U.S. Customs and Border Protection
◆

NOTICE OF REVOCATION OF A RULING LETTER HQ
547654 RELATING TO POST-IMPORTATION
ADJUSTMENTS; TRANSFER PRICING; RELATED PARTY
TRANSACTIONS; RECONCILIATION
AGENCY: U.S. Customs and Border Protection; Department of
Homeland Security.
ACTION: Notice of the revocation of a valuation ruling letter and
any treatment relating to post-importation adjustments made pursuant to a methodology specified in formal transfer pricing policies.
SUMMARY: Pursuant to Section 625(c), Tariff Act of 1930, (19
U.S.C. §1625(c)), as amended by Section 623 of Title VI (Customs
Modernization) of the North American Free Trade Agreement Implementation Act (Pub. L. 103–182, 107 Stat. 2057), this notice advises
interested parties that U.S. Customs and Border Protection (“CBP”)
is revoking Headquarters Ruling Letter (“HRL”) 547654, dated November 8, 2001, relating to transfer pricing and the acceptability of
post-importation adjustments, claimed pursuant to a formal transfer
pricing policy. Similarly, CBP is also revoking any treatment previously accorded by it to substantially identical transactions. Notice of
the proposed revocation was published on December 28, 2011, in the
Customs Bulletin, Vol. 46, No. 1. Multiple comments were received
concerning the notice of the proposed revocation.
EFFECTIVE DATE: This action is effective July 30, 2012.
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: Yuliya A. Gulis,
Valuation and Special Programs Branch, Regulations and Rulings,
Office of International Trade (202) 325–0042.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:
BACKGROUND
On December 8, 1993, Title VI (Customs Modernization) of the
North American Free Trade Agreement Implementation Act (Pub. L.
103–182, 107 Stat. 2057) (hereinafter “Title VI”) became effective.
Title VI amended many sections of the Tariff Act of 1930, as amended,
and related laws. Two new concepts which emerge from the law are
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informed compliance and shared responsibility. These concepts are
premised on the idea that in order to maximize voluntary compliance
with customs laws and regulations, the trade community needs to be
clearly and completely informed of its legal obligations. Accordingly,
the law imposes a greater obligation on CBP to provide the public
with improved information concerning the trade community’s responsibilities and rights under the customs and related laws. In addition,
both the trade and CBP share responsibility in carrying out import
requirements. For example, under section 484 of the Tariff Act of
1930, as amended (19 U.S.C. §1484), the importer of record is responsible for using reasonable care to enter, classify and value imported
merchandise, and to provide any other information necessary to enable CBP to properly assess duties, collect accurate statistics and
determine whether any other applicable legal requirement is met.
Pursuant to section 625(c)(1), Tariff Act of 1930 (19 U.S.C.
§1625(c)(1)), as amended by section 623 of Title VI, a notice was
published in the Customs Bulletin, Vol. 46, No. 1, on December 28,
2011, proposing to revoke HRL 547654, pertaining to transfer pricing
and the acceptability of post-importation adjustments, claimed pursuant to a formal transfer pricing policy. Multiple comments were
received concerning the notice of the proposed revocation. These
comments are discussed in detail in HRL W548314 (Attachment A).
As stated in the proposed notice, CBP is also revoking any treatment
previously accorded by CBP to substantially identical transactions.
Any person involved in substantially identical transactions should
have advised CBP during this notice period. An importer’s failure to
advise CBP of substantially identical transactions or of a specific
ruling not identified in this notice, may raise issues of reasonable care
on the part of the importer or its agents for importations of merchandise subsequent to the effective date of this action.
In HRL 547654, CBP held that transaction value did not apply
because the price was not fixed or determinable pursuant to an
objective formula prior to importation as the price was within the
control of the buyer and/or the seller. It is now CBP’s position that
subject to certain conditions, the transaction value method of appraisement will not be precluded when a related party sales price is
subject to post-importation adjustments that are made pursuant to
formal transfer pricing policies and specifically related (directly or
indirectly) to the declared value of the merchandise. These adjustments, whether upward or downward, are to be taken into account in
determining transaction value. Additionally, the importers that want
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to apply the transaction value method are strongly encouraged to use
Reconciliation to report the adjustments to CBP and to determine the
transaction value.
Pursuant 19 U.S.C. §1625(c)(1), CBP is revoking HRL 547654 and
any other ruling not specifically identified, to reflect the proposed
changes according to the analysis contained in proposed HRL 548314,
set forth as an attachment to this document. Additionally, pursuant
to 19 U.S.C. §1625(c)(2), CBP is revoking any treatment previously
accorded by CBP to substantially identical transactions.
Dated: May 16, 2012
IEVA K. O’ROURKE
for
MYLES B. HARMON,
Director
Commercial and Trade Facilitation Division
Attachment
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HQ W548314
May 16, 2012
OT:RR:CTF:VS W548314 YAG
CATEGORY: Valuation
PORT DIRECTOR
PORT OF CHAMPLAIN
U.S. CUSTOMS AND BORDER PROTECTION
198 WEST SERVICE ROAD
CHAMPLAIN, NEW YORK 12919
RE:

Transaction Value; Formulas; Post-Importation Adjustments; Revocation of HRL 547654

DEAR PORT DIRECTOR:
This is in reference to Headquarters Ruling Letter (“HRL”) 547654, dated
November 9, 2001, regarding the valuation of certain bulk chemicals. The
Importer requested reconsideration of HRL 547654 in an internal advice
request forwarded by your office. We have reconsidered HRL 547654 and
determined that the methodology for determining the transfer price at issue
constitutes an objective formula for purposes of applying transaction value
and claiming post-importation adjustments. For the reasons set forth below,
we hereby revoke HRL 547654.
On September 23, 2011, CBP published advance notice on this issue at
cbp.gov and requested that the public provide comments on the broadening of
CBP’s interpretation of what constitutes a “formula” for purposes of using
transaction value, thereby allowing post-importation adjustments. Many
comments were received in response to CBP’s request. All of the comments
received were in support of CBP’s proposed action, and CBP reviewed and
took these comments into account in issuing its proposed revocation of HRL
547654, which was published on December 28, 2011, in the Customs Bulletin,
Volume 46, Number 1, pursuant to section 625(c), Tariff Act of 1930, (19
U.S.C. §1625(c)), as amended by section 623 of Title VI (Customs Modernization) of the North American Free Trade Agreement Implementation Act,
Pub.L. 103–182, 107 Stat. 2057, 2186 (1993). Eight (8) comments were
received in response to the proposed revocation of HRL 547654, relating to
transfer pricing and the acceptability of post-importation adjustments,
claimed pursuant to a formal transfer pricing policy. While all of the comments supported the proposal, a few comments suggested some clarification
and changes to the five factors that CBP discussed in examining whether
there is a fixed price pursuant to a formula. Additionally, some commenters
suggested that Reconciliation should not be mandatory. A discussion of the
comments and CBP’s reasoning are found in the “Law and Analysis” section
below.
FACTS:
HRL 547654 determined that there were bona fide sales between the
Importer and the Sellers. As discussed in HRL 547654, the related party
Importer and Sellers used a transfer price to report the transaction value to
U.S. Customs and Border Protection (“CBP”) which was calculated by subtracting: transportation costs to the U.S., customs duties, fixed costs of the
importer’s U.S. operations, and the importer’s profits from the anticipated
resale price in the U.S. of the merchandise sold by the Importer to the U.S.
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customers after importation. Due to the frequency and fluctuations of the
adjustments because of the variations in sales prices and volumes of the
imported merchandise, the related party Sellers proposed to defer certain
deductions from the resale price until after the actual resale in the U.S.
Under those circumstances, the Importer made entry at the resale price less
freight costs, customs duties, and the Importer’s profit. The deduction for the
Importer’s U.S. fixed costs would occur after resale in the U.S. Entries from
all shipments to the U.S. between the Seller and Importer were flagged for
Reconciliation with CBP. For those costs not known at the time of entry (i.e.
the Importer’s fixed costs in the U.S.), the Importer proposed to file quarterly
Reconciliation entries with CBP to adjust its prices to reflect the actual costs.
As part of the quarterly Reconciliation filing, the sum of the fixed costs would
be allocated by product group to individual shipments made during the
quarter based on the ratio of fixed costs to sales for each product grouping. In
HRL 547654, CBP held that transaction value did not apply because the price
was not fixed or determinable pursuant to an objective formula prior to
importation. CBP found that the price was within the control of the buyer
and/or the seller.
Subsequent to the receipt of the ruling, the Importer sought advice concerning the application of the ruling to its pending entries, and further
information was provided. The company’s “Intercompany Transfer Pricing
Determination Policy,” dated February 11, 2000, translated into English, was
submitted to show how its inter-company prices are determined. On April 18,
2006, the Importer provided CBP with its complete Transfer Pricing Determination Policy, prepared for tax purposes.1 In this case, the company’s
Transfer Pricing Determination Policy was prepared by its tax department.
The company’s Transfer Pricing Determination Policy established a system
for the calculation of the transfer price and the distinction between the
variable and fixed costs. In pertinent part, the transfer pricing calculation
for directly delivered sales between the Importer and Seller is established as
follows:
Transfer price for a sale between the Importer and Seller = Sales price to
the U.S. customer (net of cash customer discount and rebates)2 minus
variable costs and a percentage of margin (profit).
1

The Internal Revenue Service (“IRS”) regulates transfer pricing for tax purposes through
Section 482 of the Internal Revenue Code, 26 U.S.C. §482 and the Section 482 regulations.
The tax rules for transfer pricing are based on the premise that a taxpayer is dealing with
another party at arm’s length. A U.S. taxpayer may obtain approval in advance of its
transfer pricing methodology through an Advance Pricing Agreement (“APA”). An APA is a
prospective binding agreement between the taxpayer and the IRS regarding the correct
transfer pricing methodology under section 482. However, more often, multinational
companies prepare their own transfer pricing studies based on section 482 principles to
support their transfer pricing practices. Although not approved by the IRS, these transferpricing studies are used to support the company’s transfer pricing methodology in the event
of an audit. These transfer pricing studies can be prepared by accounting firms, or they can
be prepared internally by the companies.

2
The Importer’s Transfer Pricing Policy provides that discounts and rebates, if any, are
taken into account prior to the importation of the merchandise.
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The transfer pricing policy states that the variable costs borne by the Importer take into account the following (which are deducted from line 01 of the
Analytical Income Statement (“AIS”))3:
- Post invoice adjustments (including credit notes for quality, resale price
adjustments, claims. . .), which will rarely occur,
- Customer discounts, and
- Variances between the rebates used to calculate the transfer prices and
actual costs.
According to the policy, none of the variable costs and profits (including the
unknown discounts and rebates, which may be subject to value manipulation
of the parties), are subject to any post-importation price adjustments. Therefore, the transfer price declared to CBP upon importation is fixed with respect
to the application of the variable costs. Any fluctuations to the variable costs
are not re-invoiced or remitted back to the seller/exporter. 4 The company’s
Transfer Pricing Determination Policy established that fixed expenses in the
U.S., for example, structural costs, depreciation and interest on working
capital, would no longer be deducted from the invoice accompanying a shipment to the Importer, but rather, would be separately invoiced and paid to the
Importer on a monthly basis after importation. In other words, via Reconciliation, the Importer seeks to report the actual, final amount paid to the
Seller for the imported goods by reducing the value originally declared at the
time of entry by the amount of fixed expenses paid by the Seller to the
Importer. With the exception of the fixed costs, all elements of the transfer
price are declared to CBP upon the importation; these elements are known,
included in the value of the merchandise, and not subject to change.
For products to be warehoused by the Importer before resale, the transfer
price is calculated as follows:
Transfer price for a sale between the Importer and Seller = Expected sales
price (“FSP”) minus logistic variable costs (“LVC”) of the Importer minus
actual or expected variable costs and a percentage of margin (profit).
The Importer calculated the FSP to customers for each article taking into
account the amount of sales net of cash customer discount and rebates. The
Importer calculated LVC for each article from all forecasts relating to all sales
ex-storage taking into account: variable transport costs from the warehouse
to the customer (transportation cost plus insurance, duty, customs duty
brokerage, variable storage), and variable transport costs from the producer
to the warehouse (particularly the duties) incurred by the Importer. According to the policy, the variable costs incurred by the Importer include:
- Post invoice adjustments (including credit notes for quality, sale price
adjustment claims . . .), which will rarely occur, deducted from line 01 of
the AIS
- Customer discounts, deducted from line 01 of the AIS,
3

The Analytical Income Statement (“AIS”) is the income statement used to reflect the
profit/loss of the business units. It is generated by the general ledger system. The
information is accumulated for each business unit for the year and makes up the audited
financial statements.

