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subject to the in\'estit1ation and in the 
usual wholesale quantities. Sinl;e the 
ANP-20 is "auch or similar" 
merchandise ti. that seld in the United 
States, we have included ANP-20 home 
market sales in our calculation of 
foreign market value. 

Comment 3: Where, as 
here, the purchase prict: of the 
commodity subject to an investigiltion ia 
regularly subject to adjustment in light 
of market conditions, the Department 
should. as a general principle, determine 
the date of aale in light of the 
circumstancea in the relevant market. 
While Mitsubishi argues that date of 
shipment is the appropri.ite date or sale 
in the U.S. market, it asserts that date or 
shipment may not be the appropriate 
basis in the Japanese context. Instead, it 
1uueat1 that date ohale in the 
homemarket 1hould be b111ed OD tlie 
order/confirmation date. 

DOC Response: The Department haa 
u1ed date of 1hipment as the date of sale 
for both U;S. and Japanese 1ale1. See 
DOC Responses to Hitachi'• Comment 7, 
and Domestic Parties' Comment 13. 

Mitsubishi Comme11t 4: All home 
market advertisins claimed by 
Mitsubishi'qualify as direct selling . 
expenses for which allowance ah"uJd be . 
made •• a difference in circumstance• of 
aale. · 

DOC Response: 11gree. Thv 
Dep11rtment verified the adjustment 
claimed by Mitsubishi for home market 
advertisina expenies and found that the 
adjustment qualified as a direct aellina 
expense 1ince the adverli:iing was 
aimed at end-users of 841< DRAM 
produc\s 1old by Mitsubishi. 

Mitsubishi Comment 5: While the 
declinins balance method of · 
depreciation is µled by Mitsubishi for lti 
nonnal financial accountms. for 
purposes of this investigation. they 
claim that they should be allowed to use 
a straight-line method with a five-year 
estimated useful life. Mitsubishi arguea 
that the declining balanee method doea 
not approprhi1ely reflect the coat of the 
product under invesligation. 

DOC We diaasi-ee. St:e the 
.. Cost or PrOduction" section of this 
notice for a description of the · 
Department's methodoloay for 
determinina depreciation. 

Mitsubishi Comment B: Mitsubishi's 
allocation of factory overhead on the 
basis of no.or apace utilization should be 
accepted. since ii i1 the metboJ used (or 
its internal coat accounlins. 

DOC Response: The Department 
reviewed the charges included in the 
plant overhHd. These charae• included 
auch items aa the depreciation of the 
plant. maintenance. h.i.alins and liahlins. 
The llepartmvnt asreea that allocation 

by floor 1pace of 1uch charaea. in this 
case, was a reaaonable basis on which 
to attribute these cosla to the producis 
manufactured in the plant. . 

Mitsubishi Comment 1: Mitsubishi 
contends that while direct material costs 
and subcontractor costs are not . 
associated with individual departmental 
cost centers. reconciliation of these 
coats waa accomplished at verificatiun 
through examination of detailed 
aubledser accounta organized by 
vendor. 

DOC Response: The Department 
performed·allemalive verification 
procedures which indicated that the 
costs reported in the response were 
reasonably stated for material costa, but 
that the subcontractor c01ts in the 
response did not refiect the company'• 
records. The Department used the costa 
as reflected ori Mitaubishi'a records for 
the aubcontroctor coal. 

Mitsubi•hi Comment B: Mitsubishi •rsue• that any attempt to recar· 1ure 
· historic Jl•D ii both lmpractica and in 
contravention of senerally accepted 
accountins principles. They alio note; 
however, that the use or current 
semiconductor reiated Jli:D would. 
overstate RID inaamuch .as· most of the 
·Jl•i> dlirina the period of inve11isation 
was devoted lo the development of one 
and four megabit DRAMs. 

DOC Response: The Deputment'a 
politlon Ii in acaord with Intemalional 
Generally Accepted Accountlna 
Standard #9 which provides that RaD 
auociated with apedfic marketable 

Croducta and production proc:eaaea shall 
capitalized and amortized over a . 

reasonable basil. 
The· Department cannot attribute cost 

lnclirred for another product .to the one 
under lnveatlsatlon and. , 
must capture all coats nece1181')' for the 
manufacturiq of the product' wider . 
inveetisatlon In its coat of production 
caleulatiori. ' · · 

Mitaubishi CommeriU: Mitsubishi 
arsue• that a royalty for 

: techn.oloay •cquired (Qr the·production 
of MK DRAMa 1hould be c:anaidered a 
"aellins". expense. not a "coat of . 
produl.1ion" expense, aini:e such coat• . 
are aCc:ruecl on 181es rather than on · 
production quulitiei. . · 

DOC Pmition: Since the ·1acbnology 
acquµ-ed w.al neceoaary for production 
of 84K DRAMS. the Department included 
auch coats in manUfacturina. The 
method used for determinina the amount 
paid under. th.e contract la not the 
nlevant consideration for determinini 
its claa1ificatlon in the coat of 
production calculation. 

NEC Comment l: In obfectins to the 
. Department' a use of constructed value. 
NEC aruae• that the petition clid not 

provide reliable data on J11panesc 
pricing and production costs lo justify 
the iniliation of an,invesligation c.f co11t 
of produ.ction and further, that the 
preliminal'J detenpination did not 
conlain an indicat(on that the 
Department had i.Ddependenlly 
developed prtcins and cost data tu 
luslify a co1t of production 
inveslisation. 

NEC notes that both the courts and 
the Department have repeatedly 
affirmed the principle that the 
antldumpins law embodies a strong 
preference for use or actual home 
market aale1 data rather than 
constructed value and that the 
Department's regulations call for the u:;e 
of actu11l 1alea dala Crom third counlriea 
piior to the use of constructed value. 

NEC argues that absent o finding that 
the:condiliona eel forth in 19 CFR 
353.7(a) were considered and aatiz1fied 

· · wllh respect lo NEC. the Department 
.·.has no·lesat baais to use infonnation 

other than actual home market lilles 
data In il1 analysis. 

DOC Response: Not only did the 
petition allege below-cost sales in the. 
home market and provide aubstantial 
support for thia allegation, but the 
Department'• review, based on verifieJ 
1ubmi11ions of the respondents, has· 
concluded that the petition was conel:t 
·in lt1 aaaerlions. While the anlidumping 
law does embody a strong.preference. 
for the use of actual home market sales 
data, it also directa that home marl.el 
1ale1 that are below cost of production 
may not be used to establish foreign 
market value where they: (1) Have been 
made over an extended period which . 
permit recovery of all coat.a within a 
reasonable period of time in the normal 
course of trade. Section 773(b). and 19 

. cFa353.7. 
Consistent with our standard practice. 

we disresarded below-cost sales where 
· they con11ituted more than 10 percent of 
· total home market 1alea of such or · . 
aimilar merchandise over the six monlh 
perJod of inveatisation. We above­
cost home market Hies for purposes of 
makins our fair value comparisons. · . 
where they for more thdu 10 
percent of home market 1ale1. Where 
le11 than 10 percent of the home market 
181H were above COii, we determined ·. 
that aucb 1alea. were insufficient to form 
an adequate basis for determinalion of 
foreisn market value. In such situations. 
the Department used constructed 
to determine foreign markel valut?, in 

accordance with the Acl; the 
reaulation1. 11nd the legislative hislot)' 
(Section 773(h}. 19 CFR 353.7 and S. Rep. 
No. 811th Cons. 1st Setts. 
(1879)). 
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NEC's Comment 2: NEC argue1 that NEC Comment 4: NEC claim• that 
the constructed value used by the interest expenaes attributable io sales or 
Department for its preliminary 841<: DRAMs were correctly reported. 
determination included adjustments DOC Response: Submitted interest 
which were not appropriate and which expenses did not include an appropriate 
should not be used for the final. · allocation of credit expenses 
determination. These adjustments attributable to the product under 
included. among others. the double · investigation. The Department added 
counting of die costs and the use of credit expenses related to the home 
general corporate averages for.the market aales. The Department 
interest and the general expenses.· . . decreased the amount of corporate 

