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UNITED STATES INTERNATIONAL TRADE COMMISSION 
Washington, DC 

Investigations Nos. 731-TA-321 through 325 (Final) 

CERTAIN UNFINISHED MIRRORS FROM THE FEDERAL REPUBLIC OF GERMANY, 
ITALY, JAPAN, PORTUGAL, AND THE UNITED KINGDOM 

Determinations 

On the basis of the record!/ developed in the subject investigations, 

the Commission determines, '!:./ pursuant to section 735(b) of the Tariff Act of 

1930 (19 U.S.C. 1673d(b)), that an industry in the United States is not 

materially injured or threatened with material injury, and the establishment 

of an industry in the United States is not materially retarded, by reason of 

imports from the Federal Republic of Germany, Italy, Japan, Portugal, and the 

United Kingdom of unfinished glass mirrors, y 15 square feet or more in 

reflecting area, provided for in item 544.54 of the Tariff Schedules of the 

United States, which have been found by the Department of Commerce to be sold 

in the United States at less than fair value (LTFV). 

Background 

The Commission instituted these investigations effective September 12, 

1986, following preliminary determinations by the Department of Commerce that 

imports of the above referenced mirrors from the Federal Republic of Germany, 

Italy, Japan, Portugal, and the United Kingdom were being sold ~t LTFV within 

the meaning of section 731 of the Act (19 U.S.C. 1673). Notice of the 

institution of the Commission's investigations and of a public hearing to be 

held in connection therewith was given by posting copies of the notice in the 

!/The record is defined in sec. 207.2(i) of the Commission's Rules of 
Practice and Procedure (19 CFR 207.2(i)). 

'!:./ Commissioner Eckes dissenting and Comissioner Stern not participating. 
y Mirrors which have not been subjected to any finishing operations such as 

beveling, etching, edging, or framing. 
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Office of the Secretary, U.S. International Trade Commission, Washington, DC, 

and by publishing the notice in the Federal Register of October 1, 1986 (51 

F.R. 35059). The hearing was held in Washington, DC, on December 2, 1986, and 

all persons who requested the opportunity were permitted to appear in person 

or by counsel. 
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VIEWS OF CHAIRMAN LiEBELER, VICE-CHAIRMAN BRUNSDALE, 
COMMISSIONER LODWICK AND COMMISSIONER ROHR 

1/ 21 
We determine - .- that an industry in the United States is not 

materially injured or threatened with material injury by reason of less than 

fair value (LTFV) imports of certain unfinished mirrors from the Federal 

3/ 
Republic of Germany, Italy, Japan, Portugal, and the United Kingdom. - our 

negative determination is based on the preponderance of positive indicators of 

the domestic industry's performance, from which we have concluded that the 

!I 2_1 
domestic industry is not experiencing material injury. 

Like product and the domestic industry 

As a prerequisite to its material injury analysis, the Commission must 

define the relevant domestic industry. The term "industry" is defined in 

section 771(4)(A) of the Tariff Act of 1930 as "the domestic producers of a 

!I Commissioner Eckes finds that an industry in the United States is 
materially injured by reason of the imports under investigation. While he 
joins in the like product/domestic industry section of this opinion, ~ bis 
separate views on material injury and causation. 

~I Commissioner Stern did not participate in these determinations. 

11 Because there is an existing industry, material retardation of the 
establishment of an industry in the United States is not an issue in these 
investigations. 

!I Imports of certain unfinished mirrors from Belgium are currently subject 
to investigation. Due to a schedule change initiated by Commerce, the 
Commission will make its determination on those imports at a later date. 

2_/ See Commissioner Rohr's Additional Views on cumulation and Causation. 
He notes that there is no causal nexus between the condition of the domestic 
industry and the subject imports. 



like product, or those producers whose collective output of the like product 

constitutes a major proportion of the total domestic production of that 

6/ 
product . ···- "Like product" is defined as "a product which is like, 

or in the absence of like, most similar in characteristics and uses with, the 

11 
article subject to an investigation." -

The Commission's like product determination is essentially factual and is 

made on a case-by-case basis. We look for clear dividing lines among products 

in terms ·of distinct characteristics and uses. Minor variations are 

8/ 
insufficient to find separate like products. - We examine factors relating 

to the characteristics and uses of the subject merchandise, including conunon 

manufacturing facilities, conunon employees, ~nd substitutability between 

products. 

The articles subject to these investigations are unfinished glass mirrors 

'll 
having reflective surfaces of 15 square feet or more. In the preliminary 

phase of these investigations the Commission found one like product, 

unfinished flat glass mirrors 15 sq. ft. and over, and one domestic: industry, 

~I 19 U.S.C § 1677(4)(A). 

]_I 19 U.S.C. § 1677(10). The "article subject to an investigation" is 
defined by the scope of the investigation initiated by the Department of 
Commerce (Commerce). 

!!I "The requirement that a product be "like" the imported article should 
not be interpreted in such a narrow fashion as to permit minor differences in 
characteristics and uses to lead to the conclusion that the product and 
article are not "like" each other, nor should the definition of "like product" 
be interpreted in such a fashion as to prevent consideration of an industry 
adversely affected by the imports under investigation." S. Rep. No. 249, 96th 
Cong., 1st Sess. 90-91 (1979). 

9/ 51 Fed. Reg. 43403, 43406, 43407, 43409, 43412 (December, 1986). 
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. 10/ • 
the producers of such mirrors. - Petitioners support this finding and no 

respondent argued against it in these final investigations. 

In the preliminary investigations an issue was raised as to whether to 

include in the like product finished and unfinished flat glass mirrors with 

less than 15 sq. ft. of reflective surface, collectively called "cut 

mirrors." The Conunission decided not to do so, while noting that the issue 

. ld b i d i f' l . t' t' . ll/ wou e re-exam ne n any ina inves iga ions. -

The Conunission found that cut mirrors and unfinished flat glass mirrors 

15 sq. ft. and over differ significantly. In particular, the mirrors subject 

to investigation are mass produced in a limited number of standard sizes and 

are frequently used without further processing in large projects such as hotel 

lobbies. Cut mirrors are generally made to order in a wide range of sizes and 

styles, are invariably subject to finishing such as edging, beveling, etching, 

and/or framing, and are sold primarily to furniture manufacturers and 

'l 12/ . retai ers .. -

No information was received in the final investigations that would lead 

us to change our earlier determinations. We therefore find one like product, 

unfinished flat glass mirrors 15 sq. ft. and over, and one domestic ind~stry, 

the producers of .such mirrors. 131 

10/ Certain Unfinished Mirrors from Belgium, the ¥ederal Republic of 
Germany, Italy, Japan, Portugal, Turkey, and the United Kingdom, Invs. Nos. 

·701-TA-273 and 731-TA-320-325 (Preliminary), USITC Pub. 1850 at 6 (Hay 1986). 

11/ Id .. at 6, n. 15. 

12/ Id. at 5. 

13/ Chairman Liebeler and Vice Chairman Brunsdale have concerns about the 
like product definition adopted in this· case. They note that domestic 

(Footnote continued on next page) 
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Condition of the Domestic Industry 

In assessing the condition of the domestic industry the Commission 

considers, among other factors, U.S. domestic consumption, production, 

capacity, capacity utilization, shipments, inventories, employment and 

14/ 15/ 
financial performance. ~ ~ 

Many of the most significant indicators of the domestic industry's 

performance show growth and expansion. As consumption rose during the period 

of investigation, two new firms entered the market, one existing firm 

. · 1 . . h . . f' d 161 
installed a new si vering line, and ot er existing irms expande . ~ 

(Footnote continued from previous page) 
production facilities can easily switch from producing large mirrors (i.e., 
over 15 square feet) to small mirrors. Memorandum from Office of Economics, 
EC-K-002 (January 5, 1987) at 6. This suggests there is a high degree of 
substitutability in supply between large and small mirrors, in which case the 
like product adopted by the Commission in this case may be defined too 
narrowly. However, their decisions in this case would not have been affected 
by using a broader definition of like product. See Certain Welded Carbon 
Steel Pipes and Tubes from Turkey and Thailand, Invs. Nos. 701-TA-25.3 and 
731-TA-252 (Final), USITC Pub. 1810 (February 1986) (Additional Views of 
Commissioner Brunsdale) at 49. 

14/ 19 U.S.C. § 1677(7)(C)(iii). 

15/ Chairman Liebeler and Vice-Chairman Brunsdale believe that .it may _be 
appropriate in this case to use a product line analysis pursuant to 19 u.s.c. 
§ 1677(4)(0) to assess the condition of the domestic industry. They are. 
concerned that the available data may not permit separate identification of 
production in terms of such criteria as the production process or producer's 
profits. For example, the record indicates that the same equipment and labor 
can readily shift from producing large mirrors (i.e., over 15 square feet) to 
small mirrors. Memorandum from Office.of Economics, EC-K~oo2· .(January 5, 
1987) at 6. Because the same production inputs are common to both large and 
small mirrors, the cross elasticity of supply between the two categories of 
mirrors must be very high. As a consequence there would not be a separate 
identity for the production of large mirrors in terms of the production 
process. While the Chairman and Vice-Chairman do not use product line 
analysis in this case, had they done so their determinations woul~ have been 
the same. See Certain Welded Carbon Steel Pipes and Tubes from the 
Philippines and Singapore, Invs. Nos. 731-TA-293, 294, and 296·(Final), USITC 
Pub. 1907 (November 1986) (Views of Chairman Liebeler) at 19 .. 

16/ Report of the Commission (Report) at A-10. 
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Employment increased and wage rates rose. As the industry expanded, costs 

reported during the period of investigation increased and profits dipped, but 

the industry as a whole remained profitable. 

Domestic consumption rose by 21 percent from 1983 through 1985, and by 3 

17/ 
percent in the January-June 1986 period. Domestic capacity grew by 27 

18/ 
percent in the 1983-1985 period and by 3 percent in the interim period. 

Production also increased substantially in the 1983-1985 period and again 

19/ 
slightly in the interim period. Because the overall increase in 

production was smaller than the increase in capacity, capacity utilization 

fell. 

Domestic shipments to the open market ro~e in volume and total value 

throughout the period of these investigations. Open market shipments 

increased in volume 13 percent in 1984 over 1983 and again by 3 percent in 

1985. Data for the interim period reflect a decline of less than 0.5 percent 

in such shipments. Total shipments declined in volume from 1984 to 1985 

despite increases in open market shipments because intracompany shipments fell 

. 20/ 
off by 31 percent in this period. - Inventories declined by 9 percent 

from 1983 through 1985 and remained stable in the interim period. The rl(ltio 

of inventories to total shipments declined from 6.3 percent in 1983 to .4.9 

• 21/ percent 1n 1985. -

17/ Report at A-8. The January-June 1986 period is hereinafter referred to 
as "the interim period.•• Statements which describe conditions in the interim 
period are to be understood as comparisons with conditions in and for the 
comparable portion (i.e., January-June) of 1985. 

18/ . Id. at A-10. 

20/ Id. at A-11-12. 

21/ Id. at A-13, Table 8. 
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The average number of workers producing unfinished mirrors 15°sq. ft. and 

over rose by 6 percent from 1983 through 1985, and increased agai~·~n the 

interim period. Hours worked increased by 7 percent in 1983-1985, while 

hourly wages paid increased by 16 percent, total hourly compensation by 19 

percent, and output per hour by 11 percent. These i~dicators also increased 

22/ 
significantly in the interim period. ~ 

Domestic producer sales of unfinished mirrors 15 sq. ft. and over 

apparently increased in 1984 and have been increasing gradually ever 

• 23/ . . . h . since. ~ Operating income apparently rose in 1984. It t en dropped in 

1985, the year in which the labor, interest, and general, selling, and 

administrative (GS&A) costs of the industry r~se substantially. We note that 

this is the year in which the costs of the .industry's biggest expansion during 

the period of investigation were reflected in its financial data. As a share 

of net sales, both the cost of goods sold and GS&A in~reased in 1984 ~nd 

1985. While the GS&A/net sales ratio declined slightly in the interim period, 

f d d 1 
. . d . 24/ 25/ the cost o goo s sol /net sa es ratio continue to rise. ~ 

22/ Id. at A-14. 

23/ Id. at A-19, Table 13. Commissioner Rohr notes that while the overall 
increase of 39 percent reflected in the Commission's data may not be totally 
accurate due to the Commission's problems in collecting data from the domestic 
industry, the increase was clearly substantial. He further notes that net 
sales figures substantially understate industry performance because only one 
company reported its intracompany transfers as sales. Intracompany transfers 
annually account for over 10 percent of total industry-shipments. 

24/ Id. at A-19. 

25/ We note that the failure of certain domestic producers to provide 
(Footnote continued on next page) 
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As noted above, new entrants and existing firms increased the industry's 

capacity and upgraded its production facilities during the period of 

investigation. Capital expenditures and investment both rose, with capital 

i . . • . 985 261 
expend tures post1ng a part1cularly sharp r1se 1n 1 . ~ 

We therefore conclude that the domestic industry is not currently 

. . t i l i j 27/ 28/ exper1enc1ng ma er a n ury. ~ ~ 

No Threat of Material Injury by Reason of LTFV Imports 

In determining whether there is threat of material injury, the Commission 

considers, among other factors, (1) any rapid increase in market penetration 

of the imports and the likelihood that such penetration will reach an 

injurious level, (2) any substantial increase in inventories of the imported 

product, (3) the likelihood of increased imports in the future becaus~ of 

increased capacity or existing underutilized capacity in the foreign country, 

and (4) the probability that future imports will have a price depressing or 

(Footnote continued from previous page) 
complete data throws some doubt on the financial performance reported by the 
domestic industry. 

26/ Id. at A-21-22. 

271 Vice-Chairman Brunsdale does not consider the issue of causation. She 
concludes that domestic producers of unfinished mirrors are not experiencing 
material injury and notes that this conclusion is sufficient to support a 
negative determination in this case. See American Spring Wire Corp. v. United 
States, 590 F.Supp. 1273, 1276 (Ct. Int'l Trade 1984), aff'd sub nom., Armco, 
Inc. v. United States, 760 F.2d 249, 250 (Fed. Cir. 1985) (affirming based on 
the reasoning of the lower court); Badger-Powhatan v. United States, 608 
F.Supp; 653, 657 (Ct. Int'l Trade 1985). The Vice-Chairman therefore does not 
reach the hypothetical question of whether, if the domestic industry were 
materially injured, that injury would be by reason of dumped impotts from the 
Federal Republic of Germany, Italy, Japan, Portugal, and the United Kingdom. 

28/ See Additional Views of Commissioner Rohr. Commissioner Lodwick, 
finding no material injury, does not consider the issue of causation. 
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29/ 
suppressing effect in the domestic market. The Commission must also 

find that the threat is real and injury is imminent. 
30/ 

Producers of the subject mirrors in the Federal Republic of Germany, 

Japan, and the United Kingdom are operating at high rates of capacity 

. . 31/ . . i . . utLlLzation, ~ and there LS no Lnformat on before the CommLSSLon that they 

or other respondents plan to increase capacity significantly. The market 

shares of the imports from the five countries in these investigations are not 

rising rapidly. Indeed, in three of the five cases the subject imports are 

32/ 
losing market share. ~ As discussed above, many of the imports have 

ld 
. . 33/ 

overso domestLc mLrrors. ~ Because nearly all imports are pre-ordered 

and shipped directly from the port of entry ~o the buyer, importers do not 

d 
. • 34/ 

hol LnventorLes. 

We conclude that the domestic industry is not threatened with material 

injury by reason of the subject imports. 

29/ 19 U.S.C. § 1677(7)(F)(i). 

30/ 19 U.S.C. S 1677(7)(F)(ii); ~also H.R. Rep. No. 1156, 98th Cong., 2d 
Sess. 174 (1984). 

31/ Report at A-22-26. 

32/ Id. at A-31. 

33/ Chairman Liebeler and Vice-Chairman Brunsdale do not base their 
decisions in this case on evidence of overselling by imported.products. They 
believe that evidence of underselling or overselling ordinarily is not 
probative on the issue of causation. See Heavy-Walled Rectangular Welded 
Carbon Steel Pipes and Tubes from Canada, Inv. No. 731-TA-254 (Final), USITC 
Pub. 1808 at 11 n.25 (1986). 

34/ ·Report at A-22. 
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ADDITIONAL VIEWS OF CHAIRMAN LIEBELER 

Invs. Nos. 731 TA-321-325 (Final) 
Certain Unfinished Mirrors from 

the Federal Republic of Germany, .Italy, Japan, 
Portugal, and the United Kingdom 

I determine that an industry in the United states is 

not materially injured, or.threatened with material " 

injury, by reason of certain unfinished mirrors from the 

Federal Republic of Germany, Italy, Japan, Portugal, and 

the United Kingdom which the Department of Commerce has 

1 
determined are being sold at less-than-fair-value. I 

concur in the majority definition of .like product and 

domestic industry, and discussion of the condition of the 
- 2 

industry and threat of material injury. Since I 

determine that the domestic industry is not experiencing 

material injury, I am not required to reach the issue of 

causation. However, assuming arguendo that the domestic 

industry is materially injured, I proceed to a discussion 

of cumulation and causation. Since my views on cumulation 

1 
Since there is an established domestic industry, 

material retardation is not an issue in these 
investigations and will not be·discussed further. 

2 
As a member of the majority in these investigations, I 

use a product line analysis for examining the condition of 
the domestic industry. 
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and causation differ from those of other members of the 

majority, I offer these additional views. 

Material Injury by Reason of Imports 

In order for a domestic industry to.prevail in a 

final investigation, the Commission must determine that . 

the dumped or subsidized imports cause or threaten to 

cause material injury to the domestic industry producing 

the' like product. First, the Commission must,determine. 

whether the domestic industry producing the like product 

is materially injured or is threaten~d with material 

injury. Second, the Commission must determine whether any 

injury or threat thereof is by reason of the dumped or 

subsidized imports. Only if the Commission answers both 
~ . ; 

~estions in the affirmative, will it make an affirmative 

determination in the investigation. 

Before analyzing the data, however, the first 

question is whether the statute is clear or whether one 

must resort to the legislative history in order to 

interpret the relevant sections of the antidumping law. 

The accepted rule of statutory construction is that· a· 

statute, clear and unambiguous on its face, need not and 
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cannot be interpreted using secondary sources. Only 

statutes that are of doubtful meaning are subject to such 

3 
statutory interpretation. 

The statutory language used for both parts of the 

two-part analysis is ambiguous. "Material injury" is 

defined as "harm which is not inconsequential, immaterial, 
4 

or unimportant." This definition leaves unclear what 

is meant by harm. As for the causation test, "by reason 

of" lends itself to no easy interpretation, and has been 

the subject of much debate by past and present 

commissioners. Clearly, well-informed·persons may differ 

as to the interpretation of the causation and material 

injury sections of title VII. Therefore, the legislative 

history becomes helpful in interpreting title VII. 

The ambiguity arises in part because it is clear that 

the presence in the United States of additional foreign 

supply will always make the domestic industry worse off. 

Any time a foreign producer exports products to the United 

3 
C. Sands, Sutherland Statutory Construction, § 45.02 

(4th ed. 19 8 5) . 

4 
19 U.S.C. § 1977(7) (A) (1980). 
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States, the increase in supply, ceteris paribus, must 

result in a lower price of the product than would 

otherwise prevail. If a downward effect on price, 

accompanied by a Department of Commerce dumping or subsidy 

finding and a Commission finding that financial indicators 

were down were all that were required for an affirmative 

determination, there would be no need to inquire further 

into causation. 

But the legislative history shows that the mere 

presence of LTFV imports is not sufficient to establish 

causation. In the legislative history to the Trade 

Agreements Acts of 1979, Congress stated: 

[T]he ITC will consider information which 
indicates that harm is caused by factors other 

5 
than the less-than-fair-value imports. 

The Senate Finance Committee emphasized the need for an 

exhaustive causation analysis, stating, "the Commission 

must satisfy itself that, in light of all the information 

presented, there is a sufficient causal link between the 

6 
less-than-fair-value imports and the requisite injury." 

5 
Report on the Trade Agreements Act of 1979, s. Rep. No. 

249, 96th Cong. 1st Sess. 75 (1979). 

6 
Id. 
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· The --Finance· Cammi ttee acknowiedged that the causation 

analysis would not be easy: "The determination of.the ITC 

with respe~t to causation, ~s_under current law, and will 
. -· . 

be, under section 735, ·complex and difficult, and is 
' ·: 

7 
matter.for t~e·judgment'of the tTC." Since-the· 

-
domestic· industry is no doubt worse off by the presence of 

any imports (whether LTFV or fairly traded) and Congress 

has directed that this is not enough upon which to base an 

affirmative determination-, the Commission must delve· 

further~tofihd what condition Congress has attempted to 

remedy·~ · -· ·" ~· ...... . ··-. ~ 

In the legislative history to the 1974 Act, the Senate 

Finance Committee stated: 

7 
Id~-

8 

This Act is not a 'protectionist' statute · 
designed to bar or restrict U.S. imports; rather, 
it is-·a statute designed to free U.S. imports · · · 
from unfair price discrimi.nation practices. * * *
The Antidumping Act is designed to discourage and 
prevent foreign suppliers from using unfair price 
discrimination practices to the detriment of a 

8 
United States industry. 

Trade Reform Act of 1974, s. Rep. 1298, 93rd Cong. 2d 
Sess. 179. 
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Thus, the focus of the analysis must be on what 

constitutes unfair price discrimination and what harm 

results therefrom: 

[T]he Antidumping Act does not prosc~ibe · 
transactions which involve selling an imported 
product at a price which is not lower than that 
needed to make the product competitive in the 
U.S. market, even though the,price of. the 
imported product is lower than its home market 

9 
price. 

This "difficult and complex" judgment by the ... 

Commission is aided greatly by the use of economic an.9-·· . 

financial analysis. One of the most. important assumpti,on~., 

of traditional microeconomic theory is that firms attempt 

. 10 
to maximize profits. Congress was obviously familiar 

with the economist's tool·s: " [I] mporters as prudent 

businessmen dealing fairly would be interested in 
' .... ,,· 

maximizing profits by selling at prices. as .high as the 
11 

U.S. market would bear." 

9 
Id. 

10. 
See, ~, P. Samuelson & W. Nordhaus, Economics 42-45 

(12th ed. 1985); w. Nicholson, Intermediate Microeconomics 
and Its Application 7 (3rd ed. 1983). 

11 
Trade Reform Act of 1974, s. Rep. 1298, 93rd Cong. 2d 

Sess. 179. 
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An assertion of unfair price discrimination should be 

accompanied by a factual record that can support such a 

conclusion~ · In accord with economic theory and the 

legislative history, foreign firms should be presumed to 

behave rationally. Therefore, if the factual setting in 

which the unfair imports occur does not support any gain 

to be had by unfair price discrimination, it is reasonable 

to conclude that any injury or threat of injury to the 

domestic industry is not "by reason of" such imports. 

In many cases unfair price discrimination by a 

competitor would be irrational. In general, it is not 

rational to charge a price below that necessary to sell 

one's product. In certain circumstances, a firm may try 

to capture a sufficient market share to be able to raise 

its price in the future.· To move from a position where 

the firm has no market power to a position where the firm 

has such power, the firm may lower its price below that 

which is necessary to meet competition. It is this 

condition which Congress must have meant when it charged 

us "to discourage and prevent foreign suppliers from using 

unfair price discrimination practices to the detriment of 

12 
a United States industry." 

12 
Trade Reform Act of 1974, s. Rep. 1298, 93rd Cong. 2d 

Sess. 179. 
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In Certain Red Raspberries from Canada, I set forth a 

framework for examining what factual setting would merit 

an affirmative finding under the law interpreted in light 

13 
of the cited legislative history. 

The stronger the evidence of the following . • • 
the more likely that an affirmative determination 
will be made: (1) large and increasing market 
share, (2) high dumping margins, (3) homogeneous 
products, (4) declining prices and (5) barriers 
to entry to other foreign producers (low . 

14 
elasticity of supply of other imports). 

The statute requires the Commission to examine the volume 

of imports, the effect of imports on prices, and the 

15 
general impact of imports on domestic producers. The 

legislative history provides some guidance for applying 

these criteria. The factors incorporate both the 

statutory criteria and the guidance provided by the 

legislative history. Each of these factors is evaluated 

in turn, after a discussion of the cumulation issue. 

13 
Inv. No. 731-TA-196 (Final), USITC Pub. 1680, at 11-19 

(1985) (Additional Views of Vice Chairman Liebeler). 

14 
Id. at 16. 

15 
19 u.s.c. § 1677(7) (B)-(C) (1980 & cum. supp. 1985). 
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cumul'ation: . 

·Petitioners urge the Commission to cumulate imports-·of 

the mirrors under investigation· from the five countries in 

these investigations as well as imports.under 

,,. 16 
investigation from Belgium. Imports from all of these 

countries are subject to current antidumping 

investigations. 

The statute reqliires that~ under c·ertain 

circumstances, -imports be cumulated to determine the 

effect of·· the imports. on price and volume. Cumulation is 

mandated when imports from two or more· countries compete · 

with each other ·and with like products of the domestic 
17 

industry, arid are sub)ect to investigation In these 

final· investigations, ·I cumulate imports of the mirrors 

under investigation from.the five countries in question as 

well as imports of such mirrors from Belgium. 

Japanese respondents contend that imports from Japan 

should not be cumulated with imports from any other 

country because Japanese mirrors are of such a high 

quality that they do not compete with other imports.and 

16. 
See Views of the Commission at p.l n.4. 

17 
19 u.s.c. § 1677 (7) (C) (iv) (1985 cum. supp.) 



20 

with the domestic like product. All reporting purchasers 

reflected the perception of superior Japanese quality, 

citing quality as the primary reason th~y chose Japanese 

mirrors over domestic mirrors. They also noted, however, 

that the domestic mirror manufacturers have greatly 

improved the quality of their product during the period of 

investigation, and that this quality had, in some cases, 

18 
reached the Japanese level of quality. The Japanese 

respondents themselves admitted that the quality of some 

domestic producers' mirrors had improved significantly .. · 

Since the outcome with respect t~ the cumulation issue 

does not effect my final determinations in· these 

investigations, I assume arguendo that the Japanese 

imports do compete with the other subject imports .and with 

the domestic like product, and, hence, cumulate imports 

from Japan with the subject imports from the other five 

countries. 

causation analysis .'•,• 

Examining import penetration data is relevant because 

unfair price discrimination has as its goal, and cannot 

18 
Report at A-41. 
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take place in the absence of, market power. cumulated 

imports have increased as a percentage of U.S. apparent 

consumption. cumulated import penetration was 7.3 percent 

in 1983, 9.1 percent in 1984, and 11.5 percent in 

19 
1985. Imports subject to investigation accounted for 

10.3 percent of apparent U.S. consumption in January-June 

1986 compared to 11.1 percent in the corresponding period 
20 

of the preceding year. These penetration ratios are 

small and are not consistent with a finding of unfair 

price discrimination. 

The second factor is a high margin of dumping or 

subsidy. The higher the margin, ceteris paribus, the more 

likely it is that the product is being sold below the 
21 

competitive price and the more likely it is that the 

domestic producers will be adversely affected. The 

Department of Commerce has calculated the following 

weighted average dumping margins: For the Federal Republic 

of Germany: 2.29 for Flabeg GmbH and 18.19 for Vegla; for 

Italy: 116.29 for all firms; for Japan: 89.59 for all 

firms; for Portugal: 17.58 for all firms; for the United 

19 
Report at Table 19. 

20 
Id. 

21 
See text accompanying note 9, supra. 
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Kingdom: 18.32 for Bowman Webber, 43.53 for Solaglas 

22 
Coventry. These margins range from very small to 

large. This factor is inconclusive with respect to a 

finding of unfair price discrimination. 

The third factor is the homogeneity of the products. 

The more homogeneous the products, the greater will .be the 

effect of any allegedly unfair practice on domestic 
23 

producers. As discussed in the cumulation section, 

respondents contend that imports from Japan are of higher 

quality than other imports and the domestic like product. 

