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NEC's Comment 2: NEC argues that
the constructed value used by the
Department for its preliminary
determination included adjustments
which were not appropriate and which
should not be used for the final,
determination. These adjustments .
included, among others, the double
counting of die costs and the use of
general corporate averages for the
interest and the general expenses.

DOC Position: For the preliminary
determination, as explained in the
Notice, the Department adjusted cost
elements when it appeared such costs
may not have been appropriately stated. -
For example, the Department notes that
the total cost of manufacturing
presented in the response did not appear
to include the total cost of fabrication.
The Department reasoned that if the
fabrication were included, the cost of
-assembly would have been only 30
percent of the total costs. In view of the
Department's knowledge of the
production process. other facts
prepented in the response, and lacking
an explanation in the response, the
manufacturing costs presented did not’
appear to be reasonable. Accordingly,
the Department adjusted the total per
unit costs by the amount of the die. For
other adjustments made by the
Department, similar inconsistencies
were present. For the final
determination, the adjustments made by
the Department are described under the
*“Cost of Production” section of this
notice.

'NEC Comment: Respondenl argues
that the Department erred in adjusting.
NEC's manufacturing costs by making
additions for product-specific R&D
because these R&D costs were included
in the manufacturing costs submitted in
the supplemental response. Further, they
argue that the adjustment: (1) Ignored
NEC's statement that no product-
specific R&D costs were incurred during
the period; and (2) is inconsistent with
the Department's past approach of
considering such expenses a part of the
manufacturing costs only where R&D
expenses can be “identified directly
with the product under investigation or
to the srea in which the product is
manufactured.” (Cel/l.Site Transceivers
from Japon (Final), 48 FR 43060, 43083,
Ocl. 26. 1984).

DOC Response: The Department’s
questionnaire requested information on
historic product-specific R&D. Neither
NEC's originel response. nor its
supplemental response, provided
verifisble information on this point. The
Depuariment’s treatment of historic R&D
in this case is consistent with prior
dcterminations.

NEC Comment 4: NEC claims that
interest expenses attributable to sales of
64K DRAMs were correctly reported.

DOC Response: Submitted interest
expenses did not include an appropnate

- allocation of credit expenses -

sttributable to the product under

- investigation. The Department added

credit expenses related to the home
market sales. The Department

-+ decreased the amount of corporate
. interest expenses attributed to the

product to account for the proportional
share related to the accounts receivable,
so that the interest related to the home
market credit expense was not double-
counted.

Oki Comment 1: Oki clahm that the
- depreciation reflected in its financial
statements was a result of tax laws and
should not be used for the Department's
final determination. ~ -

DOC Response: The Department
reviewed Oki's methods of accounting
for depreciation. used in the’ ordmary
course of business. Like other
companies, Oki's method reflected
ordinary-industry practices and
followed the Department’s methodology
for determining depreciation. Therefore,
the Department used this amount. See
the "Cost of Producnon" section of this
notice.

. Oki Comment 2 Oki contends that the
cos! of production resulting from one of
its plants which was recently put into
operation should be adjusted lo. or. the
costs related 10'start-up.

- DOC Response: We agree. ‘l‘he T

Departmént adjusted the.costof *
production for only those costs *~ " *
presented by Oki which were directly -
nl;lated to the start-up operahonl ‘of that
plant. °

~ Oki Comment 3: Oki argues thata -

credit for royalty income from licensing
of 64K DRAM technology ‘must be
allowed against the cost of prodaction.

DOC Response: The royalty income
from the licensing.of 64K DRAM

" technology was a result of the’

expenditures for. the 64K DRAM
research and development. The royalty
income was not directly related to the

- production of 84K DRAMs during the

period of investigation. Therefore, the
Department allocated the product-
specific research and development
expenses for the period of investigation
between the 84 K DRAMs produced by
Oki and the royalty income.

Oki Commaent 4: Oki states that
historic semiconductor RaD cannot
reasonably be allocated to specific .
products and should not be included in
Oki's 64K DRAM 'cost of production.

DOC Response: The allocétion of .

historic R&D that the Department
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requires is product-specific R&D for 84K
DRAMs. The Department does not
require allocation of historic product.
line R&D for its calculation. It does,
however, require ? sllocation of those
product-line R&D éxpenses which are
current. The Department included
historic R&D for 64K DRAMs, based on
the “best information available”.

Oki Comment 5: Oki claims that the
R&D expenses for 64K DRAM3s were
expensed when the company was selling
84K DRAMs at a profit between 1982~
1084 and therefore should not be
sllocated to the period of investigation.

DOC Position: Historic costs
necessary {0 manufacture the product

* under investigation cannot be

disproportionately shifted and
attributed to a period when the
company was sellmg the product at a
profit. °

"Oki Comment 8: Oki states that the

-~ percentage the Department included as
_-“best information available” in the
. constructed value calculation for R&D in

the preliminary determination is higher

‘than the actual R&D costs under any

reasonable method of computation.
DOC Response: Although the
Department, in its questionnaire,

‘requested the respondents to include -

both historic product-specific R&D and
current product-line R&D in their

-calculations, Oki did not include such
- smounts. Therefore, the Department
.used “best information available” for its

grellmlnary determination, and for this

fina) determination. For the product-line

RaD. the Department used data based
on the experience of the Japanese .
semiconductor industry, which was
obtained from public sources.

Oki Comment 7: The Department
should not accept the domestic
industry's a ent that Oki's SC&A
costs should be discarded because they
are below the-corpbrate-average and
claims the Department should not use
this “average™ as it did in its preliminary
determination.

DOC Response: The Department

‘reviewed Oki's general and

administrative expenses as reported in
their submission and used this amount,
adjusted to a cost of sales allocation
basis. for its final determination.

Oki Comment 8: Oki alleges that the
domestic industry's proposals regarding
the calculation of fixed costs (i.e..
stiributing a pro rata share of capna\
and R&D to 64K DRAMSs on the basis of
average industry expenditures during a
given period) are: (1) Largely confused
and (2) iliegal. lo the extent that they are
clear.

DOC Response: The Department used
the respondents’ actusl costs, when
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verified and appropriately quantified
and valued. It did not base its
calculation for the respondent’s cost of
production on industry-wide statistics,
except when such data may have been
used as “best information available.”

Oki Comment 9: Oki contends that the
Department did not have a valid basis
for questioning its claims for adjusting
the yield variance which resulted when
Oki reentered previously “rejected”
devices into the production process
during the month of March. Oki notes
that the company did not maintain
records which traced the retested
devices back to “failure” at the initial
test.

DOC Response: The Department
questioned this claim because the
amount of these reentered devices was a
disproportionately large percentage of
the total production during the relevant
quarter. The Department notes that,
accepting the fact these devices were
reentered, it does not agree with Oki
that the positive.effects of the yield
variance should have been recognized
by the company during the month of
March, since these devices were still
incomplete and were ltill in the
production process.

Oki Comment 10: Oki cleims that the
.quantity of production differences cited
by the Department at various points in
the verification report are almost
entirely the creation of the Department's
inconsistent manner of handlmg the
production quantity. -

DOC Response: The Depamnenl '}
verification report notes various °
discrepancies in quantity throughout
Oki's verification documents,
submissions, and accounting records.
For example, while the response listed
untested devices and “stacked” devices
as two die, a verification exhibit which
summerized the response comctly did
not include untested devices and * .
counted "stacked" devices as two, but
" the ongmal company records counted
“stacked” devices as one die. The
company did not explain its reason for
the inconsistent manner in which it
treated the production quantity
throughout the investigation.