DOC Position: For the preliminary .. :. interest expenses attributed to the 
determination. H explained in the product ·to account for the proportional 
Notice, the Department adju1ted coat 1hare related to the account1 receivable. 
elements when it appeared 1uch co1ta 10 that the interest related to the home 
may not have been appropriately 1tated. market credit expense wa1 not double· 
For example. the Department note1 that counted. 
the total coat or manufacturing Oki Comment 1: Oki daims that the 
presented in the response did not appear .. depreciation renected in It• ~ancla,l 
lo include the total cost of fabrication. 1latement1 wa1 a re1ult of tax law1 and 
The Department reasoned·that ii the 1hould not be used for·the Department'• 
fabrication were included, the COit of final determination .. 
essembly would have been only 30 DOC liesponse: The Department 
percent of the total cost1. In view of the reviewed Oki'1 method1 of accountins 
Department'• knowledge of the for depreciation. uaed in the 'ordinary 
production proceas. other fact1 course of busine11. Uke other · · . 
pr~11ented in the respc)nae, and lackina companle1. Oki'1 metfaod nOected 
an explanation in the response. the ordinary·indu1try practlcei a~d 
manufacturing costs presented did not· followed the Department'• methodology 
appear to be reHonable. Accordingly, for detennining depreciatron. Therefore, 
the Department a.djusted the total per the Departme'1l uaed lhi1 amount. See 
unit costs by the amount of the die. For the "Cost of Production" 11ction of thia 
other adjustments made by the . notice ... 
Department. 1imilar incon1i~tenc~ea . Oki Commtmt Z: Oki- contend• that the 
were present. For the final · . coat of production re1ult~na from one ot 
determination. the adjuatrilent1 made ·by lt1 plant• which wa1 recently· put into 
the Department are described under Iha operation 1hould be adjulted lo,. the 
"Coat of Production" 1eclion of thi1 co1t1 related to·1tart-up. · · · · 
notice. · · · DOC Responae: We agree: The 

NEC Comment: Respondent a111ue1 Department adju't'd 'the .c:off of : 
that the Department erred in adju1lina producli~n for only thoH i:o1t1 '. · 
NEC'• manulacturins c;o1t1 by makin8 pre11nted by Oki which were directly · 
addition1 for product-apecific RAD relat'd to the itart-up operation• ·or lh•t 
because these RID co1t1 were Included plant. · . 
in the manufacturing co1l1 aubmilled in · Oki Comment 3: Oki a111ue1 that a . · 
the 1upplemental.responae. Further,.they credit for royalty income from licenains 
argue that the adjµslment: (1) Ignored of 841<: QRAM techiiol~SY mu1t bit 
NEC's statement that no product- · allowed against. the· co1t ol production. 
1pecil!~ R&D co1t1 were incuR'ed durins DOC /l~sponse: The royalty income 
the period: and (2) i1 incon1i1tent with from the licen1in1.of MK DRAM 
the Department'• past approach of . tedlnology Wal !l re1ult of the' 
considering such expenaea a ,part of the expenditures for. the 84K DRAM 
manufacturing co1t1 only where R&D re1Barch and development. The royalty 
expenses can be "identified directly income wH n!)t directly related to the 
with the product under investisalion or production of MK DllAM1 during the 
to the area in which the product 11 period of inve1ti9atlon. Th~refore, the . 
manufactured." (Cell.Site Transceiven Department allocate~ the product· 
from Japan (Final). 49 FR 43080, 43083: 1pecllic re1earch and development 
Oct. 26. 1984). expenses lor the period of lnve1tigation 

DOC Response: The Department'• between the IK IC DRAMs pf9duced by 
questionnaire reque1ted information on Oki and·theTOyalty income. 
historic product-specific R&p. Neither Oki Comment 4: Oki 1tate1 that 
NEC'1 original re1pon1e. nor It• ' hi1toric Hmiconductor RaD cannot 
supplemental response. provided reasonably be allocated to 1peciflc . 
verifiable information on 1hl1 point. The product• and should not be lnduded In 
Department's treatmenl'of historic RAD Oki'1 Mk DRAM'co1t of production. 
In thi1 case i1 con1l1tent with prior DOC Response: The alloelitlon of . 
dctermination1. hi1lortc RaD.that th, Department 

requiree i1 producl-1pecific R&D for 64K 
DRAMs. The Department does not 
require allocation or historic product· 
line RAD for Us calculation. II does. 
however. require $1 allocalion of those 
product-line R.O lixpen1e1 which are 
current. The Department included 
historic RID for 84K DRAMs. based on 
the "best Information available". 

Oki Comment 5: Oki claims that the· 
R&D expenses for MK DRAMs were 
expensed when the company was selling 
84K DRAM• at a profit between 1982-
tBIK and therefore 1hould not be 
allocated to the period of investigation. 

DOC Position: Historic costs 
nece11ary to manufacture the product 
under inve1tigation caMot be 
dl1proportionately 1hifted and 
attributed to a period when the 
company wa1 sellina the product at a 
profit. · 

·Oki Comment 8: Oki 1tates that the 
· p.ercentase the Department included BB 
.. "beat Information available" In the 

conatructed value calculation for R&D in 
the preliminary determination ii higher 
than the actual RlD ca111 under any 
reasonable method of computation. 

DOC Response: Although the 
Department, in Ill quealionnaire. 
·requested the respondent• to include · 
both hiaforic product-1pecific RlD and 
current product-line R&D in their 
· calculaUon1. Oki did not include· such 
amount1. Therefore, the Department 
used "be1t Information available" for ila 
preliminary determination. and for this 
final determination. For the product-line 
· a1D. the Depilrtment used data based 
on the experience of the Japanese . 
1emiconduclor industry. which was 
obtained from publi~ sources. 

Oki Comment 1: The Department 
aJlould not iccept the domeatic 
induatry'a argument that Oki'• SGiA 
c:o1t1 1bould be discarded because thty 
are below the·corporateaverage and 
claims the Department should not use 
thi1 "ave~ase" a1 it did In it• preliminary 
determination. · 

. DOC Resp~nse: The Department 
reviewed Oki'a seneral and 
admlni1traUve expen1e1 as reported in 
their 1ubml11ion and uaed thi1 amount, 
adjusted to. COil or ...... allocation 
bHl1, for lt1 final detennlnation. 

OAi Comment I: Oki allesea that the 
dome1lic indUltry'a proposals regarding 
the calculaUon of fixed costs (i.e .. 
attributfna a pro rata 1hare of capital 
and R&D to MK.DRAM• on the baaia of 
average indu1try expenditures during a 
9iven period) are: (1) Largely confused 
and (2) illegal. to the extent that they ar~ 
clear. · 

DOC Re1ponse: The Department used 
the re1pondent1' actu1l co1t1. when 
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verified and appropriately quantified 
and valued. It did not base its 
calculation for the respondent's cost or 
production on industry-wide atatistics, 
except when such data may have been 
used as "best information available." 

OAi Comment 9: Oki contends that the 
Department did not have a valid basis 
for questioning its claims for adjusting 
the yield variance which resulted wben 
Oki reentered previously "rejected" 
devices into the production proce11 
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 note• 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 
hy the company during the month of 
March. aince these devices were atill 
incomplete and were atill in the 
production proce11. 

Oki Comment 10: Oki claim• that the 
quantity of production differences cited 

·by the Department at varioua points in 
the verification report are almost 
entirely the creation of the Department'a 
inconaistent manner of handling the 
production quantity. · · · . ·. 

DOC Respon1e: The Department'• 
verification report notea variou~ · 
discrepancies in quantity throughout 
Oki'a verification documenta, 
1ubmi11ion1, and ac:Counting recorda. 
For example. while the re1pon1e liated 
untested device• and "atacked" devices 
as two. die. a verification exhibit which 
aummarized the responae correctly did 
not include unteated devicea and · · 
counted "atacked" devicea 11 two, but 

· the original company recorda counted 
"atacked" devices •• one die. The 
company did not explain Ill reaaon for 
the incon1i1tenl manner in which ii 
treated the production quan~ty 
throughout the investigation. 