Higher quality comes from the use of. fresh, higher quality 

glass, lack of pinholes in the paint, and absence of black 
24 

edge problems. Petitioners, however, argue that they 

have improved their product in recent years to the point 

that black edge has been eliminated and Japanese mirrors 

are no longer of superior quality. Despite these 

potential quality differences, however, the imported and 

domestic products are generally similar. Thus, I find the 

products to be substitutable, although they are not 

perfect substitutes. 

22 
Report at Table 1. 

23 
See supra at n. 18 and accompanying text. 

24 
Transcript of the hearing at 149-150. 
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As to the fourth factor, domestic producers might 

choose to lower their prices to prevent loss of market 

share. Domestic prices exhibited an upward trend for 

25 
clear and tinted glass mirrors from 1983 through 1985. 

Although prices for the tinted glass mirrors fell from the 

last quarter of 1985 to the first quarter of 1986, the 
26 

prices recov~red in the second quarter of 1986. These 

pricing data are not consistent with a finding of unfair 

price discrimination. 

The fifth factor is barriers to entry (foreign supply 

elasticity). If there are barriers to entry (or low 

foreign elasticity of supply) it is more likely that a 

producer can gain market power. Imports from countries 

not subject to dumping investigation accounted for a small 

but increasing percentage of imports of certain unfinished 

mirrors into the United States over the entire period of 

investigation, increasing from .2 percent of apparent U.S. 

25 
The Commission gathered price data for weighted 

average delivered prices reported by U.S. producers and 
importers of the foreign-made product for sales to 
wholesale distributors of clear glass and tinted glass 
mirrors, 6 millimeters thick. Report at Tables 20 and 21. 

26 
Id. 
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consumption in 1983 to 3 percent in 1985. During interim 

1986, imports from third-party countries accounted for 5.8 

percent of apparent U.S. consumption, up from 2.5 percent 

27 
in the corresponding period of the previous year. 

This suggests that foreign supply elasticity may be 

somewhat low, but is increasing. 

These factors must be balanced in each case to reach a 

sound determination. Foreign supply elasticity is low but 

increasing, which is not inconsistent with a negative 

determination. The dumping margins range from small to 

fairly large and are inconclusive with respect to a 

finding of unfair price discrimination. On the other 

hand, cumulated market share is low, domestic prices are 

not decreasing, strongly .suggesting the absence of unfair 

price discrimination. overall, the factors tending toward 

negative determinations clearly outweigh those pointing 

toward affirmative determinations. 

Conclusion 

Therefore, I conclude that an industry in the .united 

States is not materially injured or threatened with 

27 
Report at A-40. 
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material injury by reason of dumped imports of certain 

unfinished mirrors from the Federal Republic of Germany, 

Italy, J~pan, Portugal, and the United Kingdom. 
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COMMISSIONER ROHR'S ADDITIONAL VIEWS 
ON CUMULATION ANO CAUSATION 

Where, as here, I determine that an industry is not experiencing material 

injury, the question of causation, i.e., whether material injury is by reason 

of particular imports, cannot logically arise. However, "material injury" is 

a legal conclusion which the Commission applies based on its analysis of the 

condition of the industry. It is possible to look at the condition of the 

industry and conclude that imports are not having any material effect on that 

condition. Hence, had I concluded that the condition of the domestic industry 

did warrant the conclusion of material injury, I would not have found that 

injury was by reason of imports. It is in that context that the following 

discussion of cumulation and causation is presented. 

,gumYl_i!ltion 

Under the Trade and Tariff Act of 1984, !/ the Commission cumulatively 

assesses the volume and effect of imports if the imports (1) compete with both 

other imports and the domestic like product, (2) are marketed within a 

· !/ 19 U.S.C. § 1677(7)(C)(iv) provides in pertinent part: 
[T]he Commission shall cumulatively assess the volume and effect 
of the imports from two or more countries of like products 
subject to investigation if such imports compete with each other 
and with like products of the domestic industry in the United 
States market. 

Section 612(a){2)(A) of the Trade and Tariff Act of 1984, amending the Tariff 
Act of 1930, section 771(7)(C)(iv), 19 U.S.C. § 1677(7)(C)(iv). 
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r~asonably coincidental period, ZI and (3) are subject to 

. . t. 3/ 4/ investiga ion. - -

In these final investigations, I have cumulated imports of the mirrors 

under investigation from the five countries in the investigations as well as 

imports of mirrors under investigation from Belgium. ~/ 

The mirrors under investigation are essentially fungible. Imports from 

the six countries and the domestic like product compete with one another in a 

substantial portion of the market. The domestic product and imports from the 

six countries are directed to a considerable degree to the same customers, 

such as wholesale distributors, and pass through the same channels of 

d . t "b t' 61 is ri u ion. - The record also indicates that the prices for the domestic 

7/ product and the imports were reasonably comparable. -

~/ This requirement is derived from the legislative history of the statute. 
H.R. Rep. No. 1156, 98th Cong., 2d Sess. 173 (1984). 

11 In determining whether the imports compete with each other and with the 
domestic product, the Commission considers several factorsi among them: 

-The degree of fungibility between imports from different 
countries and between imports and the domestic like produ~t. 
including consideration of specific customer requirements and 
other quality related questions; 
-The presence of sales or offers to sell. in the same 
geographical markets, the imports from different countries,· and 
the domestic like product; 
-The existence of common or similar channels of distribution for 
imports from different countries and the domestic like product; 
-Whether the imports are simultaneously present in the market. 

The Commission has often noted that no single factor is determinative. 

1/ 19 U.S.C. § 1677(7)(E); H.R. Rep. No. 725, 98th Cong., 2nd Sess. 37 (1984). 

~/ See Views of Chairman Liebeler, Vice-Chairman Brunsdale, Commissioner 
Lodwick and Commissioner Rohr, supra at note 4. 

§/ Report of the Commission (Report) at A-7. 

ll Id. at A-33-36. 
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Japanese· respondents contend that imports from J:apan should not be. 

cumulated with imports· from any other .. ,country because -Japanese ·mirrors. are of 

such a high quality that ·they do not compete with other imports and with the 

domestic like ·product. ·All purchasers reporting ·to the Commission on current 

market conditions ·have reflected the· perception of superior Japanese .. quality, 

citirig quality ~s the primary ,reason they ~hose Japanese mirrors over domestic 

products. Those purchasers also note, ·however, ·that .the dom~stic .. mirroi:-

manufacturers have greatly improved ·the quality of their prod1,1ct during the 

period of investigation, and that this quality has in some cases reached the 
.·, 

Japanese level. ~/ The Japanese respondents have themselves- admitted that 

the quality of some domestic mirrors has significantly improved. Further, 

while quality may be a factor in some purchasers• decision, quality difference 

do n~t pre~lude all applications for the products from any of the subject 

countries. I therefore conclude that the any perceived quality differences 

are not sufficient to preclude my finding that Japanese mirrors compete with 

other imports and the domes~ic; like ~r~duc~. tt_i . 
~.' . ' 

- Imports from the-five countries in these investigations and Belgium were 
- l 

marketed within a reasonably coincidental period. Imports from Belgium, the 

Federal Republic of Germany, and Japan were present in the U.S. marke.t 
' '. 

,!!/ Id. at A-41. 

't_/ Transcript of the hearing (Tr.) at 158. This can be contrasted to the 
Commission 1 s recent investigation of Chinese pipe and tube in which quality 
problems, on which the decision not to cumulate was based, affected 
substantially all uses of the product. See Certain Welded Carbon Steel Pipes 
and Tubes from the People 1 s Republic of China, Inv. No. 73i-TA~292 (Final), 
USITC Pub. No. 1885 (Aug. 1986). .. 
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throughout the period of i~vestigation while·other imports such as those from· 

Italy, Portugal, and the United Kingdom entered. in quantity -later but were 

present during at least part of· the period of investigation. 

Finally, imports from the six countries may properly be considered·. 

"subject to investigation," because imports from all the countries are. subject 

to· current antidumping investigations. I have therefore determin~d th~t it is 

appropriate to cumulate imports from Belgium, the Federal Republic .of ·:Germany, 

Italy~ Japan, Portugal, and the United Kingdom . 

. ~.2 ..... Ma!:~riaL I.rij_ury by Reason of LTFV Imports 

In determining whether the qomestic industry is materially injured "by 
,• ! 

. . ~-

reason of" LTFV imports, the Commission is to.consider, among other factors, 
'. 

the volume of the imports subject to investigation and the effect of these 

imports on prices in the United States for the like product and ori the 

d t . . d t 10/ omes ic in us ry. --

I have determined that the domestic industry is not experiencing material 

injury. Assuming arguendo that I had conciuded that the condition of the 
•,:_ 

domestic industry warranted the conclusion that it was experiencing material 

injury, I would still make a negative determination in these investigatibns 

because I find that the domestic industry is not materially injured by reason 

of the subject imports. 

Factors other than unfairly traded imports have caused those performance 

indicatcirs of the domestic industry which declined to decline, As discussed 

10/ 19 u.s.c. § 1677(7)(8). 
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above, total shipments dipped in 1985, but only because intracompany 

shipments !!/ have fallen, while open market shipments, with which the 

imports compete, have risen steadily. Intracompany shipments are generally 

used to make cut mirrors which are sold in different channels of distribution 

to different customers than unfinished mirrors 15 sq. ft. and over. Imports 

do not compete with the domestic product for use as cut mirrors. 

The industry is showing a lower profit marg"in than in the past, but this 

is a period of growth, with the entry of new firms and the expansion of 

existing companies driving up capital expenditures, investment, the cost of 

goods sold, GS&A, and interest expense. The financial data that the domestic 

industry has provided to the Commission is mote consistent with changes that 

would be associated with the increased costs of such growth than with negative 

effects of imports. 

The Commission majority discussed above the growth of domestic 

consumption and of the domestic industry. 121 Imports have also risen 

during the period of investigation, from 7.5 percent of domestic consumption 

in 1983 to 14.5 percent in 1985, and from 13.6 percent in interim 1985 to 16.1 

percent in the comparable period of 1986. These figures are for total 

imports, however. Imports found to be sold at less than fair value dropped 

from 11.1 percent of consumption in interim 1985 to 10.3 percent in interim 

!!/ Report at A-12. Consistent with past Commission ·practice I have looked at 
both total shipments and open market shipments because an understanding of 
both is necessary to an assessment of the industry. 

12/ See Views of Chairman Liebeler, Vice-Chairman Brunsdale, Commissioner 
Lodwick and Commissioner Rohr, supra at 6. 
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1986, while imports from other countries not under investigation rose sharply 

from 2.5 percent of consumption in interim 1985 to 5.8 percent in interim 

1986. !1/ The record suggests that the downward trend in market penetration 

by unfairly traded imports, and particularly for the Japanese who account for 

the largest share of the subject imports, has continued beyond the end of the 

1986 . t . . d 14/ in erim perio . ~ 

The Commission obtnined direct quarterly pricing comparisons between 

domestic and imported mirrors from the five countries in these investigations 

and Belgium. The largest category in which comparisons were obtained was 

clear mirrors 6 mm in thickness, which is the largest category of mirrors 

produced domestically and which accounted for. over 90 percent of the imports 

from Japan. The comparisons showed considerable overselling by the cumulated 

imports. In particular, imports from Japan, which account for well over half 

of all subject imports, of 6 mm ilear mirrors oversold the domestic product in 

. 15/ every comparison. ~ 

!1/ Report at A-31. 

_!1/ Tr. at 96. 

15/ Report at A-33-36. Petitioners argue that the report's pricing 
comparisons are erroneous. Petitioners assert that the proper comparison is 
between the price from domestic producer to wholesale distributor and the 
price from the foreign manufacturer to the importer. Such comparisons are not 
appropriate to my analysis in this case. The purpose of the Commission's 
price comparison is to provide a basis for examining actual price competition 
in the market place, whenever possible at the point where.the actual 
competition occurs. The record indicates that importers mostly sell to 
wholesale distributors as do domestic producers, showing that the report's 
comparisons, of the importer's price to the wholesaler with the domestic 
producer's price to the wholesaler, most accurately reflect market 
competition. Id. at A-32; Petitioners prehearing brief at 9. 
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Furthermore, as I noted in the preliminary investigations, the decline in 

capacity utilization, which is the strongest indicator of a negative impact of 

imports, is related to the increases in capacity rather than declines in 

production. Also, as I noted in my views in the preliminary investigations, 

while operating margins declined in 1985 over 1984 and imports did increase in 

that year, a virtually identical increase. in imports in the previous year had 

no effect on the financial performance of the industry. 

Finally, this market does not appear to be one in which the presence of 

those few imports found to be underselling the domestic product would have any 

significant pressure on price. Rather, it is the relative strength of 

purchasers and the availability of multiple s·ources of domestic supply, 

particularly that supply represented by new entrants and expanded capacity, 

which accounts for the stable U.S. price. 

I conclude that the subje~t imports are not a cause of material injury to 

the domestic industry. 
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Dissenting Views of Commissioner Eckes 

I respectfully disagree with my four collegues in the 

Commission majority. On the basis of the record in 

investigation Nos. 731-TA-321/325 (F), I determine that an 

industry in the United States is materially injured or 

threatened with material injury by reason of LTFV imports 

of certain unfinished mirrors from the Federal Republic of 

Germany, Italy, Japan, Portugal and the United Kingdom. 

With respect to the issues of like-product and 

domestic industry, all members of the commission, and 

indeedthe parti~s apparently agree. There is one like 

· pf'oduct, unfinished ·flat glass mirrors 15 square feet and 

over, and one domestic· industry,· consisting of the 

producers of such mirrors. These findings conform with 

those made in the Commission's preliminary determination, 

and neither the petitioner nor respondents contested these 

··holdings in these final investigations. 

In makin9 a_ material-injury determination, the 

Commission considers, among other factors -

(i) the volume of imports of the merchandise which is 

the subject of the investigation, 

(ii) the effect of imports of that merchandise on 

prices in the Un,i ted. ._states ·for like products, and 

·(iii) the impact of imports of such merchandise on 

dom~stic p~odticers of like ~roducts. 
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Volume: There has been.a steady increase in imports 

and import penetration over the three-year.period of the 

investigation. Imports :from the countries involved soared 

90 percent fr~m 7.0 million square feet in 1983 to 13.3 

million square feet. Penetration by LTFV .imports jumped 

from 7.3 percent in 1983 to 11.5 percent in 1985. y 

The filing of this case on April 1, 1986, may have had 

some dampening impact on import volume and market 

penetration last year. During the first half of.1986 the 

volume of imports declined slightly from the first half of 

1985, and market penetration by LTFV imports fell from 

11.l to 10.3 percent. ~ 

Price: Over the 1983 to 1985 period, as imports·more 

than doubled, domestic consumption. also rose 21 percent 

from 96.3 million square feet to 116.2 million square 

feet. ~ But, it is significant to note that higher 

demand in the United.States for mirrors did not bring 

higher prices for most domestic mirrors. Indeed pricing 

information collected in the course of these 

investigations show that domestic producers' prices for 

sales of 6mm and 3mm clear and 6 mm tinted glass mirrors 

were relatively stable over the period.of the 

investigation, a time of increasing demand-for their 

products. Oomesti9 producers' prices for relatively low 

volume 5 mm clear and tinted glass mirrors, however, did 

show some increase. 

y Staff report at A-31. 
~ Staff report at A-31. 
~ Staff report at A-8. 
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An important explanation for the failure of domestic 

prices to increase in the face of growing demand is unfair 

foreign competition. Evidence indicates that LTFV imports 

have prevented domestic producers from receiving the full 

benefits of increased demand. At the public hearing the 

Commission heard nine mirror producers testify under oath 

that dumped imports had depressed or suppressed their 

prices. Mr. Robert E. Stroupe, of Stroupe Mirror Co., 

testified that his firm had reduced prices to counter 

underselling from West Germany and Belgium (Transcript 

(hereinafter abbreviated "Tx") at pp. 9-10]. He also 

discussed Japanese underselling in the Florida market. 

Mr. w. Christopher Beeler of Virginia Mirror Company 

pointed to other evidence of Japanese underselling [Tx, 

pp. 11-12]. Mr. Richard Bauer of Toledo Plate and Window 

Glass, Co., told under oath, of foreign underselling in 

several markets. [Tx, pp. 13-16] Mr. George Johnson of 

Willard Mirrors described how imports from the subject 

countries had undersold his company by margins ranging 

from five cents up to 30 cents per square foot. [Tx, p. 

17]. Mr. Ernest Cotton from Arizona described how his 

product was being undersold on the West Coast by 

competition primarily from Japan, but also from West 

Germany, Italy and Belgium. Other industry witnesses 

provided similar testimony demonstrating underselling, 

lost sales, and price suppression. Respondents did not 

cross-examine these witnesses, nor did they rebut 

adequately the specific testimony offered. 
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Independent confirmation of these pricing trends comes 

from data gathered in Commission q\iestionnaires and 

presented in the Commission Report. These data 

demonstrate that imports undercut domestic prices. For 

example, West German imports of ·6 mm clear glass mirrors 

showed margins of underselling in 12 of 12 quarterly 

comparisons that reached more than 16 percent. !/ In 10 

of 10 quarterly comparisons imports from Belgium also 

undercut the average domestic quarterly price for the same 

product. §/ Portugese imports undersold by margins up to 

18 percent in five of five quarterly comparisons. §./ And 

British imports undersold the domestic producers of 6 mm 

clear glass mirrors in both quarterly comparisons. ?.J 

Only the Japanese product oversold the domestic product, 

and many of these were imported into Florida and 

California; areas requiring mirrors more resistant to the 

deteriorating effect of the environment. ~ 

However, for 6 mm tinted glass the Japanese product 

undersold the domestic in 13 of 14 comparisons with 

margins of up to 11.8 percent. ~ For Belgian imports, 

underselling occurred in 10 of 10 quarterly average 

comparisons with margins as high as 33.l percent and no 

lower than 20.7 percent. 10/ West German imports also 

!/ Report at A-38. 
§/ Report at A-38. 
§./ Report at A-38. 
?.J Report at A-38 
~ Report at A-37. 
~ Report at A-37. 
10/ Report at A-38. 
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. undercut the domestic price in all four quarterly 

comparisons. 11/ However, Italian imports of this product 

oversold the domestic product in six of six quarterly 

comparisons. 12/ 

With respect to 5 mm clear glass mirrors, the West 

German product undersold in all three comparisons and 

Belgian imports undercut domestic prices in both quarterly 

comparisons. 13/ For Japan, imports undersold in four of 

13 comparisons. 14/ 

Finally, for 3 mm clear glass mirrors, Belgian imports 

undersold in 10 of 10 comparisons and British imports 

undersold domestically-produced mirrors in both quarterly 

comparisons .• 15/ For West Germany imports undersold in 5 

of 7 comparisons. 16/ Only for Japanese imports was there 

consistent overselling. 17/ 

It has been arqued that the Japanese product is 

qualitatively superior to .the domestic product, but 

domestic producers testified that they have closed the 

qualititive gap. [Tx 29, 33-34, 40] The declining margins 

of Japanese overselling suggest to me that this perception 

is correct. For 6 mm clear glass mirrors Japanese 

overselling averaged.9.8 percent in 1983 quarterly 

comparisons, but only 3.8 percent in 1985. 18/ For 5 mm 

11/ Report at A-38. 
12/ Report at A-38. 
13/ Report at A-38. 
14/ Report at A-38. 
15/ · Report. at. A-3·8. 
16/ Report at A,;,.38. 
l'J./ Report at A-38. 
18/ Report at A-38. 



40 

clear glass mirrors Japanese overselling averaged 18.2 

percent in quarterly comparisons during 1983. But, in 

1985 overselling had turned to underselling in average 

quarterly comparisons, and this underselling continued 

through the first half of 1986. 19/ Finally, for 3 mm 

clear glass mirrors margins of overselling remained.high 

through the entire period, suggesting a slightly different 

pattern for this low-vollime product. £Qj 

In short, there is abundant evidence in the official 

record -- oral testimony from experienced witnesses and 

statistical data -- that the foreign product has depressed 

and suppressed domestic prices. 

Impact on Domestic Industry: It is clear that imports 

of dumped mirrors 15 square feet and over have caused 

material injury to domestic producers of the like 

product. The traditional indicators of injury in a Title 

VII investigation show how the inability of the domestic 

industry to participate in the recovery of demand affected 

its operations. Capacity utilization fell from a peak of 

58.6 percent in 1984 to 47 percent in 1985, a drop of 

11.6 percentage points. Part of this fall reflected the 

addition of new capacity, but capacity utilization 

remained at depressed levels in the first half of 1986, 

even as overall consumption continued to climb. 

19/ Report at A-38. 
£Qj Report at A-38. 
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overall employment for production and related workers 

making unf inish~d mirrors 15 square feet and over 

displayed some slight growth over the period of the 

investigation. But, five domestic producers reported 

layoffs to the Commission, involving at least 5 percent of 

the workforce or 50 workers, which the individual firms 

attributed to reductions in sales. 21/ 

Most important in assessing injury in these particul~r 

investigations are income-and-loss data supplied in 

response to Commission questionnaires. They provide 

dramatic evidence of the industry's financial plight. 

Over the three full years, 1983 to 1985, the cash flow of 

14 reporting producers accounting for 96 percent of 

reported U.S. production of unfinished mirrors 15 square 

feet and over in 1985 dropped 60 percent, and the ratio of 

operating income to net sales fell from an anemic 3.8 

percent in 1983 to 2.2 percent in 1985. ~ Data for 1985 

and 1986 providing half-year comparisons exhibit no 

evidence of improvement. Indeed, cash flow and operating 

margins are lower in the first half of 1986 than in the 

comparable period of 1985. The industry's predicament is 

best summed up by the statistic that three of 10 domestic 

producers supplying data had operating losses in 1983, 

five of 12 producers experienced these losses in 1984, and 

seven of 14 producers reported. operating losses in 

21/ Most of these layoffs occurred in 1985, the year 
LTFV imports peaked. 

22/ Report at A-19. 
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1985. ~ The pattern has not changed in 1986. During 

the first six months of this year, six of 13 reporting 

firms indicated operating losses. ~ 

These stark facts about industry performance cannot be 

dismissed as "inconsequential, immaterial, or unimpor-

tant. 11 While, it is true that two new producers, Texas 

Mirrors and Consolidated Glass, entered the market in 

1985, confidential data show that their start-up costs did 

not alter the trend described above. Nor, can one claim 

persuasively that lagging profitability stems from higher 

raw material costs. The percentage distribution of costs 

for raw materials, direct labor and factory overhead has 

not changed significantly over the course of this 

investigation. 25/ 

The clearest evidence for injury appears in calendar 

years 1984 and 1985. In tha~ period, domestic consumption 

of unfinished mirrors rose 3.3 percent, from 112.5 million 

square feet to 116.2 million square feet, but domestic 

producer's shipments fell from 101.3 million square feet 

to 99.4 million square feet. W Imports, not domestic 

shipments, filled the increase in consumption. Indeed 

imports rose from 11 million square feet, or 9.9 percent 

of consumption in 1984 to 14.5 percent of consumption in 

1985. Partial year fic;pires for the January to June 

~ Report at A-19. 
~ Report at A-19. 
25/ Report at A-20. 
~ Report at A-8. 



43 

periods of 1985 and 1986 show a continuation of the trend 

described above. While apparent consumption rose from· 

58.7 million square feet in the first six· months.of .1985 

to 60.6 million square feet in the same period of 1986, 

imports rose 1.9 million square feet,. while.domestic 

shipments including intracompany tl:,"ansf ers increased only 

92 thousand square feet. 27/ As these data suggest, 

imports continued to climb in terms of market share, up 

from 13.6 percent to 16.1 percent in the first half of 

1986. 28/ 

over the full three-year period of the investigation, 

from 1983 to 1985, domestic consumption jumped 21 percent 

from 96.3 million square feet to 116.2 million square 

feet. 29/ However, imports took the lion's share of this 

growth in domestic consumption, rising 133 percent, from 

7.2 million square feet to 16.8 million square feet, while 

domestic shipments increased only 12 percent, from 89.l 

million square feet in 1983 to 99.4 million square feet- in 

1985. 30/ 

Based on the record described above, I find that the 
' . 

domestic industry producing unfinished mirrors 15 square 

feet and over has been materially injured by imports of 

dumped like products. It is clear to me that the injury 

27/ Report at A-8. 
28/ Report at A-8. 
29/ Report at A-8. 
W Report at·A~8. 
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caused by imports is more than adequate to satisfy the 

injury threshold -- namely, harm that is not 

"inconsequential, immaterial or unimportant." 

Threat of Material Injury: In making their negative 

determination, my colleagues must also find that the 

domestic industry is not threatened with material injury. 

Based on the entire record of this investigation, I 

strongly disagree. 

In evaluating this issue, the statute directs the 

Commission to consider a number ~f factors, including: 

(1) any increase in production capacity or 
existing unused capacity in the exporting 
country likely to result in a significant 
increase in imports of the merchandise to 
the United States, (2) any rapid increase in 
United States market penetration and the 
likelihood that the penetration will 
increase to an injurious level; (3) the 
probability that imports of the merchandise 
will enter the United States at prices that 
will have a depressing or suppressing effect 
on domestic prices of the merchandise, (4) 
any substantial increase in inventories or 
the merchandise in the United states, (5) 
the presence of underutilized capacity for 
producing the merchandise in the exporting 
country, ( 6) any other demonstrable adver.se 
trends that indicate the probability that 
the importation (or sale for importation) of 
the merchandise (whether or not it is . 
actually being imported at the time) will be 
the cause-of actual injury, and (7) the 
potential for product-shifting. (19 u.s.c. 
1677 (7) (F)). 

It is often more difficult for the Commission to 

obtain and evaluate the evidence of threat than to 

evaluate the evidence for material injury. This is so, 



45 

because foreign respondents must supply data about their 

production, capacity and capacity utilization, exports and 

future plans. Sometimes, as in the present 

investigations, foreign respondents choose not to 

participate in Commisson hearings or fail to supply 

requested information fully, or in a timely manner. 

The Commission Report notes that the Commission 

received no data with respect to the Italian producer. 

Indeed, that.producer was not represented at the 

Commission hearing. The only known Belgian producer 

provided requested export data but did not supply 

information about production, capacity, or future plans. 

One German producer, Flaberg, supplied requested data, but 

. a second German firm, Vegla, claimed that it no longer 

exports to the United States and therefore declined to 

provide requested data. Consequently, the Commission has 

no data on that firm's production, capacity, exports, or 

future plans. 

Japanese respondents supplied some data but not all 

information specifically requested. Particularly on the 

issue of production and capacity utilization, the 

Commission has less information than is needed to evaluate 

Japan's capacity to expand exports to the United States. 

Of an estimated 290 companies producing mirrors in 

Portugal, the Department of State was able to obtain some 

data from one of three medium-sized firms. According to 
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the commission Report, that firm indicated that its future 

export plans "depended on the Commission's decision." W 
Finally, for the two British ~roducers of mirrors the 

Commission has limited information on production capacity, 

but nothing on many other indicators vital to a threat 

determination. 

I am not insensitive to the problems foreign 

respondents have in participating in U.S. quasi-judicial 

proceedings, but in my judgment the Commission cannot 

excuse failure to participate and supply requested 

information. It is not the responsibility of domestic 

petitioners to·~rovide information on a foreign firm's 

production, capacity, exports, inventories, and plans to 

sell in the u.s. market. 

Indeed, our reviewing courts have held that the 

failure of foreign respondents to furnish information 

requested by the Department of Commerce justified 

Commerce's decision to use the best information available 

in an administrative review. (Ansaldo v. United States, 

U.S. Court of International Trade, Slip Op. 86-10 at 19). 

In another relevant case, the Court of Appeals for the 

Federal Circuit has held that where "importers chose not 

to provide any direct evidence on their intent, the 

· Commission had no choice but to rely on circumstantial 

evidence from which to infer likely intent, namely, 

production capacity, domestic and foreign demand, and 

31/ Report at A-26. 
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incentives or motivations to increase imports. Such 

factors are always relevant and, indeed, may be more 

reliable than self-serving declarations." [Matshushita 

Electrical Industrial co., v. the United States, Slip op. 

84-693 and 84-694, at 16.] 