4
If there are any post-importation adjustments for a variable expense (such as in the rare
instance when there is a change in business practice), these adjustments are borne by the
Importer, and, therefore, do not affect the transaction value or the price actually paid or
payable to the Seller.
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- Logistic costs: storage costs, rental and maintenance of trucks and
containers (line 07 of the AIS), and
- Variances between the forecast (rebates and variable logistic costs) used
to calculate the transfer price, and the actual costs.
Once again, pursuant to the company’s Transfer Pricing Determination
Policy, none of these variable costs are stated to be re-invoiced or remitted
back to the seller/exporter.
The company’s Transfer Pricing Determination Policy directs that only
monthly budgeted fixed costs, incurred in the U.S., are to be analyzed quarterly and adjusted prospectively, if needed. In other words, the transfer
pricing policy included a procedure to quarterly verify the actual versus
budgeted fixed cost amounts as well as an explanation for any possible
variances. The policy defines fixed costs as the following items of the income
statement:
- Selling expenses,
- Commissions received/paid (only the commissions paid to the subagents),
- General and administrative expenses,
- Miscellaneous income and expenses (except the income allocated to this
item corresponding to fixed costs invoicing),
- Interest on working capital, and
- Depreciation of assets not directly attributable to manufacturing.
These fixed costs are allocated to the resale activity. On the other hand, as
is stated above, variable costs and profits are not subject to any postimportation price adjustments, as fluctuations in variable costs are not remitted to the seller. Additionally, the Importer books its adjustments for the
fixed cost reimbursement as “Other Income.” The Importer applied for and
was approved to participate in the Reconciliation Prototype Program.
The company also provided CBP with a copy of an inter-company memorandum, dated December 20, 1999, which sets out the following method to
calculate the fixed costs: budgeted fixed costs (structural costs + depreciation
+ interest on working capital). The budgeted fixed costs are directly invoiced
as 1/12 (based on the approved budget amount), and the income is allocated
to line 31 of the AIS (miscellaneous income and expenses).5 This method is
set in advance, and according to the new information submitted by the
Importer, the amount of the fixed costs is known at the beginning of each
year. The element that is not known at the time of importation is the level of
total imports across which the fixed costs are allocated in a particular month.
Therefore, the fixed costs paid are set; it is merely the allocation of those fixed
costs to the individual import entries that cannot be fixed until after the
month has passed.
The specified percentage of margin, referenced in the Company’s Transfer
Pricing Determination Policy, is calculated based on a study of comparable
and available data, concerning sales in the uncontrolled market to allow a
reasonable profit to be earned. The margin is confirmed as often as required
by Section 482 of the Internal Revenue Code, 26 U.S.C. §482 and the Section
5
This method is implemented by dividing the value of the particular import by the total
“fixed costs” as reported on the Importer’s income statement. The resulting ratio is
multiplied by 1/12 of the total annual fixed costs to derive the amount of fixed costs
allocated to a particular entry.
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482 regulations, by a joint external study of the importer’s and exporter’s
finance departments. The Importer also submitted a transfer pricing study,
dated September 20, 2001, prepared by PricewaterhouseCoopers, LLP, for
CBP review, which was not provided to CBP at the time HRL 547654 was
decided. This transfer pricing study further confirms the margin the Importer utilizes in establishing its transfer price. The Importer’s transfer
pricing study also determines the range of profit margins the Importer’s
profit must fall within in order for the transfer price to be at arm’s length. If,
depending on the level of imports across which the fixed costs are allocated,
the allocation of fixed costs causes the Importer’s profit to fall outside of the
range, the Importer must make the necessary adjustments to bring its transfer price within the range to be at arm’s length.
Although certain post-importation price adjustments may occur pursuant
to the Policy, the Importer is of the view that transaction value may be
applied because the price is determined pursuant to an objective formula in
place prior to importation. The Importer is also of the view that annual price
adjustments made pursuant to the Policy should be taken into account and
that Reconciliation should be used as the vehicle to make the adjustment.
Finally, the Importer provided information and documentation in an attempt
to establish that the related party price was acceptable under the circumstances of sale test, and to clarify the company’s transfer pricing policy.
As indicated, the original ruling issued to the Importer determined that
transaction value could not be applied because there was no fixed price or
objective formula in place for determining the price prior to importation. In
view of this finding, the ruling did not analyze the circumstances of the sale
to determine whether the related party transaction value was acceptable or
whether post-importation price decreases were precluded under 19 U.S.C.
§1401a(b)(2)(2). Instead, after finding that the alternate methods of appraisement under 19 U.S.C. §1401a(b) through (e) were not applicable due to
the unavailability of information, CBP appraised the merchandise under
section 402(f) of the TAA (19 U.S.C. §1401a(f)), using a modified transaction
value approach and permitted the Importer to use its figures through Reconciliation.
ISSUE:
1.

2.

Does the related party price, determinable pursuant to the transfer
pricing policy, constitute a formula at the time of importation for
purposes of determining transaction value, and if so, is it acceptable
to take post-importation price adjustments (upward and downward)
into account in determining transaction value?
Do the circumstances of sale establish that the price actually paid or
payable by the Importer/Buyer to the Exporter/Seller is not influenced by the relationship of the parties and is acceptable for the
purposes of using transaction value?

LAW AND ANALYSIS:
Merchandise imported into the United States is appraised for customs
purposes in accordance with Section 402 of the Tariff Act of 1930, as amended
by the Trade Agreements Act of 1979 (TAA; 19 U.S.C. §1401a). The primary
method of appraisement is transaction value, which is defined as “the price
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actually paid or payable for the merchandise when sold for exportation to the
United States,” plus amounts for certain statutorily enumerated additions to
the extent not otherwise included in the price actually paid or payable. See
19 U.S.C. §1401a(b)(1).
As provided in 19 U.S.C. §1401a(b)(4):
(A) The term “price actually paid or payable” means the total payment
(whether direct or indirect, and exclusive of any costs, charges, or expenses
incurred for transportation, insurance, and related services incident to the
international shipment of the merchandise from the country of exportation to
the place of importation in the United States) made, or to be made, for
imported merchandise by the buyer to, or for the benefit of, the seller.
Section 152.103(a)(1), CBP Regulations (19 CFR §152.103(a)(1)) provides,
in pertinent part, as follows:
In determining transaction value, the price actually paid or payable will
be considered without regard to its method of derivation. It may be the
result of discounts, increases, or negotiations, or may be arrived at by the
application of a formula, such as the price in effect on the date of export
in the London Commodity Market.
However, rebates, or any other decrease in the price actually paid or
payable made or effected after the date of importation are to be disregarded
for the purposes of determining transaction value. 19 U.S.C. §1401a(b)(4)(B).
1.

Does the related party price, determinable pursuant to the
transfer pricing policy, constitute a formula at the time of importation for purposes of determining transaction value, and if
so, is it acceptable to take post-importation price adjustments
(upward and downward) into account in determining transaction value?