Oki Comme11111: Oki allegea. 
contrary lo the verification report. that 
the verification exhibits related to the 
quantity of retest items uf finillhed MK 
DRAMs recancile with ont! another. The 
company elate& that the difference 
between the retest itema on the11e two 
exhibit• could be reconciled by 
accounting for quantity of reteat item• or 
two unrelated producta and the 
unfinished Mk DRAM1 devicea. 

DOC Response: The Department. 
when attempting to reconcile the reteat 
exhibit& considered only Mk DRAM• 

quantitiea on these exhibits. One exhibit 
apparently Includes unfinished pieces; 
however, the incomplete units were not 
apecifically identified. Therefore, the 
Department's position remains 
unchanged regarding the reconciliation 
of these reteat items. . 

Oki Comment 12: Oki claims, contrary 
to the verification report, that the 
production account, which measures 
quantity, and the production account. 
which measures costs, include the aame 
period or time .. 

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

Oki Comment 13: Oki points out that 
the verification report notea that 
material purchases were used instead of 
material consumed for a material . 
variance aod states that the difference 
resulting from· this methodology is · 
insignificant. : 

DOC R~sponse: The Oepartment uaed 
the results of this variance calculated 
with the materials coniumed, not with 
the material• purchased. · · 

Oki Comment 14: Oki objects to the 
Department raising ita eoncern for an 
unreaolved verification i11ue regardins 
Oki'• determination that a variance was 
considered a favorable, not an 
unfavorable variance, when the actual 
labor boura exceeded ltandard houra 
during the period or inveatiialion.. . . 

DOC Response: The. DepartJrient 
raised ill concern 10 that, prior to final 
determination. the reapoodent and 
petitioner could provide additional 
comment• on this i11ue. Oki provided an 
explanation in Ila commenll to the 
verification. 

Oki Comrirnent 15: Oki atatea that the 
werification report ia "ialmoat" corred 
reaarding depreciation when it atatea 
that .a "double-cleclining·balance" 
method waa used by the c:O~pany. 
. DOC /Wspome: In ill verification 
report, the Department stated that Oki 
uaed the double-declining bal1ADce . 
method for depreciution. Thia method 
would hllVe resulted In an effe:ctive rate 
which la Wilhin ODB percent Of the rate 
or depreci~tion actually used by the 
company in detennlning coata for ill 
financial 1t11tement .. 

OIU Comment lB: Oki claima that 
there.la.an err.or in the Department'• 
verification "port concerning two 
aemiconductor equipment atudies 

provided by the company. Oki states 
· that, contrary to the Department's 
characte~zalioo, one of the studies 
renects a four-year average life of the 
asaell In aervic• not the average useful 
life. 

DOC Reipon1e: The company 
provided the atudiea during verifii;Jtion. 
However. one study was not fully 
translated. Therefore. in the 
Departmenl'1 report it notes that 
apparently the one study represents 11 

four-year uaeful life. but is not · 
conclusive as to this fact. 

OIU Commenl 17: Oki points out that 
the verification report notes that R&D 
and SG&A was allocated based on sale:; 

· and this is true. However. Oki claims 
that the sale basis ·can easily be 
eonverted to the cost of sales basis, if 
the Department doet not accept the 
aalea·baaia. 
. DOC Response: The Department 
converted the ~IA expenses to ii cust :>f 
1ale1 basia. 

Oki Co1D111enl JS: Oki concludei; that 
the verification report is almost corTect 
in stating all non-operating expenses 
and income were included in Okra 
aubmiasion. and that the Department's 
major concem appeara to be combining 
these amounts. not the individual items 
Included ill the amounts. 

DOC Response: The Department was 
concerned with the individual item11 · 
included iD non-operating income, e.g .. 
divide~d income an~ n>yalty income. to 
determine if these ilema were related to 
the production of 64K DRAMs and 
whether they ahould be taken as an 
offaet to the coal of production of tHK 
DRAMs. We concluded that such 

· income aa the dividend income and 
• royalty income were not related tu the 
production of 64K DRAMs and. 

· therefore, these offsets were not 
reflected in the COSt Of production Ulit:J 
for the final detennination. 

OIU Comment 19: Oki claims that the 
difference cited in.the verification reporr 
concerning the material variances is in 
tnar becauae ii did not consider the 
mat~rial apecification change variance. 
Oki describes the material variance as 
composed of two parta: (1) Standard .to 
actual coot variance: and (2) the original 

. atandurd coat lo the revi1ed stand<1rd 
coat bccauae of material 1pecificatiori 
change variance. 

DOC &aponie: The Dc:partm~nt 
· recomputed the atundurd coat to 11duJl 
co11t variance which did not reconcile tu 
Oki'• atandard cuat to actual cost 

· wariance. The Department was not . 
commenting on the material specific 
chanse variance. which has no bearin~ 
on the variance under review by the · 
Department. 
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Oki Comment 2tJ: O•:i claims that lie 
basis for allocation of indirect 
department expenses to 641< DRAMi le 
reasonable and its amortization or aix· 
month varhmce to the month• wllhin 
that six month• ill also reasonable. 

DOC Response: The Department. after 
review of the company'• methods, 
determi11ed ,.,P., these allocationa 
adequateiy re1u:ctt:a Ule cost which 
ahould be attributed to the 64k DRAMs. 

Oki Comment 21: Oki arauee that the 
Department incorrectly disregarded 
certain below coat home market aalee, 
aa they did not meet the requirement of 
being in 1ubstantial quantitiea over an 
extended period of time and Doi at 
prices permittin& recovery of all coatJ in 
a reuonable time in the normal course 
of businese. . 

DOC Response: See DOC responae to 
NEC Comment 1. · 

Old Comment 22: Oki argues that 
moNS home market aales below the coat 
of production ahould not be excluded 
from price to price comparison• 1ince 
they were "aeconds" and obaolete and 
were 1old at whatever price the market 
wcillld bear. The fair value of auch 
devfcee f1 the price al which they were 
aold in the home market. Respondent 
clte1 the Southwest Florida Winier 
Vesetable Growers Association v. 
United States 581 F. Supp. 10, 18 (CIT 
1984) on this point. · 

DOC Response: Winter Vegetables ia 
inapposite becauae It applied to aalea of 
vesetablea that had to be aold within 1 . 
abort period of lime because they were 
periahable. 84k DRAMt are not 
peri1hable. There were aubatantla) 1alea 
ol 2'JONS DRAM• in both marketa d&Uin1 
the period at a wide ranae of pricea. Tbe 
Department aeea no reaaon to 4epart in 
thi1 instance from ill normal 
methodology in treatin& aalea allesed to 
be made (ft leH than the coat of 
production .. (See DOC Responae to NEC 
Comment 1.) · 

Fujitsu Comment 1: Pujilau. a 
manufacturer of MIC DRAMe in Japan 
which Wat not required to re1pond to 
the antidumpins duty quealioMaire, 
oppoaes the method the Department 
uaed in Its preliminary determination to 
calculate the eatimated dwnpi111 maraiD 
for "all other manufacturen" in thl1 
Investigation. In the preliininary 
determination. the Department Included 
In lt1 weighted-average calculation. the 
dumping marain for Milaubishi which . 
waa baaed on the petitioner'• data H 
the "best Information available." Fujltau 
arsuea that 1ection "8(b) of the Act · 
restricts the uae of "beat lnfonnaUon · 
Q\'8ilable" to. party which ''refute• or 
la unable lo produce information 
requested in • timely maMer and in the 
funn required. or otherwise 1i~ific1ntl)' 

Impedes an inveallgallon" (Atlantic 
Susor. Ltd. v. United States, 144 F. 2d 
1558 (Fed. Cir. 1984)). Companie& in the 
"all other manufacturer" category do not 
fall into thi1 category 1ince they were 
not aaked by the Department to 
complete queatioMaire responses. 
Second, Fujitsu arguea that estimated · 
aiargina muat be based on the beat and 
most accurate information available to 
the Departmenl The data contained in 
Micron TechnoloSY'• petition la not an · 
accW'ate estimate aa demonstrated by 
the fact that the preliminary msrgina for 
the companiea wbicb reaponded to the 
queatlonnaire 1howed the petition data 
to be 1ub1tantially exceuive. Third. 
Fujit1u arguea that where there la 
adequate actual data on which to 
compute weighted-average margin•, the 
Department 1hould not inc:lude 
•'punitive" rate1 in it• calculation .. 