Oki Comment 11: Oki alleges.
contrary to the verification report. that
the verification exhibits related to the
quantity of retest items of finished 64K
DRAMs reconcile with one another. The
company states that the difference
between the retest items on these two
exhibits could be reconciled by
accounting for quantity of retest items of
two unrelated products and the
unfinished 84K DRAMs devices.

DOC Response: The Department,
when attempting to reconcile the retest
exhibits considered only 64K DRAMs

quantities on these exhibits. One exhibit
apparently includes unfinished pieces;
however, the incomplete units were not
specifically identified. Therefore, the
Department’s position remains
unchanged regarding the reconciliation
of these retest items.

Oki Comment 12: Oki claims, conlrary
to the verification report, that the
production account, which measures
quantity, and the production account,
which measures costs, include the same
period of time.

DOC Response: When this question
arase during verification, the verifiers
requested and received documentation
from the company officials concerning
this difference in time period. From this
documentation we were able to
reconcile the period for the produclion
quantities with the period for the cost.
However, the results of this
reconciliation had a de minimis impact
on the per unit cost. Therefore, no
adjustment was made to the cost.

Oki Comment 13: Oki points out that

the verification report notes that
material purchases were used instead of
material consumed for a8 material .
variance and states that the difference
resulting from- this methodology is -
insignificant. -

DOC Response: The Deportmem used
the results of this variance calculated
with the materials consumed, not with
the materials purchased.

Oki Comment 14: Oki objects to the
Department raising its concern for an
unresolved verification issue regarding
Oki’s determination that a variance was
considered a favorable, not an
unfavorable variance, when the actual
labor hours exceeded standard hours
during the period of investigation..

DOC Response: The Department
ruised its concern so that, prior to final
determination, the respondent and
petitioner could provide additional
comments on this issue. Oki provided an
explanation in its comments.to the
verification.

Oki Commnent 15: Oki states that the
verification report is “almost” correct
regarding depreciation when it states
that a “double-declining balance”
method was used by the company.

. DOC Response: In its verification
report, the Department stated that Oki
used the double-declining balance
method for depreciation. This method
would huve resulted in an effective rate
which is within one percent of the rate
of depreciation actually used by the
company in determining costs for its
financial stutement..

Oki Comment 16: Oki claims that
there is an error in the Department’s
verification report concerning two
semiconductor equipment studies

provided by the company. Oki states

" that, contrary to the Department's

characterization, one of the studies

reflects a four-yoar average life of the
;:?oeln in servica not the average useful
ife.

DOC Response: The company
provided the studies during verification.
However, one study was not fully
translated. Therefore. in the
Department’s report it notes that
apparently the ane study represents a
four-year useful life, but is not '
conclusive as to this fact.

Oki Comment 17: Oki points out that
the verification report notes that R&D
and SG&A was allocated based on sales

- and this is true. However, Oki clmms.

that the sale basis can easily be
converted to the cost of sales basis, if
the Department does not accepl the
sales basis.
. DOC Response: The Depanmenl
converted the G&A expenses to a cost of
sales busis.

Oki Comment 18 Oki concludes that

‘the verification report is almost correct

in stating all non-operating expenses
and income were-included in Oki's

- submission, and that the Department’s

major concern appears to be combining
these amounts. not the individual items
included in the amounts. :

DOC Response: The Department was
concerned with the individual items
included in non-operating income, e.g.,
dividend income and royalty income, to
determine if these items were related 10
the production of 64K DRAMs and
whether they should be taken as an

- offset o the cost of production of 64K

DRAMSs. We concluded that such

- income as the dividend income and
“rayalty income were not related to the
- production of 84K DRAMs and,

therefore, these offsets were not
reflected in the cost of production used
for the final determination. -

- - Oki Camment 18: Oki claims that the
- difference cited in.the verification repor!

concerning the material variances is in
errar because it did not consider the
material specification change variance.
Oki deacribes the matérial variance as
composed of two paris: (1) Standard to
actual cost variance; and (2) the original

.stundard cost to the revised standard

cost because of material specnhcuuon

- change variance.

DOC Response: The Department

"recomputed the stundurd cost to aciual

cost variance which did not reconcile tv
Oki's stendard cust to actual cost

“ varianca. The Department was not .

commenting on the material specific
change variance, which has no beariny
on the variance under review by the
Deépartment.
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Oki Comment 20: Oki claims that its
basis for allocation of indirect
department expenses to 64K DRAMS [s
reasonable and its amortization of six-
month variance to the months within
that six months is also reasonable.

DOC Response: The Department, after
review of the company's methods,
determined the these allocations
adequateiy reneciea the cost which
should be attributed to the 64K DRAMs.

Oki Comment 21: Oki argues that the
Department incorrectly disregarded
certain below cost home market sales,
as they did not meet the requirement of
being in sybstantial quantities over an
extended period of time and not at
prices permitting recovery of all costs in
a reasonable time in the normal course
of business. )

DOC Response: See DOC response to
NEC Comment 1. :

Oki Comment 22: Oki argues that
200NS home market sales below the cost
of production should not be excluded
from price to price comparisons since
they were “seconds” and obsolete and
were sold at whatever price the market
would bear. The fair value of such
devices fs the price at which they were
sold in the home market. Respondent
cites the Southwest Florida Winter
Vegetable Growers Association v.
United States 584 F. Supp. 10, 16 (CIT
1884) on this point. ’

DOC Response: Winter Vegetables is
inapposite because it applied to sales of
vegetables that had to be sold withina
short period of time because they were
perishable. 64K DRAMs are not
perishable. There were substantial sales
of 200NS DRAMs in both markets during
the period at a wide range of prices. The
Department sees no reason to depart in
this instance from its normal

methodology In treating sales alleged to .

be made qt less than the cost of
production..(See DOC Response to NEC
Comment 1.) :
Fujitsu Comment 1: Fujitsu, @
manufacturer of 84K DRAMs in Japan
which was not required to respond to
the antidumping duty questionnaire,
oppases the method the Department
used in its preliminary determination to
calculate the estimated dumping margin
for “all other manufacturers™ in this
investigation. In the preliminary
determination, the Department included
in its weighted-average calculation, the
dumping margin for Mitsubishi which .
wao based on the petitioner’s data as

the “best information available.” Fujitsu

argues that section 776(b) of the Act
restricts the use of “best information
available” to 8 party which “refuses or
is unable to produce information
requested in & timely manner snd in the
form required, or otherwise significantly

impedes an investigation" (Atlantic
Sugar, Ltd. v. United States, 744 F. 2d
1556 (Fed. Cir. 1884)). Companies in the
“all other manufacturer” category do not
fall into this category since they were
not asked by the Department to
complete questionnaire responses.
Second, Fujitsu argues that estimated
margins must be based on the best and
most accurate information available to
the Department. The data contained in
Micron Technology's petition is not an
accurate estimate as demonstrated by
the fact that the preliminary margins for
the companies which responded to the
questionnaire showed the petition data
to be substantially excessive. Third,
Fufitsu argues that where there s
adequate actual data on which to
compute weighted-average margins, the
Department should not include
*“punitive” rates in its calculation. -
DOC Response: It has consistently
been the practice of the Department that
in an affirmative determination,
producers/exporters for whom &
separate weighted-average dumpirif
margin has not been calculated will fall
within the “all other manufacturers”,
category. The “all other manufacturers™
dumping margin is the weighted-average
margin of the companies investigated for
whom margins were found to exist.
Although at the preliminary
determination, a company investigated
did not provide an adequate response to
our questionnaire, section 776(b) of the
Act provides a basis for making a sales
at less than fair value determination
through the use of the best information

.available. Therefore, that result,

together with the other margins of fair
value determined in accordance with
the Act's procedures, was ap ropriate‘lj)
included in the calculation of the over
welghted-average margin for purposes
of establishing the “sll other” rate.