In the present investigations, I am obliged also to 

find threat of material injury. Based on the best 

information available, foreign respondents apparently have 

available capacity and production to continue selling in 

the U.S. market at prices that the Department of Commerce 

has determined are less-than-fair.value. Specifically, 

although Italy is a small supplier and apparently a new 

entrant, it has expanded exports to the United States 33 

fold over the three-year period, 1983 to 1985. ~ 

Nothing on the record indicates that Italy cannot continue 

to expand its exports to the U.S. market. With regard to 

Belgium, it is clear that the only known producer has 

rapidly increased its exports to the United States over 

the course of the investigation. ~ The available 

information suggests the ability to divert exports to the 

United States in the period ahead at the expense of other 

export markets in response to increasing demand and prices. 

German exports to the U.S. have more than doubled 

. during the three year period, 1983 to 1985, and available 

~ Report at A-30. 
~ Report at A-23. 
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information on capacity utilization suggests that one 

German firm is capable of further expanding its 

sales. ~ In the absence of data from the second German 

firm, the ComDiission must rely on the best available 

information. One must also draw on available information 

in the record and make affirmative determinations with 

regard to British firms that failed to supply requested 

data. British imports soared nearly 18 fold from 1983 to 

1985, and continued to increase in the first half of 

1986. There is nothing in the record indicating that 

British firms cannot increase shipments to the U.S. market. 

Based on the limited but best information available, 

Japanese firms have the physical capacity to expand 

exports to the United states. ~ Finally, while there is 

an absence of information on many Portuguese firms there 

is information indicating that one reporting firm has 

rapidly increased its exports to the United states over 

the period of the investigation. There is also 

information indicating that this firm is looking to the 

outcome of this proceeding before developing future 

plans. W 

Admittedly, a paucity of information has been 

submitted to the Commission regarding indications of 

· threat but the best available information indicates that· 

~ Confidential memorandum to the Commission from the 
Director of Economics, EC-K-002, Jan. 5, 1987 (hereinafter 
referred to as "CM, EC-K-002 11 ). 

~ CM, EC-K-002. 
~ CM, EC-K-002. 
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there is a likelihood foreign import penetration will 

increase to an even more injurious level. Moreover, the 

record indicates. that there is a probability that these 

imports will continue to have price depressing or 

suppressing effects, and cause actual injury. 

For these reasons, I also determine that LTFV imports 

from the Federal Republic of Germany, Italy, Japan, 

Portugal, and the United Kingdom threaten to materially 

injure the domestic industry. 

Cumulation 

In arriving at my affirmative determinations, I 

cumulated imports· from the subject countries, pursuarit to 

19 u.s.c. 1677 (7)(c) (iv). It is apparent that products 

from all respondent countries are subject to the 

investigation and are marketed within a reasonably 

coincidental time period. At the public hearing witnesses 

for the domestic petitioner told under oath how imports 

from subject.countries competed directly in a variety of 

geographical markets with domestically produced mirrors. 

Data obtained from the Department of Commerce suggest that 

glass mirrors from these countries all competed directly 

in major markets. 1J..I Imports from all countries entered 

through the ports of New York, Los Angeles, Miami, Tampa, 

and San Francisco during 1985. 

37/ Report at A-28. 
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Conclusion: The entire record of this investigation 

shows that the domestic industry is experiencing material 

injury. Capacity utilization is down; operating margins 

are anemic, and half of the firms reporting financial data 

are running operating losses. Moreover, at a time when 

consumption has been rising; the domestic industry has 

been losing market share to imports of dumped mirrors. 

Furthermore, both oral testimony and statistical data show 

that LTFV imports are undercutting and suppressing 

domestic prices. 

In light of the substantial evidence of record, the 

facts dictate affirmative-determinations~ 
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INFORMATION OBTAINED IN THE INVESTIGATIONS 

Introduction 

On September 12, 1986, the U.S. Department of Commerce (Commerce) 
published in the Federal Register (51 F.R. 32505) its preliminary determina
tions that there is a reasonable basis to believe or suspect that certain 
unfinished glass mirrors !J from Belgium, the Federal Republic of Germany 
(West Germany), Italy, Japan, Portugal, and the United Kingdom are being, or 
are likely to be, sold in the United States at less than fair value (LTFV) 
within the meaning of the Tariff Act of 1930. Accordingly, effective . 
September 12, 1986, the U.S. International Trade Commission (Commission) 
instituted the following investigations under section 735(b) of the act (19 
U.S.C. 1673d(b)) to determine whether an industry in the United States is 
materially injured, or is threatened with material injury, or the 
establishment of an industry in the United States is materially retarded, by 
reason of such imports from the cited countries: 

Investigation No. Country 

731-TA-320 (Final) ............. Belgium 
731-TA-321 (Final) ............. West Germany 
731-TA-322 (Final) ............. Italy 
731-TA-323 (Final) ............. Japan 
731-TA-324 (Final) ............. Portugal 
731-TA-325 (Final) ............. United Kingdom 

Notice of the institution of the Commission's final investigations and of 
a public hearing to be held in connection therewith was given by posting 
copies of the notice in the Office of the Secretary, U.S. International Trade 
Commission, Washington, DC, and by publishing the notice in the Federal 
Register of October 1, 1986 (51 F.R. 35059). '!:./ The hearing was held in 
Washington, DC, on December 2, 1986. 1J 

Commerce has rendered final affirmative LTFV determinations in all of 
these cases except that involving imports from Belgium. ~/ On October 3, 1986, 
Commerce postponed the date for making its final LTFV determination with 

!J The products covered by Commerce's determinations are described as 
"unfinished glass mirrors, made of any of the glass described in TSUS items 
541.11 through 544.41, 15 square feet or more in reflecting area, which have 
not been subjected to any finishing operation such as beveling, etching, 
edging, or framing, currently classifiable in the Tariff Schedules of the 
United States Annotated (TSUSA) under item 544.5400." The Commission's notice 
did not specify the tariff classification of the glass used to produce such 
mirrors. 
'!:./ A copy of the Commission's Federal Register notice is presented in app. A. 
11 A list of witnesses who appeared at the Commission's hearing is presented 
in app. B. 
~/ Copies of Commerce's final LTFV determinations, as published in the Federal 
Register of Dec. 2, 1986, are presented in app. C. 
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respect to imports of unfinished glass mirrors from Belgium from November 24, 
1986, to January 26, 1987 (51 F.R. 35382). Accordingly, the Commission 
extended the date for making its injury determination in investigation No. 
731-TA-320 (Final). !/ 

The Commission's briefing and votes in investigations Nos. 731-TA-321 
through 325 (Final) were held on January 6, 1987. The statutory deadline for 
notifying Commerce of the Commission's final determinations with respect to 
injury in these investigations is January 15, 1987. '!:.} The Commission's 
statutory deadline for reporting to Commerce its final injury determination 
concerning imports from Belgium will be 45 days from receipt of Commerce's 
final affirmative determination, or March 11, 1987-, if such notificatiOn is 
received on January 26, 1987. 

Background 

On April l, 1986, petitions were filed with the Commission and Commerce 
on behalf of the National Association of Mirror Manufacturers, Potomac, MD, 
alleging that mirrors in lehr end and stock sheet sizes, 15 square feet or 
more in reflecting area, from Belgium, West Germany, Italy, Japan, Portugal, 
and the United Kingdom are being sold in the United States at LTFV. ~ 
Accordingly, effective April 1, 1986, the Commission instituted antidumping 
investigations Nos. 731-TA-320 through 325 (Preliminary) under section 733(a) 
of the Tariff Act of 1930 (19 U.S.C. 1673b(a)) to determine whether there was 
a reasonable indication that an industry in the United States is materially 
injured, or is threatened with material injury, or the establishment of an 
industry in the United States is materially retarded, by reason of such 
imports from the cited countries. On May 16, 1986, the Commission notified 
Commerce of its affirmative determinations !!.J with respect to its preliminary 
investigations. As a result, Commerce continued its investigations on alleged 

!/ Belgian producers were represented by counsel at the Commission's hearing. 
Posthearing briefs with respect to investigation No. 731-TA-320 (Final) 
concerning imports from Belgium are due by Feb. 2, 1987. 
~/The Commission has set Jan. 9, 1987, as the administrative deadline for 
notifying Commerce of its final determinations in these investigations. 
~Members of the association include Binswanger Mirror Products, Memphis, TN; 
Carolina Mirror Corp., North Wilkesboro, NC; Carolina Mirror of Houston, 
Houston, TX (a subsidiary of Carolina Mirror Corp.); Colonial Mirror and Glass, 
Brooklyn, NY; Downey Glass Co., Los Angeles, CA; Falconer Glass Industries, 
Falconer, NY, and Lewistown, PA; Gardner Mirror Corp., North Wilkesboro, NC; 
Lenoir Mirror Co., Lenoir, NC; Stroupe Mirror Co., Thomasville, NC; Texas 
Mirror, Inc., Huntsville, TX; Toledo Plate and Window Glass Co., Toledo, OH; 
Virginia Mirror Co., Inc., Martinsville, VA; and Willard Mirrors, Inc., Fort 
Smith, AR. 
!!../ Chairwoman Stern and Commissioners Eckes and Lodwick made affirmative 
determinations. Vice Chairman Liebeler and Commissioners Rohr and Brunsdale 
made negative determinations. Pursuant to 19 U.S.C. 1677(11) when the 
Commissioners voting on a determination by the Commission are evenly divided 
as to whether the determination should be affirmative or negative,· the 
Commission shall be deemed to have made an affirmative determination. 
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LTFV sales of certain unfinished mirrors from Belgium, West Germany, Italy, 
Japan, Portugal, and the United Kingdom. 

The petitions filed on April 1, 1986, also alleged that imports of lehr 
end and stock sheet mirrors were being subsidized by the Government of Turkey. 
Accordingly, effective April l; 1986, the Commission instituted countervailing 
duty investigation No. 701-TA-273 (Preliminary) under section 703(a) of the 
Tariff Act of 1930 (19 U.S.C. 167lb(a)) to determine whether there was a 
reasonable indication that an industry in the United States is materially 
injured, or is threatened with material injury, or the establishment of an 
industry in the United States is materially retarded, by reason of the 
allegedly subsidized imports from Turkey. On May 16, 1986, the Commission 
notified Commerce of its negative determination .!/ in that investigation. 
Consequently, Commerce terminated its investigation on the allegedly subsidized 
imports of such mirrors from Turkey. Lehr end and stock sheet mirrors have 
not been the subject of any other statutory investigation by the Commission. 

Nature and Extent of Sales at LTFV 

In order to determine whether sales of the subject unfinished mirrors 
from West Germany, Italy, Japan, Portugal, and the United Kingdom were made in 
the United States at LTFV, Commerce compared the U.S. price with the foreign
market values or, wh~re appropriate, with third-country sales. A summary of 
transactions compared by. Commerce in making its final LTFV determinations is 
presented in table. 1. Y 

·commerce has directed the U.S, Customs Service (Customs) to suspend 
liquidation of all imports of the subject merchandise entered, or withdrawn 
from warehouse for.consWllption, on or after September 12, 1986. 

The Product 

Description and uses 

The articles subject to the petitioner's complaint--mirrors in lehr end 
and stock.sheet sizes--are unfinished Y flat !!J glass mirrors having 
reflective su~~aces of 15 square feet or more. These articles may either be 
used as such--for example, to cover a commercial or residential wall--or cut 
into sections and finished . 

.!/ Commissioners Eckes and Lodwick dissenting. 
y As stated.earlier,-Commerce's final determinations as published in the 
Federal Register are presented in app. C. Commerce's final LTFV determination 
in its investigation concerning imports from Belgium is to be rendered by 
Jan. 26; 1987. In its.preliminary determination, Commerce found a margin of 
0.82 percent ad valorem for all producer~ or exporters. 
y Unfinished mirrors have not been edged, beveled, etched, framed, or 
subjected to any other fabrication after production. 
!!./ I.e. , not concave, convex, warped,: or having any other than a flat surface. 
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Table 1.--Unfinished mirrors 15 square feet and over: Summary of data used by the 
Department of Commerce in making its final LTFV determinations on imports from West 
Germany, Italy, Japan, Portugal, and the United Kingdom 

Total Sales Ratio of Range Weighted-
Country U.S. compared Sales Sales sales at of average 
and market by at fair at LTFV to LTFV LTFV 
firm sales Commerce value LTFV total sales margins margin 

---------1,000 dollars------- ------------Percent----------
West Germany: y 

Flabeg GmbH ........ *** *** *** *** *** *** 2.29 
Vegla .............. y y y y y y 18.19 

Italy: y 
All firms .......... !Y !Y !Y !Y !Y !Y 116. 29 

Japan: y 
All firms .......... 'Y 'Y 'Y 'Y 'Y 'Y 89.59 

Portugal: y 
All firms .......... *** *** *** *** *** *** 17.58 

United Kingdom: y 
Bowman Webber ...... *** *** *** *** *** *** 18.32 
Solaglas Coventry .. *** *** *** *** *** *** 43.53 

!/ Commerce's period of investigation was Nov. 1, 1985, through Apr. 30, 1986. 
y Vegla did not respond to Commerce's questionnaire; the U.S. price and the foreign
market value were based on the best information available. 
11 Commerce's period of investigation was Oct. 1, 1985, through Mar. 31, 1986. 
~/ Commerce received no response to its questionnaire; the margin was based on the 
best information available. 
~/ Questionnaire responses received by Commerce were insufficient. Commerce based 
U.S. price on a sampling of import statistics. The foreign-market value was based on 
data in the petition updated to reflect changes in the currency conversion rate. 
y Commerce's period of investigation was Aug. 1, 1985, through Jan. 31, 1986. 

Source: Confidential worksheets of the U.S. Department of Commerce. 

Unfinished flat glass mirrors with reflecting surfaces of 15 square feet 
or more are produced in standard rectangular dimensions of approximately 125 
inches by 100 inches (lehr end mirrors) y or 1/2, 1/3, or 1/4 thereof (stock 
sheet mirrors) and are sold by manufacturers at the same price per square 
foot, regardless of size. Unfinished flat glass mirrors with less than 15 
square feet of reflecting surface (cut mirrors) may either be (1) cut. from 
lehr end and stock sheet mirrors by producers or purchasers, or (2) produced 
already in the appropriate size. They are virtually all made to order and are 
almost invariably subjected to additional fabrication, such as edging, 
beveling, etching, and/or framing. 

!/ The width of a lehr end mirror, the largest flat glass mirror available, is 
limited by the width of the float tank in which the glass is made. This width 
ranges from about 80 inches to 120 inches worldwide. Because the production 
of flat glass is continuous, the length of the glass from which mirrors are 
made is potentially subject to considerable variation. In practice, however, 
it is about 125 inches. 
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Unfinished flat glass mirrors 15 square feet and over are primarily 
differentiated (and priced) according to the thickness of the glass and 
whether the glass is tinted or clear. The most common thicknesses produced in 
and exported to the United States are 6mm, which accounts for at least 80 
percent of U.S. consumption, and 5mm, 4mm, and 3mm, which together account for 
all but about 1 percent of the remainder. !./ About 90 percent of the glass 
used in the production of unfinished mirrors is clear. The composition of the 
glass and of the reflective coating used for glass mirrors is similar 
worldwide. Some manufacturers, however, coat the back of the reflective 
surface with a sealer. 

At some point during the life of a glass mirror, its reflective coating 
may begin to deteriorate, particularly at its edges, leaving a black residue 
in place of the mirrored surface. Most manufacturers, as a matter of good 
business practice, honor claims to replace such mirrors. "Black edging" is a 
universal phenomenon and it is not clear whether such deterioration is 
inherent in the mirror itself, in its treatment, care, and handling, or in 
atmospheric conditions, such as humidity. No manufacturer can guarantee its 
mirrors to be completely free of this problem, although several, in view of 
real or ·potential lost sales and replacement costs, have taken steps to 
identify and minimize the conditions under which .it occurs. Other problems 
associated with mirrors are scratches, glass defects, surface distortions, 
packaging demands, and inconsistency of color (tint). '!:./ 

To produce unfinished flat glass mirrors 15 square feet and over, 
glass sheets in lehr end and stock sheet sizes, purchased from glass 
manufacturers, 11 are first cleaned and then coated on one side successively 
with an adhesive compound, a reflective compound, and a binding compound. The 
process, which.is capital intensive, is similar throughout the world. In some 
instances a sealant is applied to the back and edges. Mirrors under 15 square 
feet are produced on the same equipment, adjusted for smaller dimensions, from 
glass sheets already in the appropriate size. Alternatively, although less 
frequently, such mirrors are produced by simply cutting standard-sized (lehr 
end and stock sheet) mirrors. 

There are currently no known products or processes that may be substituted 
for unfinished flat glass mirrors. 

!J Price and weight vary directly with thickness and purchasers have the 
opportunity to choose accordingly. The different thicknesses are not designed 
for different uses. 
'!:j During these investigations, counsel for the Japanese producers and 
importers argued for differentiating Japanese mirrors on the basis of their 
superior quality. _See transcript of the hearing, pp. 149-160. 
11 In Belgium, West Germany, Italy, and Japan, the manufacturers of unfinished 
mirrors also manufacture the sheet glass from which the mirrors are made. The 
two processes are not integrated in the United States, Portugal, and the 
United Kingdom. 
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U.S. tariff treatment 

Unfinished flat glass mirrors 15 square feet and over are currently 
provided or in item 544.54 of the Tariff Schedules of the United States 
(TSUS), a tariff classification that includes all glass mirrors, finished and 
unfinished, over 1 square foot in reflecting area. The column 1 (most-favored
nation (MFN)) rate of duty for this tariff item, now applicable to all the 
subject imports, is 10 percent ad valorem. !/ This rate will be reduced to 8 
percent ad valorem on January 1, 1987, the last in a series of duty reductions 
granted in the Tokyo Round of the Multilateral Trade Negotiations. Imports 
from Portugal entered duty free under.the Generalized System of Preferences 
(GSP) '!:./until January 1, 1986, when Portugal was removed from the list of 
designated beneficiary developing countries upon its entry into the European 
Community. 

U.S. Producers 

The Commission received questionnaire responses from 16 firms that 
manufacture unfinished mirrors 15 square feet and over in reflecting area. It 
is believed that the 16 firms account for the great bulk of U.S. production of 
unfinished mirrors 15 square feet and over. 11 The major U.S. producers, 
their plant locations, and their 1985 production of the subject merchandise 
are shown in the following tabulation: 

!/ The rates of duty in col. 1 are MFN rates and are applicable to imported 
products from all countries except those Communist countries and areas 
enumerated in general headnote 3(d) of the TSUS. The People's Republic of 
China, Hungary, Romania, and Yugoslavia are the only Communist countries 
eligible for MFN treatment. However, MFN rates would not apply if 
preferential tariff treatment is sought and granted to products of developing 
countries under the GSP or the Caribbean Basin Economic Recovery Act (CBERA), 
or to products of Israel or of least developed developing countries (LDDC's) 
as provided under the Special rates of duty column. 
'!:./ The GSP affords nonreciprocal tariff preferences to developing countries to 
aid their economic development and to diversify and expand ·their production 
and exports. The U.S. GSP, enacted in title V of the Trade Act of 1974 and 
renewed in the Trade and Tariff Act of 1984, applies to merchandise imported 
on or after Jan. 1, 1976, and before July 4, 1993. It provides du~y-free 
entry to eligible articles imported directly from designated beneficiary 
developing countries. · 
11 A number of other firms manufacture only cut and finished mirrors. At the 
Commission's hearing, counsel for some respondents argued that-the consumption 
and shipment data presented in the prehearing staff report were significantly 
understated (transcript, pp. 105 and 146-147). Counsel for the petitioners 
stated that, in the opinion of the association, petitioners represent over 90 
percent of domestic production (transcript, p. 78). 
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U.S. producer 

National Association of Mirror 
Manufacturers: 

Binswanger Mirror Products .......... . 
Carolina Mirror Corp ................ . 
Carolina Mirror of Houston !f ....... . 
Colonial Mirror and Glass ........... . 
Downey Glass Co ..................... . 
Falconer Glass Industries ........... . 

Gardner Mirror Corp ................. . 
Lenoir Mirror Co .................... . 
Stroupe Mirror Co ................... . 
Texas Mirror, Inc ................... . 
Toledo Plate and Window Glass Co .... . 
Virginia Mirror Co., Inc ............ . 
Willard Mirrors, Inc ................ . 

Association total. ................ . 
All other manufacturers ............... . 

Total ............................. . 

!/ Subsidiary of Carolina Mirror Corp. 

Plant location 

Memphis, .TN 
North Wilkesboro, NC 
Houston, TX 
Brooklyn, NY 
Los Angeles, CA 
Falconer, NY 
Lewistown, PA 
North Wilkesboro, NC 
Lenoir, NC 
Thomasville, NC 
Huntsville, TX 
Toledo, OH 
Martinsville, VA 
Fort Smith, AR 

U.S. Importers 

Production 
in 1985 
1,000 sq. ft. 

*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** *** 

*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 

101,373 

According to the Customs net import file, more than 100 firms import 
products that are entered under the tariff provision that includes unfinished 
mirrors 15 square feet and over. However, a few firms account for the bulk of 
the imports of unfinished mirrors 15 square feet and over, except in the case 
of the United Kingdom and Italy, whose unfinished mirrors are imported into 
the United States in relatively equal quantities by several firms. One firm, 
***• accounts for most of the imports from Belgium. !/ Two firms, ***, 
account for most of the imports from West Germany. Five firms, ***· account 
for most of the imports from Japan. *** is the only firm known to import from 
Portugal. Most of the importers are unrelated to the producers from which 
they import. None modify or otherwise add.value to the imported product, 
other than cutting it in some instances into custom sizes. 

The U.S. Market 

Channels of distribution 

Most unfinished glass mirrors 15 square feet and over marketed in the 
United States by U.S. producers are sold to (1) installation subcontractors, 
for installation in commercial and/or residential properties; (2) glass dealers 
and home improvement centers, for residential and commercial remodeling; and 

!/ ***· 
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(3) wholesale glass distributors, for resale to installers, glazing firms, 
glass fabricators, and furniture manufacturers requiring cut and finished 
mirrors. Major furniture manufacturers buy cut and finished mirrors directly 
from the mirror producers. Most of the subject articles marketed in the 
United States by foreign producers are sold to unrelated wholesale glass
product distributors. 

U.S. consumption 

Apparent U.S. consumption of unfinished glass mirrors 15 square feet and 
over increased from 96.3 million square feet in 1983 to 116.2 million square 
feet in 1985, or by 21 percent, largely because of increased construction and 
building activity in that period (table 2). Apparent consumption during 
January-June 1986 was 3 percent greater than consumption during the corres
ponding period of 1985 .. The U.S. producers' share of apparent consumption 
declined throughout the period of investigation, from 92.5 percent in 1983 to 
83.9 percent during January-June 1986. 

Table 2.--Unfinished mirrors 15 square feet and Qver: U.S. producers' 
shipments, imports for consumption, and apparent consumption, 1983-85, 
January-June 1985, and January-June 1986 

Producers' Apparent 
Period shipments 1/ Imports consumption 

Ratio to consumption 
Shipments 1/ Imports 

---------1,000 square feet-------- -------Percent-------

1983 ................ 89,112 7,204 96,316 92.5 7.5 
1984 ................ 101,341 11,191 112,532 90.l 9.9 
1985 ................ 99,350 16,802 116,152 85.5 14.5 
January-June--

1985 ............... 50,722 7,969 58,691 86.4 13.6 
1986 .............. 50,814 9,761 60,575. 83.9 16.l 

y Includes intracompany transfers. 

Source: Compiled from data submitted in response to questionnaires of the 
U.S. International Trade Commission and from official statistics of the U.S. 
Department of Commerce. 

Consideration of Alleged Material Injury to 
an Industry in the United States 

The information in this section of the report is based on data received 
from questionnaire returns. As indicated previously, the Commission received 
usable questionnaire responses from 16 firms that manufacture unfinished 
mirrors 15 square feet and over in reflecting area, and the staff estimates 
that these firms account for roughly 80 percent of U.S. production of 
unfinished mirrors 15 square feet and over. 
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During the preliminary investigations, Commissioners voting in the 
affirmative stated that, if the investigations were returned for final deter
minations, the Commission would further examine whether cut mirrors should be 
included in the like product. y Therefore, firms that manufacture unfinished 
mirrors 15 square feet and over were requested to also provide data for their 
operations on all mirrors. Data on all mirrors, as reported by those firms, 
are presented, when possible, in the following sections of this report. 

U.S. production, capacity, and capacity utilization 

All mirrors.--The capacity of the U.S. mirror manufacturers that 
responded to the Commission's questionnaires to produce all mirrors increased 
from 222.7 million square feet in 1983 to 26i.4 million square feet in 1985, 
or by 17 percent (table 3). The increased capacity was accounted for largely 
by two firms, Texas Mirror and Consolidated Glass, both of which began 
production in 1985 with an overall capacity of ***million square feet. 

Table 3.--All mirrors: U.S. producers' capacity, production, and capacity 
utilization, 1983-85, January-June 1985, and January-June 1986 

Period 

1983 ........................ . 
1984 ........................ . 
1985 ........•................ 
January-June--

1985 .................... ·, .. 
1986 ........................ . 

Capacity Production 
- - :_ _ -1, 000 square feet-- --

222,670 
227,390 
261,410 

129,504 
133,491 

140,412 
156,682 
157,284 

79,546 
79,096 

Capacity 
utilization 
Percent 

63.1 
68.9 
60.2 

61. 4 
59.3 

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

P.roduction of all mirrors by the responding firms increased by 12 percent 
from 140.4 million square feet in 1983 to 157.3 million square feet in 1985. 
Capacity utilization, by the U.S. producers increased from 63.1 percent in 1983 
to 68.9 percent in 1984 and then declined to 60.2 percent in 1985. 

!/See views ofChai:rWoman Stern, Commissioner Eckes, and Commissioner Lodwick 
in Certain Unfinished Mirrors from Belgium, the Federal Republic of Germany, 
Italy, Japan, Portugal, Turkey, and the United Kingdom ... , Investigations 
Nos. 701-TA-273 (Preliminary) and 731-TA-320 through 325 (Preliminary), USITC 
Pub. 1850, May 1986, p. 6. 
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Unfinished mirrors 15 square feet and over.--The U.S. producers' end-of
period capacity to manufacture unfinished mirrors 15 square feet anq over 
increased from 170.2 million square feet in 1983 to 215.6 million square feet 
in 1985, or by 27 percent. Capacity in January-June 1986 was 3 percent 
greater than that in the corresponding period of 1985. The increase in 
capacity was predominantly accounted for by the two firms, Texas Mirror and 
Consolidated Glass, that began production in 1985, and by ***• which installed 
a more efficient silvering line in 1985. !J 

Production of unfinished mirrors 15 square feet and over increased from 
89. 4 million square feet in 1983 to lOL 4 mill.ion square feet in 1985, or by 
13 percent. Production during January-June 1986 was less than l percent 
greater than production during January-June 1985. Capacity utilization by 
U.S. producers increased from 52.5 percent in 1983 to 58.6 percent in 1984 and 
then declined to 47.0 percent in 1985, as shown in table 4. 

Table 4.--Unfinished mirrors 15 square feet and over: U.S. producers' 
capacity, production, and capacity utilization, 1983-85, January-June 1985, 
and January-June 1986 

Period 

1983 ......................... . 
1984 ........................ . 
1985. •.• ..................... . 
January-June--

1985 ...................... . 
1986 ...................... . 

Capacity Production 
-----1,000 square feet-----

170,217 
174,147 
215,631 

106,720 
109,698 

89,373 
102,103 
101,373 

51,756 
51,936 

Capacity 
utilization 
Percent 

52.5 
58.6 
47.0 

48.5 
47.3 

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

U.S. producers' shipments and exports 

All mirrors.--Domestic shipments of all mirrors (including intracompany 
transfers) by the U.S. mirror manufacturers increased from 138.8 million 
square feet in 1983 to 156.5 million square feet in 1984, ·or by 13 percent, 
then.declined slightly to 156.3 million square feet in 1985 (table 5). No 
U.S. producers reported exports of mirrors during the period. Intracompany 
shipments averaged about 7 percent of total shipments during 1983-85. 

y ***· 
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Table 5.--All mirrors: U.S. producers' shipments, 1983-85, 
January-June 1985, and January-June 1986 

(In thousands of square feet) 

Period Open market 

1983. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 128, 123 
1984 ......................... 145,634 
1985. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 146, 785 
January-June--

1985 ...................... . 
1986 ...................... . 