DOC Re1pan1e: It baa coneiatently 
been the practice of the Department that 
in an affumative determination, 
producera/exportera for whom It 
1eparate weishted-av~ase dumpins 
ma11in bae not been calculated will fall 
within the "all other manufacturen". 
catesory. The "all other manufactu.rera"' 
dumplna ma11in l1 the weishted-averase 
margin of the companiea lnveatigated for 
whom margin• were found to exiat. 

AlthoUih at the preliminary 
determination, a company investigated 
did not provide an adequate response to 
our queationnaire~ aeclion "Blb) of the 
Act provldea 1 ba1l1 for maklna a 1alea 
at leu than fair value determination 
throush the uae of the beat information 
available. Therefore, that naula. 
toSether with \be other m8J'lina of fair 
value determined in accordance with 
lbe Act'• procedurea, w~ appropriately 
bu:Juded in the calculation of the overall 
we'8hted-averase margin for purJ)oaea 
of eatabliahi111 the "1Jl other" rate. 

We note, however, that •lnce we have 
not uaed a "beet information available" 
rate for any of the re1pondenta for the 
purpoaea of the final determination. the 
weishted-averase marsm doea not 
Include 1uch 1 nte. . · 

Fujlt1u Comment 2: There la no 
1tatutory baala for the Department to 
uae the "fabricated data" propoaed by 
the dqmeaUc partiea in place of 
documented Ind verified data aubmitted 
by re'pondenta in reaponae to 
Department que1tionnalre1. 

DOC Re•poMe: The Department uaea 
data 1upplied by a company unle11 lt 
cannot verify auch data or lt appeara · 
that 1\ach information 18 not · 
appropriately quantified or valued. Only 
then doea the Departinent reaort to ••beat 
information available" which may 
Include aucb thlnp u publiahed ' 
aourcee. 

Fujitsu Coma1ent 3: There is no 
1tatutory authority in 1upport or 
petitionen' contention that R&.D and 
capital expenaea IOcuned by 
re11pondenta prior to the period or 
investigation muadbe included as coi;lit 
of production durila the period or 
investigation. 

DOC Response: We disagree. The 
Department notea that the constructed 
value provlalona of the Act (section 
7'13(e)) 1pecify that the cost• 1hall be 
those inc~d "in producins such or 
aimilar merchandise, at a time preceiling 
the date of exportation." Thia definition 
doee not preclude the inclusion of costs, 
like those for equipment and RiD, 
which were incurred prior to 
exportation, but which are allocated to 
and are necessary for the manufacture 
of the prodllct under lnvestisatioo. 

Domestic: Putiet' Comments 
The commeJ}tt addreaaed in the 

.followina eection include not only thuae 
of the petitioner, Micron Technology 
Inc., but alao other domestic interested 
partiee to thi1 investigation. namely 
Motorola. Inc. and Intel Corporation. 

Domestic Parties' Comment. J: The 
Department must avoid distortions in 
price due to related company 
tranaactiona. · . 

DOC Response: In accordance with 19 
CPR 353.ll, the Department disregarded 
home market tale• to related partiea. 

Domestic Parties' Comment 2: 
Domestic Partiea expre11 concern thdt 
respondent• have diatoned their data by 
awltchins to 1traight-llne-method11 of 
v8J')'in& perioda (or reporting expenaea 
auch .. depreciation inate•d of methods 
they normally uaed for tanancial 

. reportir13. · 
. DOC ~sponse: We agree and have 

U8ed the method of depreciation as 
described under the "Cost of 
Production" aeclion or thi• notice. 

Domestic Parties' Comment 3: 
Domealic Partiee claim that the RAD 
methodolosiea and allocation methoJs 
utilized by reapondenta diatort their 
coat1. 

DOC Response: The Department 
reviewed the reepondents' R&D 
metbodologiea and allocation methods. 
When these melhoda and allocation 
ba1e1 did no\ properly attrib1~te the 
appropriatt amount of bD to the 
product. the Department made 
appropriate 1dluatinent1. See the "Cu11t 
of ProducUon'' 1ec:Uon of thi1 notice. 

Domesclc Parfjea' Comment 4: 
Domeatlc Partlee a11ert that. becaiae 
prOduction c:oat1 were rapidly 
dec:reaal111 and inventoriee were being . 
buJlt-up, production coat• 1hould be 
laued to enaure that aale pri~ee for &IK 
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DRAMs are compared with the 
appropriate cos ls for producing the units 
sold. Domestic Parties also argue that 
because wafer sort generally occurs at 
least two months prior to sale, there 
ahould be at least a two-month lag when 
comparing constructed value with the 
aale price. If inventory levels have 
increased O\'er the period of 
investigation, the lag between wafer 1ort 
and actual aale 11\"ill be longer. 

DOC Response: The Department 
agrees that there should be a lag time 
between sales data and cost d11ta. For a 
description of the Department's method 
used to match sales and costs. see the · 
.. Cost of Production" aection of this 
notice. See also DOC Response to 
Hitachi's Comment 6. 

Domestic Parties' Comment S: 
Domestic P11rtie1' cl11im that In a nutnber 
of specific caaes, SGlA was . 
understated as a result of respondents' 
alloc11tion methodology. • 

DOC Response: The Department uaed 
verified home market selling expenaes. 
When it appeared SGlA was not 
properly atated. the Department made 
appropriate adjustments. See the "Cost 
of Production" aection" or this notice .. 

Domestic Parties' Comment B: 
Domestic Petrties' atate that the 
department'• verification findings call 
into doubt the respondents' reported · 
yield data. · 

DOC Response: The Department 
disagrees. The Department conaiden the 
aubmitted yield adequately teated. 

Domestic Parties· Comment 7: 
Domestic parties argue that. aince 
Japanese dumping increased in aeverit)' 
toward the end or the period of 
Investigation and thereafter, the 
dumping margins for the aeeond and 
third quarterl of 1885 would be a more 
apprupri11te indicator or the extent to 
which sales at le11 th11n fair value have 
been and are likely to be taking place. 
Thus. they argue the Department should 
exclude the first quarter or 1885 from it• 
inve1tig11tion period and either reatrict 
its iovestigation to the second quarter or 
Ul65, or include U.S. 111le1 from July to 
September 1885 to Cetlculate dumpinas 
marsin11 .. 

DOC Response: The petition in thia 
Investigation was file.don June 24. 1885. 
In accordance with 18 CFR 353.38(a). the 
Department instituted a period or 
Investigation extending from 150 daya 
prior to. and 30 days after. the first day 
or the month during which the petition 
was received-that ia. January 1 throuah 
June 30. 1885. If the petitioner or other 
lntereated parties objc:cted to the period 
chosen. lhey ahould have reaislered that 
objection at the commencement of the 
lnve1tisation. not at Ila conclualon. 

Domestic Parties' Comment 8: investigation did not disproportionally 
Motorola claims that ils cost model allocate RAD and capital costs to the 
based on published data reflects the period prtor to~ Investigation. For 
cost of 64k DRAM• during the period of R6D coall. the Department has captured 
Investigation and that the low costs a proportioDaJ .~.re or historic costs per 
reported by the respondents are a result unit. · 
of inappropriate allocation methods. Depreciation expense is based on 
exc~uded costs. and other accounting equipment which is continually being 
practice maneuvers. modemized and replaced. At any one 

DOC Response: The Department time the depreciation expense will 
based ita final determination on the reflect average depreciation for a pool of 
verified actual cost of each respondent equipment purchased at various limes . 
.. reflected on its records when auch 
information Included all neceHary Domestic Parties' Comment 11: 
costa. appropriately quantified and Domeatic Partiea allege that because of 
valued. When 1uch information was not lower production of 64K DRAMs. the 
available or not appropriately valued, . variable costs obould have remained the 
the Department uaed "best Information aame !n 18&1 even if yields increased. 
available,'' which could include industry DOC Respon•e: Production volume 
atatlslica. would not have a oianificant effect on 

Domestic Parties' Comment 9: variable co1t1. Such co1t1 are more 
Domestic Parties point out that RaD directly influenced by 1uch factors as 
expenditure• reported by the )'ields and price or input1. See the "Cost 
respondenll are far below the levels of Production" section or this notice for 
reported by MITI to be conaiatenl RlD . details as to how we treated 
•pending levels for lnlersrated clrculta. '· re1pondent1' c01t1. · 
They alao note that tJie RaD aiported i• Domestic Parties' Comment 12: 
le11 than the RAD reported for the Domeatic Partie1 allege that the general 
)apane1e semiconductor fJ:ldustry 81 set and adminiatratlve expenses reported 
forth in Publl1hed sources. Thus. they by the companie1 are undentated 
argue that the Department ahould . becauae or the diversion or certain COlllS 
aub11itute the levels reported in auch to other producll'and the allocation or 
publiahed aources for re1pondents' the remaining co•ll over the total sales 
coats. of the company. . 