We note, however, that since we have
not used a “best information available”
rate for any of the n?ondenu for the
purposes of the final determination, the
weighted-average margin does not
includesucharate. .

Fujitsu Camment 2: There is no
statutory basis for the Department to
use the “fabricated deta" proposed by
the domestic parties in place of
documented and verified data submitted
by respondents in response to
Department questionnaires.

DOC Response: The Department uses
data supplied by s company unless it
canndt verify such data or i appears
that such information is not - '
appropristely quantified or valued. Only
then does the Department resort to “best
information available” which may
include such things as published °
sgurces.

Fujitsu Comment 3: There is no
statutory authority in support of
petitioners' contention that R&D and
capital expenses icurred by
reapandents prior to the period of
investigation musgbe included as costs
of production durifg the period of
investigation.

DOC Respoanse: We disagree. The
Department notes that the constructed
value provisions of the Act {section
773(e)) specify that the costs shall be
those incurred “in producing such or
similar merchandise, at a time preceding
the date of exportation.” This definition
does not preclude the inclusion of costs,
like those for equipment and R&D,
which were incurred prior 10
exportation, but which are allocated to
and are necessary for the manufacture
of the product under investigation.

Domestic Parties’ Comments

The comments addressed in the
following section include not only those
of the petitioner, Micron Technology
Inc., but also other domestic interested
parties to this investigation, namely
Motorola, Inc. and Intel Corporation.

Domestic Parties’ Comments 1: The
Depariment must avoid distortions in
price due to related company
transactions. .

DOC Response: In accordance with 19
CFR 353.22, the Department disregarded
home market sales to related parties.

Domestic Parties' Comment 2:
Domestic Parties express concern that
respondents have distorted their data by
switching to straight-line- methods of
vaginq periods for reporting expenses
such as depreciation instead of methods
they normally used for financial

- reporting.

. DOC Response: We agree and have
used the method of depreciation as
described under the “"Cost of
Production” section of this notice.

Domestic Parties’ Comment 3.
Domestic Parties claim that the R&D
methodologies and allocation methods
utilized by respondents distort their
costs.

DOC Response: The Department
reviewed the cespondents’ R&D
methodologies and allocation methods.
When these methods and ailocation
bases did not properly attribute the
sppropriate amount of R&D to the
product, the Department made
sppropriate adjustments. See the “Coust
of Production” section of this notice.

Domestic Parties’ Comment €:
Domestic Parties assert that, because
production costs were rapidly
decreasing and inveniories were being .
built-up, production costs should be
lagged to ensure that sale prices for 64K
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DRAMs are compared with the
appropriate costs for producing the units
sold. Domestic Parties also argue that
because wafer sorl generally occurs at
leas! two months prior to sale, there
should be at least & two-month lag when
comparing constructed value with the
sale price. If inventory levels have
increased over the period of
investigation, the lag between wafer sort
and actual sale will be longer.

DOC Response: The Depariment
agrees that there should be a lag time
between sales data and cost data. For a
description of the Department’s method
used to match sales and costs, see the -
“Cost of Production" section of this
notice. See also DOC Response to
Hitachi's Comment 6.

Domestic Paorties' Comment 5:
Domestic Parties’ claim that in 8 number
of specific cases, SG&A was |
understated as a result of respondents’
allocation methodology.

DOC Response: The Department used
verified home merket selling expenses.
When it appeared SG&A was not
properly stated, the Department made
appropriale adjustments. See the “Cost
of Production” section of this notice. -

Domestic Parties’ Comment 6:
Domestic Parties’ state that the
dcpartment's verification findings call
into doubt the respondents’ reported
yield data.

DOC Response: The Department
disagrees. The Department considers the
submitted yield adequately tested. -

Domestic Parlies’ Comment 7:
Domeslic parties argue that, since
Japanese dumping increased in severity
toward the end of the period of
investigation and thereafter, the
dumping margins for the second and
third quarters of 1885 would be a more
appropriate indicator of the extent to
which sales a1 less than {air value have
been and are likely to be taking place.
Thus. they argue the Department should
exclude the first quarter of 1885 from its
investigation period and either restrict
its investigation to the second quarter of
1945, or include U.S. sales from July to
September 1885 to calculate dumpings
margins. .

DOC Response: The petition in this
investigation was filed on June 24, 1885.
In accordance with 18 CFR 353.38(a), the
Department instituted 8 period of
investigation extending from 150 days
prior to. and 30 days afler, the first day
of the month during which the petition
was received—that is, January 1 through
june 30. 1885. If the petitioner or other
interested parties objccted to the period
chosen, they should have registered that
objection at the commencement of the
investigation. not at its conclusion.

Domestic Parlies' Comment 8:
Motorola claims that its cost model
based on published data reflects the
cost of 84k DRAMSs during the period of
investigation and that the low costs
reported by the respondents are a result
of inappropriate sllocation methods,
excluded costs, and other accounting
practice maneuvers.

DOC Response: The Department
based its final determination on the
verified actual cost of each respondent
as reflected on its records when such
information included all necessary
costs, appropriately quantified and
valued. When such information was not
available or not appropriately valued, -
the Department used "best information
available,” which could include industry
statistics. '

Domestic Parties’ Comment 8: -
Domestic Parties point out that R&D
expenditures reported by the
respondents are far below the levels

reported by MITI to be consistent R&D ‘ ,
spending levels for intergrated circuits.

They also note that the R&D reported is
less than the R&D reported for the
Jepanese semiconductor industry as set
forth in Published sources. Thus. they
lrguellhal the Department should
substitute the levels reported in such
published sources for respondents’
costs. )

DOC Response: The Department .
reviewed the respondents’ R&D
calculation. When such data could not
be verified, was incomplete. not
appropriately allocated. or could not be
properly identified with the 64K
DRAM;, the Department used as best
information available MITI figures on
RaD for Japanese semiconductor
manufacturers for the first six months of
19884 (13 percent of sales), as reported by
Hambrecht & Quest Incorporated.

Domestic Parties' Comment 10:
Domestic Parties argue that since the
respondents’ capital costs in their
submissions are lower than the
consistent historic costs for IC's of
Japanese producers. as established in
published sources, the Department
should use the historic costs obtained
from published sources. Domestic

- Parties further contend that the reason

the reported capital and RaD costs were
substantially lower than the amounts
published was because such costs were
expensed by various eccounting
principles. to the period of time prior to
the investigation.

DOCRe:’ponse: ‘The Department used
the responderfls’s reported depreciation
expenses except as noted in the “Cost of
Production” section of thic notice. The
Department’s me!hodt:l:sy for
attributing R&D costs capital to the
products sold during the period of

investigation did not disproportionally
allocate R&D and capital costs to the
period prior to the investigation. For
R&D costs, the Department has captured
a proportional share of historic costs per
unit. '

Depreciation expense is based on
equipment which is continually being
modernized and replaced. At any one
time the depreciation expense will
reflect average depreciation for a poo! of
equipment purchased at various times.

Domestic Parties’ Comment 11:
Domestic Parties allege that because of
lower production of 64K DRAMs, the
variable costs should have remained the
same in 1884 even if yields increased.