74,863 
73,714 

Intra company 

10,638 
10,875 

9,515 

4,170 
3,859 

Total 

138,761 
156,509 
156,300 

79,033 
77, 573 

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

The average unit value of open market shipments of all mirrors by U.S. 
mirror manufacturers increased by 5 percent from $1.20 per square foot in 1983 
to $1.26 per square foot in 1985. In January-June 1986, the unit value of 
open-market shipments averaged $1.21 per square foot, down about 2 percent from 
the average during January-June 1985, as shown in the following tabulation: 

Period Quantity 
1,000 square 
feet 

1983. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 128, 123 
1984. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 145. 634 
1985 .................. ·. . . . . . . 146. 785 
January-June--

1985 ....................... . 
1986 ...................... . 

74,863 
73. 714 

Unit 
Value value 
l,000 Per sguare 
dollars foot 

153,878 $1.20 
176,803 1.21 
184,236 1.26 

92,438 1.23 
88,904 1.21 

Unfinished mirrors 15 sguare feet and over.--U.S. producers' domestic 
shipments of unfinished mirrors 15 square feet and over (including intra
company transfers) increased by 14 percent from 89.1 million square feet in 
1983 to 101.3 million square feet in 1984, then.declined by 2 percent to 
99.4 million square fe~t in 1985 (table 6). Shipments during January-June 1986 
totaled 50.8 million square feet, representing an increase of less than l 
percent from shipments of 50.7 million square feet during January-June 1985. 
Intracompany transfers declined from about 14 percent of total shipments by 
the responding producers in 1983 and 1984 to 10 percent of total shipments in 
1985 and January-June 1986. 
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Table 6.--Unfinished mirrors 15 square feet and over: U.S. producers' 
shipments, 1983-85, January-June 1985, and January-June 1986 

(In thousands of square feet) 

Period Open market Intracompany Total 

1983 .......................... 77, 362 11, 750 89, 112 
1984 .......................... 87,261 14,080 101,341 
1985 .......................... 89,676 9,674 99,350 
January-June--

1985 ....................... 45,951 4, 771 50,722 
1986 ........................ 45,749 5,065 50,814 

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

The average unit value of open-market shipments of unfinished mirrors 15 
square feet and over declined from $1.14 per square foot in 1983 to $1.09 per 
square foot in 1984, or by 4 percent, then increased to $1.13 per square foot 
in 1985, $0. 01 or 1 percent below the average va.lue in 1983. During January
June 1986, the value of shipments averaged $1.11 per square foot, the same as 
that during the corresponding period of 1985, as shown below: 

Unit 
Period Quantity Value value 

12000 square 12000 Per square 
feet dollars foot 

1983 ........................ 77,362 88,142 $1.14 
1984 .......................... 87,261 95,063 1.09 
1985 ......................... 89,676 101,246 1.13 
January-June--

1985 ....................... 45,951 50,866 1.11 
1986 ....................... 45,749 50,945 1.11 

U.S. producers' inventories 

Inventory data were provided by 14 firms that in 1985 accounted for 97 
percent of total reported shipments of all mirrors and 96 percent of shipments 
of unfinished mirrors 15 square feet and over. 

All mirrors.--Yearend inventories by the responding firms declined by 
7 percent from 7.6 million square feet in 1983· to 7.1 million square feet in 
1984, then increased in 1985 to 8.5 million square feet, 13 percent above the 
1983 inventory level. As a share of shipments by the 14 firms, inventories 
declined from 6.2 percent in 1983 to 5.1 percent in 1984, then increased to 
6.1 percent in 1985 (table 7). 
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Table 7.--All mirrors: U.S. producers' yearend inventories and shipments, 
1983-85, January-June 1985, and January-June 1986 

Period 

1983 ..................... . 
1984 ..................... . 
1985 ...................... . 
January-June--

1985 ................... . 
1986 ................... . 

Inventories Shipments 
---1,000 square feet---

7,556 
7,055 
8,525 

7,099 
8,201 

121,136 
137,376 
140,476 

·16,445 
75,181 

y On the basis of annualized shipments. 

Ratio of inventories 
to shipments 
Percent 

6.2 
5.1 
6.1 

1/ 4.6 
y 5.5 

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

Unfinished mirrors 15 square feet and over .. --U.S. producers' yearend 
inventories of unfinished mirrors 15 square feet and over declined by 9 
percent from about 4.4 million square feet in 1983 to 4.0 million square feet 
in 1985. As a share of shipments, inventories also declined annually--from 
6.3 percent in 1983 to 4.9 percent in 1985, as shown in table 8. 

Table 8.--Unfinished mirrors 15 square feet and over: U.S. producers' yearend 
inventories and shipments, 1983-85, January-June 1985, and January-June 1986 

Period Inventories Shipments 
---1,000 square feet---

1983 ..... · ................ . 
1984 ..................... . 
1985 ..................... . 
January-June--

4,357 
4,020 
3,980 

1985..................... . 4, 199 
1986.................... 4,321 

y On the basis of annualized shipments. 

68,908 
79,212 
80,979 

47,438 
47,204 

Ratio of inventories 
to shipments 

Percent 

6.3 
5.1 
4.9 

y 4.4 
y 4.6 

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

Employment and wages 

Employment data were supplied by 13 firms that in 1985 accounted for 
about 92 percent of reported shipments of all mirrors and 87 percent of 
shipments of unfinished mirrors 15 square feet and over. Employees at 5 of 
the 13 firms are represented by unions. 
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All mirrors.--The number of workers employed in the production of all 
mirrors increased from 1,380 in 1983 to 1,471 in 1984, or by 7 percent, then 
slipped to 1,460 in 1985, a decline of 1 percent from employment in 1984 but 
an increase of 6 percent from that in 1983 (table 9). The number of hours 
worked by these employees increased by 8 percent from 1983 to 1985. Hourly 
wages and total hourly compensation both increased by 14 percent between 1983 
and 1985. All of the above employment indicators registered declines in 
January-June 1986 compared with such indicators in January-June 1985. 

Table 9.--All mirrors: Number of production and related workers, hours worked 
by such workers, and wages and total compensation paid, 1983-85, January
June 1985, and January-June 1986 

Number of Hours Hourly wages Total hourly 
Period workers ·worked :eaid comEensation 

Thousands 

1983 .................... 1,380 2,854 $6.01 $7.29 
1984 .................... 1,471 3,116 6.26 7.65 
1985 .................... 1,460 3,073 6.87 8.32 
January-June !/--

1985 .................. 1,418 1,565 6.81 8.30 
1986 .................. 1,370 1,508 6.42 7.86 

!/ Partial-year data are for 12 companies. 

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

Unfinished mirrors 15 square feet and over.--The number of workers 
employed by the responding firms in the production of unfinished mirrors 
15 square feet and over increased from 436 in 1983 to 460 in 1985, or by 6 
percent (table 10) . The number of hours worked by these employees increas_ed 
by 7 percent from 1983 to 1985. Hourly wages increased by 16 percent from 
1983 to 1985, and total hourly compensation rose by 19 percent. Output per 
hour worked by production and related workers increased by 11 percent from 
1983 to 1985. In contrast to operations on all mirrors, all of the above 
employment-related indicators showed increases in January-June 1986 compared 
with such indicators in January-June 1985. 

U.S. producers were asked to report any. reductions in the number of 
production and related workers if such reductions involved at least 5 percent 
of the workforce or 50 workers. Six firms reported such layoffs, which all 
but one attributed to reductions in sales. The reported layoffs are shown in 
the following tabulation: 

Firm 

* * 

Number of 
workers 

* 

Date 

* * * 

Duration of 
reduction 

* 
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Table 10.--Unfinished mirrors 15 square feet and over: Number of production 
and related workers, hours worked by such workers, wages and total 
compensation paid, and output per hour, 1983-85, January-June 1985, and 
January-June 1986 

Period 

1983 ................. 
1984 ................. 
1985 ................. 
January-June !/--

1985 ............... 
1986 ............... 

Number of 
workers 

436 
434 
460 

423 
451 

Hours 
worked 
Thousands 

856 
889 
918 

437 
443 

!/ Partial-year data are for 12 companies. 

Hourly wages 
paid 

$6.87 
7.18 
J.97 

8.33 
9.35 

Total hourly 
compensation 

$7.85 
8.29 
9.37 

9.75 
10.60 

Output 
per hour 
Sq. ft. 

83.9 
92.2 
92.8 

100.3 
102.8 

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

Financial experience of U.S. producers 

Income-and-loss data, on an establishment basis, for U.S. producers' 
operations on all mirrors and for their operations on unfinished mirrors 15 
square feet and over were received from 14 firms. Two of these firms, Texas 
Mirror and Consolidated Glass, entered the mirror market in 1985. Two of the 
14 producers, ***· which together accounted for *** percent of reported U.S. 
production of unfinished mirrors 15 square feet and over in 1985, did not 
provide data for 1983. Therefore, the reader should exercise caution in 
analyzing trends in aggregate sales or income over the entire period covered. 

Overall establishment operations.--Sales of unfinished mirrors 15 square 
feet and over accounted for about 40 percent of total establishment sales 
during 1984-85 and about 38 percent in the interim period ended June 30, 1986 
(table 11). Sales of all mirrors accounted for about 76 percent of establish
ment sales during 1984-85 and about 71 percent in interim 1986. For 8 of the 
14 reporting firms, total establishment operations were the same as operations 
on all mirrors because they produced only mirrors in their establishments. 

Reported aggregate net sales were $190 million in 1983. Sales rose by 3 
percent from 1984 to 1985 and increased by 1 percent from interim 1985 to 
interim 1986. Operating income margins rose from 7.0 percent in 1983 to 7.3 
percent in 1984 and then fell to 5.3 percent in 1985. During the interim 
periods, such margins declined from 5.8 percent in 1985 to 5.1 percent in 1986. 

Six firms reported operating losses in 1985, whereas two firms sustained 
such losses in 1983 and 1.984. During interim 1986, four producers suffered 
operating losses, compared with two firms in the corresponding period of 1985. 
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Table 11.--Income-and-loss experience of U.S. producers!/ on the overall 
operations of their establishments in which unfinished mirrors 15 square 
feet and over are produced, 1983-85, and interim periods ended June 30, 
1985, and June 30, 1986 

Item 

Net sales .......... l,000 dollars .. 
Cost of goods sold .......... do ... . 
Gross profit ............... do ... . 
General, selling, and administra-

tive expenses .... 1,000 dollars .. 
Operating income ............ do ... . 
Interest expense ............ do ... . 
Other income, net ........... do ... . 
Net income before income taxes 

l, 000 dollars .. 
Depreciation and amortization 

expense included above ~ 
l, 000 dollars .. 

Cash-flow from operations !!.J 
l, 000 dollars .. 

As a share of net sales--
Gross protit ........... percent .. 
Operating income .......... do ... . 
Net income before income taxes 

percent .. 
Cost of goods sold ........ do ... . 
General, selling, and admin

istrative expenses ... percent .. 
Number of firms reporting: 

Operating losses ............... . 
Net losses before income 

taxes ........................ . 
Data ........................... . 

Ratio to establishment sales to-
Sales of all mirrors ... percent .. 
Sales of unfinished mirrors 

15 square feet and over 
percent .. 

1983 

190,113 
145,847 

44,266 

30,884 
13,382 

2,962 
733 

11, 153 

3,545 

14,698 

23.3 
7.0 

5.9 
76.7 

16.2 

2 

3 
12 

71. 7 

35.9 

1984 

233,941 
179,369 
. 54,572 

37,462 
17,110 

3,424 
1,090 

14,776 

3,824 

18,600 

23.3 
7.3 

6.3 
76.7 

16.0 

2 

3 
13 

75.7 

39.9 

1985 

Interim period '!:./ 
ended June 30--
1985 1986 

240,184126,247 
188,186 99,264 

127,481 
101,219 

51,998 26,983 

39,193 
12,805 

4,396 
1,419 

9,828 

4,464 

14,292 

21. 6 
5.3 

4.1 
78.4 

16.3 

6 

6 
14 

76.3 

39.6 

19,647 
7,336 
2,229 

827 

5,934 

2,165 

8,099 

21.4 
5.8 

4.7 
78.6 

15.6 

2 

3 
13 

73.4 

38.l 

26,262 

19,787 
6,475 
2,182 

792 

5,085 

2,213 

7,298 

20.6 
5.1 

4.0 
79.4 

15.5 

4 

5 
13 

70.8 

37.8 

!/ The 14 reporting producers are ***· *** did not provide data for 1983. 
Texas commenced operations in 1985. 
'!:./ *** did not provide interim data. 
~ *** did not provide interim data. 
!!./ Defined as net income before income taxes plus depreciation and 
amortization expense. 

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



A-17 

All mirrors.--The 14 firms that provided financial data accounted for 
97 percent of U.S. production in 1985 of all mirrors produced by the firms 
responding to the Commission's questionnaires. Sales of unfinished mirrors 15 
square feet and over accounted for about one-half of all mirror sales during 
1983-85 and rose to 53 percent in interim 1986 (table 12). Aggregate net 
sales of all mirrors were $136.3 million in 1983 and rose by 4 percent from 
$177.0 million in 1984 to $183.3 million in 1985. Such sales declined by 3 
percent during interim 1986 compared with those in interim 1985. Intracompany 
transfers were reported by only ***; such transfers accounted for about ***· 

The trends in operating income ratios from operations on all mirrors were 
similar to those for overall establishment operations during the period 
covered by the investigations. As a share of net sales, operating profit on 
a,11 mirror operations rose from 5.1 percent in 1983 to 6.2 percent in 1984 and 
then declined to 4.0 percent in 1985; similarly, the operating profit margin 
slipped from 4.5 percent during interim 1985 to 3.5 percent during interim 
1986~ 

Some firms did not provide disaggregated cost data for raw materials, 
direct labor, and factory overhead (which comprise the cost of goods sold) on 
their opertions producing all mirrors, as requested in the questionnaire. 
However, based on such data reported by other firms, the percentage 
distribution of these elements of cost of goods sold as a share of total cost 
of goods sold is presented in the following tabulation: 

Interim Eeriod 
ended June 30--

Item 1983 1984 1985 1985 1986 

Raw materials ..... percent .. 69.3 69.3 68.9 67.6 68.6 
Direct labor .... ; .... do .... 10.5 11.3 11.5 12.0 11.7 
Factory overhead ..... do .... 20.2 19.4 19.6 20.4 19.7 

~~- ~~- ~~-

Total ............. do .... 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 
Number of reporting firms .. 9 11 13 12 13 

Seven producers sustained operating losses in 1985, whereas three firms 
reported such losses in 1984. During the interim periods, six firms suffered 
operating losses in 1986 compared with three in 1985. 

Unfinished mirrors 15 square feet and over.--The 14 reporting producers 
accounted for 96 percent of aggregate U;S. production in 1985 of unfinished 
mirrors 15 square feet and over reported in response to the Commission's 
questionnaires. The trends for sales of unfinished mirrors 15 square feet and 
over were similar to those for all mirror sales during 1983-85. Aggregate net 
sales of such mirrors were $68.3 million in 1983 and increased by 2 percent 
from $93.4 million in 1984 to $95.1 million in 1985 (table 13). During the 
interim periods of 1985 and 1986, total net sales remained at the level of 
$48.1 million. Only*** reported intracompany transfers. These transfers, 
which accounted for less than *** percent of *** total sales of unfinished 
mirrors 15 square feet and over, ***· 
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Table 12.--Income-and-loss experience of U.S. producers!/ on their operations 
producing all mirrors, 1983-85, and interim periods ended June 30, 1985, and 
June 30, 1986 

Item 

Net sales: 
Trade .............. 1,000 dollars .. 
Intercompany and intracompany 
transfers~· .... l,000 dollars .. 
Total net sales ........... do ... . 

Cost of goods sold ............ do ... . 
Gross profit .................. do ... . 
General, selling, and administrative 

expenses .......... l,000 dollars .. 
Operating income .............. do ... . 
Interest expense .............. do ... . 
Other income, net ............. do ... . 
Net income before income taxes 

1, 000 dollars .. 
Depreciation and amortization 

expense included above !!J 
l, 000 dollars .. 

Cash-flow from operations y 
1,000 dollars .. 

As a share of net sales--
Gross profit ............. percent.~ 
Operating income ............ do ... . 
Net income before income taxes 

percent .. 
Cost of goods sold .......... do ... . 
General, selling, and administra-

tive expenses .......... percent .. 
Number of firms reporting: 

Operating losses ................. . 
Net losses before income taxes ... . 
Data ............................. . 

Ratio of sales of unfinished mirrors 
15 square feet and over to all 
mirror sales ............. percent .. 

1983 1984 

*** *** 
*** *** 136,295 177 ,044 

1081512 1381181 
27,783 38,863 

201869 271865 
6,914 10,998 
2,726 3,163 
1,008 1,200 

5,196 ·9 '035 

1,978 2,123 

7,174 11,158 

20.4 22.0 
5.1 6.2 

3.8 5.1 
79.6 78.0 

15.3 15.7 

2 3 
3 4 

10 12 

50.1 52.8 

1985 

*** 

*** 183,279 
1461169 

37,110 

29,792 
7,318 
3,991 
l,597• 

4,924 

2,696 

7,620 

20.2 
4.0 

2.7 
79.8 

16.3 

7 
8 

14 

51. 9 

Interim period '!:./ 
ended June 30--
1985 

*** 

*** 92,654 
74,015 
18,639 

141468 
4,171 
1,991 

835 

3,015 

1,209 

4,224 

20.1 
4.5 

3.3 
79.9 

15.6 

3 
5 

13 

51. 9 

1986 

*** 

*** 
90,224 
73,637 
16,587 

131423 
3,~64 
1,797 

. 598 

1, 96-5 

1,283 

3,248 

18.4 
3.5 

2.2 
81.6 

14.9 

6 
7 

13 

53.4 

.!/ The 14 reporting producers are ***· *** did not report data for 1983. Texas 
and .Consolidated reported their first shipments of mirrors in *** of 1985, 
respectively. The 14 producers accounted for 97 percent of reported U.S. 
production of all mirrors in 1985. 
'!:_/ *** did not provide interim data. 
~ *** reported data on intracompany transfers; 
!!/ *** did not submit such data for all periods and *** did not provide data for 
both interim periods. 
'if Defined as net income before income taxes plus depreciation and amortization 
expense. 

Source: Compiled from data submitted in response to questionnaires of the U.S. 
International Trade Commission. 
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Table 13.--Income-and-loss experience of U.S. producers!/ on their operations 
producing unfinished mirrors 15 square feet and over, 1983-85, and interim 
periods ended June 30, 1985, and June 30, .1986 

Item 1983 1984 

Net sales 
Trade ......... 1,000 dollars.. *** *** Intercompany and intra-

company transfers 'lf 

1985 

*** 

Interim period 2/ 
ended June 30--
1985 1986 

*** 

l, 000 dollars .. *** *** *** *** *** Total net sales ...... do .... 68,324 93,434 95,113 48,105 48,159 
Cost of goods sold ....... do .... 54,165 72,320 75,802 37,993 39,030 

~-'-~~~----'-~~~~----'~~~~~~~~~~'--~~ 

Gross profit ............. do .... 14,159 21,114 19,311 10,112 9,129 
General, selling, and admin-

istrative expenses 
1 , 000 dollars . . =l=l.._, 5_5'-'5'----=1_6_,_, _6 3.;._7 __ ...;;;;l...;_7_,_, _20_2 ___ 8~, _7_12;;.__ __ 7~,-'-8_2 5_ 

Operating income ......... do .... 2,604 4,477 2,109 1,400 1,304 
Interest expense ......... do.... 901 903 1,356 565 569 
Other income or (expense), 

net ........... 1,000 dollars .. __ 5_3_2 ____ 37_6 ____ 10_6 _____ 32 ___ ~(_39~).__ 
Net income before income 

taxes ......... l,000 dollars .. 2,235 3,950 859 867 696 
Depreciation and amortization 

expense included above !!.J 
l, 000 dollars. . __ 8_6_0 ___ 8.;._5;;_;;2;;.___--=l_,_, 0_0_3 ____ 48_7 ___ ~5_16_ 

Cash-flow from operations ~ 
1,000 dollars .. 3,095 

As a share of net sales--
Gross profit ........ percent .. 
Operating income ....... do ... . 
Net income before income 

taxes ............. percent .. 
Cost of goods sold ..... do .... 
General, selling, and 

administrative expenses 
percent .. 

Number of firms reporting: 
Operating losses ............ . 
Net losses before income 

taxes ..................... . 
Data ........................ . 

20.7 
3.8 

3.3 
79.3 

16.9 

3 

4 
10 

4,802 

22.6 
4.8 

4.2 
77.4 

17.8 

5 

5 
12 

1,862 

20.3 
2.2 

.9 
79.7 

18.1 

7 

8 
14 

1,354 

21.0 
2.9 

1.8 
79.0 

18.1 

5 

6 
13 

1,212 

19.0 
2.7 

1.4 
81.-0 

16.2 

6 

8 
13 

.!/The 14 reporting producers are ***· *** did not report data for 1983. 
Texas and Consolidated reported their first shipments of mirrors in *** of 
1985, respectively. The 14 producers accounted for 96 percent of reported 
U.S. production of unfinished mirrors 15 square feet and over in 1985. 
'l:.f *** did not provide interim data. 
'lf *** reported data on intracompany transfers. 
!!.J *** did not submit such data. 
~ Defined as net income before income taxes plus depreciation and 
amortization expense. 

Source: Compiled from data submitted in response to questionnaires of the 
U.S. International Trade Commission. 
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Similar to their operations producing all mirrors, the financial 
performance of the reporting U.S. producers on their operations producing 
unfinished mirrors 15 square feet and over deteriorated in 1985 and interim 
1986 in comparison with such indicators in 1983 and 1984. Aggregate operating 
income was $2.6 million, or 3.8 percent of net sales, in 1983. Such operating 
income dropped from $4.5 million, or 4.8 percent of net sales, in 1984 to $2.l 
million, or 2.2 percent of net sales, in 1985. During the interim periods, 
operating income declined by 7 percent from $1.4 million, or 2.9 percent of 
net sales, in 1985 to $1.3 million, or 2.7 percent of net sales, in 1986. The 
pretax net income margin followed a trend similar to the trend in the 
operating income margin. 

If the data of the two producers that entered the market in 1985, Texas 
Mirrors and Consolidated Glass, are excluded from the aggregate data shown in 
table 13, net sales, operating and pretax net income, and operating and pretax 
net income margins would have been as shown in the following tabulation: 

Interim period 
ended June 30--

Item 1983 198(+ 1985 1985 1986 

Net sales ........... 1,000 dollars .. *** *** *** *** *** 
Operating income ............. do .... *** *** *** *** *** 
Pretax net income ............ do .... *** *** *** *** *** 
Operating income margin ... percent .. *** *** *** *** *** Pretax net income margin ..... do .... *** *** *** *** *** 

The operating and pretax net income margins without the inclusion of data 
for the two new producers were slightly*** in 1985 but *** in interim 1986. 
However, the trend remained the same. 

Again, some firms did not provide data for raw materials, direct labor, 
and factory overhead on their operations producing unfinished mirrors 15 · 
square feet and over, as requested in the questionnaire. However, based on 
such data reported by other firms, the percentage distribution of these 
elements of cost of goods sold as a share of total cost of goods sold is 
presented in the following tabulation: 

Interim Eeriod 
ended June 30--

Item 1983 1984 1985 1985 1986 

Raw materials ..... percent .. 74.l 76.0 75.0 73.8 74.8 
Direct labor ......... do .... 8.0 8.1 8.3 8.4 8.3 
Factory overhead ..... do .... 17.9 15.9 16.7 17.8 16.9 --- --- --- ---

Total ............ do .... 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 
Number of reporting firms .. 9 11 13 12 13 
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Seven producers reported operating losses in 1985 compared with three and 
five firms that sustained such losses in 1983 and 1984, respectively. Six 
producers reported operating losses in interim 1986 compared with five firms 
that did so in interim 1985. 

Capital expenditures.--The same 14 producers provided data on capital 
expenditures for their mirror operations. Twelve firms reported capital 
expenditures for their operations producing all mirrors and nine firms !/ 
reported expenditures for their operations on unfinished mirrors 15 square 
feet and over during the period covered by the investigations. These data are 
presented in the following tabulation (in thousands of dollars): 

Period 

1983 ................... . 
1984 ................... . 
1985 ................... . 
Interim period ended 

June 30-- · 
1985 ................. . 
1986 ................. . 

All mirrors 

3,024 
3,155 
7,016 

5,595 
2,484 

Unfinished mirrors 15 
square feet and over 

529 
368 

3,540 

3,286 
849 

Most of the increase in capital expenditures in 1985 reflects *** by 
***· The two new producers, Texas Mirror and Consolidated, reported *** and 
*** of capital expenditures, respectively, for starting up their mirror 
operations in 1985. 

In interim 1986, *** reported*** in capital expenditures for all mirror 
operations, largely for ***· 

*** incurred *** of capital expenditures for *** and, hence, is not 
reflected in interim 1986 data. This capital expansion by *** will increase 
its mirror manufacturing capacity by *** percent, as explained by a company 
executive. 

Investment in productive facilities.--Thirteen of the 14 firms supplied 
data concerning their investment in ~roperty, plant, and equipment employed in 
the production of all mirrors, and 10 firms '!:./ provided such data for 
unfinished mirrors 15 square feet and over. These data are presented in the 
following tabulation (in thousands of dollars): 

!/ ***· Thase 9 firms accounted for 39 percent of reported U.S. production of 
unfinished mirrors 15 square feet and over in 1985. 
'!:./ These 10 firms accounted for 71 percent of reported U.S. production of 
unfinished mirrors 15 square feet and over in 1985. 
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Unfinished mirrors 15 
All mirrors sguare feet and over 
Original Book Original Book 

Period cost value cost value ---
1983 ..................... 29,982 17,656 ll,228 7,023 
1984 .................... 31,707 17,638 ll, 665 6,831 
1985 .................... 37,171 21,658 16,761 ll,041 
Interim period ended 

June 30--
1985 .................. 36,931 . 22 '02.3 15,466 10,630 
1986 .................. 38,856 22,231 16,745 11,047 

Research and development expenses.--Only one firm, ***, reported research 
and development expenses related to the production of all mirrors. It incurred 
about *** each period for such expenses during 1983 to June 1986. The company 
allocated about *** of these expenses to its operations on unfinished mirrors 
15 square feet and over. 

Consideration of Threat of Material Injury 

In its examination of the question of threat of material injury to an 
industry in the United States, the Commission may take into consideration such 
factors as the rate of increase in LTFV imports and the penetration of the 
U.S. market by such imports, probable suppression and/or depression of U.S. 
producers' prices, the capacity of producers in the exporting countries to 
generate exports (including the existence of underutilized capacity), the 
availability of export markets other than the United States, and U.S. 
importers' inventories. Imports, market penetration, and prices are discussed 
in subsequent sections of this report. U.S. importers generally do not import 
the subject articles for inventory. Nearly all imports are preordered and 
shipped directly from the port of unlading to the buyer. A discussion of 
foreign capacity and exports, to the extent such information is available,·is 
presented below. 