DOC Response: The Department . DOC Response: The Department 
reviewed the reapondent1' RAD · reviewed each respondent's 
calcula.tion. When auch data could not methodology and analyzed the coats 
be verified; waa incomplete. not Included. When general expense• did 
appropriately allocated. or could not be not include aome appropriate coats, 
properly Identified with the MK adjustments were. made. See the "Cost 
DRAM1, the Department u1ed a1 beat of Production" aection of thi1 noiice. 
Information available MITl r11ure1 on Domestic Ponies' Comment 13: 
R6D for Japanese aelnJconductor · 
..,anufacturen for the first aix month• of Domeatlc Parties argue that the 
18M ( r I ,. d b Departmentabould UH the aalea . 

13 percent 0 18 ea • •• reporte Y a-ment date 11 the date of aale (or 
Hambrecht a Queal Incorporated. . r--

Domestic Parties• Comment 10: U.S. Hlea. and 1hould not include in the 
Domestic Parties argue that alnce ihe period reaidual 1hipment1 from aalea 
relpondenta' capital coal• In !heir qreementa made earlier. In the case of 
1ubml11ion1 are lower than the DriSinal equipment manufacturen 
con1i1tent hiatoric co111 for IC'• of (OEM) contn1ct1. the date of the aale 
fapaneae produceri. a1 e1tabllahed in ahould be the date that the basic aales 
publiahed 1ource1, the Department qreement w11 made with the OEM. 
ahould uH the historic co1ta obtained While a aubsequent price adjustment for 
from published 1ource1. Domealic · aalea lo an OEM or diatributor certainly 

. Partin further contend that ·the reaaon affect• the nel sales price. II does nof 
the reported capital and RaD coat1 were move the aalea date to that date. 
1ub1tantially lower. than the amount• In the cue of diatributor aales. 
published wal becauae auch c:01t1 were Motorola DOtn tbat the question as to 
expensed by varioua accounUna what la the appropriate dale or sale is 
principles. to the period or tiine prior to aomewbat more complex. Where the 
ltle lnveotiaalion. price la to be determined only after the 

DOC Re1pon1e: The Department uaed unlit anlvo. dut date at which the price 
the re1ponden1a'1 reported depreciation la initially get would probably be the 
expense• except •• noted in the "Co•t or appropriate date or aale. Thua. where 
Production" aectlon of thlo notice. The the contract atatea that the price will be 
Departqient'a methodol08)' for the lowe1t price while the unit• are in · 
attributina R6D co1t1 and capital to the dlitributor Inventory. the initial price for 
product• aold durtna the period of each of tha.e uni ta iB e11tabliahed when 
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they first enter inventory. i.e., on the 
d11le or shipment. 

.The use of shipment date rather than 
order date removes from this 
investigation many low priced "1ales" al 
the end of the period of investigation 
(POI) and brings into the period higher 
priced pre-POI "aales." 

DOC Response: Department practice 
Is lo recognize a 1ale only when all key 
elements (i.e .. binding commmitment, 
irrevocable price, quantities to be 
purchased) are firm. A1 will be 1hown, 
In thi1 c&1e, durina the lime period 
invesliaated, there i1 no alternative but 
lo recoanite the 1hipment date a1 the 
date or 1ale. 

Aa noted, 64K DRAMs are aold to two 
basic typea of customera-di1tributora 
and OEMs. Sales to distributora 
co111titute approximately fifteen to tlairty 
percent of the U.S. Hies. A1 Domestit 
Partie1 note, the 1tandard U.S. 
diatribulion aareement contain• aome 
1orl or "price protection" provision. 
Under 1uch a provision. if the ••book" 
price for any product decrease1, the 
distributor will be charged the reduced 
pri&e on any product• ahipped 
thereafter. In addition. the di1tributor 
may apply for credit for the reduction in 
price on 1uch producta previously 
purchased by the diatributor. and either 
in traoait or part of the di11ributor'1 
inventory. . 

Moat distributor agreement• alao 
include a "ahip and debit" clauae. al10 . 
known as a "1hip out of 1lock and debit" 
(SOSAD) clause. Thia provides that a 
producer may reduce the price of 
product• aold to a di11ributor where the 
di1tributor ba1 nesoliated a price with 
ila cu1tcamer which doe1 not allow the 
di1tributor to meet a auaranteed ma.rgill 
on the re1ale. SOSAD authorize• the . 
dialributor to obtain a debit from the . 
producer for the difference. 

Under the1e di1tributor agreementa. 
the earliest dale on which a price can be 
determined ii the date or ahipment thua. 
this i1 the date we have choaen a1 the 
date of "aale." 

We have reached a 1imilar conclu1ion 
with respect to the OEM contract1. Wa 
agree. in princifle. with Dome1tic 
Parties' pnera a11ertion that where 
purchase ordera are l11ued purauant to a 
binding long-term contract, the date of 
1ale 1hould be the date of the long-term 
contract. rather than the date of the 
purchase ofdera. Here, however. It did 
not 11ppeur that purcbaae orden were 
la1ued In accordance with the lenna of 
any Iona-term contract. Indeed. iven 
where a producer had a tons-term 
contract on the bookl with a particular 
customer, It appeared that thon 

purchase orders that were i11ued during 
the period of investigation were not 
l11ued in conformance with the terms of 
the long-term contract, but rather 
renected new pricing 8rTangemenls. 

Thus, the only que1tion before us wa1 
whether it would be appropriate lo use 
the purcha1e order date •• the date or 
aale. There are at lea11 two base1 for 
concluding that, riven the 
characteriatica o thi1 particular industry 
and the market conditio111 H they 
exl1ted during the period of 
lnvesUsalion. that Ii would not. 

Firat. many of the purcba1e order• 
expre11ly provide, in e11ence, that 
acceptance of the order could be made 
eithef by meana of expreas 
acknowledgment or by ahJpment of 
conforln;inf aoodl. Since written 
acknowlec18JDenta or other 
COnfiflllalioDI of purchaae ordera were 
aenerally not nceived. the date of 
abipmeot conatituted acceptance of the 
conformina aood1. See ucc z-200. 

Second, It appean that aeith8' parlJ 
lo a purcha1e order "'ated that 
purchaae order aa a bindiq agreemenL 
Durina the lime period inveatiaated. 
there were aipilicant cancellat10D1 of · 
MIC DRAM orden by both partiea, 
withoui any aanctiona or penaltie1 
whataoever. and frequent price reviaiona 
lo reftect rapidly declinJna pricea. Under 
the1e 'cond1Uon1, neither price nor 
quantit)' were firm witil the order wa1 
ahipped and. in fact. pnt-thipment price 
nivlaiom were not uncommon. Tbua. the 
date. of ahipmenUa the earli11t point in 
the tnnaacUon at wblch any aort of 
bladiq commitment may be inferred. 

Contrary to the Dome1tic Part1e1' . 
uaerliou. the potential for po1t-
1hlp~nt cancelaUom or price 
adjuatmenta doea not make thia 
alluaUon analogoua to one where 
rebate• are granted after a Nie. While 
rebati1 may not be "earned" untll after 
a aale' ba1 occurred. the conditiona and 
amount• of nbate1 are eatabliahitd at 
the time or aale. (See Department'• 
definition of ·-..batu" provided ln Ill 
quntioMaire In thi1 lnve11itation.) 
Here, however, the1e p09t-16ipment 
adju1tmenta are not baaed on any 
apeclfted condiliana or formulae: they 
are 1lmply renqotleliona of price and 
quantity. Tbua. the Department•• uae or 
date of lhlpment u date of aale in thia 
caae la dilllngui1hable fr6m itl uaual 
methodolOSY of ualna date of contract aa 
dati of lale where rebate1 are involved. 

