the respondent's total purchases 
during the period. 7 

The Department's pract ice when selecting the best available information for valuing FOPs in 
accordance with section 773( c )(1) ofthe Act is to se lect , to  the extent practicable, SV s which are 
publicly available , product-specific, repre sentat ive of a broad market average , t ax-exclusive , and 
contemporaneous with the POR.68 Consistent with the pract ice of select ing SVs which are 
contemporaneous with the POR, where it is appropriate for the Department to  use a re spondent's 
ME weighted-average purchase price to value an input ,69 the Department relies on those ME 

63 See Memorandum to the File from Brandon Farlander
.
and Erin Kearney, International Trade Compliance 

Analysts, Office 4, AD/CVD Operations, "Antidumping Duty Administrative Review of Tapered Roller Bearings 
from the People's Republic of China: Preliminary Results Analysis Memorandum for Changshan Peer Bearing Co., 
Ltd.," dated June 28, 2012, ("Preliminary Analysis Memorandum"), at 8. 
64 See Antidumping Methodologies, 71 FR at 6 1 7 1 8-19; Proposed Modification to Regulation Concerning the Use 
of Market Economy Input Prices in Nonmarket Economy Proceedings, 77 FR 38553, 38554 (June 28, 2012); see 
also 1 9  CFR 351 .408(c)(l). 
65 See Antidumping Methodologies, 71 FR at 6 17 18- 19. 
66 See id. 
67 See id. 
68 See Final Determination of Sales at Less Than Fair Value: Certain Artist Canvas from the People 's Republic of 
China, 7 1  FR 1 6 1 1 6  (March 30, 2006), and accompanying !OM at Comment 2. 
69 See Antidumping Methodologies, 7 1  FR at 6 1 7 1 8- 19. 
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purchases which were made during the period of investigation or review.7° Furthermore, the 
Department's practice is to use ME purchase prices to value inputs only for the respondent that 
demonstrated that it pmchased significant amounts of these inputs from ME suppliers.71 These 
practices are consistent with the Department's standard AD questionnaire, which directs 
respondents, in the event that they did not produce the merchandise under consideration, to 
request FOP data from "the company that produces the merchandise," and also directs 
respondents to list the inputs "purchased from a market economy supplier and paid for in a 
market economy cmrency dming the POR."72 

In the present case, "CPZ/PBCD" refers to CPZ prior to its acquisition by SKF, and we note that 
the Department has treated CPZ/SKF and CPZ/PBCD as separate entities in this and prior 
reviews.73 Additionally, CPZ/SKF has reported different FOPs for products manufactured by 
CPZ/SKF and products manufactured by CPZ/PBCD.74 Although the Department prefers 
contemporaneous production data, the Department may use a producer's pre-POR data when 
current production data are unavailable. 75 CPZ/SKF provided evidence of its ME purchases of 
steel bar during the POR, but it provided no documentation relating to ME pmchases made by 
CPZ/PBCD. Moreover, CPZ/PBCD is the company prior to CPZ's acquisition by SKF in 2008, 
meaning that it no longer existed as a producer during the instant POR and, therefore, could not 
have made ME purchases during the POR. Because CPZ/SKF and CPZ/PBCD are separate 
manufacturers and only CPZ/SKF made ME purchases during the POR, we continue to find it 
appropriate to value each manufacturer's inputs using ME purchase prices only when we have 
evidence of ME purchases made during the POR by that particular manufacturer. 

We disagree with CPZ/SKF that the use of CPZ/SKF's ME weighted-average purchase price to 
value a portion of CPZ/SKF's steel bar demonstrates that these prices are more representative of 

70 See Wooden Bedroom Furniture From the People's Republic of China: Final Results and Final Rescission in 
Part, 76 FR 49729 (August 1 1 ,  201 1 ), and accompanying IDM at Comment 20 (stating that contemporaneous SVs 
represent the best available information for valuing the FOPs, as compared to non-contemporaneous ME prices); see 
also Final Determination of Sales at Less Than Fair Value and Final Partial Affirmative Determination of Critical 
Circumstances: Diamond Sawblades and Parts Thereof from the People 's Republic of China, 71  FR 29303 (May 
22, 2006), and accompanying IDM at Comment 23 (stating that the Department's preference is to consider only 
prices paid to ME suppliers during the POl, and disregarding ME purchases made prior to the POI in favor of 
contemporaneous SVs). 
71 See Certain Activated Carbon from the People 's Republic of China: Notice of Preliminary Results of the Second 
Antidumping Duty Administrative Review, and Preliminary Rescission in Part, 75 FR 26927 (May 13 ,  2010), 
unchanged in Certain Activated Carbonfrom the People 's Republic of China: Final Results and Partial Rescission 
of Second Antidumping Duty Administrative Review, 70 FR 70208 (November 17 ,  2010). 
72 See Section D of the Department's AD questionnaire, "General Explanation: Reporting Requirements" and 
"Market Economy Inputs." 
73 See Preliminary Results; see also TII.Bs 09/10; Tapered Roller Bearings and Parts Thereof, Finished and 
Unfinished, From the People's Republic of China: Final Results of the 2008-2009 Antidumping Duty Administrative 
Review, 76 FR3086 (January 19, 20 1 1). 