Capacity of foreign producers to generate exports 

There is one known producer of the subject merchandise in Belgium, two in 
West Germany, one in Italy, three in Japan, three in Portugal, and two in the 
United Kingdom. The Commission requested information by State Department 
cable but received no data with respect to the producer in Italy. !/ Trade 
data received by the Commission, either by.State Department cable or from 
counsel representing the various foreign producers, follows. 'l:J 

!/ Italy was not represented at the Commission's hearing on Dec. 2, 1986. 
Portugal, although not represented at the hearing, supplied the requested data 
to the State Department and is now represented by counsel. 
'l:J The available data on Belgium is also presented even though the Commission 
will not vote on this investigation until March 1987. 
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Belgium.--Data received from counsel for Glaverbel, the only known 
producer of the subject mirrors in Belgium that exports to the United States, 
show that total exports by the firm increased by *** percent from *** square 
feet in 1983 to *** square feet in 1985. Total exports during January-June 
1986 were ***percent larger than exports during January-June 1985. Exports 
to the United States rose from *** square feet in 1983 to *** square feet in 
1984, an increase of more than *** percent. Exports to the United States in 
1985 decreased to *** square feet, a decline of *** percent from those in 
1984. Exports to the United States in January-June 1986 totaled *** square 
feet, an increase of *** percent from exports in January-June 1985. As a 
share of total exports, those to the United States amounted to ***percent in 
1983, ***percent in 1984, ***percent in 1985, and·*** percent in January
June 1986. Principal export markets for Glaverbel in 1985 included ***· 
Exports by Glaverbel to the United States and to all other markets are 
presented in the following tabulation (in 1,000 square feet): 

Period United States All others Total 

1983 .............. *** *** *** 1984 .............. *** *** *** 
1985 .............. *** *** *** 
January-June--

1985 ............ *** *** *** 1986 ............ *** *** *** 

Yest Germany--Two firms, Flabeg (100 percent of which is owned by 
Flachglas AG) and Vegla, are known to manufacture the subject mirrors in Yest 
Germany. Following a request for information by the American Embassy in Bonn 
on behalf of the Commission, Vegla responded that it no longer exports to the 
United States and therefore declined to provide the requested data. !/ Flabeg, 
which is believed to have accounted for over *** percent of the exports of the 
subject mirrors from Yest Germany to the United States during 1983-85, provided 
the data shown in table 14. 

Production of unfinished mirrors 15 square feet and over by Flabeg 
increased by*** percent from 1983 to 1985. Production continued to increase 
in January-June 1986, rising *** percent above production in January-June 
1985. Flabeg's capacity increased by about ~rk* percent from 1983 to 1984 and 
remained unchanged in 1985. Capacity utilization by Flabeg increased annually 
from*** percent in 1983 to*** percent in 1985. 

Home-market shipments by Flabeg increased by *** percent from 1983 to 
1985. Home-market shipments in January-June 1986 were *** percent more than 
such shipments in January-June 1985. Exports to the United States by Flabeg 
increased by *** percent from *** square feet in 1983 to *** square feet in 
1985. Exports to the United States in January-June 1986 totaled *** square 
feet, representing a decline of *** percent from the *** square feet shipped 

!J According to responses to the Commission's importer's questionnaires, about 
*** square feet of the subject mirrors produced by Vegla entered the United 
States in 1985; no such imports were reported in January-June 1986. 
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Table 14.--Unfinished mirrors 15 square feet and over: Production, capacity, 
home-market sales, and exports by Flabeg GmbH (West Germany), 1983-85, 
January-June 1985, and January-June 1986 

January-June--
Item 1983 1984 1985 1985 1986 

Production .... l,000 square feet .. *** *** *** *** *** 
Capacity ................... do .... *** *** *** *** *** 
Capacity utilization .... percent .. *** *** *** *** *** 
Home-market sales 

1,000 square feet .. *** *** *** *** *** 
Exports to--

The United States ........ do .... *** *** *** *** ***· 
All other countries ...... do .... *** *** *** *** *** 

Total .................. do .... *** *** *** *** *** 
Exports to the United States 

as a share of--
Production ............ percent .. *** *** *** *** *** 
Total exports ............ do .... *** *** *** *** *** 

Source: Compiled from data submitted to the Commission by counsel for Fla beg 
GmbH. 

to the United States in January-June 1985. As a share of production by 
Flabeg, exports to the United States increased from *** percent in 1983 to *** 
percent in 1985, then declined to *** percent in January-June 1986. As a 
share'of total exports by Flabeg, shipments to the United States increased 
annually from*** percent in 1983 to *** percent in 1985, then declined to *** 
percent in January-June 1986. 

Japan.--In their posthearing brief, counsel for the Japanese respondents 
submitted the following data: y 

1983 1984 1985 

Capacity ...... l,000 square feet .. *** *** *** Exports to--
The United States ........ do .... *** *** *** 
Other countries .......... do .... *** *** *** Total exports .......... do .... *** *** *** 

On the basis of the above data, exports to the United States as a share 
of total Japanese exports of the subject mirrors amounted to *** percent in 
1983 and 1984 and *** percent in 1985. More than 90 percent of the Japanese 
exports of unfinished mirrors 15 square feet and over to the United States 

y Posthearing brief filed on behalf of the Japanese respondents by Brownstein, 
Zeidman & Schomer, Dec. 9, 1986, confidential exhibit and corrections to 
confidential exhibit 8 received by the Commission on Dec. 29, 1986. 
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consisted of clear 6mm mirrors. Production data were not supplied, but 
counsel stated that capacity utilization was over *** percent during the 
entire period shown. 

Portugal.'._-The Department of State reports that in Portugal there are 
about 290 small companies producing mirrors,· but on.ly 3 are "medium sized," 
each employing an average of 70 workers. The three companies are reportedly 
using about 10 percent of their capacity to produce mirrors; they also 
manufacture other glass products utilizing some of the same equipment. Data 
were provided to the State Department by one of the three firms, Sobil, which 
reportedly accounts for about *** percent of total mirror production in 
Portugal. The production and export data.reported·by the firm are shown in 
table 15. 

Table 15.--Unfinished mirrors 15 square feet and over: Production, home-market 
shipments, and exports by Sobil (Portugal), 1983-85, and January-June 1986 

Item 

Prodt.lction .... > ....... l,000 ~quare feet .. 
Home-market shipments y . .......... do ... . 
Exports to: 

The United States ................ do ... . 
All other countries .............. do ... . 

Total ... : ......... · ........ ; .... ; ;do .. · .. 
Exports to the United States 

as a share of-.-
Production.:, .... ·; ............. percent .. 
Total exports ... · .. ~· .............. do ... ; 

!/ Data not reported; 

1983 

!/ 
!/ 

*** 
*** *** 

!/ 
*** 

'!:,_/Home-market shipments were estimatedby 
difference between production and exports. 
inventories or captive consumption. 

the 
No 

Jan.-· 
June 

198.4 1985 1986 

*** *** *** 

*** *** *** 

*** *** *** 

*** *** *** 

*** *** *** 

*** *** *** 
*** *** *** 

Commission's staff as the 
allowance was made for 

Source: Compiled from data obtained by the U.S. Department of State at the 
request of the U:$· International Trade Commission, except as noted. 

Production of mirrors, as reported by Sobil, increased from*** square 
feet in 1984 to*** square feet in 1985. Home-market shipments, as estimated 
by the Commission's staff, !/ increased from*** square feet in 1984 to*** 
square feet in 1985. 

!/ Home-market shipments ~re estimated as the difference between production 
and total exports. No allowance was made for inventories or captive 
consumption; 



A-26 

Total exports by Sobil declined from.*** square feet in 1983 to*** 
square feet in 1984 and then jumped to*** square·feet ~n 1985. Exports 
during January-June 1986 totaled *** square feet. Exports to the United 
States increased from *** square feet in 1983 to *** square feet in 1984 and 
then rose to *** square feet in 1985. Exports to the United States during 
January-June 1986 totaled *** square ·feet. Exports to the United States, as a 
share of total exports, increased from ***percent in 1983 to *** percent in 
1984 and *** per.cent in 1985, and then declined to *** percent in January-June 
1986. Other export markets serviced by Sobil included***· · 

The State Department attempted to obtain projected changes in_ 1987.by 
Sobil in production and exports but the information was unavailable. The 
producer noted, however, that ***· 

·United Kingdom.-- Bowman Webber, Ltd., one of the two producers in the 
United Kingdom found by Commerce to have _made sales at LTFV, has projected 
operating at 97 percent capacity in 1987 . .!/ The other U.K. producer, 
Solaglas Coventry, Ltd., is reportedly operating at 90 percent of capacity and 
has no intentions of increasing its capacity. '1:.J No further information is 
available. 

U.S. imports 

Consideration of the Causal Relationship Between 
Alleged Material Injury and LTFV Imports . 

U.S. imports of unfinished glass mirrors 15 square feet and over are 
reported in TSUS item 544.54, which includes all glass mirrors over 1 square 
foot in reflecting area. 

All mirrors.--Commerce reports that U.S. imports of glass mirrors over 1 
square foot in reflecting area increased annually from 9.3 million square feet 
in 1983 to 23.4 million square feet.in 1985, or by 151 percent. U.S. imports 
during January-October 1986 reached 19.8 million square feet, representing an 
increase of 8 percent from the 18.3 million square feet imported 9uring 
January-October 1985. Japan and West Germany were the principal suppliers 
during the period of investigation (table 16). 

In 1985, principal ·ports for U.S. imports of glass mirrors over 1 square 
foot in reflecting area included New York City, Los Angeles, Miami, Tampa, 
Baltimore, San Francisco, and Seattle. U.S. imports by principal ports from 
countries subje~t to the Commission's in~estigations are presented in table 17. 

!/ Tran.script of the hearing, p. 108. 
2/ Ibid, p. 181. 
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Table 16.--Glass mirrors over 1 square foot in reflecting area: .!/ U.S. 
imports for consumption, by specified sources, 1983-85, January-October 
1985, and January-October 1986 

January-October--
Source 

Japan ...................... . 
West Germany ............... . 
Italy ...................... . 
United Kingdom ............. . 
Belgium .................... . 
Portugal ................... . 
All other .................. . 

Total .................. . 

Japan ................. ; .... . 
West Germany ............... . 
Italy ...................... . 
United Kingdom ............. . 
Belgium .................... . 
Portugal .................... . 
All other .................. . 

Total ....... ·~ .......... . 

1983 

5,125. 
1,042 

305 
187 
560 

2 
2,075 
9,295 

4,561 
1,093 
1,413 

611 
869 

9 
5,058 

13' 613 

1984 1985 1985 1986 

Quantity (1,000 square feet) 

6,788 
2,596 

677 
443 
781 

7 
3,148 

14,440 

6,812 
4,228 
1,423 
1,259 
1,048 

436 
8,155 

23,361 

5,806 
3,657 
1,297 
1,089 

757 
369 

5,283 
18,258 

Customs value (1,000 dollars) 

5,283 
2,134 
2,454 

740 
l,084 

30 
9,039 

20,765 

5,645 
2,660 
3,025 
1,240 

927 
322 

11, 274 
25,093 

4,841 
2,261 
2,428 
1,048 

728 
238 

9,167 
20, 711 

Unit value (per square foot) 

5,196 
2,693 

845 
2,135 

922 
151 

7,821 
19,763 

5,056 
2,496 
3,629 
2,065 

725 
132 

12,230 
26,333 

Japan ......... · .............. $0.89 $0.78 $0.83 $0.83 $0.97 
West Germany................ 1.05 .82 .63 .62 .93 
Italy....................... 4.64 3.63 2.13 1.87 4.29 
United Kingdom.............. 3.26 1.67 .99 .96 .97 
Belgium..................... 1. 55 1. 39 . 89 . 96 . 79 
Portugal.................... 4.68 4.21 .74 .65 .87 
All other ................... ~-2~.4~4'--~~-2_.~8~7~~~~1~·~3~8~~~~1~·-7~4~~~~1~·~5-'-6 

Average. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1. 46 1. 44 1. 07 1.13 1. 33 

.!/ Data are for TSUS item 544.54. 

Source: Compiled from official statistics of the U.S. Department of Commerce. 
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Table 17.--Glass mirrors over 1 square foot in reflecting area: !/ U.S. imports 
from selected countries for consumption, by principal ports, 1985 

(In thousands of square feet) 
West Por- United All 

Port Belgium Germany Italy Japan tugal Kingdom other Total 

New York City, NY .. 
Los Angeles, CA ... . 
Miami, FL ......... . 
Tampa, FL ......... . 
Baltimore, MD ..... . 
San Francisco, CA .. 
Seattle, WA ....... . 
All other ...... : .. . 

Total ......... . 

143 
4 

372 
2 
1 

19 
2 

505 
1,048 

1,517 
28 

153 
1,058 

210 
2 
0 

1,260 
4,228 

!/ Data are for TSUS item 544.54. 
y Less than 500 square feet. 

161 
56 

216 
1 

664 
67 
56 

202 
1,423 

65 
1,537 
1,895 

461 
41 

1,165 
479 

1,169 
6,812 

428 
y 

7 
2 
0 

y 
0 

2/ 
436 

236 
7 

. 494 
1 

67 
!:.I 

7 
448 3/ 

1,259 

974 
1,605 

82 
1,283 

888 
527 
637 

2,158 
8,155 

3,524 
3,236 
3,219 
2,807 
1,871 
1,781 
1,181 
5,742 

23,361 

1f Includes 471,000 square feet entered through the Port of Ogdensburg, NY; 
249, 000 square feet through St. Louis, MO; 238, 0.00 square feet through 'Detroit, 
MI; 188,000 square feet through Norfolk, VA; and 115,000 square feet through 
Pembina, ND. 

Source: Compiled from official statistics of the U.S. Department of Commerce. 

·Unfinished mirrors 15 sguare feet and over.--Customs estimated that 75 to 
80 percent of the total imports reported in TSUS item 544.54 during 1983-85 
consisted of lehr end and stock sheet mirrors 15 square feet and over. Based 
on an average of those percentages (77.5 percent of the total) for the period, 
U.S. imports of unfinished mirrors 15 square feet and over increased from 7.2 
million square feet in 1983 to 16.8 million square feet in 1985, or by 133 
percent. !/ U.S. imports during January-October 1986 amounted to 15.3 million 
square feet, 8 percent greater than imports during the corresponding period of 
1985, as shown in the following tabulation (in 1,000 square feet): 

Unfinished mirrors All 
Period 15 square feet and over other !/ Total ---

1983 ............... 7,204 2,091 9,295 
1984 ............... 11,191 3,249 14,440 
1985 ................ 16,802 6,559 23,361 
January-October--

1985 ............. 14,150 4,108 18,258 
1986 ............. 15,316 4,447 19,763 

!/ Includes all glass mirrors over 1 square foot but less than 15 square feet 
in reflecting area and mirrors 15 square and over in reflecting area that have 
been subjected to additional fabrication such as edging, beveling, etching, 
and/or framing. 

!/Official statistics for 1985 included about 1.7.million square feet which 
are unrelated to imports of any kind of mirrors. These were.deducted from the 
data before the adjustment of 77.5 percent was applied. 
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Estimated imports of unfinished glass mirrors 15 square feet and over 
from the countries under investigation were derived from Customs' confidential 
net import file, which was adjusted in accordance with Commission questionnaire 
responses and in accordance with data received either by State Department 
cable or from counsel representing the various foreign producers. Certain 
shipments and importers were eliminated from.the data on the basis of unit 
values and/or on the basis of telephone contacts. Most imports of unfinished 
glass mirrors 15 square feet and over were supplied by countries subject to 
the investigations, particularly Japan and West Germany. Imports from West 
Germany, Italy, the United Kingdom, Belgium, and Portugal increased very 
sharply during 1983-85, and imports from Japan, the principal supplier, 
increased by 32 percent (table 18). Countries not. subject to these 
.investigations that exported unfinished glass mirrors 15 square feet and over 
to the United States during the period are believed to have included Denmark, 
the Republic of Korea, Taiwan, and Hong Kong. 

U.S. market penetration 

U.S. market penetration by imports from all sources increased from 
7.5 percent in 1983 to 9.9 percent in 1984, 14.5. percent in 1985, and 16.1 
percent in January-June 1986. Cumulative imports from countries subject to 
the Commission's investigations also increased their share of the U.S. market, 
from 7.3 percent in 1983 to 9.9 percent in 1984, 11.5 percent in 1985, then 
declined to 10.3 percent in January-June 1986 (table 19). 

Prices 

The demand for unfinished glass mirrors is derived primarily from the 
demand for commercial and residential construction and from the demand for 
furniture. Importers and domestic producers sell their mirrors to dealers and 
distributors who, in turn, sell to either furniture manufacturers or glazing 
contractors that install the mirrors at the construction site. Mirrors are 
typically sold by the truckload to distributors, who usually sell mirrors ~y 
the case. 

Imported mirrors are fungible with domestic mirrors, with the possible 
exception of Japanese mirrors, which many purchasers consider to be of higher 
quality. Japanese 6mm clear glass mirrors, which. accounted for over 90 
percent of the mirrors imported from Japan, were priced higher than comparable 
U.S.-produced mirrors. Most Japanese mirrors are imported into Florida and 
California because these areas require mirrors that are more resistant to the 
deteriorating effects of the climate . .!/ Japanese mirrors are also reported 
to be sold by distributors almost exclusively to glazing contractors in the 
construction industry and not to furniture manufacturers. '!:./ 

Importers of unfinished mirrors generally are agents who usually do not 
receive the mirrors, but make arrangements between distributors and foreign 

.!/Hearing transcript, pp. 71 and 72. 
'!:./ Ibid, p. 169. 
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Table 18.--Unfinished flat glass mirrors 15 square feet and over: U.S. 
imports, by countries under investigation, 1983-85, January-June 1985, and 
January-June 1986 

JanuarI-June--
Source 1983 1984 ·1995 1985 

QuantitI (l,000 sq. ft.) 

Japan .................... 5,076 6,721 6,707 3,610 
West Germany !J .......... *** *** *** *** Italy .................... 16 67 533 228 
United Kingdom ........... 61 284 l,093 362 
Belgium '!:f ..... .......... *** *** *** *** 
Portugal y .............. *** *** *** *** Total ................ 6,984 10,243 13,312 6,516 
All other ................ 220 948 31490 11453 

Grand total .......... 71204 111191 4/ 161802 7,969 

Share of total ~Eercent~ 

Japan .................... 70.5 60.0 39.8 45.2 
West Germany ............. *** *** *** *** Italy .................... .2 .6 3.2 2.9 
United Kingdom ........... .9 2.5 6.5 4.5 
Belgium ..... ; ............ *** *** *** *** Portugal; .............. ,. *** *** *** *** Total ................ 97.0 91.5 79.2 81.8 
All other ................ 3.0 8.5 20.8 18.2 

Grand total .......... 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

!/ Compiled from data submitted by counsel on behalf of Flabeg and from 
imports from Vegla as reported in questionnaires. 
'!:/ Compiled from data submitted by counsel on behalf of Glaverbel. 

1986 

3,723 

*** 128 
419 

*** 
*** 6,250 

3,511 
9,761 

38.l 

*** 
l. 3 
4.3 

*** 
*** 64.0 

36.0 
100.0 

Y Compiled from data obtained from Sobil by the U.S. Department of State. 
!!_/Official statistics for 1985 included about 1.7 million square feet which 
are unrelated to imports of any kind of mirrors. These were deducted from the 
data before the adjustment of 77.5 percent was applied. 

Source: Compiled from official statistics of the U.S. Department of Commerce, 
and from data submitted in response to questionnaires of the U.S. 
International Trade Commission, except as noted. 
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Table 19.--Unfinished mirrors 15 square feet and over: U.S. producers' 
· domestic shipments; imports, apparent consumption, and ratio of imports to 

eonsµmption, by countr.ies under investigation, 1983-85, January-June 1985, 
and January-J:une 1986 · 

JanuarI-June--
Item 1983 1984 1985 1985 

Quantity (l,000 square feet) 

U.S. producers' shipments y .... 89,112 101,341 99,350 50,722 
Imports from--

Belgium y ..................... *** *** *** *** West Germany y ................ *** *** *** *** Italy ......................... 16 67 533 228 
Japan ......................... 5,076 6,721 6,707 3,610 
Portugal y ................... *** *** *** *** United Kingdom ................... 61 284 1,093 362 

Subtotal ......... · .. ,··, ........ : 6,984 10,243 13,312 6,516 
All other ....•.. · .... : ......... 220 948 3,490 1,453 

Total ........... ! ; •• ; •.• · : ••. '· • 7,204 11,191 16,802 71969 
u.s; consumpti_on .... · ......... • .... 96,316 1121532 116,152 58,691 

Share of consumEtion ~Eercent~ 

U.S. producers' shipments y~ .. ~ 92.5 90.l 85.5 86.4 
. Imports from--

Belgium ...........•... ~·· ..... ; .... ··; *** *** *** *** 
West Germany ..... ; ......... • .... · *** *** *** *** 
Italy ........................... ; ~I y .4 .4 
Japan ............. ·:.··.,. ... ; ..... · 5.3 6.0 5.8 6.1 
Portugal ........ ; ....... ; .... ·· ~ *** *** *** *** 
United Kingdom ..... ; ......... ; .1 . 3 .9 .6 

Subtotal ...... ;·. ; .... ;· ......... 7.3 9.1 11.5 11.l 
. All other ..................... .2 .8 3.0 2.5 

Total .. · .... ·, .... ; ... ; .. · ... · ... 7.5 9.9 14.5 13.6 
U.S. consumption; ....... • ........ 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

y Includes intracompa~y shipments. 
y Compiled·f-r:om data submitted by-counsel on behalf of Glaverbel. 
y Compiled from data submitted by counsel.on behalf of Flabeg and from 
imports from Vegla a~ reported by questionnaires. 

1986 

50,814 

*** 
*** 
128 

3, 723 
*** 
419 

6,250 
3, 511 
9,761 

601575 

83.9 

*** 
*** 

.2 
.6 .1 
*** 

.7 
10.3 

5.8 
_16.l 
100.0 

y Compiled from data obtained from Sobii by the U.S. Department·of State. 
y Less than 0.05 percent. 

Source: Compiled from data submitted in. response to questionnaires of the 
U.S. International Trade Commission and from official statistics of the U.S. 
Department of Commerce, except as noted. 
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producers. The importer acts as an agent· by taking orders.from wholesale 
distributors for full container loads and placing those orders with the 
foreign producer . .!/ The importer then arranges customs entry and forwarding 
of the mirrors to the distributor, who, after receiving the mirrors, receives 
a bill for payment, which he pays to the importer. 

A number of producers provide "net period with cash discounting" schemes 
similar in construction to the common "2 percent/10 net 30" program that many 
industries offer. This particular discounting method means that payment of 
the full amount is due in 30 days, but a purchaser can receive 2 percent off 
the sale price if payment is made within 10 days. The discounts proyided by 
producers include 1 percent/10 net 30, 2 percent/10 net 30, and 2 percent/15 
net 30. Although three importers reported that they also provide discounts, 
only one provided a description of the discounting scheme offered. This 
importer provides a 2 percent/10 net 30 discount. 

U.S. producers and importers of unfinished flat glass mirrors 15 square 
feet and over in reflecting area were asked to provide selling price data for 
clear and tinted unfinished mirrors 6mm, Smm, and 3mm in thickness, by 
quarters, from January-March 1983 through April-June 1986. Prices wer.e · 
collected on both a delivered and f. o. b. price b_asis. Separate prices. were 
requested for sales to wholesale distributors and to dealers/installers. 
Producers and importers were also requested to provide descriptions of all 
forms of discounts they provide to purchasers of unfinished mirrors. Because 
trends were virtually identical for both delivered and f.o.b. prices, only 
delivered prices are discussed in this report. Also, since importers 
primarily provided prices for sales to distributors, only prices to 
distributors are discussed. 

The Commission received usable price data from 12 producers and 12 
importers; these data are shown in tables 20 through 23. Importers of 
Japanese mirrors provided consistent price series for sales of 6mm, Smm, and 
3mm clear mirrors and 6mm tinted mirrors to wholesale distributors over the 
entire period of investigation, January 1983 through June 1986. Importers of 
Belgian mirrors provided consistent price series for sales of 6mm and 3mm clear 
mirrors and 6mm tinted mirrors from January-March 1984 through April-June · 
1986. Importers of West German mirrors provided consistent price series for 
sales of 6mm clear mirrors over the entire period of investigation. Importers 
of Italian mirrors provided consistent price series' for ·sales of 6mm tinted 
mirrors during the period July-September.1984 through April-June 1986. The 
sole importer of Portuguese mirrors provided prices on.sales of 6mm clear 
mirrors to wholesale distributors for the period Apri'l-June 1985.through 
April-June 1986. Importers of mirrors from the United Kingdom provided prices 
on sales of 6mm and 3mm clear mirrors only for January-June 1986. 

Trends in prices.--Domestic producers' prices for sales of 6mm and 3mm 
clear.and 6mm tinted glass mirrors were generally relatively stable over the 
period of investigation, January 1983-June 1986. Their prices for sales of 
Smm clear and tinted glass mirrors generally increased during the period . 

.!/ One importer, ***, apparently sells partial container loads from its own 
warehouse. 
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Table 20.--Weighted-average delivered prices reported by U.S. producers and 
importers of the foreign-made product for sales to wholesale distributors of 
clear glass mirrors, 6mm thick, and margins of underselling or overselling, by 
quarters, January 1983-June 1986 

Period 

1983: 
January..:March .... . 
April-June ....... . 
July-September ... . 
October-December .. 

1984: 
January-March .... . 
April-June ....... . 
July-September ... . 
October-December .. 

1985: 
January-March .... . 
April-June ....... . 
July-September ... . 
October-December,". 

1986: 
January-March .... . 
April-June ....... . 

1983: 
January-March .... . 
April-June ....... . 
July-September ... . 
October-December .. 

1984: 
January-March .... . 
April-June ....... . 
July-September ... . 
October-December .. 

1985: 
January~March .... . 
April-June ....... . 
July-September ... . 
October-December .. 

1986: 
January-March ... · .. 
April-June ....... . 

y No data reported. 

U.S. 
product 

$1.08 
1.12 
1.10 
1.09 

1.11 
1.12 
1.14 
1.14 

1.13 
1.13 
1.13 
1.13 

1.13 
1.13 

Japanese 
product 

West German Belgian 
product product 

Portuguese 
product 

Weighted-average price (per square foot) 

$1.21 
1.21 
1.20 
1.20 

1.19 
1.19 
1.19 
1.18 

1.18 
1.17 
1.17 
1.16 

1.17. 
1.16 

*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
y 

*** y 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 

y 
y 
y 
y 

*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 

y 
y 
y 
y 

y 
y 
y 
y 

y 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 

Margin of underselling (percent) 2/ 

(11. 8) *** y y 
( 8.1) *** y y 
( 9.1) *** y y 
(10.1) *** y y 

( 7.4) y *** y 
( 6.3) *** *** y 
( 4.0) y *** .!/ 
( 3.8) *** *** y 

( 5.1) *** *** y 
( 3.9) *** *** *** 
( 3.1) *** *** *** 
( 3.1) *** *** *** 
( 3.2) *** *** *** 
( 3.1) *** *** *** 

U.K. 
product 

y 
y 
y 
y 

y 
y 
y 
y 

y 
y 
y 
y 

*** 
*** 

y 
y 
y 

-.!/ 

.!/ 
y 
.!/ 
.!/ 

y 
y 
y 
y 

*** 
*** 

£1 Parentheses indicate that import prices were higher than domestic prices. 

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

Note.--Percentage margins were calculated from unrounded figures; thus margins 
cannot always be calculated directly from the rounded prices in the table. 
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Table 21.--Weighted-average delivered prices reported by U.S. producers and 
importers of the foreign-made product for sales to wholesale distributors of 
tinted glass mirrors, 6mm thick, and margins of underselling or overselling, 
by quarters, January 1983-June 1986 

U.S. Japanese Belgian Italian West German 
Period product product product product .product 

Weighted-average price ~per sguare foot~ 
1983: 

January-March ....... $1.62 $1.53 y y *** April-June .......... 1. 71 1.56 y y y 
July-September ...... 1.65 1.57 y y y 
October-December .... 1.64 1. 57 y y y 

1984: 
January-March ....... 1. 65 1. 56 *** y y 
April-June .......... 1. 67 1. 55 *** y y 
July-September ...... 1. 70 1. 50 *** *** y 
October-December .... 1. 66 1. 54 *** y y 

1985: 
January-March ....... 1. 62 1.56 *** *** y 
April-June .......... 1. 70 1. 55 *** *** *** July-September ...... 1. 69 1.54 *** *** y 
October-December .... 1. 70 1. 54 *** *** y 

1986: 
January-March ....... 1. 52 1. 56 *** y *** April-June .......... 1. 66 1.57 *** *** . *** 

Margin of underselling (percent) 2/ 
1983: 

January-March ...... . 5.4 y y *** April-June ......... . 9.2 y y y 
July-September ..... . 5.1 y y y 
October-December ... . 4.1 y y y 

1984: 
January-March ...... . 5.7 *** y y 
April-June ......... . 7.l *** y y. 
July-September ..... . 11.8 *** ***. y 
October-December ... . 7.2 *** y y 

1985: 
January-March ...... . 3.8 *** *** y 
April-June ......... . 8.6 *** *** ***· 
July-September ..... . 9.2 *** *** y 
October-December ... . 9.3 *** *** y 

1986: 
January-March ...... . (2.9) *** y *** Aprii-June ......... . 5.1 *** *** *** 

y No data reported. 
'!:_/ Parentheses indicate that import prices were higher than domestic prices. 