It 11lould a1ao be noted. that the 
Department haa taken the poaillon here 
that there can be no new datea of aale 
after ahipment and any aubaequent price 
modlficaUom muat be reported a1 one 

of the following, H appropriate: (1) 
Rebates; (2) diacoun'9: (3) price 
protection adjualJllenta; or (4) ehip and 
debit adjuatmento. By taking this 
position the =snt has eneured 
that re1pondentl ay not be in a 
position to move elr aales outside of 
the Pt!riod of inve1tiaation by the eimple 
expedient of granUna a further price 
adjustment. 

Finally, the Department notes th111 
Motorola'• argument that the 
Department'• deciaion on the "11le" 
date will remove certain low priced 
.. aales" from the end or the period or 
1Dve1t.iaation and add certain higher 
priced "aale1" at the beginnina of the 
lnve1li1ation ii ml1placed. The Act 
dlrect1 the Department to look at U.S. 
uln by reference to "agreements" to 
purchaae or aell. re1ardle11 of the 
Impact on the inveaU,ation. (Section 772 
(b) and (c).) 

Domntic Parties' Comment 14: Jn 
couidertna price adjuatnlenta. the 
Department lhould p11y particular 
attention to enaure that all relevant 
price adluatmenta were reported, 
11pecially price adjuatmenll occumng 
1ub1equent to the period of 
lnve1U,ation. and that tbeae 
adjuatmenta were properly allocated to 
the aalea to which they apply. 

DOC &aponae: In order to ensure the 
completene11 and accuracy of post­
lhipment price adju1tmenta. the 
Department.checked price l11ued well 
after the period of inve1tigallon for each 
of the companiea. In the event the 
Department found credlta outaide the 
period which were not reported. these 
credita were quantified and allocated to 
particular aale1 by the Department for 
our final determination. The Department 
found that the allocation method• uaed 
by NEC AND Old reaaonably tied 
credita to apeciflc aalea. Mi&1ubi1hi'1 
metbodolOSY of allocatina tha 
adjuatmentl over all unltl aold. inatead 
of attrlbutiq them to particular aalea. 
wu not accepted. ID the ca1e of 
MitaublahL the Department develop.id 
alternative methoda fot allocatina price 
protection and ahip and debit 
adjuatmenta to apeclfic aales. Hitachi 
allocated lhip uad debit credit• 
attributed to ncb dlatributor. Because 
Hitachi had aaly a amall amount of 1hip 
and debit cndlta. we accepted Hitachi'• 
allocation method•• •be1t infonnalion 
available" ID thla IDatance. 

8Ulpelllloa of Uquldallma 
In accordance with aeclion 733(d)(2) 

of the Act. we are directina the United 
Statea Cuatoma Service to continue to 
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1uapend liquidalion or all entrlea or &tk 
DRAM• from Japan thal are entered, or 
wilhdrawn from warehouse. for 
con1umpllon, on or afler December 11, 
1985. The Unlled Stalea Cu1lom1 Service 
1hall require a ca1h depoalt or the 
poatins or a bond equal to the eatlmaled 
welghled-average amount by whlth!lhe 
foreign markel value or the merchandise 
1ublect to thl1 lnvitatlsallon exceed• the 
Unlled Statea price 81 1hown In the 
table below. Thi• 1U1pen1lon or 
llquidallon will remain In crrccl until 
further nolice. 

NECC.S-MiDll.-----.. - .. -··· 
tllKlliLld.. ·--... 
Olli a.-c ~CG. Liii. . 
.......... Ellcft~.--·~--··· ____ .... ..,,...,_., ........... 

nc NotlRcatlon 

.,. 
"" .. ,. .,., 
•11 

· In accordance with 1tclion 735(d) of 
the Act. we will notify the ITC or our 
detennlnallon. In addlllon. we are 
maldna available lo the ITC.all non­
privilesed and non~nfidenll11I 
lnfonnetlon relatlna to lhl1 · 
lnveatlsailon. We will allow the ITC 
acce11 lo all prtvlleaed and confidenllal 
lnfonnetlon In our Diet. provided the 
rrc c:onfinn1 that II wlll not di1clo11 
1uch Information either publicly or 
ander an admlnl1lralive protective order 
without. the con1tnl of the Deputy 
Aa1111an1 Secrelal'J for Import · 
Admlnl1trallon. 1he rrc will determine 
whether the1e lmp0rt1 materially Injure, 
or threaten malertal lnfury lo, a U.S. 
lndu1try wllhln a day1 after we make 
our final determination. If the fl'C · 
detennlne1 thet 1111lertal lnJury or threat 
of mate.rial Injury doe• nol exl1t, thl1 
proceedina will be lermlnated and all 
1ecurtlie1 posted .. a re1ull or the 
IUlpentlon of liquldatlon will be 
nfunded or cancelled. However, If the 
rrc delermlnn thal.1uch lnJurydoei. 
exl1t, we wlll l11ue an antldUinplna duty 
order on MK DRAMI from J1pan 
entered. or withdrawn from wanhou11, 
for con1umpllon after the 1mpen1lon of 
liquidation. equal· lo the amount by · 
which the forellfl market v.lue exceed• 
the United Stalei price. 

11111 delennlnallon II publi1hed 
punuant to 1ect1~ 735(d) or the Aca (19 
u.s.c. 167'Jd(d)); 
April Z3. 11111. 
PeulF ............ 
Aui•lonl S«:retory for Tnrc:le Admi11i•ll'Dlion. 
IFR 0oc:,· -..SC3 Flied f-: .... l:tl em) 

...U.OCODI• ...... 
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Table 8-1.--'DRAM's, cased: Total apparent U.S. consumption on the basis 
of bits of memory, !/ by densities, 1983-85 

(In thousands of K-eguivalents) 

Item 1983 1984 1985 

Under 16K *** . . *** *** 
16K----~----------------------- *** *** *** 
64K--------------- 11,329,920 21,404,224 15,982,272 
256K------------ 126,720 4,293,120 19,313,408 
lt4---··----------------------- ______________ ;...._ _________________________ ***~ 
Total----------- 13,880,324 26,810,532 35,944,040 

11 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,· 
1983-85 

* * * * * * * 

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 

* * * *· * * * 

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

* * * * * * * 
t 

Table B-S.-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 1 s, cased: U.S. importers• inventories of DRAM 1 s produced 
in Japan and assembled in a third country., by densities, as of Dec. 31 of 
1982-85 

* * * * * * 

Table B-7.-DRAM 1 s, uncased: U.S. shipments.!/ of imports 
from Japan, by densities, 1983-85 

(In thousands of units) 
I 

Item 1983 1984 

* 

1985 

Under 16K--·- *** *** *** 16K--·------ *** *** 64K---· 26,006 40,863 
256K-·----------·----- *** *** 

.. 
1M-------·----- *** *** Total---- 34,864 43,420 

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

M·M* 

17,507 
·K·M* 

*** 
30, 774 

s.ource: Compiled from data submitted in response to questionnaires of the· 
U.S. International Trade Commission. 

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

* * * * * * * 

Table B-9.-DRAM 1 s, cased: U.S. open-market.shipments of cased DRAM 1 s made 
from uncased DRAM's produced in Japan and.assembled in.a third country, by 
densities, 1983-85 

* * * * * * * 
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.APPENDIX p· 
' ., . 