Related party transactions involve initial transfer prices that may be
subject to adjustment after importation. It is common for the transfer price
to be determined in accordance with the company’s transfer pricing
policy/formula. The term “transfer pricing policy” refers to Advance Pricing
Agreements (“APA”s), transfer pricing studies prepared in accordance with
26 U.S.C. §482 (the IRS transfer pricing statute) or its foreign equivalent,
and/or legally binding inter-company agreements/memoranda. Oftentimes
such policies provide the method for determining the transfer price, which
may include the setting of an initial price and then making various adjustments to the price after the importation based on specified criteria. For
example, the transfer pricing policy may provide for the transfer price to be
initially set based on certain estimated costs and for adjustments to be made
at the end of the year based on the actual costs incurred. Further, adjustments may be made to account for certain additional expenses that may be
incurred by the parties. In some cases, the transfer pricing policy may
provide for year-end “compensating adjustments” to the transfer price to
comply with the requirements of an APA entered into by the U.S. party and
the IRS. In other words, the adjustments are taken to bring the profit
margins of the companies within the range of profit margins established on
the basis of a study of comparable data from the uncontrolled market, in
order for the transfer price to be at arm’s length for tax purposes. Depending
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on the circumstances presented, such adjustments could similarly affect
whether the price is considered fixed or determinable by an objective formula
at the time of importation.
CBP has determined that where the price is not fixed at the time of
importation, transaction value is not applicable. See e.g., HRL 545618, dated
August 23, 1996; HRL 545242, dated April 16, 1995; HRL 545798, dated
October 28, 1994; HRL 546231, dated February 10, 1997; and HRL 546421,
dated March 27, 1998. CBP has determined that the fixed price rule is
satisfied when the price is determinable by an objective formula agreed upon
prior to importation. In applying this provision, CBP ruled in HRL 542701,
dated April 28, 1982, TAA No. 47, and subsequent rulings, that in situations
in which the price paid or payable is determined pursuant to a formula, a firm
price need not be known or ascertainable at the time of importation. Nevertheless, it is necessary for the formula to be fixed at importation so that a
final sales price can be determined at a later time on the basis of some event
or occurrence over which neither the seller nor the buyer has any control. See
also HRL 545622, dated April 28, 1994.
CBP has previously determined that if a transfer price is subject to postimportation adjustments and those adjustments are within the control of
either the buyer or the seller, the formula exception to the fixed price rule
would not apply. See HRL 544680, dated June 26, 1992 (CBP did not consider
the parties’ arrangement to be a “formula” because the final determination to
make additional payments depended on a subjective factor within the control
of the importer, i.e., importer’s inspection of the imported merchandise). See
HRL 545388, dated October 21, 1994 (the parties entered into a supplemental
agreement after the importation decreasing certain royalty payments; CBP
found that this was a decrease in the price that was “made or otherwise
effected...after the date of importation...” and should be disregarded).
In many cases, the events in the transfer pricing formula that trigger the
post-importation price adjustments (for example, the costs incurred or the
profit earned) are to some extent within the control of the buyer and/or the
seller. Accordingly, based on these prior decisions, many transfer pricing
policies would not qualify as formulas within the meaning of 19 CFR
§152.103(a)(1). In those cases, transaction value determined under 19 U.S.C.
§1401a(b) could not be applied, even if the relationship between the parties
did not affect the price. This result is not consistent with transaction value
being the preferred method of appraisement.
Further, when transaction value cannot be applied, the merchandise must
be appraised using one of the other valuation methods in 19 U.S.C. §1401a.
In a few cases, CBP has determined that when transaction value could not be
applied because the transfer price was not “fixed,” the merchandise should be
appraised using a modified transaction value under the fallback method, e.g.,
HRL 545618, dated August 23, 1996; HRL 547654, dated November 8, 2001;
and, HRL 544845, dated November 9, 1993. However, under the customs
value law, the fallback method may only be used when all previous valuation
methods cannot be applied. In HRL 545618, HRL 547654, and HRL 544845,
CBP applied the fallback method of appraisement and permitted the importers to claim upward and downward post-importation adjustments because
the information about the applicability of other methods was not available.
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In HRL 547654, the price for the goods was arrived at pursuant to a
methodology that included an initial sum subject to adjustments. The Importer provided CBP with limited details of the transaction and little documentation explaining the relevant transfer pricing policies. Thus, although
there was a formula in HRL 547654 that determined the price prior to
importation and allowed for certain post-importation adjustments, CBP
found that the transfer pricing policy was not fixed and could not be considered an objective “formula” within the meaning of 19 CFR §152.103(a)(1)
because the parties could control whether and to what degree the price would
be adjusted. Accordingly, the use of transaction value was precluded for the
proposed billing structure. However, CBP appraised the merchandise under
section 402(f) of the TAA (19 U.S.C. §1401a(f)), using a modified transaction
value approach and permitted the Importer to claim downward postimportation adjustments through Reconciliation. While this analysis was
consistent with CBP’s interpretation at the time, we now conclude that
notwithstanding that there may be some element of control, additional considerations should be taken into account in evaluating whether an intercompany transfer pricing formula is an objective formula when it provides for
post-importation adjustments to the price. Furthermore as one commenter
notes, the use of other valuation methods, including the Fallback method will
still be utilized if the requirements set forth in this decision are not satisfied.
After examining the additional submissions which have clarified the Importer’s transfer pricing policy, CBP finds that the Importer’s transfer pricing
policy constitutes an objective formula. It is CBP’s view that when analyzing
whether transaction value may be used between related parties, which may
result in post-importation adjustments, certain factors should be examined to
determine whether there is a fixed price, pursuant to a formula.
In the notice of proposed revocation, CBP noted that since the following
criteria were met, the use of transaction value was acceptable: (1) a written
“Intercompany Transfer Pricing Determination Policy” sets out how the
transfer price is to be determined prior to the importation; (2) the
importer/buyer is the U.S. taxpayer, and it uses its transfer pricing methodology in filing its corporate income tax returns; (3) the company’s transfer
pricing policy specifically covers the products for which the value is to be
adjusted; (4) the policy specifies what adjustments must be made to the
transfer price, and the company provides detailed explanations and calculations of the adjustments incurred and claimed in the United States; and, (5)
there is an absence of other conditions which may indicate that the compensating adjustments do not result in an arm’s length price between the parties.
Multiple comments were submitted concerning this list of factors. Two
commenters requested clarification whether this list is disjunctive or conjunctive, considering CBP’s statements that no single factor is determinative
and whether an objective formula exists will be made on a case-by-case basis.
Simply stated, this list of factors is conjunctive; accordingly, all of the criteria
must be met in order to claim post-importation adjustments.
Upon further consideration, CBP has concluded that to the extent a transfer pricing policy is not prepared in recognition of IRS rules, the policy could
be viewed as within the control of the parties, and therefore, not constitute a
formula within the meaning of 19 CFR §152.103(a)(1). Accordingly, factor (1)
is clarified to provide note that the transfer pricing policy must be prepared
in the manner consistent with Section 482 of the Internal Revenue Code, 26
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U.S.C. §482, whether such policy is agreed to by the IRS, as in the case of an
APA, or not. Further discussion pertaining to this change is discussed below
concerning factor (2).
One commenter suggested CBP adopt a new factor in applying the circumstances of the sale test by stating that whenever the “objective formula”
pricing requirement for transaction value is met, then, by definition, the
circumstances of the sale test is met. Another commenter referred to factor
(5) and asked whether this factor is synonymous with the circumstances of
the sale or test values methods that CBP considers in analyzing whether the
relationship between the related parties influenced the price.
It is well-settled that transaction value between a related buyer and seller
is acceptable if an examination of either the circumstances of sale indicates
that their relationship did not influence the price or if the transaction value
of the imported merchandise closely approximates certain test values. 19
U.S.C. §1401a; 19 CFR §152.103. This continues to be the requirement per
19 U.S.C. §1401a. However, the factors listed are set forth to address the
“payable” aspect of the price actually paid or payable in transaction value and
whether potential post-importation adjustments, particularly downward adjustments, that under prior CBP decisions could not be taken into account,
may now be accepted. If an import transaction involves post-importation
adjustments, and an importer seeks to claim those downward adjustments
(as upward adjustments always required reporting), then its transfer pricing
policy must constitute a “formula” within the meaning of 19 CFR
§152.103(a)(1). Further, those adjustments must satisfy either the circumstances of the sale or test values methods. Therefore, CBP does not agree
that if the formula requirement is met, the circumstances of the sale test is
met. Rather, the post-importation analysis has two requirements: (1) there
is a “formula” within the meaning of 19 CFR §152.103(a)(1) that is analyzed
using the factors, so that properly documented adjustments may be claimed
if they occur; and (2) the parties satisfy the requirements under 19 U.S.C.
§1401a to show that the relationship did not influence the price. CBP’s
analysis under these two requirements is not overlapping; one of the requirements deals with the appropriateness of claiming the post-importation adjustments in cases that fall under CBP’s interpretation of a formula, fixed
prior to the importation, and the other requirement goes to the validity of the
prices declared to CBP. Moreover, rather than merely reflecting the circumstances of the sale or test values methods, factor (5) was meant to address
other considerations that may affect the price, such as those referred to in 19
CFR §152.103(j). For example, such considerations may include the adjustments claimed for defective merchandise because such adjustments are subject to separate regulatory standards.
One commenter suggested the deletion of the reference to the U.S. taxpayer
in factor (2) because this reference would preclude the adjustments made to
a transfer price in a situation where both the buyer and seller are not U.S.
taxpayers, and thus, not necessarily subject to the U.S. IRS rules. CBP is
mindful of this concern; however, to provide certainty, it is necessary for the
transfer pricing policies to meet the U.S. legal standards. Accordingly, CBP
declines to accept this commenter’s suggestion.
Another commenter alleges that factors (1) and (4) do not indicate the level
of detail needed in the transfer pricing policy in order to be sufficient for
customs purposes. Also, there are concerns about factors (3) and (5) because
these factors are said to be subject to interpretation and not easily enforced.
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For example, the commenter claims that factor (3) does not indicate how
detailed the imported products have to be described, and factor (5) provides
CBP with an ability to reject transfer pricing policies that do not sufficiently
substantiate that the prices at issue are at arm’s length.
Factors (1) and (4) taken together essentially require the importer to
specify in its transfer pricing documentation how the adjustments are determined and maintain accounting details from its books and/or financial statements to support the claimed adjustments. The specificity of the information
will be evaluated on a case-by-case basis; however, importers are encouraged
to keep detailed records of their post-importation adjustments and all relevant documents that may assist CBP in its analysis. Factor (3) requires the
transfer pricing policy to cover the goods for which an adjustment may later
be made. For example, if the company imports vehicles and parts, CBP will
not accept adjustments to the value of imported vehicles, if the company’s
transfer pricing policy only covers vehicle parts.
Taking into account all of the comments submitted with respect to CBP’s
list of factors, CBP revised the list of factors used to determine whether an
objective formula is in place prior to importation for purposes of determining
the price within the meaning of 19 CFR §152.103(a)(1) as follows:
(1) A written “Intercompany Transfer Pricing Determination Policy” is
in place prior to importation and the policy is prepared taking IRS
code section 482 into account;
(2) The U.S. taxpayer uses its transfer pricing policy in filing its
income tax return, and any adjustments resulting from the transfer pricing policy are reported or used by the taxpayer in filing its
income tax return;
(3) The company’s transfer pricing policy specifies how the transfer
price and any adjustments are determined with respect to all
products covered by the transfer pricing policy for which the value
is to be adjusted;
(4) The company maintains and provides accounting details from its
books and/or financial statements to support the claimed adjustments in the United States; and,
(5) No other conditions exist that may affect the acceptance of the
transfer price by CBP.
Considering these factors in this particular case, we note that since the
Importer claimed adjustments for the fiscal years 2001 and 2002, and the
written transfer pricing policy was executed by relevant parties on February
11, 2000, the agreement, and thus, the formula was in effect prior to the
importations subject to this internal advice request. Further, the agreement
was prepared taking the IRS rules into account. We also note that the
formula had an impact on the reported Customs values. Since the downward
adjustments are reported in the Importer’s accounting books as adjustments
to “Other Income” and are made quarterly,6 these adjustments specifically
result in lower declared values for the merchandise. Such transfer pricing
6

Adjustments made on the yearly or quarterly basis are more acceptable than adjustments
booked in lump sum at the end of the multi-year APA term (if applicable), for example. If
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adjustments indirectly relate to the originally-reported price actually paid by
the Importer to the related Seller (adjustments must, directly or indirectly,
relate to the value of the merchandise). In this case, based on the information
provided by the Importer, the related party price (and the adjustments
thereto) are determined pursuant to their transfer pricing policy. The Importer provided CBP with documentation that showed what adjustments are
made on an entry-by-entry basis; therefore, adjustments are related to specific entries upon importation. The transactions in question are also not
subject to any other consideration that may affect transaction value. Finally,
the documents submitted by the Importer show how the adjustments are
calculated and claimed. Specifically, only the budgeted fixed costs (and not
the variable costs, absorbed by the Importer), incurred in the United States
are adjusted after importation. None of the variable costs are stated to be
re-invoiced or remitted back to the Seller/Exporter. On the other hand, the
amount of the fixed costs is known at the beginning of each year and is set in
advance, pursuant to the inter-company memorandum, dated December 20,
1999. The element that is not known at the time of importation is the level
of total imports across which the fixed costs are allocated in a particular
month. Therefore, the costs paid are set; it is merely the allocation of those
costs to the individual import entries that cannot be fixed until after the
month has passed. Taking into account the adjustments based on the fixed
costs, the analysis undertaken by PricewaterhouseCoopers, LLP concluded
that the Importer’s average profit ratio was within the range for comparable
transactions by similarly situated companies and that the Importer’s implementation of its transfer pricing policy conformed to the applicable U.S. laws
and regulations.
While some of the provisions of the transfer pricing policy in this particular
case might be considered to be within the “control” of the parties under the
prior understanding of “control” in CBP’s previous decisions, such as the
initial determination of the budgeted fixed costs by the company, the satisfaction of the factors set out above reduces the possibility of price manipulation and subjectivity in claiming post-importation adjustments. Here, the
amount of fixed costs is set in advance and later simply allocated to the
individual imports. Further, the transfer pricing policy includes a procedure
to quarterly verify the actual versus budgeted fixed cost amounts as well as
an explanation as to any possible variances. Therefore, we conclude that in
this particular case and based on the above referenced factors, the Importer’s
transfer pricing policy may be considered an objective formula in place prior
to importation for purposes of determining the price within the meaning of 19
CFR §152.103(a)(1).
Therefore, CBP is of the view that post-importation adjustments (both
downward and upward), to the extent they occur, may be taken into account
in determining the transaction value under 19 U.S.C. §1401a(b). We find the
downward adjustments in the transfer price made pursuant to the valid
transfer pricing study are not rebates of, or other decreases in, the price
actually paid or payable that are made or otherwise effected between the
buyer and seller after the date of importation of the merchandise into the
United States (see 19 U.S.C. §1401a(b)(4)(B)). Instead, the post-importation
adjustments represent an element of the determination of the price actually
the adjustments are made at the end of the term, the importers must show that such
adjustments would not result in the importers being out of the transaction value for
Customs purposes).
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paid or payable in accordance with 19 CFR §152.103(a)(1). Therefore, the
post-importation adjustments made pursuant to the transfer pricing policy in
this case simply reflect what should have been reported as the invoice price
upon entry, had the exact price information of the imported merchandise
been available at the time. Any such changes in the transfer price should be
immediately reported to CBP.
In this particular case, the Importer uses Reconciliation to report downward and upward post-importation adjustments to the value initially declared upon the importation of the merchandise. Reconciliation allows the
importer, using reasonable care, to file entry summaries with CBP with the
best available information, with the mutual understanding that certain elements, such as the declared value, remain outstanding. At a later date, when
the specifics have been determined, the importer files a Reconciliation entry
which provides the final and correct information. The Reconciliation entry is
then liquidated, with a single bill or refund, as appropriate. Furthermore,
the Reconciliation entry can be filed as late as 21 months from the date of the
first entry summary filed under that Reconciliation with extensions of time
as available to importers. This flexibility makes Reconciliation an ideal
vehicle to declare all upward or downward post-importation adjustments
within the timeframe allowed by in the APA or a transfer pricing study or
policy that directly (or indirectly) relate to the value of the merchandise.
Thus, the Importer should continue to report all of its adjustments to CBP via
Reconciliation.
Commenters reflected general support for the use of the Reconciliation
program. However, two commenters argued that there is no legal basis for
making participation in the Reconciliation program mandatory in order to
report post-importation adjustments, and that other administrative mechanisms should be available to the importers, such as filing of post-entry
amendments and protests, to claim downward post-importation adjustments
and duty refunds. Additionally, recognizing that the Reconciliation program
remains a test program at this point in time, a commenter urged CBP to
formalize the Reconciliation Prototype Program through the adoption of
formal regulations specifically contemplated by 19 U.S.C. §1484(b). Another
commenter noted that currently the Reconciliation guidelines state that
where a refund of an overpayment of duties and fees is sought, an aggregate
reconciliation is not available unless the importer is willing to waive the right
to a refund, and thus, refunds in duties can only be made on an entry-byentry basis.
CBP recognizes the various concerns presented by the trade community
and agrees that while Reconciliation is the most efficient mechanism for
claiming these adjustments the use of Reconciliation is not mandatory. CBP
strongly encourages importers who may anticipate post-importation adjustments to use the Reconciliation program. Reconciliation will allow importers
time to gather their information to document that their transactions satisfy
that the price is an arm’s length price. If importers claim the adjustments
outside of the Reconciliation program, they are expected to demonstrate at
the time of entry that the price is at arm’s length and to provide supporting
information.
2.