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

Note.--Percentage margins were calculated from unrounded figures; thus margins 
cannot always be calculated directly from the rounded prices in the table. 
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Table 22 .·-·..,weighted-average ·delivered prices reported by U. S; producers and 
'importers of the'foreigil-:made prod~ct for sales to wholesale distributors of 

:·. clear 'gla~s. niirre>rs, .5mm ·th!:ck, and, margi?ls of underselling or overselling, 
. by quarters, January 19.83-June 1986 

U.S. 
Period. . product 

Japane.se 
product 

Weighted-average 
1983: 

January-March ... ; .... $1.00 ·***. 
April-June ...... : .... 1.07 *** July-September ....... 1.01 *** 
October-December;, .. ". '.89. *** 

1984: 
January-March ... ;.'.'' .97 *** 
April.;.June ...... ·" .. • 1.03. ***' 
July-September ....... 1.08 ... *** 
Octqber-December ... ;. . i.07·>• . *** 

1985: 
January-March ........ 1.08.·· *** April-June ........... 1.05 '*** 
July-September.-. ..... 1.09 .. y 
Oct~ber-December ..... 1.09· ··*** 

1986: 
January-March ... ·; .... 1.15 *** April-_ June; .... ,,., ... 1.15 *** 

J?rice 

Belgi8n 
-product 

(per square 

y 
y 
y 
y 

y 
y 
y 
y 

y 
y 
y 
y 

*** 
*** 

1983':' 
Margin of underselling (percent) 

January-March ... ; ... . *** y 
April-June .......... . . *** y 
July-September ...... . *** y 
October-December .•... *** y 

1984: 

-.. *** y 
*** y 
*** y 

. *** -Y·. 

January-March:~ ...... . 
April-Jurie ..... : ·'. •. ·; .. 
July-September. ; .... , " 
October-Dec~mber'~ ... . 

. -:. 

. 1985:. 
January-March~ .. · ~ ... . -. ; *** y 
April-June ..... · '.'' ... . 

.. 
*** y 

July-September: ..... . .. y y 
October-December', ... ; *** y 

1986: 
January-March .. -,' ;· ... . *** *** 
Apr:l,·1-June .... ,'; ~---. .. . *** *** 

y No data reported. 

West German 
product 

foot) 

y 
y 
y 
y 

y 
y 
y 
!/ 

y 
*** 
.Y 
*** 
y 

*** 
2/ 

y 
y 
y 
y. 

y 
y 
y 
y 

y 
·*** y 
*** 
y 

*** 

y -Parenthese·~ indicate that ·import price.s we~e ·higher than domest;lc prices. 

Source: ·compiled from ·d~ta submitted in response to questionnaires of the 
u.s. Interri~t;ional Trade Commission. 

Note. - -Percentage,. :margins . were ·ca.lculated ·front .unrounde~ .f:i_gures.;. t;hus margins 
cannot always· be calculated dire.ctly from the· x:e>~nded prices. in t_he table. 
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Table 23.--Weighted-average delivered prices reported by U.S. producers and 
importers of the foreign-made product for sales. ·to wholesale distributors of 
clear glass mirrors, 3mm thick; and margins of underselling·or overselling, 
by quarters, January 1983-June 1986 

Period 

1983: 
January-March ....... . 
April-June .......... . 
July-September ...... . 
October-December .... . 

1984: 
January-March ....... . 
April-June .......... . 
July-September ...... . 
October-December .... . 

1985: 
January-March ....... . 
April-June ........... . 
July-September ....... . 
October-December .... . 

1986: 

U.S. 
product 

$0. 77 
.78 
.78 
.78 

.73 

. 73 

.73 

.72 

.73 

.72 

.74 

.73 

Japanese 
product 

Belgian 
product 

U.K. 
product 

West German 
product 

Weighted-average price (per square foot) 

$0.98 
.97 
.95 
.99 

.98 

.97 

.97 

.98 

.98 
'.97 

.93 

.97 

!/ 
y 
!/ 
!/ 

. *** 
*** 
*** 
*** 

*** 
*** 
***. 
*** 

!/ 
!/ 
!/ 
!/ 

!/ 
!/ 
y. 
!/· 

!/ 
!/ 
y 
!/ 

*** 
·!/ 
*** 
*** 
y 

*** 
!/ 
!/ 

!I 
*** 
*** 
!/ 

January-March........ .79 .90 *** *** *** 
. April-June .......... ·~-· 7_7_. ____ :._._9_8 __ ..___***------***--------1/,__ __ 

Margin of underselling (percent) 2/ 
1983: 

January-March ....... . (27'.8) !/ !/ *** April-June ........... . (23.7) !/ y y 
July-September ...• · .. . (22.2) !/ !/ *** October-December .... . (27:0) !/ y *** 1984: 
January-March ....... . (34·: 8) *** !/ !/ 
April~June .......... . (32.l) *** y *** July-September ...... . (33.2) *** !/ !/ 
October-December .... . (34.9) *** !/ !/ 

1985: 
January-March ....... . (34.4) *** !/ y 
April-June .......... . (34.8) *** y *** July-September ....... . (25.7) *** y *** October-December .... . (32.4) *** y . !/ 

1986: 
January-March ....... . (14.8) *** *** *** 
April~June .......... . (26.9) *** *** y 

!/ No data reported. 
y Parentheses indicate that import prices.were higher than domestic prices. 

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

Note.--Percentage margins were calculated from unrounded figures;· thus margins 
cannot always be calculated directly from the rounded prices in the table. 
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There was no single pricing pattern for all types of mirrors imported 
from Japan. Prices of Japanese 6mm clear glass mirrors decreased by 4 percent 
during the period of investigation. Prices of the Japanese 6mm tinted product 
increased by 3 percent, beginning at $1.53 per square foot in January-March 
1983 and ending at $1.57 per square foot in April-June 1986. Prices of the 
Japanese 5mm clear product showed an overall decrease of 9 percent during the 
period of investigation. Only three prices were reported for the Japanese 5mm 
tinted product, *** per square foot in January-March 1983 and *** and *** per 
square foot in April-June and October-December 1985, respectively. Prices of 
the Japanese 3mm clear product were generally stable. Two prices were 
reported for the Japanese 3mm tinted product, *** per square foot in October
December 1983 and *** per square foot in January-March 1985. 

Prices of the Belgian 6mm clear and tinted products and of the 3mm clear 
product increased by 12, 7, and 8 percent, respectively, from January 1984 to 
June 1986. Only two prices were reported for the Belgian 5mm clear product, 
*** and *** per square foot in January-March and April-June 1986, respectively. 

The 6mm clear product was the only product from West Germany with a 
consistent price series. Prices of the West German 6mm clear product showed 
an overall increase of 5 percent during the period of investigation. Four 
prices were reported for the West German 6mm tinted product, *** per square 
foot in January-March 1983, ***per square foot in April-June 1985, and *** 
per square foot in January-March and April-June 1986. There were three prices 
reported for the West German 5mm clear product, *** and *** per square foot in 
April-June and October-December 1985, respectively, and *** per square foot in 
April-June 1986. .The sporadic reporting of prices of the West German 3mm 
clear product ranged from *** per square foot in 1983 to *** per square foot 
in January-June 1986. · 

Only four prices were reported for 6mm and 3mm clear mirrors from the 
United Kingdom, all during the January-June 1986 period. The U.K. prices for 
the 6mm clear product were *** and *** per square foot in January-March and 
April-June 1986, respectively. Prices for the 3mm clear product were *** and 
*** during those quarters. 

The only reported prices for Portuguese mirrors, the 6mm clear product·, 
decreased from *** per square foot in April-June 1985 to *** per square foot 
in April-June 1986, or by 11 percent. 

The only reported prices for mirrors imported from Italy were for the 
6mm tinted product. Prices for such mirrors, although fluctuating, ended the 
period of investigation at *** per square foot, the same as the first reported 
price during July-September 1984. · 

Margins of underselling.--There were no margins of underselling for 
imports of 6mm clear unfinished mirrors from Japan, which were consistently 
higher priced than the domestic product, by differences ranging between 3 and 
12 percent (table 20). In contrast, margins of underselling by the Japanese 
6mm tinted product occurred in 13 of 14 quarters during the period covered; 
such margins ranged from 4 to 12 percent (table 21). The Japanese 6mm tinted 
product oversold the domestic product by 3 percent in January-March 1986. 
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Japanese 5mm clear glass mirrors sold to wholesale distributors undersold the 
domestic product in four quarters, all of which were in 1985 and 1986; these 
margins ranged from 1 to 8 percent (table 22). There were nine quarters in 
which the Japanese 5mm clear product oversold the domestic product, with 
differences ranging from 3 percent to 34 percent. Japanese 5mm tinted glass 
mirrors sold to wholesale distributors undersold the domestic product in both 
periods for which prices could be compared, by 30 percent in January-March 
1985 and 31 percent in July-September 1985 (not shown). There were no margins 
of underselling by Japanese 3mm clear glass mirrors sold to wholesale 
distributors; the Japanese product oversold the domestic product by margins 
ranging from 15 to 35 percent (table 23). The Japanese 3mm tinted product 
undersold the domestic product by 8 percent in January-March 1985 and oversold 
the domestic product by 5 percent in October-December 1983 (not shown). 

There were no margins of underselling by the imported mirrors from 
Italy. Prices of the domestic 6mm tinted product were lower than the prices 
of the Italian product in all periods for which Italian prices were 
available. Differences ranged from*** to*** percent (table 21). 

There were margins of underselling by all the products in all periods 
from Belgium, West Germany, the United Kingdom, and Portugal, except for two 
quarters when the West German 3mm clear product was priced higher than the 
domestic product. For example, the Belgian 6mm clear product undersold the 
domestic product by margins ranging from *** percent in April-June 1986 to *** 
percent in January-March 1984. The West German 6mm clear product undersold 
the domestic product by margins ranging from *** percent in October-December 
1984 to ***percent in January-March 1985. The U.K. 6mm clear product 
undersold the domestic product in January-June 1986, the only period for which 
comparisons could be made, by about *** percent. The Portuguese 6mm clear 
product undersold the domestic product by margins ranging from *** percent in 
April-June 1985 to ***percent in January-March 1986. 

Exchange rates 

Exchange rate indices of the Belgian franc, the Italian lira, the 
Japanese yen, the Portuguese escudo, the British pound, and the West German 
mark indicate that during the interval January 1983-September 1986 the 
quarterly nominal value of the Belgian franc, the Japanese yen, and the West 
German mark advanced by 13.8 percent, 51.3 percent, and 15.5 percent, 
respectively, against the U.S. dollar. In contrast, the respective value of 
the currencies of Italy, Portugal, and the United Kingdom depreciated 2.5 
percent, 37.3 percent, and 2.8 percent, respectively, relative to the dollar. 
Quarte~ly exchange rate and producer price data pertaining to the 
aforementioned countries supplying the products covered in the Commission's 
investigations are presented in table 24. 

Because the level of inflation in Belgium, Japan, and West Germany was 
similar to that in the United States over the 15-quarter.period, changes in 
the real value of the respective currency of each country were not 
significantly different from changes in the nominal value. In contrast, 
significantly higher levels of inflation in Italy, Portugal, and_the United 
Kingdom relative to that in the United States over.the same period moderated 
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Table 24.-Exchange rates: ll Naninal-exchange-rate equivalents of selected currencies in U.S. dollars, 
real-exchange-rate equivalents, and producer price indicators in specified countries, ~/ indexed by 
quarters, January 1983-Septeni>er 1986 

U.S. Belgiwn ltal:t JaQan 
Pro- Pro- Naninal- Real- Pro- Naninal- Real- Pro- Naninal- Real-
ducer ducer exchange- exchange- ducer exchange- exchange- ducer exchange- exchange-
Price Price rate rate Price rate rate Price rate rate 

Period Index Index index index 3/ Index index index 3/ index index index 3/ 
----Do 11 ars/franc----- ------Dollars/lira----- ~------Dollars/:ten-----

1983: 
Jan.-Mar •.• 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 
Apr.-June •• 100.3 102.0 99.3 100.9 101.6 94. 7 96.0 99.0 99.2 98.0 
July-Sept •• 101.3 105.7 92.7 96.7 104.0 88.9 91.3 99.2 97.2 95.2 
Oct.-Dec •.• 101.8 108.7 89.7 95.7 107.4 86. 1 90.9 98.6 100.6 97.5 

1984: 
Jan.-Mar ••• 102.9 110. 7 87.2 93.9 110.8 84.2 90.7 98.7 102. 1 97.9 
Apr.-June •• 103.6 112.5 88.0 95.5 113.3 83.5 91.4. 98.6 102.7 97.8 
July-Sept •• 103.3 111.9 83.2 90.0 114.7 77.8 86.4 99.4 96.8 93.2 
Oct.-Dec ••• 103.0 112. 1 79.9 86.9 117.0 74.0 84.0 99. 1 95.8 92.2 

1985: 
Jan.-Mar .•• 102.9 113.3 75.4 83.2 120.1 69.2 80.9 99.5 91.5 88.5 
Apr.-June .. 103.0 113. 1 79.3 87. 1 122.7 71.0 84.7 98.8 94.0 90.2 
July-Sept .. 102.2 111.2 85.3 92.8 122.7 73.8 88.6 97.7 98.8 94.4 
Oct.-Dec ... 102.9 109.6 93.9 100.0 123.8 79.9 96.2 95.5 113.8 105.7 

1986: 
Jan.-Mar .•. 101.3 107.2 101.9 107.8 123.2 87.6 106.4 93.2 125.5 115.4 
Apr.-June .. 99.4 104.7 107.2 112.9 121.0 90.9 110. 7 89.3 138.6 124.5 
july-Sept .. 99.0 103.7 113.8 !I 119.1 !I 120.0 97.5 !I 118. 1 !/ 87.6 151.3 !I 133.9 

See footnotes at end of table. 
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Table 24.-Exchange rates: l/ Nominal-exchange-rate equivalents of selected currencies in U.S. dollars, 
real-exchange~rate equivalents, and producer price indicators in specified countries, it indexed by 
quarters, January 1983-Septermer 1"86-Continued 

U.S. Portugal Unlted Kingdom West Gennan;t 
Pro- Pro- Nominal- Real- Pro- Nominal- Real- Pro- Nominal- Real-
ducer ducer exchange- exchange- ducer exchange- exchange- ducer exchange- exchange-
Pr1ce Price rate rate Price rate rate Pr1ce rate rate 

Period Index Index index index 3/ Index index index 3/ index index index 3/ 
------Dollars/escudo------ ----Dollars/pound------ --------Dollars/mark------

1983: 
Jan.-Har ..• 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100;0 . 100.0 100.0 100.0 . 100.0 
Apr.-June .• 100.3 104.9 91 .0 95.3 102.0 101.5 103.2 100.3 96.9 97.0 
July-Sept •. 101.3 115.8 75.6 86.4 102.7 98.6 100.0 101. 1 91. 1 91.0 
Oct.-Dec •.• 101.8 122.8 72. 1 87 .o 104. 1 95.9 98.1 101. 7 89.9 89.9 

1984: 
Jan.-Har .•. 102.9 132.6 69.2 89.2 105.9 93.6 96.4 102.7 89.1 89.0 
Apr.-June .. 103.6 138.6 66.7 89.3 108.4 91.2 95.4 103.5 88.9 88.8 
July-Sept •• 103.3 142.4 60.8 83.8 109.0 84.7 89.4 103.9 82.5 83.0 
Oct.-Dec ... 103.0 151. 7 56.7 83.5 110.4 79.4 85. 1 104.7 78.9 80. 1 

1985: 
Jan.-Har ..• 102.9 164.3 52.0 83.0 112.2 72.8 79.4 105.7 73.9 76.0 
Apr.-June •• 103.0 168.9 53.0 87.0 114.4 82. 1 91.2 106.2 78.0 80.5 
July-Sept .. 102.2 174.2 54.7 93.2 115. 1 89.8 101. 1 106.2 84.5 87.s 
Oct.-Dec •.. 102.9 177. 7 57.0 98.4 116. 1 93.8 105.8 106.0 93.2 96.0 

1986: 
Jan.-Har ... 101.3 182.3 60.3 108.4 117. 7 94.0 109.2 105.0 102.6 106.3 
Apr.-June •. 99.0 187.8 61.4 116. 1 119.6 98.5 118.5 103.4 107.2 111.5 
July-Sept.. 99.0 190.3 62.7 !I 120.4 !I 119.9 97.2 !I 117.7 102.3 115.5 119.3 

11 Exchange rates expressed in·U.S. dollars per unit of foreign currency. 
it Producer price indicators--intended to measure final product prices-are based on average quarterly 
·indexes presented in line 63 of International Financial Statistics. 
~I The indexed real exchange rate reresents the nominal exchange rate adjusted for the relative economic 
movement of each currency as measured here by the Producer Price Index in the United States and the 
respective foreign country. Producer prices in the United States decreased 1.0 percent during the period 
January 1983 through Septermer 1986, canpared with a 12.4-percent decrease in Japan during the same period. 
In contrast, producer prices in Belgium, Italy, Portugal, the United Kingdom, and West Germany increased by 
3.7 percent, 20.0 percent, 90.3 percent, 19.9 percent, and 2.3 percent, respectively, during the period of 
investigation. 
!/ Data are the latest available as of the final quarter presented above. 

Source: International Monetary Fund, International Financial Statistics, Novermer 1986. 

Note.--January-Harch 1983=100.0. 
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much of the export price advantage gained by currency depreciation. ';['he 
respective value of the lira, escudo, and pound sterling adjusted for the 
relative economi~ movement.of each currency decreased irregularly during 
January 1983 through March 1~85.and then increased from April-June 1985 
through July~September 1986 ... By ·July:,.' September 1986, . th~ respec~ive real, · 
value Of each Of the.:.afO'f.~~ention~d .currencies, had reached .levels that were 
18.1 percent, ,20.4 percent, :·and 17.7 percent abov~ .January-March 1983 levels .. 
This compares with re~pecti..;,.e· ~ppar~nt .. ciepreciations of 2. 5 percent, 37. 3 
percent, .and 2.8 percent sugge~ted hr.the nomi~al exchange rate; 

Lost sales 
"'. ;t '. 

The Co~fssi~n ~eceived' qua~tifiable iost.sales allegations from U.S. 
producers involving 17 distributors to whi~h they had.allegedly.lost sales to 
.imports of unfinished. mirrors, ~r.om. Japan, Belgium, West. Germany, .Italy, and 
the United Kingdom. No quantifiable lost sales allegations. were received 
involving imports of unfinished mirrors from Portugal. The allegations 
totaled 1.1 million square feet of mirrors, valued at $1.1 million, and 
covered the period January 1984 to June 1986. Of the allegations, U.S. 
producers reported losing sales of *** to import~ of the subject articles from 
West Germany, *** to imports from Belgium, *** to imports from Japan, *** to 
imports from Italy, and *** to imports from the United Kingdom. With one 
exception, .!/ those distributors contacted reported that they had, indeed, on 
one or more occasions purchased imported unfinished mirrors produced in one or 
more of the countries in question in favor of those produced in the United 
States. Those that had purchased material from Belgium, West Germany, and the 
United Kingdom cited price as the major factor in their decision. They added, 
however, that the price differential that made the European products more 
attractive in 1983 and 1984 had eroded by late 1985 because of the continuing 
drop in the value of the dollar relative to European currencies. According to 
these buyers, there is very little, if any, difference in price between the 
European- and U.S.-produced products. Those distributors that had purchased 
material from Japan invariably cited quality as the primary factor in their 
decision. In this connection, purchasers mentioned such factors as precision 
cutting, consistency in size and color, lack of surface irregularity, 
resistance to black edge, and precision packaging, all of which they claimed 
make Japanese mirrors superior to mirrors produced in the_ United States or 
Europe and for which they are willing to pay a premium. '!:./ They added, 
however, that the quality of U.S.-produced mirrors had improved markedly in 
the last 3 years, and that some U.S. producers, such as *** and ***, currently 
produce a vroduct comparable to the Japanese in quality. Several. buyers in 
addition to those purchasing Japanese mirrors. reported that the quality of 
mirrors produced in the United States was poor prior to 1983 and that the 
effect of import competition had been to improve the U.S. product. In 
general, U.S. producers are still preferred in terms of service, availability, 
and promptness of delivery . 

.!/ The sole buyer that was alleged to have purchased the Italian product 
denied having ever having done so. 
'!:./ The purchasers of the Japanese-produced articles reported paying prices 
that were 5 to 20 percent higher than prices for the comparable U.S.-produced 
articles. 
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Lost revenues 

The Commission received quantifiable lost revenue allegations from U.S. 
producers .involving 31 distributors to· which they had allegedly lost revenues 
to imports of unfinished mirrors from Japan, Belgium, West Germany, Italy, and 
the United Kingdom. No quantifiable lost revenue allegations were received 
involving imports of unfinished mirrors from Portugal. The allegations 
totaled 2.0 million square feet of mirrors, with a total value of $2.3 
million, and covered the period January 1984 to June 1986. U.S. producers 
reported losing revenues of *** because of imports of the subject articles 
from West Germany, *** because of imports from Belgium, *** because of imports 
from Japan, *** because of imports from Italy, and *** because of imports from 
the United Kingdom. Those distributors contacted reported that on one or more 
occasions they had been able to get price reductions from the domestic 
producers as a result of import competition. The staff was unable to verify 
price reductions resulting from competition from Japanese imports. 



A-43 

APPENDIX A 

THE COMMISSION'S FEDERAL REGISTER NOTICE 



A-44 

Federal Register I Vol. 51, No. 190 I Wednesday, October 1. 1986 I Notices 35059 

(Investigations Nos. 731-TA-320 Through 
325 (Final) I 

Certain Unfinished Mirrors From 
Belgium, the Federal Republic of 
Germany, Italy, Japan, Portugal, and 
the United Kingdom 

AGENCY: United States International 
Trade Commission. 
ACTION: Institution of final anlidumping 
investigations and scheduling of a 
hearing to be held in connection with · 
the investigations. 

SUMMARY: The Commission hereby gives 
notice of the institution of final 
antidumping investigations Nos. 731-
T A-320 through 325 (Final} under 
section 735(b} of the Tariff Act of 1930 
(19 U.S.C. 1673d(b)) to determine 
whether an industry in the United States 
is materially injured, or is threatened 
with material injury. or the 
establishment of an industry in the 
l'nited States is materiall\' retarded, bv 
reason of imports from Belgium. the • 
Federal Republic of Germany. Italy, 
Japan. Portugal. and. the United Kingdom 
of unfinished glass mirrors l 15 square 
feet or more in reflecting area, provided 
for in item 544.54 of the Tariff Schedules 
of the Ul}ited States (TSUS). which ha\'e 
been found by the Department of 
Commerce. in preliminary 
determinations. to be sold in the United 
States at less than fair value (LTFV). 
Unless the investigations are extended. 
Commerce will make its final L TFV 
determinations on or before November 
24. 1986. and the Commission will make 

' Mirrors which ha\'8 not been suhjec1ed to any 
£ini5hing operation& such 85 be\ elin11. etchinJ!. 
edi;ing. or framinJ!. 

its final injury determinations by 
January 9, 1987, (see sections 735(a) and 
735(b) of the act (19 U.S.C. 1673d(a} and 
1673d(b))). 

For further information concerning the 
conduct of these investigations. hearing 
procedures. and rules of general 
application. consult the Commission's 
Rule of Practice and Procedure, Part 207, 
Subparts A and C (19 CFR Part 207), and 
Part 201. Subparts A through E (19 CFR 
Part 201). 
EFFECTIVE DATE: September 12. 1986. 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Bruce Cates (202-523~369}. Office of 
Investigations, U.S. International Trade 
Commission, 701 E Street NW., 
Washington. DC 20436. Hearing
impaired individuals are advised that 
information on this matter can be 
obtained by contacting the 
Commission's IDD terminal on 202-724-
0002. Information may also be obtained 
via electronic mail by accessing·the 
Office of Investigations remote bulletin 
board system for personal computers at 
202-523~103. 

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 

Background 

These investigations are being 
instituted as the result of affirmative 
preliminary determinations by the 
Department of Commerce that imports 
of certain unfihished mirrors from 
Belgium, the Federal Republic of 
Germany, Italy. Japan. Portugal. and the 
United Kingdom are being sold in the 
United States at less that fair value 
within the meaning of section i31 of the 
act (19 U.S.C. 1673}. The in\'estigations 
were requested in a petition filed on 
April 1. 1986. on behalf of the National 
Association of Mirror Manufacturers. 
Potomac. MD. In response to that 
petition the Commission conducted 
preliminary antidumping in\'esligations 
and. on the basis of information 
developed during the course of those 
investigations. determined that there 
was a reasonable indication that an 
industry in the United States was 
material\y injured by rea.son of imports 
of the subject merchandise (51 FR 19423, 
May 29. 1986). · 

Participation in the investigations 

Persons wishing to participate in these 
invesgitations as parties must file an 
entry of appearance with the Secretary 
to the Commission, as provided in 
I 201.11 of the Commission's rules (19 
CFR 201.11). not later than twenty-one 
(21) days after publication of this notice 
in the Federal Register. Any entry of 
appearance filed after this date will be 
referred to the Chairman. who will 
determine whether to accept the late 

entry for good cause shown by thr. 
person desiring to file the entry. 

Sen•ice list 

Pursuant lo I 201.ll(d) of the 
Commission's rules (19 CFR § 201.ll(d)). 
the Secretary will prepare a service list 
containing the names and addresses of 
all persons. or their representatives, 
who are parties to these investigations 
upon the expiration of the period for 
filing entries of appearance. In 
accordance with II 201.16(c} and 207.3 
of the rules (19 CFR 201.16[c) and 207.3). 
each document filed by a party to the 
investigations must be served on all 
other parties to the investigations (as 
identified by the service list). and a 
certificate of ser\'ice must accompany 
the document. The Secretary will not 
accept a document for filing without a 
certificate of service. 

Staff report 

A public version of the prehearing 
staff report in these investigations will 
be placed in the public record on 
November 10. 1986. pursuant to §207.21 
of the Commission's rules (19 CFR 207.21 

Hearing 

The Commission will hold a hearing in 
connection with these investigations 
beginning at 9:30 a.m. on December 2. 
1986. at the U.S International Trade 
Commission Building, 701 E Street NW .. 
Washington, DC. Requests to appear at 
the hearing should be filed in writing 
with the Secretary to the Commission 
not later than the close of business (5:15 
p.m.) on November 12, 1986. All persons 
desiring to appear at the hearing and 
make oral presentations should file 
prehearing briefs and attend a . 
prehearing conference to be held at 9:30 
a.m. on November 17, 1986. in room 117 
of the U.S. International Trade 
Commission Building. The deadline for 
filing prehearing briefs is November 24, 
1986. 

Testimony at the public hearing is 
governed by § 207.23 of the 
Commission's rules (19 CFR 207.23). This 
rule requires that testimony be limited to 
a nonconfidential summary and analysis 
of material contained in prehearing 
briefs and to information not available 
at the time the prehearing brief was 
submitted. An\' written materials 
submitted at the hearing must be filed in 
accordance with the procedures 
described below and any confidential 
materials must be submitted at least 
three (3) working days prior to the 
hearing (see § 201.6(b)(2) of the 
Commission's rules (1g CFR 201.6(b)(ZJll. 
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·Written sub.Dissions . . 