SELLING PRICES REPORTED BY U.S. PRODUCERS AND IMPORTERS 
.··' 



Tabla c-1.-641 DUii'• (UO aa) aold to Olll'a1 Watabtad-e•.rqa aat Mlliag pdcaa for aalaa of d-auc producta and for aalaa of taporu froa Japan, 
and aftraaa •raiaa bJ fticb illporu of Japaaaaa DUii' a aaderaolcl or oftraold !/ U.S.-producad DINI' a, bJ claaaaa of Ol!ll' a and bJ -tba, Septnber 
1984-flarcb 1916 ,.r unit 

Office aat0118tloa ODI Talac01191111lcatlqa Olll lnduatrial aut011atioa Olll Coaa .... r product• OEH 
1:--"'11"'...---:~::::~:::-::------------+--,r"l!---:-"T:::::::::::::-:-------------::--.,,. ..... --::'"""'l=:::::::~:-------------;---,,,..,,---,...'"l::'=-:,.,,..,,,,.,...-----------1 u.11. 1 JapaaaM: llaqlaa of 1 U.S. 1 JapaneM1 llaqlaa of 1 U.S. 1 JapaneM1 llaqlaa ·of 1 U.S. 1 Japaaeae1 llaqlna of 

lloatb 1wl1btad-1wtahtecl-1 aaderaalUq/ 1wi1btecl-1wtahtecl-1 aaderaalllD1/ 1wi1btecl-1wt1btecl-1 and lli / 1wi1btecl- wiabtecl-1 ad 111 / 1 a ... r ... 1 aftrqa •o ... rnlUaa <->' awr ... 1 aftraa• 1 1 awraaa 1 a'f8rqa 1 araa DI 1 a'f8raaa aftraga 1 u ena DI 
1 price 1 price 1 1 price 1 price ,o ... raalllDI <->1 price 1 price ,o ... raalltag <->1 price price 1°"raelllna <-> 

19841 I 
Sept-I 
Oct-1 
1111-1 
Dac-1 
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Sept-I 
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rab-1 
llar-1 
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.72 

7.77 
1.oa 

2.12 .1s 1 s.19 
2.39 .17 I 6.S7 
2.Sl -1.06 1-72.49 
1.0 .oa 1 s.04 
1.29 ~OJ I ·2.06 
1.26 .23 I lS.19 
1.JJ -.41 1-44.92 
1.Z6 -.Zl 1-ZO.JS 
.a2 .21 , 20.49 

1.26 -.J4 1-J6.S9 
.a7 .36 I 29.21 

1.16 -.J9 1-so.21 
I 

.as .n , 22.44 

.90 .la I 16.96 

.a4 .J6 I 29.77 

tJ.7J 
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2.64 
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2.37 
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I 
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1.07 S6.06 
.61 42.41 I 

-.06 -a.u 1 
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8oarca1 Campllecl fl'G9 data aai.tttecl la napoaM to .-•u-traa of tba U.S. lataraatt-1 Traci• C:-iaaloa. 
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1'8ble C-2.-64K llllAll'e (200 ne) •old to OEll'•1 W.l1hted-ewere1e net eelllna price• for ••l•• of d09ll•tlc product• and for .. le• of taport• froa Japan, 
aDll ewera1e •ralne bJ whlch lapnru nf JepaneH DaAK'• undenold or ownold l/ U.S.-produced DIAll'e, by cleHe• of O!H'• end by -nth•, Septe•ber 
1914 .. rch 1986 -

(hr unit 

Off Ice autoaetlon OEM Telec~nlcetion OEM ladu•trlel autoaetlon OIH Coneuaer producu OEH 

llnath 
1 u.s. 1 Japaaeee1 llargiae nf 1 0.5. 1 Jepane .. 1 llargiae of 1 U.i. 1 l•pane .. 1 llergin• of t U.S. : Japaneae: tlargin• of 
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1
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1 price price 1 1 price price 1 price price 1 price price 
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11141 I 
Sept-1 .J.77 
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198'1 
Je-1 2.67 
reb-1 1.75 
llar-1 1.14 
Apr-1 1.JJ ... ,_, 1.60 
Juna-1 1.47 
Jul1-1 ... 
Aua-1 .89 
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Oct-1 .61 
1o-1 .70 
Dec-1 .61 

1'161 I 
J•-1 .72 
re.,__I 1.04 
.. r--. 1.25 
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J.21 
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4.19 I 

2.7J -.OJ I -1.97 
2.15 -.4o 1-22.91 1 
2.01 -.17 I -9.42 I 
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l.J9 ,21 I lJ.25 
.'6 .50 I J4.U I 
,8J ,04 I 4.96 I 
,88 ,01 I - 1.59 

1,10 I -.29 1-J5.64 I 
,74 I -.06 I -9.06 I 
,74 I -.04 I -J,71 I 
.71 I -.OJ I -4.JI I 

.74 -.OJ -J.55 

.71 .JJ Jl.62 
- I - I - I 
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1.85 
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1.40 
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1.20 

I . I I I I 

- I 
- I 
- I 

- I 
- I 
- I 

I 
- I 
- I 
- I 

I 

•J.n 
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2.96 
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lolln:e1 ea.piled from data evllldtted la 191pclll99 to ..-1tlODDalre1 of the U.8. Iateraetloaal Trade Colllleeioa. 
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Table C-3.-641t DIAK'• (150 n•) aold to aubcoatractora, diatributora, aod apot-rkat purchaMra: V.i&hted-.werage 
net Hlliq price• for ulea of d-•Uc producu aod for ulea of iaport• froa Japan, eod a•ra .. Mt&in• by 
vhich iaporta of Japaaeae DIAK'• UDderaold or Oftraold ];./ U.6.-produced DRAH'a, by clHM• of Cllll'• aod by 
aontba, Septaber 1984-flarcb 1986 

Per unit 

1 
Subcontractor• Diatributora Spot .... rkat purcbaMr• 

1 u.s. 1 Japeaeae: ll&raiaa of U.s. 1 Japauea: lleraiaa of 1 U.s. 1 Japaaeee: Mar&iD• of 
1wi1hted-:wf.ahted-: uodarHlU / 1w1&btad-1wf.ahted-1 uodereelli / 1wi1bted-1wi1hted-1 aodarMlliD / llonth 
1 enrage : awrqe 1 DI 1 ••raae : ewraa• 1 111 1 aftr•&• : a .. rqe 1 1 
1 price 1 price :0 "reallia& <->: price 1 price :0"raalliq <->: price 1 price OftrMlliaa (-) 

I 

1984: I 
Sept-1 
Oct-1 
11o-1 
Dec-: 

198S: I 

J•-1 
reb--1 
ller-1 
Apr-: 
lia7-1 
Juae-1 
July-: 
Aua-: 
S.pt-1 
Oct-: 
11o.--1 
Dec-: 

1986: 

J•-= 
Feb--: 
liar-: 

Mouot 

•2.S9 
J.37 
3.10 
2.54 

2.63 
1.63 
1.74 

.80 
1.11 
1.37 
.so 
.62 
.70 
.68 
.56 
.72 

.60 

.as 

.71 

I 

I I 

tJ.90 :t-1.31 1-50.45 
3.95 -.58 1-17.18 
4.14 I -1,04 1-33.35 
4.13 -1.58 :-62.35 

2.32 I 

1.85 
l,39 I 
1.U 
1,15 I 

1.09 
.95 
.90 I 

.90 I 

.91 

.79 I 

.76 

I 
.31 I 11.82 

-.22 1-U.68 
.35 I 20.U 

-.35 :-43,53 I 

-.04 I -J.39 I 

.28 I 20.S7 
-.o :-90.38 
-.28 1-44.13 I 
-.20 :-27.78 
-.23 :-34.21 I 

-.23 1-40.SJ I 

-.05 : -6.47 
I 

.72 I -.12 :-19.48 

.85 .00 I 0.02 

.93 -.22 1-31.52 I 

t2.59 
2.56 
2.44 
2.02 

2.03 
1.28 

.86 

.93 

.71 

.55 

.37 

.41 

.56 

.66 

.6S 

.43 

.82 

.96 

.87 

I I 

3.56 :t-0.98 1-37.H 1 
3.40 I -.84 1-32.77 I 

2.91 -.47 1-19.22 I 

2.46 -.44 1-21.84 I 

2.36 I 

1.49 
1.19 I 
1.10 I 

.73 I 

.57 I 

.S9 I 

.66 

.94 

.51 

.61 

.84 I 

1.04 
,9J I 

.91 I 

I 
-.33 1-16.04 
-.22 1-16.92 
-.33 1-39.02 
-.17 1-11.21 
-.03 I -3.61 
-.02 I -J,72 
-.22 1-57.66 
-.25 1-60.as 
-.38 :-67.SZ 
.U I 22.38 
,04 I 6.22 

-.40 1-93.28 
I 

-.22 1-26.58 
,01 I 1.21 

-,04 I -4.44 I 
I I I I 

];./ lleraiaa are alculated f roa uarOUDded wiabted-.•r•a• pricH. 