Do the circumstances of sale establish that the price actually
paid or payable by the Importer/buyer to the exporter/seller was
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not influenced by the relationship of the parties and is acceptable for the purposes of using transaction value?
Having established under the new approach that the Importer’s transfer
pricing policy constitutes a formula, despite the post-importation adjustments being within some control of the buyer and/or the seller, we must
determine whether the imported merchandise may be appraised under transaction value. In order to use transaction value, there must be a bona fide sale
for exportation to the United States. In HRL 547654, the question whether
there was a bona fide sale was not at issue. Therefore, it is assumed that
bona fide sales occurred. In addition, there are special rules that apply when
the buyer and seller are related parties, as defined in 19 U.S.C. §1401a(g).
Specifically, transaction value between a related buyer and seller is acceptable only if the transaction satisfies one of the two tests: (1) circumstances of
the sale or (2) test values. See 19 U.S.C. §1401a(b)(2)(B); 19 CFR §152.103(l).
While the fact that the buyer and seller are related is not in itself grounds for
regarding transaction value as unacceptable, where CBP has doubts about
the acceptability of the price and is unable to accept transaction value without further inquiry, the parties will be given the opportunity to supply such
further detailed information as may be necessary to support the use of
transaction value pursuant to the methods outlined above.
In this case, the Importer provided information regarding the circumstances of the sale. Under this approach, the transaction value between a
related buyer and seller is acceptable if an examination of the circumstances
of the sale indicates that although related, their relationship did not influence the price actually paid or payable. The CBP Regulations specified in 19
CFR Part 152 set forth illustrative examples of how to determine if the
relationship between the buyer and the seller influences the price. In this
respect, CBP will examine the manner in which the buyer and seller organize
their commercial relations and the way in which the price in question was
derived in order to determine whether the relationship influenced the price.
If it can be shown that the price was settled in a manner consistent with the
normal pricing practices of the industry in question, or with the way in which
the seller settles prices with unrelated buyers, this will demonstrate that the
price has not been influenced by the relationship.
See 19 CFR
§152.103(l)(1)(i)-(ii). In addition, CBP will consider the price not to have been
influenced if the price was adequate to ensure recovery of all costs plus a
profit equivalent to the firm’s overall profit realized over a representative
period of time. 19 CFR §152.103(l)(1)(iii). These are examples to illustrate
that the relationship has not influenced the price, but other factors may be
relevant as well.7
Detailed information has been confidentially provided by the Importer
regarding the Seller’s sale price data for the imported products. In view of
this information submitted by the Importer concerning the prices of the
merchandise sold to related and unrelated buyers around the world, which
are established pursuant to the company’s Transfer Pricing Determination
Policy and further supported by the transfer pricing study prepared by
7

The fact that the “fixed price” requirement has been satisfied based on the acceptance of
the Importer’s transfer pricing policy, prepared for tax purposes, as formula, does not mean
that the circumstances of the sale test is satisfied. The Importer must show that the
relationship has not influenced the price.
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PricewaterhouseCoopers, LLP, CBP finds the examination of whether the
transfer pricing study itself (prepared for tax purposes), satisfied the circumstances of the sale test, to be unnecessary. Rather, the Importer has submitted detailed charts including data from 2000 and 2001 pertaining to the
Seller’s global sales of the imported products. The charts show the name of
the customer, the country, the material number and name, the quantity, and
unit prices. In addition, the charts include the total volumes and value as
well as the average per unit sales price. They also include a weighted average
per unit sale price. The charts allow a comparable product-by-product comparison of export sales to the United States (both related and unrelated
customers) with export sales to third countries. There are numerous examples of sales of identical products (identified by either material name or
material number) at comparable unit prices to unrelated customers both in
the United States and abroad. An examination of the data reveals that the
price for a particular product can vary throughout the year even to the same
customer. The Importer states that the reason for this is that sales prices are
driven by market conditions of supply and demand. In particular, most of the
imported products are price sensitive depending upon numerous considerations such as the quantity of product purchased, the timing of the demand,
and availability as to alternative sources. Other considerations that may
vary the price include whether the customer has a long term purchase
agreement or whether a sale is merely a “spot purchase.” The customers for
such products are often in industries whose business is cyclical in nature and
very sensitive to changes in general economic conditions. These fluctuating
market conditions are reflected in the varying sales prices for these products.
Notably, these price differences occur equally for sales to unrelated parties as
well as to related parties. Therefore, sometimes the prices can be lower for
sales to parties that are not related than the prices for sales to related
parties.
Based on the Importer’s explanation of the differences in prices between
related and unrelated parties and detailed documentation submitted to CBP,
we find that the related party prices are settled in a manner consistent with
the way the seller settles prices in sales to unrelated buyers. Although CBP
generally requires that the comparison sales to unrelated buyers be sales to
buyers in the United States, CBP will consider evidence regarding sales to
unrelated buyers in other countries, provided the Importer presents an adequate explanation as to why it is relevant to the transactions at issue. In
this instance, the Importer presented an adequate explanation as to why it is
relevant to the transactions at issue and accounted for the differences in unit
prices. The Importer also submitted price lists for the merchandise sold by
the Seller to the unrelated parties in the United States. Thus, the Importer
satisfied the circumstances of the sale test. Accordingly, transaction value is
acceptable method of appraisement in the instant case.
HOLDING:
Based on the above referenced factors, in this case the Importer’s transfer
pricing policy may be considered a formula in place prior to importation for
purposes of determining the price within the meaning of 19 CFR
§152.103(a)(1). Therefore, all adjustments to the price pursuant to the
Importer’s transfer pricing policy, which were reported to CBP, shall be taken
into account in determining transaction value. Lastly, we find that the
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related party prices are settled in a manner consistent with the way the seller
settles prices in sales to unrelated buyers.
Please note that this decision is issued on the assumption that all of the
information furnished in connection with the consideration of this matter,
including the internal advice and reconsideration requests, is accurate and
complete in every material respect. Further, the application of this decision
is subject to verification by the Office of Regulatory Audit should an audit be
conducted.
This decision should be mailed by your office to the party requesting
Internal Advice no later than 60 days from the date of this letter. On that
date, the Office of Regulations and Rulings will make the decision available
to CBP personnel, and to the public on the CBP Home Page on the World
Wide Web at www.cbp.gov, by means of the Freedom of Information Act, and
other methods of public distribution.
EFFECT ON OTHER RULINGS:
Headquarters Ruling Letter (“HRL”) 547654, dated November 9, 2001, is
hereby revoked.
Sincerely,
IEVA K. O’ROURKE
for
MYLES B. HARMON,
Director
Commercial and Trade Facilitation Branch
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PROPOSED MODIFICATION OF RULING LETTER AND
PROPOSED MODIFICATION OF TREATMENT RELATING
TO THE ELIGIBILITY OF RECOVERED REFRIGERANT
GAS FOR PREFERENTIAL TARIFF TREATMENT UNDER
THE NAFTA
AGENCY: U.S. Customs and Border Protection; Department of
Homeland Security.
ACTION: Notice of proposed modification of a ruling letter and proposed modification of treatment relating to the eligibility of recovered
refrigerant gas for preferential tariff treatment under the NAFTA.
SUMMARY: Pursuant to section 625(c), Tariff Act of 1930 (19 U.S.C.
1625 (c)), as amended by Section 623 of Title VI (Customs Modernization) of the North American Free Trade Agreement Implementation Act (Pub.L. 103–182, 107 Stat. 2057), this notice advises interested parties that Customs and Border Protection (CBP) proposes to
modify a ruling letter relating to the eligibility of recovered refrigerant gas for preferential tariff treatment under the NAFTA. CBP also
proposes to modify any treatment previously accorded by CBP to
substantially identical transactions. Comments are invited on the
correctness of the proposed actions.
DATES: Comments must be received on or before June 29, 2012.
ADDRESSES: Written comments are to be addressed to Customs
and Border Protection, Office of International Trade, Regulations
and Rulings, Attention: Trade and Commercial Regulations Branch,
799 9th Street, N.W. - 5th Floor, Washington, D.C. 20229–1179.
Submitted comments may be inspected at Customs and Border
Protection, 799 9th Street N.W., Washington, D.C. 20001 during
regular business hours.
Arrangements to inspect submitted
comments should be made in advance by calling Mr. Joseph Clark
at (202) 325–0118.
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: Karen Greene,
Valuation and Special Programs Branch: (202) 325–0041.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:
BACKGROUND
On December 8, 1993, Title VI (Customs Modernization) of the
North American Free Trade Agreement Implementation Act (Pub. L.
103–182, 107 Stat. 2057) (hereinafter “Title VI”), became effective.
Tile VI amended many sections of the Tariff Act of 1930, as amended,
and related laws. Two new concepts which emerge from the law are
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“informed compliance” and “shared responsibility.” These concepts are premised on the idea that in order to maximize voluntary
compliance with customs laws and regulations, the trade community
needs to be clearly and completely informed of its legal obligations.
Accordingly, the law imposes a greater obligation on CBP to provide
the public with improved information concerning the trade community’s responsibilities and rights under the customs and related laws.
In addition, both the trade and CBP share responsibility in carrying
out import requirements. For example, under section 484 of the
Tariff Act of 1930, as amended (19 U.S.C. §1484), the importer of
record is responsible for using reasonable care to enter, classify and
value imported merchandise, and to provide any other information
necessary to enable CBP to properly assess duties, collect accurate
statistics and determine whether any other applicable legal requirement is met.
Pursuant to section 625 (c)(1), Tariff Act of 1930, as amended (19
U.S.C. 1625 (c)(1)), this notice advises interested parties that CBP
proposes to modify a ruling letter pertaining to the eligibility of
recovered refrigerant gas for preferential tariff treatment under the
NAFTA.
Although in this notice, CBP is specifically referring to the modification of New York Ruling Letter (NY) N161355 dated May 20, 2011,
this notice covers any rulings on this merchandise which may exist
but have not been specifically identified. CBP has undertaken reasonable efforts to search existing databases for rulings in addition to
the one identified. No further rulings have been found. Any party
who has received an interpretive ruling or decision (i.e., ruling letter,
internal advice memorandum or decision or protest review decision)
on the merchandise subject to this notice should advise CBP during
this notice period.
Similarly, pursuant to section 625 (c)(2), Tariff Act of 1930, as
amended (19 U.S.C. 1625 (c)(2)), CBP intends to modify any treatment previously accorded by CBP to substantially identical transactions. Any person involved in substantially identical transactions
should advise CBP during this notice period. An importer’s failure to
advise CBP of substantially identical transactions or of a specific
ruling not identified in this notice, may raise issues of reasonable care
on the part of the importer or its agents for importations of merchandise subsequent to the effective date of the final notice of this proposed action.
In NY N161355, set forth as Attachment A to this document, CBP
held that refrigerant gas recovered in Canada does not qualify for
preferential tariff treatment under the NAFTA. We have reviewed
the ruling and determined that the analysis is not correct. It is now
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our position that refrigerant gas recovered in Canada from used
refrigeration equipment is eligible for preferential tariff treatment
under the NAFTA.
Pursuant to 19 U.S.C. 1625(c)(1), CBP proposes to modify NY
N161355 and modify any other ruling not specifically identified, in
order to reflect the proper interpretation of the NAFTA according to
the analysis contained in proposed HQ H172315, set forth as Attachment B to this document. Additionally, pursuant to 19 U.S.C.
1625(c)(2), CBP proposes to modify any treatment previously accorded by CBP to substantially identical transactions.
Before taking this action, consideration will be given to any written
comments timely received.
Dated: May 16, 2012
MYLES B. HARMON,
Director
Commercial and Trade Facilitation Division
Attachments
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[ATTACHMENT A]
N161355
May 20, 2011
CLA-2–29:OT:RR:NC:2:239
CATEGORY:
Classification
TARIFF NO.: 2903.49.9010
MR. JOHN MULVIHILL
UPS SUPPLY CHAIN SOLUTIONS
ONE UPS WAY
CHAMPLAIN, NY 12919
RE: The tariff classification and status under the North American Free
Trade Agreement (NAFTA), of Chlorodifluoromethane (CAS 75–45–6) from
Canada; Article 509
DEAR MR. MULVIHILL:
In your letter dated April 19, 2011, on behalf of your client Pure Chem
Separation Inc., you requested a ruling on the status of Chlorodifluoromethane from Canada under the NAFTA.
You state in your letter that refrigeration equipment containing chlorodifluoromethane (R-22) undergoes repair in Canada. The chlorodifluoromethane is then extracted into 1000 lb. cylinders and imported into the
United States.
The applicable subheading will be 2903.49.9010, Harmonized Tariff Schedule of the United States (HTSUS), which provides for Halogenated derivatives of acyclic hydrocarbons containing two or more different halogens:
Other: Other. The general rate of duty will be 3.7 percent ad valorem.
Duty rates are provided for your convenience and are subject to change.
The text of the most recent HTSUS and the accompanying duty rates are
provided on World Wide Web at http://www.usitc.gov/tata/hts/.
General Note 12(b), HTSUS, sets forth the criteria for determining
whether a good is originating under the NAFTA. General Note 12(b), HTSUS,
(19 U.S.C. § 1202) states, in pertinent part, that
For the purposes of this note, goods imported into the customs territory of the
United States are eligible for the tariff treatment and quantitative limitations set forth in the tariff schedule as “goods originating in the territory of
a NAFTA party” only if-(i) they are goods wholly obtained or produced entirely in the territory of
Canada, Mexico and/or the United States; or
(ii) they have been transformed in the territory of Canada, Mexico and/or the
United States so that-(A) except as provided in subdivision (f) of this note, each of the nonoriginating materials used in the production of such goods undergoes a
change in tariff classification described in subdivisions (r), (s) and (t) of this
note or the rules set forth therein, or
(B) the goods otherwise satisfy the applicable requirements of subdivisions
(r), (s) and (t) where no change in tariff classification is required, and the
goods satisfy all other requirements of this note; or
(iii) they are goods produced entirely in the territory of Canada, Mexico
and/or the United States exclusively from originating materials; or
(iv) they are produced entirely in the territory of Canada, Mexico and/or the
United States but one or more of the nonoriginating materials falling under
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provisions for “parts” and used in the production of such goods does not
undergo a change in tariff classification because-(A) the goods were imported into the territory of Canada, Mexico and/or the
United States in unassembled or disassembled form but were classified as
assembled goods pursuant to general rule of interpretation 2(a), or
(B) the tariff headings for such goods provide for and specifically describe
both the goods themselves and their parts and is not further divided into
subheadings, or the subheadings for such goods provide for and specifically
describe both the goods themselves and their parts, provided that such goods
do not fall under chapters 61 through 63, inclusive, of the tariff schedule, and
provided further that the regional value content of such goods, determined in
accordance with subdivision (c) of this note, is not less than 60 percent where
the transaction value method is used, or is not less than 50 percent where the
net cost method is used, and such goods satisfy all other applicable provisions
of this note.
The merchandise does not qualify for preferential treatment under the
NAFTA because none of the above requirements are met. Based on the facts
provided, the chlorodifluoromethane does not undergo the requisite tariff
shift required by HTSUS General Note 12(t), Chapter 29(6A), “A change to
subheadings 2903.41 through 2903.51 from any other subheading, including
another subheading within that group, except from headings 2901 through
2902”. The merchandise is simply extracted from the refrigeration equipment
into 1000 cylinders for importation into the United States.
This ruling is being issued under the provisions of Part 181 of the Customs
Regulations (19 C.F.R. 181).
A copy of the ruling or the control number indicated above should be
provided with the entry documents filed at the time this merchandise is
imported. If you have any questions regarding the ruling, contact National
Import Specialist Richard Dunkel at (646) 733–3032.
Should you wish to request an administrative review of this ruling, submit
a copy of this ruling and all relevant facts and arguments within 30 days of
the date of this letter, to the Director, Commercial Rulings Division, Headquarters, U.S. Customs and Border Protection, Regulations & Rulings, 799
9th Street N.W. - 7th floor, Washington, DC 20229–1177.
Sincerely,
ROBERT B. SWIERUPSKI
Director
National Commodity Specialist Division
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[ATTACHMENT B]
HQ H172315
OT:RR:CTF:VS H172315 KSG
JOHN F. MULVIHILL
UPS
ONE UPS WAY
CHAMPLAIN NY 12919
RE: Used refrigerant gas; modification of NY N161355; recovery of refrigerant gas; disassembly; NAFTA
DEAR MR. MULVIHILL:
This is in response to your letter dated June 7, 2011, submitted on behalf
of Pure Chem Separation, Inc., requesting that we modify NY N161355 with
respect to the issue of whether imported used refrigerant gas recovered from
used equipment in Canada qualifies as an originating good under the North
American Free Trade Act (“NAFTA”). Your additional submission dated
October 24, 2011, was considered in this decision. Upon review of NY
N161355, we have determined that the portion of the ruling related to the
eligibility of the refrigerant gas for NAFTA preference is incorrect as is set
forth below.
FACTS:
Pure Chem imports used refrigerant gas (“R-22”) from Canada. The R-22
is recovered from used refrigeration equipment undergoing service or dismantling in Canada. The country of origin of the used refrigerant gas and the
used refrigeration equipment is unknown. The recovery in Canada requires
specialized equipment (shown in the photographs that are part of your submission) operated by trained workers. Once the R-22 is recovered, it is
pumped into 1000 lb. cylinders for importation into the U.S.
You state that the used refrigeration equipment is classified in subheadings 8415.10 through 8415.83, 8418.10 through 8418.69, or 8419.89, HTSUS.
CBP ruled in New York (“NY”) N161355, dated May 20, 2011, that R-22 is
classified in subheading 2903.49.9010 of the Harmonized Tariff Schedule of
the United States (“HTSUS”). CBP also ruled in NY N161355 that used R-22
does not qualify for preferential treatment because the tariff shift rule is not
satisfied. You are not contesting the classification of the R-22.
ISSUE:
Whether used R-22 recovered in Canada from used refrigeration equipment qualifies for preferential tariff treatment under the NAFTA.
LAW AND ANALYSIS:
General Note 12, HTSUS, incorporates Article 401 of NAFTA into the
HTSUS. General Note 12(a)(i) provides, in pertinent part:
(ii) Goods that originate in the territory of a NAFTA party under the
terms of subdivision (b) of this note and that qualify to be marked as
goods of Canada under the terms of the marking rules set forth in
regulations issued by the Secretary of the Treasury (without regard to
whether the goods are marked), when such goods are imported into the
customs territory of the United States and are entered under a subhead-