All legal argume~ta. 4l(:on~.in~c 
analyses. and factual materials relevant 
lo the public hearing should be included 
in prehearing briefs in accordance with 
§ 207.22 of the Commission's rules (19 
CFR 20i.22). Pi;isthearing briefs must 
conform with the provislons of 1·207.24 
(19 CFR 207.24) and must be submitted . • 
not later than the close of business on 
December 9, ~. lit addition. any 
person who has not entered an · 
appearance as a par~y to the . 
investigations may 11ub1Dit a written 
statement of infol'IJlatiori pertinent to the 
subject of the investigations on or b~fo~ · 
December 9, 1986. · 

A signed original and fourteen (14). 
copies of each submission must be filed 
with the Secretary to the Commissi.on in 
accordance with I 201.8 of the · 
Commission's rules (19 CFR 201.8). All 
written submissions except for 
confidential business data will be 
a\'ailable for pub.lie inspectio11 during 
regular business hours (8:45 a.m. to 5:15 
p.m.) in the Office of the Secretary 'o the 
Commission. 

Any business information for which 
confidential treatment is desired must 
be submitted separately. The envelo~ 
and all pages of such submissions must 
be clearlv labeled "Confidential 
Business. Information." Confidential 
submissions and requests for 
confidential treatment must conform 
with the requirements of I 201.6 of the 

. Commission's rules (19 CFR 201.6). 

Authority: These investig~tions are being .· 
conducted under authority. of.I.he Tariff ~ct or 
1930. title VII. This notice is publishe<I 
pursuani to § Z07.20.Qf ihfConm)ission's •· 
rules (19 CFR ZIJ7.ZO); . . .. ... ,. 

Issued: September Z4. 1986 .. 
B}· order of the Commission. · 

Kenneth R. Mason, .. 

Secretorf. . . 
IFR Doc. 85-22243 Filed S,.Jo:-8i 8:45 am) 
BiLUNG COOE 702CM12-lll 

. ,:,'· 

:; .... 
,· ,·, 

."·' 

·' :'· .-
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APPENDIX B 

CALENDAR OF WITNESSES 



TENTATIVE CALENDAR OF PUBLIC HEARING 

Those listed.below appeared as witnesses at the United States 
International Trade Comnission's hearing: 

Subject Certain Unfinished Mirrors from Belgium, 
The Federal Republic of Germany, Italy, 
Japan, Portugal, and the United Kingdom 

Inv. Nos. 731-TA-320 through 325 (Final) 

Date and time: December 2, 1986 - 9:35 a.m. 

Sessions were held in connectfon with th.e investigation in the 
Hearing Room of the Untted States International Trade Commission, 701 . 
E Street, N. W., in Washington. · 

In support of the· impost ti on of anti dumping duties: 

Stewart and Stewart--Counsel 
Washington, D.C . 
. on behalf of 

The National Association of Mirror Manufacturers (NAMM) 

George Adelson, Texas Mirror Company 

Richard Bauer, Toledo Plate & Window Glass Co. 

Christopher Beeler, Virginia Mirror Co. 

Ernest Cotton, Gardner Mirror Corp. 

Carl Flair, Binswanger Mirror Products 

George Jonnson, Willard Mirrors 

Drew Mayberry, CaroHna Mirror Corp. 

Robert Stroupe, Stroupe Mirror Co .• 

Richard Turner, Falconer Glass Industries 

James E. Mack, Esq., Executive Secretary & 
General·Counsel, NAMM 

Eugene L. Stewart--OF COUNSEL 

- more -
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In opposition to the imposition of antidumping duties: 

Ulmer, Berne, Laronge, Glickman & Curtis--Counsel. 
Cl eve land, Ohio 

on behalf of 

Glaverbel S.A. - Gelgium producer 

Guy Marlier, Manaer, MirrowMarketing Division, 
Glaverbel S.A. 

Morton L. Stone--OF COUNSEL 

Mudge, Rose, Guthrie, Alexander & Ferdon--Counsel 
Washi"ngton, D. C. 

on behalf of 

Flabeg GmbH of the Federal Republic of Gennany 

Laura Baughman, International Business and ·Research 
Corporati'on 

Jim Berrigan, James E. Berrigan, Inc. 

Julie C .. Mendoza--OF COUNSEL 

Brownstein, Z~idman and Schomer--Counsel 
Washtngton, D.C. 

on behalf of 

Sun Mirror, Hi Mirror, Mie Glass, Mitsubishi International 
Corporatton, Mitsui & Co., U.S.A., Inc., Orient Glass Co. 
and Sentinel Enterprises, Inc., Japanese manufacturers and 
U.S. importers 

Burt Hunter, Sentinel Enterprises · 

Paul Murphy, Orient Glass Company 

Roy Andriesse, Asahi Glass Co., Mitsubishi 
International Corporation 

H. Suziki, Flat Glass Association of Japan 

M. Minamoto, Flat Glass Association of Japan 

David R. Amerine ) 
Irwin P. Altschuler) --OF COUNSEL 

- more -



Ross & Hardies--Counsel 
Washington, D.C. 

on behalf of 
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Bowman Webber, Ltd., United Kingdom 

Steven Feldman, Managing Director, Bowman Webber Ltd. 

Sam Lamensdorf, Executive Director, Glass Division, 
General Glass International Corporation 

Dr. Paul Marshall, Marshall, Bartlett, Inc. 

Joseph S. Kaplan) __ 0F COUNSEL 
James A. Stenger) . 

Brownstein, Zeidman and Schomer--Counsel 
Washington, D.C. 

on behalf of 

Solaglas Coventry, Ltd., manufacturer of mirrors of 
stock sheet and lehr end sizes fn the United Kingdom 

Richard Christou, Solaglas Coventry Ltd. 

Steven P. Kersner) __ 0F COUNSEL 
Donald S. Stein ) 
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COMMERCE'S FEDERAL REGISTER NOTICES 
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Fedenl Reslattr I Vol. II, No. 182 I Friday, October I. 1988 I N0Uce1 

IA-42MS01J 

Postponement of Final Antldumplng 
Duty DetermlnaUon; Mlrrore In Stocll 
lhHt MCI Lehr End Sins From 
lelglum 

AGINCY: lnternatlonsl Trade 
Admtnl1tratlon. Import Admlnl1traUon. 

. Department or Conunerce. 
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Federal Resl•ter I Vol. It. No. 192 I Friday. October a. 1988 I Notice• 

Acno.: Notice. 

8UllllAltY: Thl1 notice Inf orm1 the public 
that we have received a reque1t from 
the re1pondent In thl1 lnveetiaatlon to 
postpone the final determination. a1 
permitted In eectlon 73S(a)(2)(A) of the 
Tariff Act of 1930. H amended (the Act). 
(19 u.s.c. 1873d(a)(2J(A)). 811ed on thi1 
request, we are po1tponina our tmal 
determination 11 to whether ealee of 
mirron In atoclt sheet and lehr end 1lzea 
from Belalum have occured at le11 than 
fair value until not later than January Z8. 
1987. 

IFFECTIYI DATE October S, 1986. 

FOR PURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Creaory G. Borden ((202) 377-3003) or 
Mary S. Clapp, ((202) 377-1769). omce 
of lnvesti1ation1, Import Administration, 
International Trade Administration. U.S. 
Department of Commerce, 14th Street 
and Constitution Avenue, NW .. 
w aahinaton. DC 20230. 
SUPPLDIENTMV INPOllllATION: On April 
21. 1988, we published a notice In the 
Federal Regi1ter (April 29, 1988. 51 FR 
15933) that we were lnitiatina. under 
eeclion 732(b) of the Act (19 U.S.C. 
1873a(b)}, an antidumplng duty 
Investigation to detennine whether 
mirrora in 1toclt sheet and lehr end 1izes 
from Belgium were being. or were likely 
to be. sold at le11 than fair value. On 
May 18. 1988. the International Trade 
Com.mi11ion determined that there i1 a 
reaaonable Indication that importa of 
mirrors in 1toclt aheet and lehr and aizea 
from Belsium are materially iDJurina a 
U.S. Industry. On September U. 1888. 
we published a preliminary 
determination or ••lea at le11 than fair 
value with respect to this merchandise 
(St FR 32505). The notice atated that if 
the lnvettigation proceeded normally, 
we would make our final detennlnatlon 
by November 2', 1988. · 

On September 11, 1988. Glaverbel 
S.A., the respondent In thi1 lnve1tigatlon 
requested a postponement of the final 
determination until not later than the 
135th day after the date of publication of 
oilr preliminary determination In the 
Federal Rep1ter. pursuant to eectlon 
735(a)(2)(A) of the Act. The re1pondent 

·la qualified to make such a request 
· . because It la the only known producer 

aelHna the aubject merchandiH to the 
United States. If exporten who account 
for a algnincant proportion of exports of 
the merchandlee under lnveatlgation 
properly requeet an exten1lon after an 
affirmative preliminary determination. 
we are required. absent compeUlna 
na1on1 ~ the contrarr. to srant the 
requHt. Accordlnaly, we arant the 
nqueat and po1tpone our final 

determination until not later than 
January 28.1987. · 

The United Statee lntematlonal Trade 
Comml11ion 11 belna advised of thi1 
postponement, In accordance with 
aection 73S(d) of the Act. 

Thi• notice i1 published pursuant to 
section 735(d) of the Act. 
GUbart I. Kaplan. 
/kputy A••i•tont Sftcretory /or Import 
Admini1l1Glion. 
September 28. 1988. 

(FR Doc. l&-22475 Filed to-z..a&: 8:45 em) 
a&.llGCOOl•t ...... 

,./"-J . 



A-S4 

Federal ..... J v.i. .&1. No. 131 ,. Tuuday. ·Deeembn .2.. JQ88 ' Notkn CUii· 

(A-42&-t03) . 

Antldumplng; lllrrora In Stock Sheet 
and Ulw End Slzee From lite Federll 
Republlc of Genuny: Flnll 
Detemltimllan of Sain Ill t.ea Than 
FalrYlllue 

AGENCY: mtem.tional Tnde. · . 
Ad.mmiatration. Import Administration. 
Commerce. 
ACTION: Notice. 

IUllllARY: We have determined that 
mirrors in stock lheet and 1ebr end aizea 
from· the Federal Republic of Germany 
(FRG) are beiJJa, or ant likelr to be. told 
in the United States at len than fair 
value, llDd have aatified the U.S. . 
International Trade Co~ (rrC) .. 
al our determination. We h•ve al'°, . 

·. directed the U.S •. Cuatoma Seiviceto, ·. 
-continue CD· tuapend liquidation-of aU · ·• '. , 

:. entriel .of aim>n in· stock sheet and lehr · ,1 

· -end 1ize1 fram the FRG tbat are ·en~' • 
or withdnwn from warehoU:.., fer ; . 
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Pederal Ralltterl·Vol>st. N9;:'z31· I Tueaday;.DeCeniber:z.,;.uee / .. Notlcet ~,;_, ......... , .... -...... ~·. 

· consu~ptiOn. mi or idler the date of . . ·· 
pu~li~\i~n _Qf thia notice. and to require . 
•. ~lih ~p91it:91' 1>9qc1 rq, ee:cheutey in.'· 
an am~unl equ1d_to the estimated ,.·, ..... . 
dumpins.ma.n1in as desCribed in the· .... :-
"CoQtinuatio~ of Sus~~ion or. . . . . 
Liquidation" section of this notice. 
EFFECTIVE DATE: December z. 1988. 

FOii FURTltER INFORllAT10N CONTA~ · · 
Francis Crowe (202-377-t087). or Mary 
S. Clapp. (D-377-1769), Office of · · 
Investigations, Import Administration.· 
International Trade Administration. U.S.· 
Department of Commerce, 14th Street · · · 
and Constitution Avenue. NW .. 
Washington. DC2l>230. · 

which to ~aPc;nd ~as ~ahtecS:anci. '1n · 
.·July 11. 1988. we received • . . . . . 
que11tto~!l~re respo~~-from Fl~~·-.. _. 
Vegl~;did "ot.~spond; • ,,, . •.. . ~ .... :. 

On September-8.1986, .we made an . · 
amnnatiye preliminary determination. ! 

(September tZ. 1986. 51FR32511); Out . . · 
notice of preliminary determination ...... 
provided interested parties with an ·' . 
opportunity to sub~it views orally or in . 

· writing. We held a public hearing on 
Octoberm. 1986. · · · · · · 

sCop8 of Investigation : · . 

Foreign Market v8tu' : .. ·, ... ·:: 
In ·atcordance with aecti~n 

m(a)(1)(AJ of the Act. we based 
Flabeg'a foreign market value on home 
market price.a since ~here were sufficient 
sales in the home market: Petitioner 
alleg4:~ thalthe horiit! ni&rket sales were 

·at prices which repre~nt less than the 
C08t of prciducins the mhn)fS ove~ an 
extended period ot time and at prices 
which would not pennit the· recovery of · 
all coats within a reasonable period of 
time. We detennined the cost of · · 

· produJ,:tion on the basis of the cost of 
· The pfoduc:tS ~~ered by this ·. materials; fabrication and general 

iriveatigation are unfaniahed glass . . expenaea. Our adjustments to Flabeg's 
. mirrors. made of any of the glass . . .· •ubmitted cost of production were: ' 

· described in _TSUS items 541.11 throuih · • The culle~ used in the production 
. SUPPl.EMEllTAL INFORllATlotC 

Final Oete.-minaiioli 
We have determined that mirrors in 

atocksheet and lehr end sizes from the 
FRG are bei113, or are likely to be. sold 
in the United States at leas than fair 
value as provided in section 735 of the 
Tariff Act of 1930, as amended (19 
U.S.C. 1673d) (the Act). The weight~~ · 
average margins are shown in the · 
''Continuation of Suspension of . 
LiquidatiOn .. 1ectioQ of this notice. 

544.41, 15 square feet or more .in ' · of the float glaas which were recovered . 
reflecting area, which have not been . . from the noat glasl line were valued at 
subjected to any finishins operation the ccist of the materials replaced~ The 
such as bevell~. etching. edgi113. or remainins cullets which were used. 
framing. currently classifiable in the . resulting from other manufacturing 
Tariff SChet/u/1n1 of the United States processes. were· valued at the amount 
Annotated (TSUSA) under item 544.5400. charged to the Ooat glass Ihle. ·. · . 

We made com.,Sris~na on virtually all · •.The fmsncial .depreciation hetween 
of the sales of the product during the the two production line.a was adjusted to 
period of ioveetigation; November 1, '· the aame proportion as the replacement. 
1986 tbrousb.April 30, 1988. . c0it deprecietioo recorded iil ~e cost .... 

Cue Hiator)' Fair v8i . C . . ri . . , . ac1:9~~ record&. . . . . ' . . ". , , 
·On Aprll 1.1988. we received a . · ~:_;onptl llOll!c, ·: ' ... · · · · . • General' and administrative · · . 

petition in proper fonn filed by the . To determine whether sales of the . expen8es of the parent. F11tchglas AG, 
NationalAuociatian of Mirror .. _ . . . ... subject merchandise in the Unite~ ; ~·. · ~ere ~t~ Jq,n.bes, ~c~u1ae . ,...._ , 
Manufacturet11, 00 behalf of.the U.S. . States ""'8 made at t~ than fatr·valua.: . Fl~bes i,s_ow)led ~f f\a~l~s. · ,· ~ - ,. 
industry producing mirrors in stoGk ·.•. . we compared the U~ Stateaprk:e • . We fqund that all sale, by flabeg · 
sheet and le.hr end sizes. In complianee . . with the fofeiF marke~ vallle. Sin~ .. · . • we~ ot~ 4bove tbe coat of .. ~ · , 
with the filing requirementa of section VeBla did not respond, We baaed il9 '. · produ~~. th~i:efo.-e. used those 

· 353.36 of the Cor;nmerce Regulations ·(19 United Stataa priee and foreign ~rkel · sale~ in;DUr compari$on~ .. 
·, CFR 353.38), the petition· allesed tbat value on the beat infonnaUq1r available . . . -We.~ dedUctions. where 
imports of the subject merchandise &om in accordance with section 776(b) of the . ap~~te. from home ma~ . ,.__. ... · 

-::U!°ui~=t:f·s~=~~:~ t~=·fair . ~ ~~ ~~;· __ ·; .. -.-·~: ·._ >.''.S~i .. ~: :~~~~ ~:=fJ"!8:0~.ta : 
value withiD tbe.meanin& ohection 731 '· .. ~ · · · · · · ·. · · · · . . ' · • .J ad1uatmeDl for diffenmcea.m . . 
of ~ ~ ~ that theee importa . . . Aa pro¥i4ed for in section 77Z(b) of._'.! circUJllfl~ ohal~ iD accorde.nce 
m~ to;ure. ~r .thre•ten ma~al thtt Act we baHCf Flabeg's United · ·· .,.. · with I 353.1~ o(~u.r regulations for 
injury to. a UJ;. ind~trJ; . .:. _ . :.. . . . . States price on purchase priee becaue · differe11cea in,qedil te"°"' betw~ Uie .. 
Af~ ~vie~ the:peJitiOn. w~ •-::!'' , . .:_ its mirron Were .Old to unrelated · · · .. ;. two markets. We.alao•adi'l&ted for:,· · ; 

deteriiiined that it contained sufficient .... pUrchasera in the United States pri0r to'':: differeiWAis fu.t:ell.nm.iuions between-the. 
grounct. upon which to initiate an. . - ~prirtation.-'We made deductions non) .~: .· two ,m~rkets or .offset. where . .-
antidumping duty inveetiption. We · . F.o.e.; C.LF. cwC.l.F. duty paid prices,· · appropriate. 8.c;ommi11iongiven iD one . 
initiated the inve11tigation on April.n. · .. as appropriate. for venous discounta• · ., market WiUi selling l!Xpenses incurred in 
1988 (51 FR 15934. April 29. 1986). and ocean freight. marine insUr&n~. customs the other market in accordance with 
notified the ITC of our action. duties, and fo"isn inland freight. l.353.15-of our regulations: We u&ed 

On May te. 1986. the ITC found that · · . Sinee Vegla did not respond. we.·. . . disco11;11ted ~Jes in the home market for 
there is a reasonable Indication ·that ~·~d United.Statea price on a aamplins comparison with sales in th~ _U~ted 
imports er mirror& in stock sheet and · . of import 1tati1tica as the best Stateotcomparable quantities an 
lehr end sizes from FRG are materially information otherWise available. These . accordance with I 353.14 of our 

: . i,njuring a U.S. industry (U~. ITC Pub. . atatilitica were refined to approximate regulations. We made comparisons or 
· No. 1850: May.-1986); · . · · :the unit value of the portion of the· . . "such or similar'.' merchandise based on 
· · On May 22. 1988. we prea~ted . · ·reporting category that best reflects the . . considerations of grade. thickneaa. and 

questionnaires to couitael for Flabeg · . . . merchandise under investigation. We : color of the particular mirrors involved. 
GmbH and Veniinigte Glaawerke GtabH· · used import data during a period )aged Lastly. we deducted home market 
(Vegla) amce we had Woi-rnation · . . . two ~tha &Om the period of peckins costs and added U.S. packing . 
indicatins that they accolinted for. . · . . inveatisation to approxlm•te aalea . . costs. . . . , . , .. : . . 
Virtually aU of the exports to the UJlited . . dtirlng 'that period baaed on knowJedse For Veg la. we ,based foreign market . 
State•· cJu_rlns tl!e ~riod of the of th~ Industry and delays In statistical. value on .thit c:onstru~ed value in the 
investigation. An extension ·of ttme In · reportina. · petition. 



. .Pursual'\t·,tq. I ~53.5!8 or Commerce'• 
regul~tions~ we made cunency· : ' . 
conversions at. the rates certi'ned by, the 
Federal Reserve. Bank. .. ... " 1:. :. , • 

Verification 

. As .provided in section 176(8) of t~e 
Act. we verified all information . '. .... 
provided by Flabeg by using standard.'• . 
verification procedures. which included 

. on-site inspection of.manufacturer'.s 
facilities and examil'lation of relevant · 
sales and finandal rec0rds of the. 
company. 

Petitioner's Comments · 
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allocated ~ccording to the actual . • Re"J'Onde.nt's Col!lment 2. F&abes . · 
production or the lines. .·: . . . . . argues that it incurs certeln expenses for 

DOC Response. For·flnanclal' eelee t'o wholesaleiii in tile.home 1narket 
depreciation. we have detennined thaf · that ·are no.t irir;urred.on s.alet to German· 
these costs should be allocated to the · exporters Who, ·aa pre-wholeulen · · · 
two.proouction lines in the same . . (diatributors).·asiiume similar expenaei: 

. proportion as the replacement cost : · on sales to wholesalersJn the Urtited · 
depreciation· recorded in the cost States:Flabeg states that such expenses 
accounting records for the ·specific · in the home market, through both . · 
production lirie. However, we have · related and unrelated sales agents,·are · 
continued to allocate certain plant reflected in the amount of a commission 
.overhead costs on a so/so.basis. These paid to unrelated sales agents in the 
co.sts include raw material batch mix home market. It argues that the 
and quality control. The two production Department should deduct the 
1.ines operate constantly and therefore · · commission expense on both related 
would require about the same amount of · and unrelated sales in the home mBl'ket 

Petitioner's Conime~t 1. Petiti~ner · effort in these areas even though the · when comparing those sales to U.S. ~ 
~rgues that Fla beg a·nd its pareni. volume of production may be different. . sales through Gennan exporters te . 
<'.ompany,.Flachglas, are related parties Accordingly, we allocated the O\lerhead account for the different le~IB of trade 

. as defined in section 773(e)(3) of the Act. costs equally .to the two production in the two markets. · · · 
As such. it argues that purchases of lines. :. DOC Response. We have made no · · 
glass by Flabeg from Flachgles represent . Petitioner's Comment.3. Petitioner level of.trade adju!Jlment:FJabeg did not 
transfer prices.bet~een separate '. . states that, rather than assign an . . ·demonstrate. that expensetl'incurred ln 
entities. It states that the Department, internal or fixed price fo waste glass; · · selling to wholesalers in the home 
when it determines the cost of · such waste should be valued at the. · market would not have also been · 
production of mirrors, is required :to . market value of the scrap or at the cost incurred in sales to distributors. Flabeg 
compare these transaction prices ~o . : of the raw materials which it replaces. has neither shown differences in pricins 
arms length. market prices to determine DOC Response. We valued certam · at different levels of trade in the home · 
whether the transactions occur at . waste glass at the cost of the raw . . market nor shown what the differencett 
prevailing commercial valuetJ. The . materials which it replaces. Refer to the. in selling expenses would be for nte. to 
petitioner states further that Fla beg · "Foreign Market Value" section of the different levels. · 
failed to provide data r~aroing' market . notice for a discussion of this issue.'' Respondent's Comment 3. Pl8be8 · 
prices for Dost glass and the Department Petitioner's Comment 4. Petitioner requests that the scope of the 
failed to cOJ'ri>borate whether the states that any'adjustment to foreign investigation be limited to linfinished 
transfer prices for Ooat glass are a . market value under I 353.56(b) for silvered mimJrs.15 square feet or over, 

. proper measure of the cost of the glass. . ·fluctuations in exchange rates is :: · ' 'not iDchiding other c:oBted slasa · · . '. 
For these reasons; and because · · inappropriate in the face of sustained.. · · produicts such aa products· treated With 
petitioner asserts that the transfer prices rather than temporary, changes In the ·· :i : chro~ or copper. It statee that the 
for float glass were De.tow the market . value of the dollar versus the German . . : petitioner hes consistently referrecl'to . 
price <>f float glass sold in Genneny, it mark:. . . . . . . :.silvered products. In addition. Fla beg 
states that the Department should use . . · DOC Com~eilL We ayee. An, . . . argues that non1Ulvered mirrors are not 
the prices of float glass.supplied in the· analysis of the certified exchange rates · · the same "class or kind .. as silvered · · 
petition or the beat infonnation . for the period of investigation showed mirrors being producecUn separate. 
otherwise available ln its determination no evidence of temporary Ouctuationa · production facilities and bavma· ' '' 

· of Flabeg's.colit of production for which wowd warrant the use of the ·different end users than silvered·· - · . : . • 
mirrors. special rU.le eontairied in I 353.56(b). -mirrors. : . "' . 

1XJC Response. We disagree. Section Since Flabeg has not demons~ated that · DOC Response. We have not limited 
773(e) of the Act is applicable to· it revised its prices to the .United States. the scope es requested by the · . •. · 
constructed value determinations of . during the period of.investigatioii. we respondent We have detemiined that . 
foreign market value and ·is not directly · .'.did not apply the special rule for. •· , . silvered mirrors end non-ailvereid · · 
applicable to:the calculation of cost of austai.iled exchange rate fluctuatfona. mirrori are the same "clan or kind" of 
pro~liction pursuant to section 773(b). : ' · · · merchandiile:Tbe only limiteticnf 

In this case, Flachglas AC and Flabeg Respondent'• Comments . petitioner baa placed on such tDiiTOri iS 
operate as a sirigle eco'nomic unit. · · 'Respondent's _Comment 1;·F1abeg the size limitation as noted in the 
Flachglas o~s.100 percent of Flabeg. states that only "20 toil" shipments are · .. "Scope of Investigation" section of thl• 
All costs and profits ere ultimately · · made to the United States. It argues that notice. Moreover. the applicable TSUS .· 
shared. Accordingly. "profit" on because such 20 ton shipments allow for · numbers do not distinguish mirrors on· .. 
transactions betwelio the .two is not en certaµt savings over shipments of lesser . the·baaia or the chemical compoeition of 
actual cost incurred by the corporations ·amounts, and that sUCh coat savings are the backins. . . . . .. • 

. aa· 8 whole. Therefore. :i~ valuing float ·ren~cted in lower pnces. for. the 20 ton . "~- ti' of s~·--~ a1· 
·1 r r f · · "f u k" hi th o · 'LAJUuuua on .....-~ g ass or purJ>oses o our coat o u -true s pmenta, e epertment U .d ti . · · ... 

production calculation, we used. should compare U.S. sales only to 20·ton qui a oa · 
Flachglas' actual costs. . . sales in the home market. · . (n accordaooe.with section 733(d) of 

Petitioner's Comment 2. Petitioner DOC, Response. We agree.We. the Act .. we ere directing.the U.S. · 1 

argues that plant overhead and compared U.S. sales to sale&' made in the Cuato'11& Service to c0ntinue ~ iuspend 
depreciatioo costs should not be home market a1 comparable quantitiei · ' liquidation of all entries of miirora In · 
arbitrarily allocated to tw.o prc)duction" pursuant to section· 353.14 of ow: · stock .iteet and lehr end sbm ·from: the ..... 

· lines on a SIJ/50 basis but shoqld be ·regulations. . . FRG that are entered. or with~wn · : 
; . . . . . 



from warehouse. for consumption, en or 
after the date of publication of this 
notice in the Fedenl Rezj9'8r. Tiie U.S.· 
Cutoms Service shall require a cash 
deposit or tbe poeting of.a bend equal to 
the estimated weighted-average amount 
by which tbe foreign market YBlue of the 
merchandise subject to thi1 
investigation exceeds the Unilec:t States 
price aa shown in tbe table below. Thia , 
empension of liquidation will remain in 
effect mrtil further notice. · 

AIOeg GmlaH---·-.,..--------Vereftgle ~ ~ (Yegla) _. _____ _ 

All Ollwrs ... - .. ---··-·····------t 

ITC Notificalioa 

1.29 

''·~· 451 . 

In accordance with eection 735(d) of 
the Act. we will notify the l'l'C of oar 
determination. In addition . .we are 
making available to the rrc all 
nonprivileged and nonproprietary 
infonnation relating to this · 
imeatigation. We will-allow the ITC ' · 
access to all privileged and bu&inesa · 
proprietary information ill os fi1ea. 
provided the ITC eoofirma that it will · 
not diadoae llUCb informetion. either 
publicly Or under aa administrative . 

. protective order, without the wrJttan 
conlellt of the Deputy Aseiatant. 