MoUllt 

tJ.JZ I 

2.43 
2.sa 
2.S6 

1.98 
1.73 
1.49 
1.50 

.6S 

.56 

.66 

.60 

.56 

.S6 

.n 

.n 

.7S 

.78 
- I 

MollDt 

U.38 
3.69 
3.01 
2.85 

1.99 
1.20 
1.S9 
1.06 

.79 

.68 

.66 I 

.63 

.40 

.48 

.67 

.74 

.ao 

.84 

.74 

Amount 1Perceot 
I 

to.13 
-1.26 
-.43 
-.29 

3.77 
-52.12 
-16.60 
-11.42 

-.01 -.53 
.53 30.73 

-.10 -6.55 
.44 29.46 

-.14 -21.17 
-,12 I -21.99 

.00 I ,48 
-.03 1 -5.04 

.16 I 28.65 
,07 I 13.35 

-,10 I -16.7S 
-.17 -29.82 

-.05 -7.09 
-.06 -7.05 

- I 

Source: C:-,Uad froa data eutaitted in napoDH to queatioDDain• of the U.S. llltenatioul Trade c:-i•doo. 

Table C-4.-6411: DI.AH'• (200 aa) eold to aubcoatractora, diatributora, and epot-rkat purcbHera: V.i&hted-. .. rqe 
oat Hlliaa pricH for HlH of d-•tic producu and for MlH of iaporta froa Japan, aod ••r•&• Mqiaa by 
vhich iaport• of Japaaeae D&Atl'• uodareold. or -raold !/ U.S.-produced DIM'•• by clHH• of OEM'• aod by 
-tba, Septaber 1984-tlarcb 1986 

Per uoit 

Subcontractor• Diatributora Spot-rket purcbaMra 

1 U.S. 1 JipaaeH: 0.1. 1 Japa_UMI I 0.1. 1 JapaaeM: lia iaa of 
1wi1htad-1w1&hted-1 .:::!~;i:!/ 1w1&htad- wi&bted-1 -=~~;i:/ 1wi1htad- wi&htad-1 aode:.lliaa/ 
1 aftn&• 1 awraa• 1 .,. •lli <->1 a .. raa• awr.,. 10 .. raalliq <->1 awraa• awraa• 10 .,.r•lliaa (-) 

llootb 

price 1 price 1° r DI 1 price price 1 1 price price ~· 

1984: I 

Sept-: 
Oct-: •o-: 
Dec-: 

1985: I 
Jan-: 
Feb--: 
liar-: 
Apr-: 

0 lley-1 
.lu-1 
.July-: 
Aua--1 
Sept-I 
Oct-: ·-· Dec-1 

1986: I ,,._, , . .,__, 
liar-: 

*3.24 
2.75 
2.99 
3.03 

1.92 
1.44 

.95 
1.01 
.73 
.64 
.71 
.u 
.49 
.50 
.53 
.68 

.86 

.93 
,85 I 

I I I • I I 

I I I 
t3.36 at-0.12 1 -3.79 t2.94 tl.52 :•-0.51 a-19.10 

3.12 -.37 :-13.59 2.59 3.31 -.72 a-27.91 
3.01 -.08 : -2.S4 2.14 3.05 -.91 1-42.25 
J.01 -.04 : -1.45 1 l.ll 1.11 -1.30 1-10.18 

2.80 
1.08 
1.08 

.60 

.60 

.60 

.50 

.60 

.60 

.60 

.50 

.'5 

I 
-.18 1-45.45 

,36 I 25.05 
-.U 1-U.ll 1 

- I - I 
.13 I 17,48 I 

.04 I 5.87 I 

.11 I U.11 

.33 I 39.51 
-.11 1-21.56 
-.10 1-19.87 
-,01 1-13.21 I 
,U I 26.94 I 

I 

-.09 1-10.12 
- I - I 
- I - I 

1.10 
1.11 

.90 

.73 

.56 

.62 

.51 

·" .60 
.u 
.71 
.69 

.64 

.96 
1.00 

2.09 
2.16 

.95 
1.37 
1.10 

.60 

.75 

.67 

.61 

.34 

.55 

.71 

1.04 
.10 

1.00 

, I 
-.39 1-22.11 

-1.05 a-94. 77 
-.05 I -5.76 
-.64 1-17.65 
-.54 1-96.39 

,02 I 2.76 
-.24 1-48.04 
-.31 1-15.51 I 

-.01 I -1.70 I 
,10 I ll.15 I 
,16 I 22,74 I 

-,03 I -3.94 
I 

-,40 1-62.52 I 

,26 I 26.96 I 
,00 I 0.00 I 

I I I I I 

!/ liaqin• an calculated froa llllrOUlldad wi&btad-e•raa• prtcH. 

u.u 
3.58 
3.03 
2.36 

1.96 
1.76 
1.38 I 

.53 

.71 

.47 

·" .J9 ... 
.76 
.65 
.86 

.90 

.to 

U.30 
3.24 
3.56 
2.97 

2.14 
1.94 
1.16 I 
1.48 I 

1.35 
.74 
.42 
,49 I 
,41 I 

.30 

.55 
,57 I 

2.53 
.76 

1.35 I 

.0.13 I 3.78 
.34 I 9.51 

-,52 I -17.30 
-.61 I -25,77 

-.18 -9.07 
-.18 I -10.51 
-,48 I -34.79 
-.95 1-177.54 
-,58 I -74.01 
-.27 -58.26 

.02 4.60 
-.10 I -25. 72 

.27 39.85 

.46 60.38 
,10 I 14.96 
,29 I Jl.75 

I 

-1.63 1-111.u 
·,14 I U.63 

- I 

Sourca1 c:.ptlad froa ,.,, ntaitted in nepoua to. ~·t1-1na of tba U.S. llltenaUoul Trade c:-taaion. 
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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, September 1984-March 1986. 
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Source: Compiled from data submitted in response to questionnaires of the 
1 U.S. International Trade Commission. 



d-3 

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. 
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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 OE"'s: 
Weighted-average selling prices for domestic products and for imports from 
Japan, by months, September 1984-March 1986. 
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Figure D-·4.-.641< DRAM's (1!>0 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 

3. s 

3 

2.5 

2 

1. 5 

l 

0.5 

. . . . . . .. 
• .. . 

. 
\ .... 

·. 

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

-....•... .•. . . 

D+--+~+--+~+--+~+--+~+--+~+--+~1---f-~1---f-~~-1----1 

9 10 11 12 l 2 3 4 S . 6 7 8 9 10 II 12 l 2 3 

1984 198!> 1986 

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



Figure D-S.--64K DRAM'S (lSO ns) sold to subcontractors (board stuffers): 
Weighted-average selling prices for domestic products and for imports from 
Japan, by months, September 1984~rch 1986. 
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Figure 0-6."'.""""'64K DRAM's (150 ns) sold to.distributors: Weighted-average 
selling prices for domestic products and for imports from Japan. by months, 
September 1984-f'larch 1986. 
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Figure D-7.~64K DRAM's (1SO ns) sold on the spot market: Weighted-average 
selling prices for domestic products and for imports from Japan, by months, 
September 1984...ftarch 1986. 
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APPENDIX E 

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 (200 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 ORAM's (200 ns) purchased by industrial automation OEM's: 
Weighted-average purchase prices, by brand 11ames and by months, September 
1984-April 1986 

* * * * * * * 

Table E-8.-64K ORAM'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. --* * *: Wei9hted-average purchase prices, by brand names 
and by months, September 1984-April 1986 

* * * * * * * 

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

* * * * * * * 

Table E-ll.~64K ORAM'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-Apri l 1986 

* * * * * * * 
I 

Table E~l3.~64K ORAM'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 

* * * * * * * 