25

CUSTOMS BULLETIN AND DECISIONS, VOL. 46, NO. 23, MAY 30, 2012

ing for which a rate of duty appears in the “Special” subcolumn followed
by the symbol “CA” in parentheses, are eligible for such duty rate, in
accordance with section 201 of the NAFTA Implementation Act.
Accordingly, the imported product will be eligible for the “Special” “CA”
rate of duty provided it is a NAFTA “originating” good under General Note
12(b), HTSUS, and qualifies to be marked as a product of Canada under the
NAFTA Marking Rules. General Note 12(b), HTSUS, provides, in pertinent
part:
For the purposes of this note, goods imported into the customs territory of
the United States are eligible for the tariff treatment and quantitative
limitations set forth in the tariff schedule as goods originating in the
territory of a NAFTA party only if—
(i) they are goods wholly obtained or produced entirely in the territory of
Canada, Mexico and /or the United States; or
(ii) they have been transformed in the territory of Canada, Mexico and/or
the United States so that—
(A) except as provided in subdivision (f) of this note, each of the nonoriginating materials used in the production of such goods undergoes
a change in tariff classification described in subdivisions (r), (s) and (t) of
this note or the rules set forth therein, or
(B) the goods otherwise satisfy the applicable requirements of subdivisions (r), (s) and (t) where no change in tariff classification is required,
and the goods satisfy all other requirements of this note; or
(iii) they are goods produced entirely in the territory of Canada, Mexico
and/or the United States exclusively from originating materials. (emphasis added)
The R-22 was not produced entirely in the territory of Canada, Mexico
and/or the United States exclusively from originating materials. Therefore,
we must consider whether the imported R-22 is a result of production and
satisfies the tariff-shift rule set forth in GN 12 (t), HTSUS.
The tariff shift rule for goods of subheading 2903.49, HTSUS, under
NAFTA is as follows:
A change to subheadings 2903.41 through 2903.51 from any other subheading, including another subheading within that group, except from
headings 2901 through 2902….
The applicable rule set forth in GN 12(t), HTSUS, for goods of subheading
2903.49, HTSUS, requires a subheading change except from headings 2901
or 2902. Since refrigeration equipment is not classified in subheadings 2901,
2902, or 2903 (or chapter 29 at all), the tariff-shift rule would be satisfied
However, in order for imported used R-22 to be considered an originating
good as provided in GN 12(t), HTSUS, it also must undergo production in
Canada.
The disassembly provision set forth at 19 CFR 181.132 states that for
purposes of implementing the rules of origin provisions of General Note 12,
HTSUS, and Chapter 4 of the NAFTA, except as provided in 181.132(b),
disassembly is considered to be production and a component recovered from
a used good disassembled in the territory of a party will be considered to be
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an originating good provided that the recovered component satisfies all applicable requirements of Annex 401 and Part 181.
In Headquarters Ruling Letter (“HRL”) 563321, dated November 22, 2005,
CBP cited to 19 CFR 181.132 and held that used automobile alternators and
starters recovered from vehicles in Mexico were eligible for preferential tariff
treatment. In HRL H004446, dated April 11, 2007, CBP held that the
disassembly in Canada of automotive parts from used vehicles qualified as
production.
This case involves the recovery of used R-22 from used refrigerant equipment in Canada. We find that the recovery of refrigerant gas in Canada from
used equipment is the result of disassembly similar to the disassembly of a
vehicle in a NAFTA country, and pursuant to 19 CFR 181.132 would constitute production for the purposes of GN 12, HTSUS.
We next have to determine if the used R-22 would qualify to be marked as
a product of Canada. The hierarchy set forth in 19 CFR 102.11 is applicable
to determine the country of origin marking of goods produced in countries
that are a party to the NAFTA. Pursuant to 19 CFR 102.11, the country of
origin for non-textile goods is determined to be the country in which:
(a)(1) The good is wholly obtained or produced;
(a)(2) The good is produced exclusively from domestic materials:
Since the used R-22 is of unknown origin, 19 CFR 102.11(a)(1) and (2) are
not satisfied.
The next rule is 102.11(a)(3) which provides as follows: Each foreign material incorporated in that good undergoes an applicable change in tariff
classification set out in section 102.20 and satisfies any other applicable
requirements of that section, and all other applicable requirements of these
rules are satisfied. However, 19 CFR 102.17(b) provides that a foreign
material is not considered to have undergone an applicable change in tariff
classification specified in 19 CFR 102.20 if it was disassembled.
The provision in 19 CFR 102.11(b) is inapplicable. The single material that
imparts the essential character to the good, the R-22- is of unknown origin.
Therefore, this rule cannot be used to determine the country of origin of the
imported R-22.
Since the country of origin of the R-22 cannot be determined pursuant to 19
CFR 102.11(a) or (b), the NAFTA preference override set forth in 19 CFR
102.19 is triggered. The provision set forth in 19 CFR 102.19(a) provides that
if a good is originating under the NAFTA as in this case, and not determined
under 19 CFR 102.11(a),102.11(b), or 19 CFR 102.21 to be a good of a single
NAFTA country, the country of origin is the last NAFTA country in which that
good underwent production other than minor processing, provided that a
Certificate of origin has been completed and signed for the good.
In HRL H004446, dated April 11, 2007, CBP applied 19 CFR 102.19(a) to
used automobile parts disassembled from vehicles of unknown origin. CBP
held that the origin of the disassembled part was Canada, the last country in
which the good underwent production other than minor processing, provided
that a Certificate of Origin has been completed and signed for the good.
Similarly in this case, 19 CFR 102.19(a) is applicable and Canada is the
last country in which the good underwent processing other than minor processing, so the country of origin for marking and duty purposes would be
Canada.
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HOLDING:
The imported used refrigerant gas is an originating good as provided in GN
12(t), HTSUS pursuant to 19 CFR 181.132. The country of origin of the
recovered refrigerant gas for marking and duty purposes is Canada provided
that a Certificate of Origin has been completed and signed for the good.
EFFECT ON OTHER RULINGS:
NY N161355 is hereby MODIFIED.
Pursuant to 19 U.S.C. 1625(c), this ruling will become effective 60 days
after its publication in the Customs Bulletin.
A copy of this ruling letter should be attached to the entry documents filed
at the time the goods are entered. If the documents have been filed without
a copy, this ruling should be brought to the attention of the CBP officer
handling the transaction.
Sincerely,
MYLES B. HARMON,
Director,
Commercial & Trade Facilitation Division
cc: Richard Dunkel
NIS
U.S. Customs and Border Protection
New York, NY
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COPYRIGHT, TRADEMARK, AND TRADE NAME
RECORDATIONS
(No. 4 2012)
AGENCY: U.S. Customs and Border Protection, Department of
Homeland Security.
SUMMARY: The following copyrights, trademarks, and trade names
were recorded with U.S. Customs and Border Protection in April
2012. The last notice was published in the CUSTOMS BULLETIN on
April 18, 2012.
Corrections or updates may be sent to: Intellectual Property Rights
Branch, Regulations and Rulings, Office of International Trade, U.S.
Customs and Border Protection, 799 9th Street, NW., 5th Floor, Washington, D.C. 20229–1177.
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: Delois Johnson,
Paralegal, Intellectual Property Rights Branch, Regulations & Rulings, Office of International Trade, (202) 325–0088.
Dated: May 4, 2012
CHARLES R. STEUART
Chief, Intellectual Property Rights Branch
Regulations & Rulings
Office of International Trade

4/27/2012

4/19/2012

4/19/2012

4/19/2012

4/27/2012

4/19/2012

4/27/2012

4/19/2012

4/19/2012

4/19/2012

4/19/2012

4/19/2012

4/19/2012

4/19/2012

4/30/2012

4/27/2012

COP 12–00059

TMK 12–00376

TMK 12–00427

TMK 12–00378

COP 12–00064

TMK 12–00377

TMK 06–00732

TMK 12–00379

TMK 05–01028

TMK 05–01053

TMK 12–00380

TMK 06–00124

COP 84–00196

COP 87–00046

4/27/2032

4/30/2032

4/9/2022

11/20/2017

4/6/2022

4/9/2022

9/21/2020

7/18/2022

2/26/2013

4/27/2032

9/13/2015

2/5/2022

8/24/2020

4/19/2032

12/17/2016

4/27/2032

Date

TMK 12–00375

Expiration

Effective

Date

COP 12–00063

Recordation No.