DOC Regponse: Production volume
would not have a significant effect on
variable costs. Such costs are more
directly influenced by such factors as

'yields and price of inputs. See the "Cost

of Production" section of this notice for

. details es to how we treated

respondents’ costs.

Domestic Parties’ Comment 12:
Domestic Parties allege that the general
and administrative expenses reported
by the companies are understated
because of the diversion of certain costs
to other products and the ellocation of
the remaining costs over the total sales
of the company. A

DOC Response: The Department
reviewed each respondent’s
methodology and analyzed the costs
included. When general expenses did
not include some appropriate costs,
adjustments were made. See the “Cost
of Production™ section of this notice. -

Domestic Parties’ Comment 13:
Domestic Parties argue that the.
Depariment should use the sales "
agreement date as the date of sale for
U.S. sales, and should not include in the
period residual shipments from sales
agreements made earlier. In the case of
original equipment manufacturers
{OEM) contracts, the date of the sale
should be the date that the basic sales
agreement wag made with the OEM.
While a subsequent price adjustment for
sales to an OEM or distributor certainly
affects the net sales price. it does not
move the sales date 16 that date.

In the cace of distributor sales, ‘
Motorola notes that the question as 1o
what is the appropriate date of sule is
somewhat more complex. Where the .
price is to be dotermined only after the
units arrive, the date at which the price
Is initially get would probably be the
appropriate date of sale. Thus, where
the contract states that the price will be
the lowest price while the units are in
distributor inventory, the initial price for
each of those units is established when
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they first enter inventory. i.e., on the
date of shipment.

The use of shipment date rather than
order date removes from this
investigation many low priced “sales” at
the end of the period of investigation
(POI) and brings into the period higher
priced pre-POI “sales.”

DOC Response: Depariment practice
is to recognize a sale only when all key
elements (i.e., binding commmitment,
irrevocable price, quantities to be
purchased) are firm. As will be shown,
in this case, during the time period
investigated, there is no alternative but
to recognize the shipment date as the
date of sale.

As noted, 64K DRAMs are sold to two
basic types of customers—distributors
and OEMs. Sales to distributors
constitute approximately fifteen to thirty
percent of the U.S. sales. As Domestit
Parties note, the standard U.S.
distribulion agreement contains some
sort of “price proteclion” provision.
Under such a provision., if the “book™
price for any product decreases, the
distributor will be charged the reduced
price on any products shipped
thereafter. In addition, the distributor
may apply for credit for the reduction in
price on such products previously
purchased by the distributor, and either
in transit or part of the distributor's
lnvenlolz'. .

Most distributor agreements also
include a “ship and debit” clause, also .
known as a “ship out of stock and debit"
(SOSAD) clause. This provides that a
producer may reduce the price of
products sold 1o a distributor where the
distributor has n:gouated a price with
its custamer which does not allow the
distributor to meet a guaranteed margin
on the resale. SOSAD authorizes the .
distributor to oblain a debit from the
producer for the difference. :

Under these distributor agreements,
the earliest date on which a price can be
determined is the date of shipment; thus,
this is the date we have chosen as the
date of “sale.”

We have reached a similar conclusion
with respec! to the OEM contracts. We
agree, in principle, with Domestic
Parties’ general assertion that where
Eurchase orders are issued pursuant to a

inding long-term contract, the date of
sale should be the date of the long-term
contract, rather than the date of the
purchase orders. Here, however, it did
not sppear that purchase orders were
issued in accordance with the terms of
any long-term contract. Indeed, éven
where a producer had a long-term
contract on the books with s particular
cusiomer, it appeared that those

purchase orders that were issued during
the period of investigation were not

issued in conformance with the terms of
the long-term contract, but rather
reflected new pricing arrangements.

Thus, the onl { uestion before us was
whether it wou d‘l)e appropriate to use
the purchase order date as the date of
sale. There are at least two bases for
concluding that, given the
characteristics of this particular industry
and the market conditions as they
existed during the period of ,
investigation, that it would not.

First, many of the purchase orders
expressly provide, in essence, that
acceptance of the order could be made
either by means of express
scknowledgment or by shipment of
conforming goods. Since written
acknowledgments or other
confirmations of purchase orders were
generally not received, the date of
shipment constituted acceptance of the
conforming goods. See UCC 2-206.

Becond, it appears that neither party
toa ase order treated that
p se order as a binding agreement.
During the time period investigated,
there were significant cancellations of -
64K DRAM orders by both parties,
without any sanctions or penalties
whatsoever, and frequent price revisions
to reflect rapidly declining prices. Under
these conditions. neither price nor
quantity were firm until the order was
shipped and. in fact, post-shipment price
revisions were not uncommon. Thus, the
date of shipment is the earliest point in
the transaction at which any sort of
binding commitment may be inferred.

Contrary to the Domestic Parties’
assertions, the potential for post-
shipment cancelations or price
adjustments does not make this
situation analogous to one where
rebatés are granted after a sale. While
rebates may not be “earned” until after
a sale has occurred, the conditions and
amounts of rebates are established at
the time of sale. (See Department's
definition of ‘rebates” provided in its
questionnaire in this investigation.)
Here, however, these post-shipment
adjustments are not based on any
specified conditions or formulae; they
are simply renegotiations of price and
uantity. Thus, the Department’s use of

ate of shipment as date of sale in this
case is distinguishable frém its usual
methodology of using date of contract as
date of sale where rebates are invalved.

It should also be noted. that the
Department has taken the position here
that there can be no new dates of sale
after shipment and any subsequent price

tions must be reported as one

of the following, as appropriate: (1)
Rebates; (2) discounts; {3) price
protection adjustments; or (4) ship and
debit adjustments. By taking this
position the nt has ensured
that respondentsfmay notbe in a
position to move their sales outside of
the period of investigation by the simple
expedient of granting a further price
adjusiment.

Finally, the Department notes that
Motorola's argument that the
Department’s decision on the “sale”
date will remove certain low priced
“sales” from the end of the period of
investigation and add certain higher
priced “aales” at the beginning of the
investigation is misplaced. The Act
directs the Department to look at U.S.
sales by reference to “sgreements” to
purchase or sell, regardless of the
impact on the investigation. (Section 772
(b) and (c).)

Domestic Parties' Comment 14: In
considering price adjustments, the
Department should puy particular
attention to ensure that all relevant
price adjustments were reported,
especially price adjustments occurring
subsequent to the period of
investigation, and that these
adjustments were properly allocated to
the sales to which they apply.

DOC Response: In order to ensure the
completeness and accuracy of post-
shipment price adjustments, the
Department-checked price issued well
after the period of investigation for each
of the companies. In the event the
Department found credits outside the
period which were not reported, these
credits were quantified and allocated to
particular sales by the Department for
our final determination. The Department
found that the allocation methods used
by NEC AND Oki reasonably tied
credits to specific sales. Mitsubishi's
methodology of allocating the
adjustments over all units sold, instead
of attributing them to particular sales,
was not accepted. In the case of
Mitsubishi, the Department developed
alternative methods for allocsting price
protection and ship and debit
adjustments to specilic sales. Hitachi
allocated ship and debit credits
attributed to sach distributor. Because
Hitachi had only s small amount of ship
and debit credits, we accepted Hitachi's
sllocation method as “best information
available” in this instance.

Suspension of Liquidation

In sccordance with section 733(d)(2)
of the Act. we are directing the United
States Customs Service to continue to
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suspend liquidation of all entries of 84K
DRAMs from Japan that are entered, or
withdrawn from warehouse, for
consumption. on or after December 11,
1985. The United States Customs Service
shall require a cash deposit or the
posting of a bond equal to the estimated
welghled-average amount by which:the
foreign market value of the merchandise
subject to this investigation exceeds the
United States price as shown in the
table below. This suspension of
liquidation will remain in effect until
further notice.