· 

74 See Joint Response of CPZ/SKF, Peer/SKF, CPZ/PBCD and Peer/PBCD in Section D of the Department's · 
Questionnaire for the June 1,20 I 0 to May 3 1 ,  20 I I  Review Period in Tapered Roller Bearings and Parts Thereof 
(Finished and Unfinished) from The People's Republic of China, dated November 21 ,  201 1  ("CPZ/SKF Section D 
Response"); see also CPZ/SKF March 9 Supplemental Response; Tapered Roller Bearings and Parts Thereof from 
The People's Republic of China: SKF's Response to the Department's Sections A and C Third Supplemental 
Questionnaire and Second Section D Supplemental Questionnaire, dated March 30, 2012, ("CPZ/SKF March 30 
Supplemental Response"). 
75 See, e.g., 11U3s 09/10, and accompanying IDM at Comment 3 .  
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steel prices during the POR than the SV. The use of ME purchase prices to value a portion of an 
input is only appropriate where the respondent demonstrates that it purchased the input from an 
ME cotmtry using ME currency during the POR. If a respondent does not demonstrate this, the 
Department's practice mandates the use of an SV. We also note that the SV used to value steel 
bar (i. e . ,  Thai import data tmder HTS 7228.30. 1 0) was suggested by CPZ/SKF76 as the 
appropriate SV for steel bar inputs.77 We continue to find that this SV constitutes the best 
available information to value CPZ/PBCD's consumption of steel bar, as well as the percentage 
of steel bar consumed by CPZ/SKF that was not purchased from ME sources during the POR.78 

In addition, we disagree with CPZ/SKF's argument that the Department's valuation of 
CPZ/PBCD's steel bar input is inconsistent with its determination in the prior review to value the 
steel bar used in forged rings, which CPZ/SKF purchased from unaffiliated suppliers and used in 
the production of TRBs, using CPZ/SKF's ME weighted-average purchase price. The forged 
rings were incorporated into TRBs ultimately produced by CPZ/SKF, in contrast to the finished 
TRBs produced by CPZ/PBCD that were only sold by CPZ/SI<.F.79 

Therefore, for the final results, we are continuing to value CPZ/SKF's steel bar with the 
weighted-average of the appropriate SV and the weighted-average ME purchase price (because 
the volume of ME purchases of steel bar was less than 33 percent of total volume ofPOR 
purchases of steel bar). We are also continuing to value CPZ/PBCD's steel bar consumption 
using the SV alone. This is consistent with our determination on this issue in the prior AR. 80 

Comment 6: Steel Bar Transportation 

• CPZ/SKF contends that, as a result of a progrannning error in the Preliminary Results, its 
steel bar transportation cost was overstated. CPZ/SKF argues that the weight-averaged 
percentages for ME and NME purchases of steel bar were applied to the value of the steel 
bar input, but those percentages were mistakenly not applied to the cost of transporting 
the steel bar. 

• Petitioner did not comment on this issue. 

Department's }>osition: We agree with CPZ/SKF. For the final results, we have corrected the 
SAS programming to apply the weight-averaged percentages for the ME and NME purchases of 
steel bar to the cost of transporting the steel bar. We agree with CPZ/SKF that we inadvertently 
applied the ME and NME percentages only to the steel bar value in the Preliminary Results, 
rather than to both the value of the steel bar input and to the cost oftransporting the steel bar. 
Therefore, we have changed the progran1ming to correctly apply these percentages in the final 
results. 

76 See CPZ/SKF Surrogate Country and Value Comments, at Surrogate Value Comments 2. 
77 See Prelim inary Surrogate Value Memorandum dated June 28, 2012, at 5 (stating, "For steel bar, we found that 
the Thai HTS code suggested by CPZISKF (i. e., HTS 7228.30. 10) was more specific to CPZISKF's production 
experience than that suggested by Petitioner (i. e., HTS 7228.30) because HTS 7228.30. 1 0  indicates that the steel 
bars and rods have a circular cross-section"). 
78 See section 773(c)(4) oftl1e Act. We also note that CPZISKF has not argued that the Department should have 
valued all of CPZISKF's steel bar input using the ME purchase prices. 
79 See TRBs 09/10, and accompanying IDM at Comment I .  
80 See TRBs 09//0, and accompanying IDM at Comment 3 .  
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RECOMMENDATION : 

Based on our analysis of the comments received, we recommend adopting all of the above 
positions. If accepted, we will publish the final results of this review and the final weighted­
average dumping margins in the Federal Register. 

AGREE_-"-,/ __ DISAGREE ___ _ 

Paul Piquado 
Assistant Secretary 

for Import Administration 

t' 'YA,Nv....AI\.7 � t ]  
Date 
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