MINT

(HTTPS://STORE.NWTMINT.COM/)

VS PINBALL

VS BASEBALL

REBIF

SPECTRUM

EXPLORER

X TYPE

SULTRA

NINTENDO OF AMERICA INC

NINTENDO OF AMERICA INC.

ARES TRADING S.A.

DELTA INDUSTRIAL SERVICES, INC.

FORD MOTOR COMPANY

JAGUAR CARS LIMITED

STORY, DANA

MEDECO SECURITY LOCKS, INC.

ARES TRADING S.A.

D.B.A. NORTHWEST TERRITORIAL

MEDECO

NORTHWEST TERRITORIAL MINT, LLC

NORTHWEST TERRITORIAL MINT

ARKON RESOURCES, INC.

ARES TRADING S.A.

STORY, DANA

EURO-PRO OPERATING LLC.

GAVIOLI ANTICA CANTINA S.R.L.

DREAMWORKS ANIMATION, LLC

Owner Name

-ONLINE STORE

ARKON

LUVERIS

WHAT WE DO”

“LET THE BEAUTY YOU LOVE, BE

CHOPPER LLC.

PACKAGING DESIGNS FOR NINJA

GAVIOLI

KUNG FU PANDA STYLE GUIDE

Name of Cop/Tmk/Tnm

CBP IPR RECORDATION — APRIL 2012
GM

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

Restricted
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4/19/2012

4/19/2012

4/19/2012

4/19/2012

4/19/2012

4/19/2012

4/27/2012

4/19/2012

4/27/2012

4/27/2012

4/27/2012

4/27/2012

4/27/2012

4/27/2012

TMK 02–00323

TMK 02–00483

TMK 03–00101

TMK 03–00105

TMK 03–00018

TMK 02–00998

TMK 02–00820

TMK 03–00126

TMK 03–00161

TMK 03–00194

TMK 04–00474

TMK 12–00421

TMK 04–00603

COP 12–00065

4/27/2032

3/31/2022

11/1/2021

1/15/2022

5/12/2022

2/5/2022

1/1/2022

3/9/2022

1/22/2022

2/5/2022

1/15/2022

1/1/2022

3/24/2022

1/22/2022

4/27/2032

Date

4/27/2012

Expiration

Effective

Date

COP 12–00069

Recordation No.

HEXBUG SCARAB

CORONA (STYLIZED)

SPIRIT BY LUCCHESE

COMMAND PERFORMANCE GOLD

TRI-MOUNTAIN AND DESIGN

ESNA

PACIFIC MERCHANTS

NEWPORT LABEL

KC (STYLIZED)

C (STYLIZED)

A&F

1892

M MOTOROLA

POKE BALL DESIGN

BLENDER

PACKAGING DESIGNS FOR NINJA

Name of Cop/Tmk/Tnm

INNOVATION FIRST, INC.

CERVECERIA MODELO, S.A. DE C.V.

LUCCHESE, INC.

CUISINE-COOKWARE, INC.

MOUNTAIN GEAR CORPORATION

TIONS, L.L.C.

MACLEAN-FOGG COMPONENT SOLU-

ABERCROMBIE & FITCH TRADING CO.

LORILLARD LICENSING COMPANY LLC

PORATION

KANSAS CITY ROYALS BASEBALL COR-

THE CINCINNATI REDS, LLC

ABERCROMBIE & FITCH TRADING CO.

CO.

ABERCROMBIE AND FITCH TRADING

LLC

MOTOROLA TRADEMARK HOLDINGS,

NINTENDO OF AMERICA INC.

EURO-PRO OPERATING LLC

Owner Name

CBP IPR RECORDATION — APRIL 2012
GM

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

Yes

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

Restricted
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4/27/2012

4/27/2012

4/27/2012

4/19/2012

4/19/2012

4/27/2012

4/27/2012

4/27/2012

4/19/2012

4/19/2012

4/19(2012

4/19/2012

4/19/2012

4/19/2012

4/19/2012

4/19/2012

TMK 12–00426

TMK 08–00969

TMK 12–00382

COP-12–00062

TMK 06–00934

TMK 06–00925

TMK 06–01463

TMK 07–00225

TMK 07–00777

TMK 07–01256

TMK 07–01393

TMK 08–00158

TMK 08–00388

TMK 12–00383

6/16/2019

2/12/2022

12/24/2021

12/24/2021

12/31/2021

1/1/2022

12/11/2021

2/11/2022

1/30/2023

11/2/2022

4/27/2032

3/31/2019

1/8/2022

7/10/2017

12/15/2021

3/31/2022

Date

TMK 06–00342

Expiration

Effective

Date

TMK 04–00609

Recordation No.

HR HENG RUI AND DESIGN

SIGN

BENSON & HEDGES 100’S AND DE-

M30

Q45

LES METEORITES

ON

INFINEON

A DESIGN

BUDWEISER

ROLLING ROCK

BLENDER.

PACKAGING DESIGNS FOR NINJA

MAJESTIC PUZZLES

FIESTA GARDEN

LUVERIS

ELDORADO

CORONA EXTRA (STYLIZED)

Name of Cop/Tmk/Tnm

DAO GUO LIU

PHILIP MORRIS USA INC.

NISSAN JIDOSHA KABUSHIKI KAISHA

NISSAN JIDOSHA KABUSHIKI KAISHA

GUERLAIN, INC.

DUSTRIES L.L.C.

SEMICONDUCTOR COMPONENTS IN-

INFINEON TECHNOLOGIES AG

ADAMS MFG. CORP.

ANHEUSER-BUSCH, LLC

ANHEUSER-BUSCH, LLC

EURO-PRO OPERATING LLC.

COMPANY INC.

ALLIED MATERIALS & EQUIPMENT

OCEAN GARDEN PRODUCTS, INC.

ARES TRADING S.A.

ELDORADO STONE OPERATIONS LLC

CERVECERIA MODELO, SA DE C.V.

Owner Name

CBP IPR RECORDATION — APRIL 2012
GM

No

Yes

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

Restricted
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4/19/2012

4/19/2012

4/27/2012

4/27/2012

4/19/2012

4/27/2012

4/27/2012

4/27/2012

4/27/2012

4/27/2012

4/19/2012

4/27/2012

4/19/2012

4/19/2012

4/30/2012

TMK 09–00185

TMK 12–00420

TMK 09–00619

TMK 09–00975

TMK 09–01111

TMK 10–00287

TMK 10–00652

TMK 03–00419

TMK 08–00395

TMK 11–00279

TMK 11–00273

TMK 11–00261

COP 12–00070

4/30/2032

4/4/2019

4/11/2020

8/27/2015

1/1/2022

1/28/2022

12/10/2021

1/14/2022

4/23/2022

12/8/2022

1/7/2023

5/12/2020

12/18/2021

2/19/2022

12/7/2012

Date

TMK 08–00605

Expiration

Effective

Date

TMK 08–00910

Recordation No.

NOAH’S ARK: ITEM NO. 7166NO.

HEN & ROOSTER

FROST CUTLERY

DESIGN (HEN & ROOSTER DESIGN)

PLAYER’S

CREST DESIGN

BAMBU

SIGN

CONFETIERIA RAFFAELLO AND DE-

MT-G

GARDEX

SHEAR SHARP

MAGNARAY

MICHAEL KORS

QUIETCOMFORT

FROST CUTLERY AND DESIGN

Name of Cop/Tmk/Tnm

UNIPAK DESIGNS

FROST CUTLERY COMPANY LLC.

FROST CUTLERY COMPANY LLC.

FROST CUTLERY COMPANY LLC.

PHILIP MORRIS USA INC.

TOMMY HILFIGER LICENSING LLC

BAMBU SALES, INC.

SOREMARTEC S.A.

DBA CASIO COMPUTER CO. LTD.

CASIO KEISANKI KABUSHIKI KAISHA

DBA GARDEX

KELLER MANUFACTURING COMPANY

FORTUNE PRODUCTS, INC.

DEVELOPMENT CORP.

WORLD INSTITUTE OF LIGHTING AND

MICHAEL KORS L.L.C.

BOSE CORPORATION

FROST CUTLERY COMPANY LLC.

Owner Name

CBP IPR RECORDATION — APRIL 2012
GM

No

No

No

No

Yes

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

Restricted
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4/19/2012

4/19/2012

4/19/2012

4/19/2012

4/19/2012

4/19/2012

4/27/2012

4/27/2012

4/19/2012

4/27/2012

4/27/2012

4/27/2012

TMK 11–00983

COP 12–00058

TMK 12–00370

TMK 12–00371

TMK 12–00373

TMK 12–00372

TMK 12–00422

TMK 12–00423

TMK 12–00374

TMK 12–00419

COP 12–00066

TMK 12–00425

12/26/2016

4/27/2032

2/21/2016

3/14/2016

6/27/2016

3/1/2021

3/4/2018

6/1/2019

12/28/2020

8/21/2017

4/19/2032

1/30/2022

6/11/2022

Date

4/19/2012

Expiration

Effective

Date

TMK 11–01208

Recordation No.

DESIGN OF HANGING CAR

HEXBUG LARVA

HEMOR-RITE

ONEWAY

ICE LINK

FLYING COLORS

COCONARA

ONTAK

BOK CHOY BOY

ORIGINAL • DESIGN

PRODOTTO AUTENTICO • PRODUCTO

PRODUKT • PRODUIT ORIGINAL •

PRODUKT • PRODUIT ORIGINAL •

THENTIC PRODUCT • ORIGINAL

CREATED BY XBOX MICROSOFT • AU-

GUIDE

DC COMICS ANTI-PIRACY STYLE

KEN

FAMILY GUY

Name of Cop/Tmk/Tnm

PACER TECHNOLOGY

INNOVATION FIRST, INC.

MED-RITE LABORATORIES, LLC

ARMOUR GROUP INC.

CA LINKS, INC.

GLOBAL FASHION WORKS, LLC.

RAED HAIDAR

EISAI INC.

AM GLOBAL INDUSTRIES, INC.

MICROSOFT CORPORATION

DC COMICS

MATTEL, INC.

PORATION

TWENTIETH CENTURY FOX FILM COR-

Owner Name

CBP IPR RECORDATION — APRIL 2012
GM

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

Restricted
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4/27/2012

4/27/2012

4/19/2012

4/19/2012

4/19/2012

4/19/2012

4/19/2012

4/19/2012

4/19/2012

4/19/2012

4/19/2012

4/19/2012

4/19/2012

4/19/2012

4/19/2012

4/19/2012

4/19/2012

4/27/2012

TMK 12–00360

TMK 12–00384

TMK 12–00385

TMK 12–00365

TMK 12–00362

TMK 12–00354

TMK 12–00355

TMK 12–00357

TMK 12–00356

TMK 12–00358

COP 12–00057

TMK 12–00361

TMK 12–00359

TMK 12–00363

TMK 12–00364

COP 12–00067

4/27/2032

7/28/2018

9/11/2017

1/3/2022

5/27/2017

4/19/2032

1/24/2016

10/30/2017

7/6/2020

5/9/2016

5/17/2021

2/23/2020

5/17/2021

3/30/2020

2/21/2022

12/20/2021

6/10/2017

11/22/2021

Date

TMK 12–00424

Expiration

Effective

Date

TMK 12–00428

Recordation No.