" - Mergn

Mo e b percentsge
MEC Coporat ' : ‘2
oiacts Lidt. "ner
Ol Electne industey Co. LM oo 8.3
Mitsubis Etecenc Corporsss . ’ 7o
AR other marwachsery/producers/eporters ... { 278
ITC Notification

" In accordance with section 735(d) of
the Act, we will notify the ITC of our
determination. In addition, we are
making available to the ITC all non-
privileged and non-confidential
information relating to this* .
investigation. We will allow the ITC
access to all privileged and confidential
information in our [iles, provided the
ITC confirms that it will not disclose
such information either publicly or
under an administrative protective order
without the consent of the Deputy
Assistant Secretary for Import
Administration. The ITC will determine
whether these imports materially injure,
or threaten material injury to, a U.S.
industry within 45-days sfter we make
our final determination. If the ITC-
determines that meterisl injury or threst
of material injury does not exist, this
proceeding will be terminated and all
securities posted as a result of the
suspension of liquidation will be
refunded or cancelled. However, if the
ITC determines that such injury does -
exist, we will issue an antidumping duty
order on 84K DRAM; from Japan
entered, or withdrawn from warehouse,
for consumption after the suspension of
liquidation, equal to the amount by . -
which the foreign market value exceeds
the Uniled States price.

This determination is published :
pursuant to section 735(d) of the Act (19
uSsC. 1873d(d). '

April 23, 1008.

Paul Freodenberg,

Assistant Secretary for Trade Administration.

{FR Doc. 86-0543 Filed ¢-28-86; 8:45 sm)
Onimo CODE 3019-08-u
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Table B—1.—DRAM's, cased: Total apparent U.S. consumption on the basis
of bits of memory, 1/ by densities, 1983-85

(In_thousands of K-equivalents)

Item © 1983 1984 ' 1985
Under 16K : L L L s
16K : L o0
64K . 11,329,920 : 21,404,224 : 15,982,272
256K : 126,720 : 4,293,120 : 19,313,408
1M- : - ¢ -1

Total : 13,880,324 : 26,810,532 : 35,944,040

1/ Assumes that under 16K are 4K DRAM's,

Source: Compiled from data submitted in _response to questionnaires of the
U.S. International Trade Commission.

Table B-2.—DRAM's, cased: Domestic shipments of cased DRAM's made from
uncased DRAM's produced and assembled in the United States, by densities,
198385

Table B-3.—DRAM's, cased: Domestic shipments of cased DRAM's made from
uncased DRAM's produced in the United States and assembled in third
countries, by densities, 1983-85 -

* * x *, * * x

Table 8—4.-DRAﬂ's,-cased: Domestic  shipments of cased DRAM's made from
uncased DRAM's produced in Japan and assembled in the United States, by
densities, 1983-85 ‘

* T o ox * B * *
Table B-5.-—DRAM' s, uncased: U.S. importers' inventories of DRAM's

produced in Japan, by densities, as of, Dec 31 of 1982-85

»* * »* * * * *
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Table B-6.—DRAM's, cased: U.S. importers' inventories of DRAM's produced
in Japan and assembled in a third country, by densities, as of Dec. 31 of
1982-85

Table B-7.—DRAM's, uncased: u.s. shipments 1/ of imports
from Japan, by densities, 1983-85

(In thousands of units)

Item © 1983 j 1984 © 1985
Under 16K : L L1 ¥R
16K : L2 B0 HHM
64K : 26,006 : 40,863 : 17,507
256K . '. *** : ) 2.0 B AN
1M : IO - W E 23,3
420 30,774

Total : 34,864 43,

1/ Includes intracompany or intercompany transfers which account for
virtually all shipments of uncased DRAM's ‘imported from Japan.

Source: Compiled from data submitted in réspohse to questionnaires of the
U.S. International Trade Commission. '

Table B-8.—DRAM's, cased: U.S. shipments 1/ of imborts of.DRAM s made from
uncased DRAM's produced in Japan and assembled in a third country, by
densities, 1983-85

¥* ¥* * * * . * *

Table B-9.—DRAM's, cased: U.S. open—market'ship@ents of cased DRAM's mader
from uncased DRAM's produced in Japan and assembled in a third country, by
densities, 1983-85

* * * * * B *
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Tabdle C~1.—64K DRAN's (130 ns) sold .to OEM'es: Weighted-average net selling prices for sales of domestic products and for esles of imports from Japan,

and aversge mergins by which imports of Japaness DRAM's undersold or oversold 1/ U.B.-produced DRAM's, by clssses of OEM's and by months,

