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not obscure the significance of the
distortions that we found in NTN’s
method of reporting costs for subject
and non-subject merchandise. Based on
these findings, we conclude that an
adjustment to NTN’s reported COP and
CV is warranted for these final results.

Finally, we disagree with NTN’s
contention that our adjustment to COP
and CV is excessive. As described
above, we determined that it was
appropriate to adjust NTN’s reported
COP and CV to correct a misallocation
of costs between subject and non-subject
merchandise. Further, our calculation of
the adjustment reflects the methods that
we used in conducting our verification
and is based on data obtained from NTN
during verification. Accordingly, we
find no basis for revising our calculation
of the adjustment to NTN’s reported
COP and CV for these final results.

Comment 24: NSK contends that the
Department departed from well-
established agency practice by revising
NSK’s reported net financing expense.
NSK claims that the allocation
methodology used to determine its
reported net financing expense
conforms to the methodology used to
calculate NSK’s net financing expense
as outlined in a memorandum issued by
the Office of Accounting for the final
results of the 1990–1991 AFBs
administrative review. NSK also cites
Television Receivers, Monochrome and
Color, from Japan; Final Results of
Antidumping Administrative Review, 56
FR 34,180, 34,184 (July 26, 1991) and
Porcelain-on-Steel Cooking Ware From
Mexico; Final Results of Antidumping
Duty Administrative Review, 58 FR
32,095, 32,100 (June 8, 1993).

Federal-Mogul contends that NSK
failed to substantiate its short-term
interest income offset claim. Therefore,
the Department’s decision to revise
NSK’s net finance expense claim is
reasonable and consistent with past
Department practice in AFBs reviews.
See AFBs III (at 39756–57).

Department’s Position: The
Department has not departed from its
well-established practice of determining
financing costs. NSK constructed short-
term interest income by calculating a
ratio based on consolidated short-term
investments to total investments and
applying the resultant percentage to
interest income. This methodology may
not reflect actual short-term interest
income, because the interest rates
earned on short-term investments may
differ from those earned on long-term
investments. Additionally, NSK did not
demonstrate that the reported short-term
interest income was derived from
business operations. We therefore used

total interest expense as a percentage of
cost of sales in our calculations.

6. Discounts, Rebates and Price
Adjustments

As a general matter, the Department
only accepts claims for discounts,
rebates, and price adjustments as direct
adjustments to price if actual amounts
are reported for each transaction. Thus,
discounts, rebates, or price adjustments
based on allocations are not allowable
as direct adjustments to price. Allocated
price adjustments have the effect of
distorting individual prices by diluting
the discounts or rebates received on
some sales, inflating them on other
sales, and attributing them to still other
sales that did not actually receive any at
all. Thus, they have the effect of
partially averaging prices. Just as we do
not normally allow respondents to
report average prices, we do not allow
average direct additions or subtractions
to price. Although we usually average
FMVs on a monthly basis, we require
individual prices to be reported for each
sale.

Therefore, we have made direct
adjustments for reported HM discounts,
rebates, and price adjustments if (a) they
were reported on a transaction-specific
basis and were not based on allocations,
or (b) they were granted as a fixed and
constant percentage of sales on all
transactions for which they are reported.
If these adjustments were not fixed and
constant but were allocated on a
customer-specific or a product-specific
basis, we treated them as if they were
indirect selling expenses. We did not
accept as direct deductions discount or
rebate amounts based on allocations
unless the allocations calculate the
actual amounts for each individual sale,
as in the case with a fixed percentage
rebate program. This is consistent with
the policy we established and followed
in the second and third reviews. See
AFBs II (at 28400) and AFBs III (at
39759). In addition, the Department
does not accept a methodology which
allows for the inclusion of discounts,
rebates, and price adjustments paid on
out-of-scope merchandise in calculating
adjustments to FMV. See Torrington I, at
1579.

For USP adjustments, we deducted all
U.S. discounts, rebates, or price
adjustments if actual amounts were
reported on a transaction-specific basis.
If these expenses were not reported on
a transaction-specific basis, we used
BIA for the adjustment and treated the
adjustment as a direct deduction from
USP.

Comment 1: Torrington alleges that
NMB/Pelmec Singapore and Thailand
did not fully report HM billing

adjustments. Adjustments were only
reported up until June 1993 due to time
constraints. Torrington states that the
Department should apply a partial BIA
rate, i.e., the Department should not
adjust FMV for the reported price
‘‘decreases.’’

NMB/Pelmec Singapore and Thailand
argue that they reported billing
adjustments up until June 1993 since
the deadline for Section A of the
questionnaire was August 10, 1993, and
the response had to be prepared prior to
that date. The respondent states that it
was unlikely that any significant
quantity or billing adjustments relating
to sales during the POR after June 1993
occurred. In addition, even if there were
such adjustments, they could have
served as decreases or increases to the
overall margin. In sum, NMB/Pelmec
argues that their method for reporting
quantity and billing adjustments was
reasonable and accurate.

Department’s Position: We agree with
respondent. The reporting of all HM
billing adjustments during the POR was
not possible because the billing
adjustments had not yet occurred by the
deadline for filing the response. We
verified NMB/Pelmec Singapore’s
reported billing adjustments and found
them to be reported in accordance with
our questionnaire instructions, and
therefore have accepted the billing
adjustments as reported.

Comment 2: Torrington argues that
NMB/Pelmec’s quantity and billing
adjustments for the United States
should not be accepted for purposes of
the final results. Torrington states that
since sales adjustments were only
reported through June 1993, a partial
BIA rate should be applied. In addition,
at verification, the Department
discovered a ‘‘special billing which did
not reflect total purchases and was not
offset by a billing adjustment credit
memo.’’

NMB/Pelmec states that for the same
reasons BIA is not justified with regard
to the calculation of FMV, it is not
justified with respect to USP. This
special billing involved a relatively
small amount, and there is no
justification for applying the BIA rate as
proposed by Torrington.

Department’s Position: We verified
quantity and billing adjustments in the
United States. We found that quantity
and billing adjustments were properly
reported, with one exception. At
verification, we discovered a
discrepancy regarding a relatively small
billing adjustment. However, because
the discrepancy involved was an
isolated incident, we have accepted
NMB/Pelmec’s quantity and billing
adjustments as reported. See NMB/