FIXTURE FOR ACCESSORIES

FLIP SCAN

DESIGN OF HANGING CAR

NUBONAU

ARICEPT

OLLOCLIP PRODUCT PACKAGING

ENTIRE SOLUTION

INTERMEZZO

JEWBIS, INC.

TRION INDUSTRIES, INC.

PACER TECHNOLOGY

NUBONAU, INC.

EISAI R&D MANAGEMENT CO., LTD.

PREMIER SYSTEMS USA, INC.

ENTIRE SOLUTIONS, LLC

UCTS LP.

PURDUE PHARMACEUTICAL PROD-

BROOKS SPORTS INC.

ERS FORUM INC.

DESIGN

UNIVERSAL SERIAL BUS IMPLEMENT-

HI-SPEED CERTIFIED USB AND DE-

EISAI R&D MANAGEMENT CO., LTD.

EISAI R&D MANAGEMENT CO., LTD.

TELEBRANDS CORP.

NIKOSEY, SPENCER THOMAS

CAl YAN CHEN

MICROSOFT CORPORATION

E. REMY MARTIN & CO.

AUTO AIR EXPORT, INC.

Owner Name

SIGN

HALAVEN

LUSEDRA

ONE SECOND NEEDLE

KILLSPENCER

DESIGN

KINECT

DESIGN (BOTTLE)

A STYLIZED

Name of Cop/Tmk/Tnm

CBP IPR RECORDATION — APRIL 2012
GM

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

Restricted
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4/27/2012

4/19/2012

4/19/2012

4/19/2012

4/5/2012

4/19/2012

4/5/2012

4/19/2012

4/19/2012

4/19/2012

4/19/2012

4/19/2012

4/19/2012

4/19/2012

4/19/2012

4/19/2012

COP 12–00068

TMK 12–00369

TMK 12–00367

TMK 12–00368

TMK 12–00295

TMK 12–00343

TMK 12–00296

TMK 12–00344

TMK 12–00353

TMK 12–00345

TMK 12–00348

TMK 12–00347

COP 12–00049

TMK 12–00346

TMK 12–00351

TMK 12–00349

6/28/2020

2/14/2022

2/14/2022

4/19/2032

6/2/2019

2/2/2013

3/6/2022

4/2/2022

11/8/2021

11/1/2021

10/21/2018

10/3/2016

11/27/2017

9/27/2021

3/6/2022

4/27/2032

1/1/2018

Date

4/19/2012

Expiration

Effective

Date

TMK 12–00366

Recordation No.

E-MATIC

RUSSIAN GOLD LABEL

RUSSIAN WHITE GOLD AND DESIGN

STICKY BUDDY PACKAGING

E-MATIC

ALLERGAN WITH DESIGN

MFX

VG

SPIRIT BY LUCCHESE DESIGN

SPIRIT BY LUCCHESE

EASYPOD

SHAGHAL, LTD.

SERGEY VIKTOROVICH ZIVENKO

SERGEY VIKTOROVICH ZIVENKO

TELEBRANDS CORP.

SHAGHAL, LTD.

ALLERGAN, INC.

SYNCSORT INCORPORATED

JAY-Y ENTERPRISE CO., INC.

LUCCHESE, INC.

LUCCHESE, INC.

ARES TRADING S.A.

ARES TRADING S.A.

ERS FORUM INC.

EASYPOD

UNIVERSAL SERIAL BUS IMPLEMENT-

HI-SPEED CERTIFIED USB ON-

TOOBEE INTERNATIONAL

TIME PLAZA INC.

THE-GO AND DESIGN

TOOBEE

SUN-V AND DESIGN

TURE FOR ACCESSORIES

JEWBIS, INC.

ERS FORUM INC.

IMENSIONAL DESIGN PLAN OF FIX-

UNIVERSAL SERIAL BUS IMPLEMENT-

CERTIFIED USB ON-THE-GO & DE-

Owner Name

SIGN

Name of Cop/Tmk/Tnm

CBP IPR RECORDATION — APRIL 2012
GM

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

Restricted
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4/19/2012

4/19/2012

4/19/2012

4/19/2012

4/19/2012

4/19/2012

4/18/2012

4/19/2012

4/19/2012

4/19/2012

4/19/2012

4/19/2012

4/19/2012

4/19/2012

COP 12–00050

COP 12–00053

TMK 12–00352

COP 12–00055

COP 12–00047

COP 12–00056

COP 12–00051

TMK 12–00324

TMK 12–00326

TMK 12–00328

TMK 12–00327

TMK 12–00325

12/13/2021

10/13/2019

6/28/2021

6/28/2021

5/3/2021

4/19/2032

4/19/2032

4/18/2032

4/19/2032

5/3/2021

4/19/2032

4/19/2032

4/19/2032

7/28/2019

Date

COP 12–00052

Expiration

Effective

Date

TMK 12–00350

Recordation No.

APPLE BAGS

NISSAN

LIVE. LOVE. LOFT.

XDM

TT T VISION

HEXBUG NANO HIVE HABITAT SET.

STEAM MOP

PACKAGING DESIGNS FOR SHARK

STEAM MOP.

PACKAGING DESIGNS FOR SHARK

GARMENT STEAMER.

PACKAGING DESIGNS FOR SHARK

GOLDENBALL

KITCHEN SYSTEM PULSE.

PACKAGING DESIGNS FOR NINJA

VACUUM CLEANER

PACKAGING DESIGNS FOR SHARK

STEAM MOP

PACKAGING DESIGNS FOR SHARK

DP VIDEO

Name of Cop/Tmk/Tnm

ASIAN SUPPLY CO.

NISSAN JIDOSHA KABUSHIKI KAISHA

ANNCO, INC.

SPRINGFIELD, INC.

TIME PLAZA INC.

INNOVATION FIRST, INC. ADDRESS

EURO-PRO OPERATING LLC

EURO-PRO OPERATING LLC.

EURO-PRO OPERATING LLC.

AIRSOFT ZONE CORP

EURO-PRO OPERATING LLC.

EURO-PRO OPERATING LLC

EURO-PRO OPERATING LLC

DP AUDIO VIDEO LLC

Owner Name

CBP IPR RECORDATION — APRIL 2012
GM

No

No

No

No

Yes

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

Restricted
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4/19/2012

4/5/2012

4/5/2012

4/5/2012

4/5/2012

4/5/2012

4/5/2012

4/19/2012

4/5/2012

4/5/2012

4/5/2012

4/5/2012

TMK 12–00332

TMK 12–00280

TMK 12–00287

COP 12–00045

COP 12–00044

TMK 12–00277

TMK 12–00278

TMK 12–00339

TMK 12–00279

TMK 12–0028l

TMK 12–00283

TMK 12–00291

6/15/2013

4/27/2013

2/28/2022

3/19/2022

2/8/2021

5/4/2020

4/19/2021

4/5/2032

4/5/2032

2/23/2019

1/18/2021

3/4/2016

5/4/2020

Date

4/19/2012

Expiration

Effective

Date

TMK 12–00331

Recordation No.

ESCAPE

PALETON

DRYVER

ZOJIRUSHI AND DESIGN

SQUARE

TAKIS FUEGO

V VISION

TION SKETCH QUEEN 02–3-10.

(CROCODILE) 6 PIECE SET PRODUC-

METALLIC ANIMAL BEDDING-BROWN

VACUUM CLEANER.

PACKAGING DESIGNS FOR SHARK

ROXY

COOL.CLICK AND DESIGN

DESIGN (BOTTLE)

TAKIS GUACAMOLE

Name of Cop/Tmk/Tnm

TION

CALVIN KLEIN COSMETIC CORPORA-

CAN CORPORATION)

GRUPO BIMBO S.A.B. DE C.V. (A MEXI-

HELMET HOUSE, INC.

ZOJIRUSHI CORPORATION

SQUARE, INC.

CAN CORPORATION)

GRUPO BIMBO S.A.B. DE C.V. (A MEXI-

TIME PLAZA INC.

TRIANGLE HOME FASHIONS

EURO-PRO OPERATING LLC.

QUIKSILVER, INC.

ARES TRADING S.A.

E. REMY MARTIN & CO.

CAN CORPORATION)

GRUPO BIMBO S.A.B. DE C.V. (A MEXI-

Owner Name

CBP IPR RECORDATION — APRIL 2012
GM

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

Restricted
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4/5/2012

4/19/2012

4/5/2012

4/5/2012

4/5/2012

4/19/2012

4/5/2012

4/5/2012

4/5/2012

4/5/2012

4/5/2012

4/5/2012

4/5/2012

4/5/2012

4/5/2012

4/5/2012

4/5/2012

TMK 12–00284

TMK 12–00286

TMK 12–00294

TMK 12–00334

TMK 12–00290

TMK 12–00293

TMK 12–00288

TMK 12–00285

TMK 12–00292

TMK 12–00262

TMK 12–00263

TMK 12–00264

TMK 12–00266

TMK 12–00265

TMK 12–00272

4/14/2019

4/22/2018

3/27/2021

4/22/2018

1/10/2022

5/24/2021

9/8/2019

5/4/2020

5/30/2016

1/2/2022

1/25/2021

2/28/2016

12/13/2021

5/19/2019

3/6/2022

4/3/2022

12/9/2017

Date

TMK 12–00341

Expiration

Effective

Date

TMK 12–00282

Recordation No.

REBISMART

BMB

REBIJECT

BMB

DESIGN

YUYU SUN-V AND DESIGN

HAIR BY REVITALASH

EUPHORIA

ETERNITY MOMENT

STICK’NSTYLE

HEAD CASE AND DESIGN

MUNKI MUNKI

ARES TRADING S.A.

(TRADING AS XING INC.)

KABUSHIKI KAISHA EKUSHINGU

ARES TRADING SA

(TRADING AS XING INC.)

KABUSHIKI KAISHA EKUSHINGU

CHAN, YEE HUNG DEBBY

TIME PLAZA INC.

ATHENA COSMETICS, INC.

CALVIN KLEIN COSMETIC CORP

CALVIN KLEIN COSMETIC CORP

THE ORB FACTORY LIMITED

MY INNOVENTURE LLC

CREATIVE APPAREL CONCEPTS, INC.

ASIAN SUPPLY CO.

RIOR TRADING CO.

VOURED TEA) AND DESIGN

DESIGN OF A APPLE

CHUNG INCORPORATED DBA SUPE-

NISSAN JIDOSHA KABUSHIKI KAISHA

NISSAN JIDOSHA KABUSHIKI KAISHA

GAVIOLI ANTICA CANTINA S.R.L.

Owner Name

GUM-WALL TEA (CHINESE HERB FLA-

QX

LEAF

GAVIOLI

Name of Cop/Tmk/Tnm

CBP IPR RECORDATION — APRIL 2012
GM

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

Restricted
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4/19/2012

4/5/2012

4/19/2012

4/5/2012

4/5/2012

4/5/2012

4/5/2012

4/5/2012

4/5/2012

4/5/2012

4/5/2012

4/5/2012

4/5/2012

TMK 12–00333

TMK 12–00267

TMK 12–00329

COP 12–00037

TMK 12–00257

COP 12–00039

TMK 12–00268

TMK 12–00270

TMK 12–00276

COP 12–00040

TMK 12–00274

TMK 12–00269

TMK 12–00271

6/15/2020

7/13/2020

5/29/2017

4/5/2032

1/7/2022

9/10/2022

5/27/2018

4/5/2032

9/7/2014

4/5/2032

2/28/2016

4/29/2017

8/2/2021

4/5/2032

Date

4/5/2012

Expiration

Effective

Date

COP 12–00041

Recordation No.

IN2U

GONAL-F AND DESIGN

REVITALASH

VACUUM CLEANER.

PACKAGING DESIGNS FOR SHARK

SWATCH

COOL.CLICK (STYLIZED)

REMY MARTIN AND DESIGN

TOY DOLLS.

MINIME 3D PERSONAL FACE PLUSH

POWERFLARE

KITCHEN SYSTEM

PACKAGING DESIGNS FOR NINJA

SLC

NISSAN

FUELSHARK

VACUUM CLEANER

PACKAGING DESIGNS FOR SHARK

Name of Cop/Tmk/Tnm

TION

CALVIN KLEIN COSMETIC CORPORA-

ARES TRADING SA

ATHENA COSMETICS, INC.

EURO-PRO OPERATING LLC.

LTD.)

SWATCH AG (SWATCH SA) (SWATCH

ARES TRADING SA

E. REMY MARTIN & CO.

DAVID SU.

POWERFLARE CORPORATION

EURO-PRO OPERATING LLC

MARK ANTHONY PROPERTIES LTD.