1984-arch 1986

September

. (Per unit)
: Office sutomation OEM ! Telecommunicetiqn OEM : .. lodustrial sutomstion OEM : Consumer producte OEM
T U.5. ¢ Japanase: 1 U.5. 1 Japsnaset T U.S. 1 Jepenese: 1 U.5. ¢ Japsnese:
tveighted-1veighted~1 Margios of 1waighted-:weighted-1 Margins of tweighted-1weighted-: Nergine -of swafighted-iweighted-~; Mergins of
Moath underselling/ underselling/ undereelling/ underselling/
1 average i aversge 'onrnulu (_): sverage : aversge t“"“u“. (_)l aversge : average 'onruluu (-)! OVerage : sverage i o 1 iin =)
s _price i price ¢ t price : price 1 3 price t price :  price i price 8
: ‘Amount : Amount : hnunt:hrent: Amount : Amount : hoant:hreut: Amount : Amount : hount:hrecnt: Amount : Asount : Iaount;l’ercent
T g 1 T 1 1 1 s s g 3 t s t : s
1984: s t 1 C 8 3 t 1 t [] 3 ] ] ] H H H
Sept—: $3.98 ¢+  $3.33 : $0.44 3 11.19 1 $3.73 :  $3.87 :$-0.14 1 -3.66 ¢ $3.46 1  $3.91 14-0.45 :-12.86 1 $3.43 1 $3.20 : $0.2) : 6.61
Oct=—7; 3.27 3.25: 023 .72: 3.73 L2, 2/ ¢ 081 3.51 3 3.75: ~.24 : -6.78 3 2.19 3 3.37 : -1.18 : ~53.90
Nov——1 3.52 1 324 .27 : .77 .24 3 3.9%5 1 =.71 :-21.80 3 2.59 3 3,75 3 -1.16 1-44,90 : 2.13 3 3.43 : -1,30 : -61,27
Dec——1 3.24 3 3,20: .04 : 1.08: 2.64 1 3.44 3 =-,80 :1-30.34 3 2,45 : 3.7% & -1.30 1-53.06 : 2.75 3 3.10 : -.35 : -12.80
1985:— 3 t [ ] ] t ] H [ ] ] H H H [ 3
Jap——1 2.87 2.72 s A5 : 3.19: 2.93 3 3.62 31 =.70 3~23.75 1 3.24 3 2.80 ¢+ .44 1 13.57 3 1.85 : 3.01 : -1.16 : ~-62.78
Fab~——3 2.56 3 2,39 : .71 6.57: 2.37 3.15: -.78 :1-32.99 : 3.8% 2 2,52 1 1.34 3 .71 2 1.69 3 3.10 : -1.41 : -§3.8)
Mar——1 1.46 3 2.51 s -1.06 1=-72.49 2.39 1 2.57 3+ -.,18 3 ~7.51: 2.77 2 1.25 1 1.52 1 54,86 : 2.21 3 2.60 : =.39 1 -17.50
Apr—1 1.3 ¢ 1.431 .08 : 3.04 : 1.67 : 1.10 3 .57 1 34.07 3 3.1) 1.29 ¢+ 1.84 1 58.74 1.65 3 1.70 : ~.05: <~3.00
Hay—1 1.31 s 1.29:+ .03 : 2.06 : 1.03 3 .90 3 «13 t 12.41 3 2.38 1.01 ¢+ 1.37 1 57.68 3 1.29 @ 1,65 : =.36 t -27.68
June—1 1.48 3 1.26 1 .23 1 13.19 3 1.14 ¢ 1.093 .05 4.53: 1.95 3 98 1 .96 3 49.52 .83 3 1.51 : -.68 : ~-81.30
July—12 92 1 1.33 1 ~.41 1-44.92 1.37 s 1.10 & «27 31 19.80 - 2.49 ; .80 1 1,69 1 67.84 1 .87 3 -3 - -
Aug=——3 1.09 1.26 ¢+ =-.21 1-20.33 1 1.23 .90 3 <33 ¢ 27.09 1.87 2 .99 3 .88 1 46.94 : .76 3 -3 -3 -
Sept——1 1.03.3 .82 3 +21 3 20.49 1 1.76 3 903 . .86 3 48.76: . 1.90: .84 1 1,07 1 56.06 3 1 8 JO0 s .01 ¢+ 1.86
Oct—=—t 92 1 1,26 1 ~.34 1~36.59 3 99 3 Jd3 8 24 1 24,41 2 1.45 ¢ 84 1 .61 1 42.41 .70 1 653 .05: 7.66
Nov===1 1.22 3 .87 1 «36 ¢ 29.21 3 .70 .90 3 =,20 1~28.13 : 66 t Jl 3 =06 1 -8.43 3 .61 1 .65 1 =-.04 : <~6.42
Dec~——1t 2] 1.16 3+ ~.39 1-50.21 3 <70 3 .90 ¢ =.20 :~28.22 JdS8 s .83t =-.08 :~11.05 ¢ .62 3 J2: ~.09 1 -15.14
1986: 1 ] [ ] 1 3 [ ] [ ] ] t H t ] []
Jan——1 1.10 3 831 .23 1 22.84 3 +66 3 753 =.10 1-14.51 3 76 3 J21 0483 4.80: .80 3 8% : =061 <-7.06
Fab——1 1.08 3 .90 ¢ .18 1 16.96 : 91 3 60 ¢ .31 33373 1.10 s 1.23 1+ =.135 1~13,64 3 J3 3 .92 1 =-,19 1 -25.28
Nar—-t 1.20 : B84 3 .36t 29.77 s .92 3 801 .12 3 13.43: .75 2 - -3 -3 .85 : JOs .13 17.41
[ 3 3 3 [ t 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 : [
.04 “Harglos are calculated I'rom unrounded wvelghted—everage prices. *
2/ lase thea 0.03.
Sources Coupiled from dste submitted ia respoase to questionnatires of the U.8. International Trade Commission.
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Table C-2.~—~64K DRAN's (200 ne) eold to OEM'e: Weighted-sverage net selling prices for sales of domestic products and for sales of imports from '”E:n'
and average margins by which tmports of Japaness DRAM's undersold or oversold 1/ U.S.-produced DRAM's, by classes of OEM's and by months, September

1984-March 1986

(Per unit) .
: Office automstion OEM : Telecommunication OEM : Industrisl automstion OEM : Consumer products OEM
) U.3., Ii'pcneu: t s Japaneset 1 U,8., 1 Japanese: 1 U.5. : Japanese:
- - Margioe of - - Margine of - _ Margins of _, targins of
Mooth twaighted-1waighted-: underselling/ iweighted-1veighted~: underselling/ sweighted-i1waighted-;: underselling/ tweighted-:veighted-: underselling/

t average it average t 3 average : average 3 average : average ! average : average

overselling (-) overselling (~) overselling (-) overselling (-)

3
t__price ! price g _price 1 price 1 t price i price 1 price i price
: Amount : Amount :A-ount:hrccnt: Amount : Amount :A-ount:hrcont: Amoynt : Amount : A.ount:l'orun:: Amount : Amount :A-ount;l’crcent
1 T [ 1 1 1 0 1 g 1 1 t 3 1 [} '

1984: ' ] : t H ' H t H 4 ] ' [ i :
Sept—: $3.77 : $3.58 : $0.19 1 4.97 -1 -1 - -1 $3.57: -1 -3 -1 $2.95t $3.47 18-0.52 : -17.81
Oct—3 3.65 3.21: .44 5 12,08 -3 -3 -3 -3 3.27 3 -1 -1 -1 2,38 3 3.32 ¢ -.96 : =39.40
Nowew==y 372 3.37: M 917 -1 - -1 -3 2.689 : -1 -1 -1 2.62 3 3.16 ¢+ ~.5) : -20.39
Dec—-1 3.64 348 .15 419 -3 -1 -3 -3 2.96 @ - -t -1 2.41 3.00 ¢+ =-,61 3 ~25.12

19852 t t ] t t s t t H [ ] H t 1 H :
Jag———g 2.67 3 2.73: -.05:~1.97 31 $1.8%: -1 -1 -3 2.78 : -1 -1 -1 2.17 3 2.82 : -.65 : ~29.8)
Pedb—: 1.7% 2 2,15 ¢ ~=.40 :-22.97 3 1.8 2 -1 -1 -3 2.44 3 -3 -1 - 1.91 ¢ 2.80 : -.89 : -46.59
Mar——1 1.84 1 2.01 ¢+ =.17 : -9.42 1 1.8 -t -t -t 1.87 : -t -t -t 1.84 ¢ 1.83: =~-.01: ~-.48
Apr———3 1.3 2 1.65 1 ~.32 1-23.89 1.40 3 -1 -1 -1 1.34 3 -3 -t -1 1.79 3 -t -t -
May-—=t 1.60 @ 1.39 3 .21 3 13.23 1.40 3 - -1 -1 «93 3 -1 -1 -1 .65 3 -3 -1 -
June=~1 1.47 3 968 .50 : 34,253 1.20 ; -3 -1 -1 .93 1 -3 - -1 .60 3 ] - -
July=-3 .08 3 03¢ .06 4.9 : -3 -3 -1 -1 .82 3 -1 - - -1 -1 -3 -
Aug-—: = .09 .08 ¢ 01 1 1.99 : L | Te g -1 -1 T .82 s -t -3 -1 AT ¢ -1 -t -
Sept—1 .81 3 1.10 ¢+ =.29 1=35.64 : -3 -1 -3 -t 57 2 - -1 -1 2.25 3 -3 -3 -
Oct—==p .68 ¢ J4 s =06 ¢ -9.06 ¢ -3 -1 - -t 52 3 -3 -t -1 -1 - -1 -
Nov—1 .JO ¢ J4t ~.04 3 ~5.71 -1 -3 -1 -3 «33 3 -1 - -1 .65 -1 -3 -
Dec~t .68 ¢ Jb s =031 4,38 ¢ -3 -3 -1 - 7113 -3 -1 -t -1 -1 -3 -

