


1.3 Based on the conventional “Cost to Make and Sell” (CTMS) covering the countiies
under the investigation, the DFT wishes to express concern at the level of the alleged dumping
margin against Thailand and wishes to urge the Commission to reconsider a number of key
adjustments requested by the Thai exporter.

2. Consideration of Injuries

2.1 Article 3.4 of the Anti — Dumping Agreement acknowledges that indicators to
assess material injury are indecisive. However, the DFT is of the view that the injury alleged by
One Steel is limited only to a price effect with no impact on other key indicators such as
production, sales volume, stocks, etc. In this respect, the DFT wishes to bring this particular
matter to your attention that the alleged consistent price undercutting has not resulted in a decline
in domestic sales. On the contrary, the market share of OneSteel had increased in 2013 with
domestic sales capturing 70 % of the domestic market.

2.2 The domestic industry claims that the market share is maintained through an import
parity price setting system (IPP). However, even this system is applied in practice, the DFT is of
the view that the price premium charged by the domestic industry would have some impacts on its
existing market share, but there is no evidence to indicate any effects on its volume of domestic
sale. In this respect, the DFT respectfully draws your attention to the article 3.1 of the Anti —
Dumping Agreement, which states that the consequent impact of the alleged dumped imports on
the domestic industry should be thoroughly determined.

2.3 The DFT is also concerned with a finding which indicates a domestic industry,
possessing 70 % market share, is unable to be a price leader but instead setting its selling prices
based on imports. This apparent weakness has not been sufficiently supported by the findings in
the issued SEF. For example, the Commission acknowledges under section 8.9.5 of the report that
domestically produced HRS may not be available at "...preferred point in the supply chain". This
statement has clearly suggested that the industry possesses significant negotiating power and
consolidated position within the domestic market.

2.4 The DFT also notes that as soon as the IPP is accepted, the price effect upon which .
the alleged injury is based on would inevitable shown as being consistently undercut. This is the
result of quality premium added to the domestic price setting system. In this respect, the DFT
would request further explanations from the Commission regarding the implication of IPP system
in this context as followed:

1) Please share further information on how the IPP system works in establishing
prices, for example, inJ anuary 2013.

2) The DFT would like to seek further clarification whether the IPP price system
based on matching import prices at distributor(s) level and, if it is the case, would like to know
the frequency of domestic price revision.
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