NISSAN JIDOSHA KABUSHIKI KAISHA

CLAY P. RENSHAW

EURO-PRO OPERATING LLC

Owner Name

CBP IPR RECORDATION — APRIL 2012
GM

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

Restricted
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4/5/2012

4/5/2012

4/5/2012

4/5/2012

4/5/2012

4/5/2012

4/5/2012

4/19/2012

4/5/2012

4/5/2012

4/5/2012

4/19/2012

4/5/2012

4/19/2012

COP 12–00042

COP 12–00043

COP 12–00036

TMK 12–00261

TMK 12–00289

TMK 12–00336

TMK 12–00260

TMK 12–00258

TMK 12–00259

TMK 06–01473

COP 12–00038

TMK 12–00338

10/2/2021

4/5/2032

8/6/2022

3/20/2022

8/11/2021

2/11/2013

8/28/2021

6/26/2017

9/3/2022

4/5/2032

4/5/2032

4/5/2032

3/10/2019

7/9/2015

Date

TMK 12–00273

Expiration

Effective

Date

TMK 12–00275

Recordation No.

LUMIGAN

BLENDER.

PACKAGING DESIGNS FOR NINJA

TEXAS INSTRUMENTS

DESIGN

WALLAWAY

SOAPROCKS

XLOOP

GUM WALL TEA

ONE.CLICK

MIXER.

PACKAGING DESIGNS FOR NINJA

VACUUM CLEANER

PACKAGING DESIGNS FOR SHARK

VACUUM CLEANER.

PACKAGING DESIGNS FOR SHARK

REVITABROW

OBSESSION

Name of Cop/Tmk/Tnm

ALLERGAN, INC

EURO-PRO OPERATING LLC. .

TEXAS INSTRUMENTS INCORPORATED

EXPRESS, LLC

INC.

ASHLEY FURNITURE INDUSTRIES,

PINK, TODD S.

JAY-Y SUNGLASSES.COM

RIOR TRADING CO.

CHUNG INCORPORATED DBA SUPE-

ARES TRADING SA

EURO-PRO OPERATING LLC

EURO-PRO OPERATING LLC.

EURO-PRO OPERATING LLC.

ATHENA COSMETICS, INC.

CALVIN KLEIN COSMETICS CORP

Owner Name

CBP IPR RECORDATION — APRIL 2012
GM

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

Restricted
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4/19/2012

4/19/2012

4/27/2012

4/27/2012

4/18/2012

4/18/2012

4/18/2012

4/18/2012

4/18/2012

4/18/2012

4/18/2012

4/18/2012

4/18/2012

4/18/2012

4/18/2012

4/18/2012

TMK 12–00340

TMK 12–00342

TMK 12–00403

TMK 12–00418

TMK 12–00302

TMK 12–00301

TMK 12–00303

TMK 12–00305

TMK 12–00306

TMK 12–00304

TMK 12–00312

COP 12–00046

TMK 12–00307

TMK 12–00314

TMK 12–00309

TMK 12–00310

8/20/2022

11/29/2021

12/13/2015

10/4/2021

4/18/2032

2/7/2022

4/3/2022

1/15/2018

2/12/2018

1/24/2015

11/20/2021

7/12/2021

8/3/2020

3/1/2014

2/14/2022

4/29/2018

4/19/2032

Date

4/19/2012

Expiration

Effective

Date

COP 12–00048

Recordation No.

WUHAN

JET FUEL

CHAN LUU

VALUE ADVANTAGE

HEXBUG SPIDER.

DTS AND DESIGN

R.O.C.K.

IMPRESSION

DESIGN

COMFORT FLEX

BOTOX

I VANDALS AND DESIGN

ZEROSTOP

NIGHTFORCE

NETCHOICE

ACZONE

PACKAGING

ALGENIST PRODUCT LABELS AND

Name of Cop/Tmk/Tnm

UNIVERSAL PERCUSSION

DIGITAL ICON USA INC.

CHAN LUU INC.

NISSAN NORTH AMERICA, INC.

INNOVATION FIRST, INC.

DATA TRANSFER SOLUTIONS, LLC

DANIEL MECCA, JULIE MENDOZA

IMPRESSION BRIDAL

SHAMBALLA JEWELS APS

KENMARK OPTICAL COMPANY

ALLERGAN, INC.

UNIVERSITY OF IDAHO

FORCE OPTICS, INC.

LIGHTFORCE USA, INC. D/B/A NIGHT-

FORCE OPTICS INC.

LIGHTFORCE USA, INC. D/B/A NIGHT-

NETWORK SERVICES COMPANY

ALLERGAN, INC.

SOLAZYME, INC.

Owner Name

CBP IPR RECORDATION — APRIL 2012
GM

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

Restricted
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4/18/2012

4/18/2012

4/19/2012

4/18/2012

4/18/2012

4/18/2012

4/18/2012

4/18/2012

4/18/2012

4/18/2012

4/18/2012

4/18/2012

4/19/2012

4/19/2012

4/18/2012

4/27/2012

4/27/2012

TMK 12–00337

TMK 12–00316

TMK 12–00319

TMK 12–00318

TMK 12–00311

TMK 12–00315

TMK 12–00317

TMK 12–00297

TMK 12–00300

TMK 12–00298

TMK 12–00322

TMK 12–00381

TMK 12–00299

TMK 12–00417

TMK 12–00404

1/22/2018

4/16/2022

3/26/2022

7/1/2018

12/1/2019

8/25/2021

11/18/2017

4/10/2022

3/27/2022

4/10/2022

2/28/2022

9/4/2021

3/20/2022

3/30/2014

1/13/2017

12/20/2021

5/23/2016

Date

TMK 12–00313

Expiration

Effective

Date

TMK 12–00308

Recordation No.

LIGHTFORCE USA, INC. D/B/A NIGHTFORCE OPTICS INC.

AND DESIGN

TELEEMG, LLC

GOLDSCHMIDT VINEYARDS LLC

PEARISON, INC. D/B/A BAND SHOPPE

ZICO USA INC.

AMERICA, INC.

MOTION PICTURE ASSOCIATION OF

UNIVERSAL PERCUSSION

BDSRCO, INC.

LIVE GREAT FOODS, LLC

SAN PABLO COMMERCIAL CORP.

GUSTAV BERNING GMBH & CO.KG

GOLIGHT, INC.

SA

HORPHAG RESEARCH MANAGEMENT

KENMARK OPTICAL COMPANY

PBM GROUP

TEXTILE CENTER INC.

VELOCOMP LLC

Owner Name

NF NIGHTFORCE PRECISION OPTICS

FOCUS EMG

PAUA ROCK

AIR BLADE

POWERMATIC

MPAA LOGO AND DESIGN

WUHAN

PARADISE SHORES

ACCLAIM

SPC WITHIN A CIRCLE

BERNING’S CARIBIC AND DESIGN

GOLIGHT

PINEGENOL

DESTINY

COSPOSTUMBLE AND DESIGN

STYLE WEAR

IBIKE

Name of Cop/Tmk/Tnm

CBP IPR RECORDATION — APRIL 2012
GM

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

Restricted
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4/27/2012

4/18/2012

4/19/2012

4/19/2012

4/19/2012

4/27/2012

4/27/2012

4/19/2012

4/19/2012

4/27/2012

4/27/2012

4/27/2012

4/27/2012

4/27/2012

4/27/2012

4/27/2012

4/27/2012

4/27/2012

4/27/2012

TMK 12–00323

TMK 12–00321

TMK 07–01395

TMK 12–00406

TMK 12–00407

TMK 12–00330

TMK 12–00335

TMK 12–00411

TMK 12–00409

TMK 12–00413

TMK 12–00408

TMK 12–00410

COP 12–00061

TMK 12–00414

TMK 12–00416

TMK 12–00412

TMK 12–00415

4/30/2022

4/17/2022

2/28/2022

4/3/2022

4/27/2032

1/22/2018

7/12/2021

4/10/2022

9/20/2015

4/3/2022

11/22/2021

6/28/2020

4/3/2022

8/21/2017

12/24/2021

8/4/2019

3/26/2022

12/31/2012

3/27/2022

Date

TMK 12–00320

Expiration

Effective

Date

TMK 12–00405

Recordation No.

DESIGN

LEONARDO VALENTI

NINTENDO3DS

EL SABOR DE MEXICO

OWL TOWN.

NIGHTFORCE (STYLIZED)

DESIGN

SUPER MARIO LAND

DESIGN

TRUE SOURCE

IPL

3M

DESIGN

AVENGERS

G20

SKY BALL

POKEMON

WUHAN

BI

Name of Cop/Tmk/Tnm

PARFUMS CHRISTIAN DIOR, SA

LEONARDO VALENTI

NINTENDO OF AMERICA INC.

EL SABOR DE MEXICO, INC.

BNB ENTERPRISES, INC.

LIGHTFORCE USA, INC.

INNOVATION FIRST, INC.

NINTENDO OF AMERICA INC.

NINTENDO OF AMERICA INC.

TRUE SOURCE HONEY LLC

NISSAN JIDOSHA KABUSHIKI KAISHA

3M COMPANY

INNOVATION FIRST, INC.

MARVEL CHARACTERS, INC.

NISSAN JIDOSHA KABUSHIKI KAISHA

MAUl TOYS, INC.

NINTENDO OF AMERICA INC.

UNIVERSAL PERCUSSION

NOBLE BEAUTY OF AMERICA, INC.

Owner Name

CBP IPR RECORDATION — APRIL 2012
GM

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

Restricted
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4/27/2012

4/27/2012

4/27/2012

4/27/2012

4/27/2012

4/27/2012

4/27/2012

4/27/2012

4/27/2012

4/27/2012

4/27/2012

4/27/2012

4/27/2012

TMK 12–00386

TMK 12–00387

TMK 12–00388

TMK 12–00389

COP 12–00060

TMK 12–00391

TMK 12–00390

TMK 12–00402

TMK 12–00392

TMK 12–00399

TMK 12–00396

TMK 12–00394

TMK 12–00393

12/23/2017

10/8/2012

4/10/2022

9/29/2018

12/21/2020

2/6/2020

4/3/2022

4/3/2022

4/27/2032

11/9/2019

1/22/2022

3/20/2022

4/3/2022

4/19/2032

Date

4/19/2012

Expiration

Effective

Date

COP 12–00054

Recordation No.

TAZORAC

CORONADO (AND DESIGN)

GAME BOY

ALPHAGAN

SUKARNE

CELLUVISC

LARVA

DESIGN (HEXAGON)

STYLE GUIDE

MARVEL THE AVENGERS MOVIE

AVENGERS

DESIGN

WII BALANCE BOARD

I-INSECT

BLENDER.

PACKAGING DESIGNS FOR NINJA

Name of Cop/Tmk/Tnm

ALLERGAN, INC

CAN CORPORATION)

GRUPO BIMBO S.A.B. DE C.V. (A MEXI-

NINTENDO OF AMERICA INC.

ALLERGAN, INC

PORATION)

GRUPO VIZ S.A. DE C.V. (MEXICO COR-

ALLERGAN, INC

INNOVATION FIRST, INC.

INNOVATION FIRST, INC.

MVL FILM FINANCE LLC.

MARVEL CHARACTERS, INC.

B.V. CORPORATION NETHERLANDS

ADIDAS INTERNATIONAL MARKETING

NINTENDO OF AMERICA INC.

INNOVATION FIRST, INC.

EURO-PRO OPERATING LLC.

Owner Name

CBP IPR RECORDATION — APRIL 2012
GM

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

Restricted
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4/27/2012

4/30/2012

4/27/2012

4/27/2012

TMK 12–00398

TMK 12–00429

TMK 12–00401

TMK 12–00395

Total Records: 255
Date as of: 5/2/2012

4/27/2012

TMK 12–00397

10/2/2021

10/2/2021

6/23/2018

10/22/2022

1/2/2020

4/10/2022

Date

4/27/2012

Expiration

Effective

Date

TMK 12–00400

Recordation No.

IVYSAUR

BULBASAUR

REFRESH TEARS

TRIDENT

ACULAR

TENDO

INCLUS! JUEGO INCLUÍDO! NIN-

WII SPORTS GAME INCLUDED! JEU

Name of Cop/Tmk/Tnm

NINTENDO OF AMERICA INC.

NINTENDO OF AMERICA INC.

ALLERGAN, INC

NEPTUNE TECHNOLOGY GROUP INC.

ALLERGAN, INC

NINTENDO OF AMERICA INC.

Owner Name

CBP IPR RECORDATION — APRIL 2012
GM

No

No

No

No

No

No

Restricted
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