1986: ] ' ] ] H ] 1] ] t H H ] t t 1
Jon——3 J2 1 Jbs -.03 1 -3.53 3 -3 -1 -1 -1 .83 1 - -3 - .80 3 -3 -1 -
Feb——1 1.04 @ Jl s .33 1 31.62 ¢ -t - -3 -1 .83 1 -t - - -1 -1 -1 -
Nap——=t 1.23 3 -t -1 -1 -1 -3 -3 -3 - -1 - -3 -3 -1 -1 -

] 3 3 3 1 3 3 3 3 3 3 2 [ 3 3

0 _
__I7 Margine are calculated from unrounded weighted-everage prices.
Source: Compiled from data submitted in responss to quastionnaires of the U.8. Internstional Trade Cosmission.
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Table C-3.—64K n'mu'. (150 ns) sold to subcontractors, distridutors, snd spot-market purchassers: Weighted-sverage
aet selling prices for sales of domestic products and for ssles of imports fros Japsn, and sverage margins by
vhich fmports of Jspanese DRAM's undersold or oversold 1/ U.5.-produced DRAN's, by classes of OEM's and by

months, September 1984-March 1986
{Par unit)
: Subcontractors : Distributors f Spot-wmarket purchasers
s U Japanese: (oo o ! U.5. : Japanesa: Margins of ° U5, : Japanase: Margins of
Month 1 g+ everage 1 URdermelliag/ MO uadersaliing (BT wndersaiitng/
1 price i price :°overselling (=), price : price joverselling (-), price : price :0vereelling (-)
: Asount : Amount :hount;l’crcnz: Amount : Amount : hount:hrccnt: Asount ' Amount : Anount;hrcent
T 1 3 g 1 0 1 : T s 3 :

1984: H H H H H H H H 3 ] [ ]
Sept—: $2.59 : $3.90 :$-1.31 :-50.45 : $2.59 ¢ 3.56 1$~0.98 :~37,75 :+ $3.52: $3.38: $0.13 : 3.77
Oct—3 3.37 3.95: =-.58 :-17.18 : 2.56 3 3.40 ¢ ~.B4 3-32.77 : 2.43 ¢ 3.69 1 =1.26 : -52.12
Now=—; 3.10 : 4.14 ¢ -1.04 :-33.35 : 2.44 ; 2.91 1 =.47 3=19,22 : 2.58 : 3.01 : =-.43 : -16.60
Dec~—: 2.54 3 4.13 1 -1,58 :-62.35 : 2.02 ¢ 2.46 1 =44 31-21.84 : 2.56 @ 2.85 : ~-.29 : ~11.42

1985: t H ] ] H i H H H ] t s
Jan——: 2.63 : 2,32 : .31 3 11.82 : 2.03 : 2.36 : ~-.33 :-16.04 : 1.98 : 1.99: =-.01: =.53
Feb~—: 1.63 : 1.85: =-,22 :-13.68 : 1.28 3 1.49 : ~.22 :-16.92 : 1.73 ¢ 1.20: .53 : 30.73
Mar—t 1.74 3 1.39 : »35 : 20.15 : «86 3 1.19 ¢ =.33 :-39,02 : 1.49 : 1.59 3+ =-.10 1 =6.55
Apr———1 .80 : 1.15 ¢ =.35 :~43.53 : 93 : 1,10 ¢+ =-.17 :-18.21 1.50 : 1.06 : A4 1 29.46
May-—3 1.11 2 1,15 1 =.04 : =3,39 : J1 2 73 : =03 : =3.61: . .65 2 J9 1 =14 -21.17
June—~: 1.37 1.09 : «28 3 20.57 3 <55 ¢ 57 ¢ =02 : =3,72 ; <56 3 68 ¢ =12 : -21.99
July——3 .50 ¢ 95 ¢t =.45 1~-90.38 : .37 3 .59 ¢ =.22 3-57.66 : .66 2 «66 3 00 : .48
Aug—: 62 3 90 1 =.28 :-44.13 : .41 3 66 ¢ =.25 1-60.85 : +60 3 63 3 =03 : ~5.04
Sept—: 70 ¢ 90 3 -.20 :-27.78 : 36 3 94 1 =38 :-67.52 3 36 3 +40 3 .16 1 28.65
Oct——: .68 : 91 : ~,23 :-34.21 : 66 : 31 3 .15 1 22.38 56 3 A8 3 07 1 13.35
Nov——1 +56 3 J9 3 -.23 1-40.53 3 +65 ¢ .61 3 04 3 6.22 3 .57 ¢ .67 ¢ =.10 : -16.75
Dec=—: J2 3 76 2 =.05 : =6.47 : .43 3 .84 : =.40 :~93,28 : <37 2 Jd6 3 =17 : -29.82

1986: H L H H H H t 3 H 3 ] 1
Jen——: .60 : 72 3 =12 1=19.48 : .82 ¢ 1.04 : =-.22 1~26.58 : 753 .80 : =.05: =7.09
Feb—: 85 3 .85 : .00 : 0.02: .96 3 .95 s 01 3 1.21: 78 3 B4 : =06 : -7.05
Hap——: 71 8 93 ¢ =22 :1~31.52 : .87 3 91t =04 3 ~4.44 : -3 T4 2 -3 -

3 : 3 3 2 3 H 3 3 [ 3 3

.y Margins are

Source:

Table C~4.~—64K DRAM's (200 ns) sold to subcontractors, distributors, and spot-market purchasers:

cslculated from unrounded

weighted-everage prices.

Compiled from dats subamitted in response to qussticunaires of the U.S. International Trade Commission.

Weighted-average

net selling prices for sales of domestic products and for sales of imports from Jepan, and average margins by
which imports of Japanese DRAM's undersold or oversold 1/ U.5.-produced DRAM's, by classes of OEM's snd by

months, September 1984-March 1986
(Per unit)
! Subcontractore 3 Distributors : Spot-market purchasers
:—"Ub' T Japanese: : “U.5. 1 Japanese: : U.5. ¢ Japanass
ool *!  Margine of g 00%¢!  Margins of e *!  Margtns of
Month e average 1 dereeLling/ I, wadersalling (SUEIET NI derseiling/
t__price : price :onruulu ) : price 3 price t”““u“‘ () t price : price :“‘“‘u”@, (=)
: Amount : Amount : houu:l'crecnt: Amount : Amount : mt:nnuz: Amount : Amount : amouat percent
3 3 B 1 T - 1 1 1 1 1 g 1
1984: H H H t H t t t ] H t [
Sept—: $3.24 1 $3.36 1$-0.12 1 =3.79 : $2.94 : $3.52 :$-0.58 :-19.80 : $3.43 : $3.30 : $0.13 : 3.78
Oct——=2 2.78 : 3,12 : ~-.37 :-13.39 2.59 : 3.31 s ~-.72 :-27.91 : 3.58 3.2 M 9.51
Nov=—=: 2.99 3 3.07: -.08 : -2,54 : 2.14 3.05 3 =.91 1-42.25 3 '3.03 3 3.56 1+ -.52 : -17.30
Dec——: 3.03 : 3.07 : ~.04 : =1.45 1.83 : 3.13 ¢ =1,30 3-70.88 : 2.36 ¢ 2.97 :+ =.61 : -25.77
1985: H [ H H ] H ] , ¢ ] t H ]
Jan—; 1.92 : 2.80 1 =.88 3-45.45 : 1.70 3 2.09 ¢ =.39 1-22.77 : 1.96 : 2.14 ¢ =180 : -9.07
Fab——: 1.44 3 1.08 .36 ; 25.05 1.11 3 2.16 : ~1.05 1-94.77 3 1.76 3 1.94 ¢ ~.18 : -10,51
Magp—: .95 3 1.08 : =.13 3:-13.13 : .90 93531 «.05 15,761 1.38 : 1.86 3 =.48 : =34.79
Apr=——: 1.01 3 -1 -3 - J3 ¢ 1.37 ¢+ =.64 1-87.65 : <53 1.48 1 ~,95 1-177.54
o May——3 732 60 ¢ .13 1 17.48: 56 1 1.10 : =.54 :-96.39 : .78 3 1.35 3 =.58 3 -74.01
June~~=: 64 3 .60: .04 : 35.87: .62 3 60 : .,02: 2.76: 47 3 Jh s =27 1 -58.26
July=—2: .71 3 .60 3 .11 3 15.11 ¢ .31 3 75 8 =.24 1=48.04 2 44 3 A2 3 021 4.60
Aug——1 .83 .50 ¢ .33 : 39.38: .36 1 67 3 ~-.31 1-835.51 3 .39 3 49 3 =10 ; =25.72
Sept—1 .49 ¢ +60 1 ~.,11 :-21,%6 3 60 2 613 =01 :-1,70: «68 3 Al 1 .27 3 39.85
Oct—1 .30 3 60 ¢ =,10 1~-19.87 ; 43 3 34 : .10 : 22,153 76 2 301 .46 60.38
Bov———3 531 «60 3 =,07 1-13.21 %y 2 ] 58t .16 : 22,742 85 3 .35 1 .10 : 14.96
Dec==—3 +68 50 ¢ .18 3 26.94 : .69 3 713 =03 : =394 86 1 371 .29 NI
1986: s s s .8 s s s H : s 1
Jag=——3 .86 3 9531 =.09 1-10.12 ; 66 1 1.04 ¢ =,40 1-62.%2 : «90 3 2.53 1 -1,63 :~181.42
Paby——: 93 2 -3 -3 -3 «96 2 JOt .26 1 26.96 3 90 1 763 341 15,63
Map——: .85 3 -3 -3 -3 1.00 3 1.00: .00 : 0.00 : -1 1.35 3 -3 -
3 H H [ [} 3 8 3 3 3 3

:
1/ Hargins sre

calculated from unrounded weighted-everage prices.

Source: Compiled from dste submitted 1o respouss to questicunaires of the U.S. Internstionsl Trade Commissiocn.
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APPENDIX D

GRAPHS OF SELLING PRICES REPORTED BY U.S. PRODUCERS AND IMPORTERS
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. Figure D-1.—64K DRAM's (150 ns) sold to office automation OEM's: Weighted-

average selling prices for domestic products and for imports from Japan, by

months,

f Dollars
| per_unit

4«:
3.5
34

2.5+

September 1984-March 1986,

- - - — Sales of domestic products
Sales of imports from Japan

—t 1 I -

Source:

0"']4:;
8 10 11 12 1 2

6 '8 10 11 12 1 2
1984 1985 1986

[
-“d- .
u‘J-

-y g

[. . 2 '
[

) =&

Compiled from data submitted in response to questionnaires of the

U.S. International Trade Commission.
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Figure D-2.—64K DRAM's (150 ns) sold to telecommunication OEM's: Weighted-
average selling prices for domestic products and for imports from Japan, by
months, September 1984-March 1986. i
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per unit
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Source: Compiled from data submitted in response to questionnaires of the
U.S. International Trade Commission.
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Figure D-3.—64K DRAM's (150 ns) sold to industrial automation OEM's:
Weighted-average selling prices for domestic products and for imports from
Japan, by months, September 1984-March 1986.
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per unit
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Source: Compiled from data submitted in response to questionnaires of the
U.S. International Trade Commission. '
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Figure D-4.—64K DRAM's (150 ns) sold to consumer products OEM's: Weighted-
average selling prices for domestic products and for imports from Japan, by
months, September 1984-March 1986.

Dollars
per unit
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Source: Compiled from data submitted in response to questionnaires of the
U.S. International Trade Commission.
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Figure D-5.—64K DRAM's (150 ns) sold to subcontractors (board stuffers):
Weighted-average selling prices for domestic prodiucts and for imports from
Japan, by months, September 1984-March 1986.
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per unit
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Source: Compiled from data submitted in response to questionnaires of the
U.S. International Trade Commission.
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Figure D-6.—64K DRAM's (150 ns) sold to distributors: Weighted-average
selling prices for domestic products and for imports from Japan, by months, .-
September 1984-March 1986, -

Dollars
per unit
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Source: Compiled from data submitted in response to questionnaires of the
U.S. International Trade Commission.
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Figure D-7.—64K DRAM's (150 ns) sold on the spot market: Weighted-average
selling prices for domestic products and for imports from Japan, by months,
September 1984-March 1986.
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per unit
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Source: Compiled from data submitted in response to questionna1res of the
U.S. International Trade Commission.
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BRAND-NAME PURCHASE PRICES
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Table E-1.—64K DRAM's (150 ns) purchased by office automation OEM's: Weighted—
average purchase prices, by brand names and by months, September 1984-April
1986 :

* * * * * * *

Table E~2.—64K DRAM's (150 ns) purchased by telecommunication OEM's: Weighted--

average purchase prices, by brand names and by months, September 1984-April
1986

* * * * | # * *

Table E~3.-—64K DRAM's (150 ns) purchased by industrial automation OEM's:
Weighted—-average purchase prices, by brand names and by months, September
1984—-April 1986

* * ' * »* * * *

Table E-4.-—64K DRAM's (150 ns) purchased by consumer products OEM's: Weighted—
average purchase prices, by brand names and by months, September 1984-April
1986 | - | |

¥* »* ¥* * ¥* »* ¥*

Table E-5.—64K DRAM‘s'(ZOO ns) purchased by office automation OEM's: Weighted-

average purchase prices, by brand names and by months, September 1984-April
1986

Table E-6.—64K DRAM's (200 ns) purchased by telecommunication OEM's:

Weighted-average purchase prices, by brand names and by months, September
1984-April 1986

»* * * * ¥* »* *
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Table E-7.—64K DRAM's (200 ns) purchased by industrial automation OEM's:
Weighted—-average purchase prices, by brand names and by months, September
1984-April 1986

»* »* 1 * * * * »*

Table E-8.—64K DRAM's (200 ns) purchased by consumer products OEM's:
Weighted-average purchase prices, by brand names and by months, September
1984-April 1986

»* »* »* »* »* * *

Table E-9.—%* % #*: Weighted—-average pdrchase prices, by brand names
and by months, September 1984-April 1986

»* »* »* »* »* »* *

Table E-10.—64K DRAM's (150 ns) purchased by all distributors: Weighted-
average purchase prices, by brand names and by months, September 1984-April
1986

Table E-11.—64K DRAM's (150 ns) purchased by authorized distributors:
Weighted—-average purchase prices, by brand names and by months, September
1984-April 1986

* * * »* * * *

Table E~12.—64K DRAM's (150 ns) purchased by independent distributors:
Weighted-average purchase prices, by brand names and by months, September
1984-April 1986

* »* * ¥* * * *

Table Ei13.——64K DRAM's (200 ns) purchased by all distributors: Weighted-average
purchase prices, by brand names and by months, September 1984-April 1986

* »* * * * * *
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Table E-14.—64K DRAM's (200 ns) purchased by authorized distributors: Weighted-
average purchase prices, by brand names and by months, September 1984-April

1986

Table E-15.—64K DRAM's (200 ns) purchased by independent distributors:
Weighted—-average purchase prices,.by brand names and by months, September
1984-April 1986

* »* * » % * *