. Secretary for Import Admiai1tratioo. 
The ITC wiD make its deteanination 
whether these imports materially injure. 
or threaten material injury to, a U.S. . . 
industry wicbin t5 dap ef publication of . 
this notice. If the ITC detenninet that 
material injury or thre~ of material . 
mfury does not exiat. the proCeed.iris will 
be terminated and all 8ecuritie.s posted 
as a result of the suspension of · 
liquidati.ori will be refliilded or 
cancelled. . . . . 
· However~ if the rrc determinel that 

sucb iniwy does exist..we Will i'8ue an 
antidumpins duty order ~ctiaS .. · 

· ·cu.toma oifiaen to aueA llD 
antidumping duty on mi.rrtlniln atock . 

· sheet aad lelr end aizea frOm die PKG 
entered. or wilhdrawa frOin WaiebCnise. 

- for c:OOtumption after the suapeil.iion .of 
liquidation. equal to the amount by · . 
whkh the foreign market value exceed1 
the United States price. · 

Thie detennination ii being published 
pursuant to section 735(d) of the Aet{19 
u.s.c. 1673d(d)). . 
P•ul F....t--., ... : 
A..;.ttmt Secrefary for T~da Mmioidiatioll. 
November 24. U8& · . . . · 

(Fil.~~~ Filed tZ.:,t-86:" 8:45 ~l 
8l&.LINll CODI .• ...._. 
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Antldumplng; Mlrrora en Stock Shffl 
and Lehr £ad SUa Fnn Mair; FIMI· 
Determination of Sellen ua n.n 
Fair Value 

AGENCY: International Trade 
Administration. hDport Administration. 
Commerce. 
ACTION: Notice. 

SUIHIAllY; We have determined that 
mirrors in stock sheet and lebr end sizes 
from Italy are being. or-are likely· to be. 
sold in the United States at leas than fair 
value, and have notified the U.S. 
International Trade Commission (ITC) 
of our determination. We have also 
directed the U.S. Customs Service to 
continue to suspend liquidation of all 
entries of mirrors in stock aheet and lehr 
end sizes from Italy that are entered. or 
withdrawn from warehouse. for · 
consumption.on.or after the date of 
publication of this notice. and to require 
a cash deposit or bond for each entry in 
an amount equal to the estimated 
dumping margin as described in the 
"ContinuatiOll of Suspension of 
Liquidation" aection af this utice.. 
iFFECflVE DATI!: December Z. 1988. 

FOR FURlHER OlfORllATION CONTACT: 
·William Kane or Charles Wtleon. Office 
of Investigatioits. Import Administl'ation, 
Intematioaal Trade.Admini.atration. U.S.· 
Department of Commerce, 14th Street 
and Conatitu.tion Avenue NW .. 
.Washington. DC 7D230. telephone {2JOZJ 
377-1766, or 377-5288. 

After reviewin8 the petition. we · 
detennined that it coatained sufficient · · 
grounds upan which to initiate an . . 
antidwnping duty investigation. ·We 
initiated the investigation on April 21. 
1986 (51FR15936. April 29. 1986). and 
notified the ITC of our action. 

Otl May 13. 1986. the ITC found that 
there is a reasonable indication that 
imports of mirrors iR stock sheet and 
lehr end sizes from Italy are materially 
injuring a U.S. industry {U.S. ITC Pub. 
No. 1850. May H88). 

On June 4, 1966. we delivered a 
questionnaire to Societa Italiano Vetro. 
SpA. (S.L V.). Rome. Italy. believed to be 
the exporter of over eighty percent of 
the subject merchandise to the United 
States. requesting a response withi11 
thirty days. No response to our 
questionnaire was received. On July 14, 
1986, we again requested the company 
to respond, allowing unb1 September B. 
1986, for a complete and accurate 
response. Oil August z.e. 1988. a telex · 
was received from S.l.V. providing only 
infonnation regardlng the total volume 
and value of their exports durins the 
periOd of in.vestigation. _ ·. · ·· 

On Sej>tember .B. 1986. we lssued an 
affirmative prelimisuiry deteriniDatioll 
(51 FR 32506. Septe~ber 12. 1988)._ · 

On September 25~and 30. 1986, counsel 
for S.l.V. requested a pc)stpanement of 
our final determination 6o permit the . 
company to respond tO our' . · 
q12estiQMair~. On October 7. 1986. we · 

. denied thia requeaL Since DO: par1y to 
the proceedµig requested a public 
hearing, no sacla hearing was held. 

Scop8_ ol liMIStiption : 
F'mal Detemtina~oll · The products covered by this 

We have detemiined that dlln'ors in · · investigation are IHlfmished glass 
stock sheet and lebr end sizes from Italy mirrors. made or any of the glass 
.are being. or are likely to be. sold in the ·described io TSUS item numbers 544.11 
Umted States at len than fair value u through 544.41 of the Tariff Schedules of 
provided In eection 735 or" the Tariff Act. the United Slates Ann9tated (TSUSA). 
of 1930; lt8 amended (19 u.s.c. 1873d) 15 square feet or more ia reflectia, area. 
(the Act). The weighted·average rnar8fn which hava not been aubjeCted to any 
applicable to all exporters Is 116.%9 .. · finishina ope"tion such Bf beveling. 
percent,. · : . . .. _ . . etchins. edgiag. or. ftamiQI. classifiable 

in the TSUSA under item aurnber ·· ea.e Hiatorj· 

. On April 1 •. ts., we received a· ... 
petition in proper fonii filed by the · 
-National Association of Mirror 
Manufacturers i.Jl compliance with the 
filins requiremeitts of I 353.38 of the 
Commerce Regulations (19 CFR 353.36). 
The petttiOn alleged that imports of the 
subject men:bandiae from Italy are ,_. 
being, or are likely to be. sold in the · . 
United Sta tee at less than fair value 
~in the meenins of ..dion 731 of the. 
Act. and that ~eae imports are catnina 
material injmy, or threaten materiaJ . 
injury, to a Unlteci States il\dustry .. 

544.5400.. ... . .. 
The period<>f investigation ifl October 

1. 1985 through.Matdi 31. 1988. . 

. Fail Vaiue Compariscin 

To detennine whether sales of the 
subject merchandise in the United 
States were made at leH than fair value. 
we compared the United States price . 
with the foreign market value. Because a 
complete questionnaire response WBI 
not.received.•• discussed above, both · -
United States price and foreign market 
value were determined aa discussed 
below on the basis of the beet·· . 
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Information otherWise available 
pursuant to section 778(b) of the Act. 

United States Price 

We based United States price on a 
sampling or import statistics as the best 
Information otherwise available. These 
statistics were refined to approximate 
the unit value or the portion or the 
reporting category that best reflects the 
merchandise under investigation. We 
use import data during a period lagged 
two months from the period of 
investigation to approximate sales . ; 
during that period based on knowledge 
of the industry, transit time. and delays 
in statistical reporting. 

Foreign Market Value 

We based foreign market value on 
prices reported in the petition which 
were updated to reflect changes iri the 
currency conversion rate. Pursuant .to 
I 353.36 or the Commerce Regulations, 

! we made currency conversions at the · 
rates certified by the.Federal Reserve 
Bank. 

Verification 

Because a complete questionnaire· 
response was not received; as discussed 
above. none of the data submitted by .. 
the respondent was verified .. 

Petitioner's CommeriL Petitioner 
argues that, because no new information 
has been received by the agency since 
the time of the preliminary 
determination. which could eonstitute 
the best information otherwise 
available, the agency should again use 
petitioner's data and publicly available 
import statistics for purposes of the final 
determine ti on. · · 

DOC Response. We agree. 
Respondent did not submH a complete 
response io a timely manner. despite our 
granting a· substantial period of time for 

. - its submission.. . 
Respondent's CommenL Respondent 

argues that its failure ti) responCi to our 
questionnaire was due to the company's 
size and resultant delay. of the . 
questionnaire reaching the responsible 
official. They re.quested we postpone our 
final determination to permit them to file 
a response. 
· DOC Response. The reconi shows 

that the company was aware of this 
proceeding from the outset by inquiries 
from the Department through the 
American Embassy. Rome. and our 
direct communications by telephone, 
telex and letters to company officials. 
Despite those requests the company 
failed to provide a complete response io 
the extended 9 weeks period allowed. 
Accordingly, we denied their request for 
postponement ' 

Contlnuadon of Suspenllon of . 
Uquldation · 

In accordance with section 733(d) of 
the Act, we are directing the United 
States Customs Service to continue to 
suspend liquidation of all entries of 
mirrors in stock sheet arid lehr end sizes 
from Italy that are entered, or 
withdrawn from warehouse. for 
consumption on or after the date of 
publication of this notice in the Federal 
Register. The. United States Cua toms 
Service shall require '8 cash deposit or 
the posting of a bond equal to the . 
estimated weighted-average amount by 
which the foreign market value of the 
merchandise subject to this · 
investigation exceeds the United States 
price as shpwn in the table below. Thia 
suspension of liquidation will remain in 
effect until further notice. 

Societa ll8iano Vetro, $pA. ···--·-···------.. -..... . 1111.29 
M Olw ~~/&partn._ 1111.29 

ITC Notmcalion 

In acconiance witb section 735(d) of 
the Act, we will notify the ITC of °'1r 
determinatiQn. In addition. we are 
making available to the ITC all 
nonprivileged and nonproprietary 
information relating to thi11 
investigation. We will allow the ITC 
access to all privileged and proprietary 
information in our files, provided the 
ITC confmns that it will not disclose · · 
such information, either publicly or· 
under an administrative protective 
order, without the written consent of the · 
Deputy Assistant Secretary for Import 
Administration. 

The ITC will make its determination 
whether these iinports are materially 
injuring, or are tbreatening material · : 
injury to, a U.S. industry within 45 daye 
of the publication of this notice. If the . 
ITC determines that material injury or ·· 
threat of material injwy does not exilt. · 
the proceeding will be terminated and ·· 
all securities posted as a result of · 
suspension of liquidation will be 
refunded or cancelled. . 

However, if the ITC determines that 
such injury does exist. we will i11&ue an 
antidumping duty onier directing 
Customs officers to asse88 an 
antidumping duty on mirrors In stock 
sheet and lehr end sizes from Italy 
entered. or withdrawn from warehouse,· 
for consumption after the suspension of : 
liquidation, equal to the amount by ; 
which the foreign market value exceeds· 
the United Stittes price. ' 

" Thia determination ls being published 
pursuant to HCtion 735{d) of the Act (19 
u.s.c. 1873d). 
Paul Freedenbers, 
Assistant Secretary for Trade Administration. 
November 24, 1988.· 
(PR Doc. 86-27088 ~ed lZ-1_.; 8:45 am) 
laLING COOi lllo.os-411 . 

CA-588-603~ 

Antldumplng; Mirrors In Stock Sheet 
and Lehr End Size• From Japan; Final 
Determination of Sain It Lesa Than 
Fair Value 

AGENCY: International Trade 
Admirustration. Import AdministratiOn. 
Commerce. 
ACTION: Notice. 

SUMMARY: We have determined that 
mirrors in stock sheet and lehr end sizes 
&Om Japan are being, or are likely to be, 
sold in the United States at less than fair 
value, and have notified the U.$. 
International Trade Commission (ITC) 
of our determination. We bave also 
directed the U.S. Customs Service to 
continue to suspend liquidation of all 

··entries of mirrors in stock sheet and lehr 
·end sizes from Japan that are entered or 
·withdrawn from warehouse, for 
consumption. on or after the date of, 
publication of this notice, and to require 
a cash deposit or bond for-each entr)t tn 
an amount equal to·the estimated · 
dumping margin as described In the · 
"Continuation of Suspension of 
Liquidation" section of tbls notice. 
EFFECTlft DAn: December Z. 1986. 
FOii FURTHER INFORllATIOll CONTACT: 
Mar)t S. Clapp, Office of lnveatigatiooa. : .:·. 
Import Administration. International. . 
Trade Admini1tration. U.S. Department 
of Commerce, 14th Street and 
Constitution Avenue NW., Washington. . 

. DC 20230, telepbOne (202) 377-1789. . 
SUPPLlmNT~ ..cMlllATION: 

Final Determlnatloa 

We have determined that mirrors ln. ·· 
stock sheet and lehr end sizes from 
Japan are being, or are likely to be, sold 
in the United States at leas than fair 
value as provided in section 735 of the 
Tariff Act of 1930, as amended (19 
U.S.C. 1873d) (the ACt). The weighted
average margin applicable to all 
exporters is 89,59 percent 

Caae Hlatory · 

On April l, 1888; we received a 
petition in proper form filed. by the 
·Natloaal AISOCiation of Minor· 
Manufacturers In complkmce with the: · · 
filing requtrementa of I 353.38 of the 
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Commerce RegulBtiona (19.CFR 353.38}. 
ne petil.iOD all~ that impol18 of the 
subject merchandise from Japan are · 
being. or are likely to be. aold·ia the 

·United States at len than fair value 
within the meaning of section.731 of the 
Act, and that these imports are causing 
material injury. or threaten material .. 
injury. to a United States industry.· 

·After reviewing the petition. we· 
determined that it contained sufficient 
grounds upon which to initiate an -
antidumpP!g ~investigation. We 
initiated the inveslisation o~ April 21 •. 
1986 {51FR15936. April 29, 1986), and 
notified the rrc of our action. -

On May 13. t~. the ITC found that · 
there.is a.reasonable indication that"· . 
importi of alim>rs -ID ltock sheet and -
lelu: ,end sizes from Japan_ are materially 
injur:ing a U.S. indu:stry (U.S. ITC~ 
No.1850. May t~). __ - _ -

, On.June 8.1986. we presented _ 
questionnaires to Central Gl1U111 ~. Ltd. 
&Del NippOn "Street Glau Co., Ltd,. since. 
we had inform~tioa indicatmH that they 
ac00Ullt~ for appro~tely 73 percent 
of the exports to :the United States 

_ . dµring the period of investigation. A -

Additional data for Nippon Sheet -· -
Glass Co •• Ltd. was received on . 
Septem~ 28, 1988. and for Central 
Glass-Co., Ud. on Odober 3. 1988. In our· 
letter of October 14.1988. we infonned 
respoadenta that due to the exli!nsiom 
of. time granted tO ahem prior to -
September a. we would not consider in 
our investiption aay data submitted _ 

· - after tMt date. · _ · - . · 
Our preliminary detennination 

·provided mterested parties with an 
·opportunity to l8bmjt views orally or in · 
writing. Accardingly; we held a public 
hearins OD October 16. 1988. 

Scope of Investigation 

The products covered 'by thia 
inve&tigation are unfinished glass -
mii'rora. made of any of the glaBS 
described in TSUS item numbers "541.tt 
thl'ough 544.41, 15 square feet or more in 
reflecting area. which have,not been 
subjected to any finishins operation 
such as beveling. etching, edging. or 
framing, classifiable in the Tariff 

:Schedules of the United States . 
Annotabed(l'SUSAJ under item number 
544.5400. 

rates certified by the Federal Reserve 
Bank.-

Verification 

Beoeuae the questionnaire resporuies 
· were inaufficient. as discuSBed above. 

· none. of the data submitted by 
respondents was verified'. 

Pl!li~ar~ ~cmlll 
Petitioner's Comment 1. Petitioner 

argues that becailse no new infonnation 
has been received by the agency which 
could constitute the best information 
otherwise available siilce the time of the 
preliminary determination. the agency 
should again use petitioner·s data and 
publicly available import statistics for -
purposes of the final determination. 
D~ RBsponse. We agree. 

Respondents did not nbrnit complete 
responsas in a timely manner. despite. 
our granting them a total of nine 
additional weeks for aubmissions. 

· tw"o-week ex~ of re.ponse time 
was granted k)both eompanie1 oo July 

- 1, 1986. On JUiy Zl. 1986. We 'received the 
narrative and Computer tape-veniom of 
the responaes &Om both compariiea. 
Botti Ol the 11ueationriaire responsee 

- The period of investigation is October 
t. 1985_ through March 31~ 1988. · · 

Petitioner'11 Cornmeal 2. Petitioner -
argues that the respondents' request that 
third country sales be used for foreign 
market .value in our final detennination 
should be denied. Petitioner argues: (t) 
The agency. not the respondent, is the 
one to decide which data will be ased to 
determine foreign market value; (2) the 
eXistence of related parties in the home 
market does not mandate the use of 
third country aalea; and (3) respondents' 
explanation.of their .ystem of -
distribution does not Justify their refusal 
to provide llome market sales data. 

were insuff'icleet. RespondeDts reported · 
only a small portion of boine market 
sales. The reapomes to many questions 

-on both United States price and home 
market salea iridicated that they were 
"still under consideration." · 
Explanatioos for the calculation of ma.Dy 
expense categories were' not given. Also, 
respOndents did not submit proper non
proprietary suinmaries on a timely·basia. -

Fair Value Comparison 

To determine whether aalea of uM 
subject merchandise in tbe United _ 
States were made lit ~81 than fair value, 
we compared the United States price -
with the foreign market"value: Becauae 
the questiODD8ire responses were 
insufficient. both United S&atea price 
and fGreign market value we~ 

_ determined, aa discu~d below, 0n the· 
basis of tbs be&t information otherwiae 
avail_ilble pursuant to section 1?8(b4 ol 
the AcL -

United.States Price. 
Deficiency letters were sent to both 

re&pondenta on Auguat 11. 1986. Revised -
and complete responses were due 

_ · Aapat 15, 1988. Answers to oar We baaed United States price on it 

DOC Response. We agree. See the 
- resPome to Respondents' Comment 1. · 

- Petitioner's Commtmts. Petitioner · 
_ argues that the agency should use the __ 
·certified daily exchange ~tea to convert 
yen ftsur- fntO U.S. doD81'8, :rather thn 
the epeclahxi::bangie rate.t req~sted hf 
the respondent.a to aecowit for 
abnormalities in the exchange rates 
during the period of investigation. · · • deficiency letters were not received aampliq of import statistlca as the best 

until Septembers. 1988. Theae ~ infonnatiMl otherwise availabl~ na.. -· 
were still not complete. We allowed - statiatia wemrefined toapproximalie 

OOCReflponae. We agree. An 
analy9i1 of.the certified ~nge rates 
for the past ,ear b11B shomfthat the 
valae ef the-yen appreciated steadily. 

.. _ lllltil September B. tgae; for submissions · the mihalue of the portion of the . 
of data. - · - , - reporting category that best Pefleala the 

On September 8, 1986. we issaed an · merchandise under inVestiaation. We 
-11ffirmative preliminary determination used import data· during a period las8ed 
(St FR 32507, September U. 1986). Ai.a - three months from the period of 
o_n September B. 1986. we received a investigation to approximate sales -
submission from Central GlaBB Co.. Ud. -during that period baaed on mowtedge 
containing iome third country Sales data -of the iildustry, tr8nsit time. and delays 
along with a first-time request from · in statistical reporting. - _. 
respondents' cotinsel that we use·tlitnl 
co\int?y sales for purposes ~f f~reign 

Foieign ·M~ket Value -. 

· with no evidence of temporary 
Oactuations in the exchange rates which 
would warrant use of the special rule 
contained In I 353.56{b) of the 
Co~ regulations. In addition, 
respondents have not demonstrated a 
revision of prices to the United St_ates to 
offset die c:b.augee in exchange rates. 

Resjl0od8ats~ cOmmaota . market value fOr both compames. Thia We baMd foreign 11U1.rket value on 
request waa ~ aa i'elpondanta' · - _ . prieea.itlpOIW la~ peWion wbich·. - - ' . . . 8.Rs!'Omlenta' Comment J. 
•liegation tJaetalhalea-ia·thebcnne ... ;. __ ; Wall! arpdated to eeftect chllnp8 la the· · ·· RespondeDts IH'SUll that thfrd CDGA!iy -

-~et were to .re~~ted parti--aDd, . . cunencr..m.waraom riate.. fluauant to- , - 18188 data'ftlust be used H \he basie to· 
-ther81cirit. aMlbinot ba~nwt.a.da.a bala ~ ~-I na-•of llae Copp91ee a.platloa· . :c;a1cu1ot1t fmeip.lln8Jbt value heesue 
Jor detenniningf8'r "81u:· ... ~: . --..: .· .·. ~-- we 1nade currency~oasatdl9 there are no Unrelated party . . . . ' . .·.. . ~.. ·- ~ - . 



A-60 

Federal ·Register ·l.-·Vot-.5t; :No; -231 'I Teesday, December Z. U8B f ·MOtlcea . ·- . -·. '34DI-

transacHona upon which .to base·foretsn 
markelYahie. . . · . 

DOC Responae. We disagree.· .·. · 
Respondents' allegation that all home 
market sales were to ·related customen 
wa1ftot.•dequatety substantiated. If all 
sale1 were to related parties, the first 
sales froin related parties to unrelated 
partie. ahould have been reported. -

RespondentJJ 'Comment 2. ··· 
Respondents argue that the calculation 
of United States price should be1>a~ 
on respondents' United States sales · 
intormation submitted to the . · 
Department since the United States ... 
price information was complete and 
presented in a timely manner. 

DOC Response: We disagree.United 
States aalea information submitted by 
the resp~>ndents was not complete. 
Respondents failed to answer portions ·· 
of the questionnaire and to provide 
sufficient explanations of certain 

..._allocations of costs. · 
Respondents' Comment 3. 

Respondents argue that. if the 
Department relies on best information 
otherwise available, United States price 
cannot be based on the sampling of 
import statistics used for the preliminary 
determination. Respondents suggest that 
the Department use statistics covering 
all imports under TSUS item mnnbers 
544.11 throl,18h 544.41, rather than the 
selected volumes entering under. TSUSA 
item number 544.5400, which we used 
for our preliminary 4etermination. ·. · · 

DOC Response. We diSagree. We feel 
that the import .statistics. used are 
suitable for determining an accurate 
United States price for the merchandise . 
imported during the period or 
i,nveatigation. We used a sampling of the 
largest volilmes enterui, under TSUSA 
item-nwnber 544.5400, a basket category 
includi.ns ·an tniiTors over 1 square foot 
in area. 'Since lhe investigation <:oven _ 
only unfinished mirrors 15 square feet in 
area. and due to the evidence on record . 
that smaller mirrors are sold 'at higher 
pricea, we determined that the smaller 
mi~ included in the TSUS item · 
would probably be at higher prices per 
unit (square foot) than the large mirrors 
under investigation.Our sampling 
focused on the largest volumes per porf 

· since there is a greater likelihood that 
these larger shipments would include 
mainly the products under investigation. 

As for the re9p0ndents' assertion that 
we include all merchandise under TSUS 
item numbera 544.11 through 544.41. we · 
find this to be'an unreasonable request 
since these TSUS numbers cover glass. 
AOt minvn. . · 
_ ~ni.~commenu. _._. · . 

of investigaflon'ln maldns-e.xchange rate 
conversions. · . 

DOC Response. We disagree'. See 
Petitioner'• Comment 3. 

Respondents;' Comment 5. . 
Respondents argue that due to the 
affirmative prelimin&J'Y detenniDBUOD 
and a compelling need shown by 
respondents. the Deparbneht should 
have postponed the rU181 determination. 

DOC Response. We disagree. U 
exporters who account for a significant 
proportion of exports or the 
merchandise under investigation 
properly requeat an ext~sioa after.au .. 
affirmative preliminary determination, 
we are required. absent compelling 
reasons to the contrary. to grant the 

. requesL In this case. respondents .were 
granted nine additional weeb (i.e .. until 
our preliminary determinaticm) to - . 
respond to oiir questionnaire. Despite 
repeated extensions. respondenta failed 
to provide either timely or adequate 
information with respect to their United · 
States and borne market sales. Indeed. 
by September S. 1986. the date of our. 
preliminary detennination. respondents 
had indicated that no further home 
market salea information woUld ,be : . 
provided and. henceforth. third country 
sales wotild be reported for use aa · ·. 
foreign market value. Based on the · 
foregoing, we determined that It wa1 
inappropriate to extend thia rmal 
determination and that compelling 
reasons existed which iustifled our 
denial of respondents' requesL (See 
Case History aection of this notice.) 

Continuation of Sutlpension of 
liquidation - .. 

lri accordance with section 733(d) of . 
the Act. we aie directin,g the United 
Statea Customs Service .to continue to . _ 
suspend liquidation of all entries ol .. · . 
mirrors in stock sheet and lehr and end 
siz1:11 from Japan that are enteied. or . 

0 

withdrawn from warehouse, for .. 
consumption, on or after·the date of . 
publication of this notice bathe Fedenl 
Register. The United Statea Cue~ 
Service ahall mqaire a cub deposit.or 
the postins ol a bond eqWll to the . · 
estimated weisbted-everage amount by 
which the foreip market value of the 

· merchandise subject to this 
investigation exceeds the United Statea 
price as shown In the table below. Thia 
suspension of liquidation will remaln in 
effect until further DOtice. · 

.. ....._..,,..._,.... .. 

_·-Ra~taargutt~t~e~. 
· 1houlcl ~"e iato ~&Jhe aharp · .. _ · . 
;B-ppe8ciaUoa of the yen durins the. period : 

Al~~·'-·-··•• 

ITC Notific:atioD 

In accordance with sedion 735(d) of 
.the Act. we wi11 notify the ITC of our 
detennination. In addition. we are 
making available to ·the ITC all . . . 
nonprivileged and nonproprletary 
informal.ion relating to thia · · 
investlsatioa. We will aDow the ITC 
access to an. privilegeH!la-proprietary 
information in our mes. provided the 
ITC confirms that lt will.not disclose. 
such intermation. either publicly or 
lDlder an adriiinlstrative .piotective · 
order. without the written consent of the -
Deputy Assistant Secretary for Import 
Administration. · 

The rrc Will make tt9 determination 
whether these imports are materially 
injuring.« are threatenins material 
injW'J to a U.S. industry within 45 days 
of the publication of this notice. H the 
ITC determines that material injury or 
threat of material injury does not exist. 
the proceeding will be tenninated and 
all securities .posted u a re1ult of 
suspension of liquidation will be 
refunded or cancelled. 

However. if the ITC deteiminea that 
such lnjurJ does exist. we will t1911e an 
antidmnpins duty order dlrectins . 
Customs officers to assess an 
antidumping duty on mirrors in stock 
.sheet and lehr el)d sizes from Japan 
entered. •withdrawn from warehouse, 
.for con.smnpttoft after the 1aspenalon of 
liquidation. equal. tO the amount-bf . 
which the forelgft miubt n1u89 exceeth 
the United States price. . . - · · · 

This detemiination is being published 
pursuant to. section 135(d) of the Act (19. . 
u.s.c. 18'73c!). . . ~- -. . . . 
hm,...._\.ls.·- · 
AssistODt~ for TTada Adiruni~lioa. 
NOYem~z&. Hiii. 

·(FR Doc. -..Z7987 mad 11-0l-ak e:4a am) 

. lA-47MI01 I .. 

Antldumplngi lllmn In .Stoc:ll ..... 
MCI Lehr End Sima From POftupt 
Final De....,.lnatlon Df a.lee Id Lw 
T1w:l F* Value 
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8UllllARY: We have determined that 1986 (St flt 15937, April %9, 1988), and 
mirrora in stock sheet and lehr end sizes notified the ITC of our action. 
&om Portugal are being, or are likely to On May 18, 1986. the ITC found that 
be, sold in the United States at leH than there is a reasonable indication that 
fair value. The United States imports of mirrors in stock sheet and 
International Trade CommiHion (ITC) lehr end sizes from Portugal are 

-will determine, within 45 days of materially injuring a U.S. industry (U.~. 
publication of this notice, whether these ITC Pub. No. 1850; May, 1986). 
imports are ~aterially injuring, or On May 20, 1986, we presented a 
threatening material injury to, a United questionnaire to Abilio de Sousa, Filhos 
States industry. We have also directed and Ca., Limitada (Sobil), since we had 
the U.S. Customs Service to continue to information indicating that they. 
suspend liquidation of all entries of accounted for virtuaHy all of the exports 
mirrora in stock sheet and lehr end sizes to the United States during the period of 
from Portugal that are ent~red, or investigation. An extension of time in 
withdrawn from warehouse, for which to respond was granted, and, on 
constimption, on or after the date of July 14, 1986, we received the narrative · 
publication of this notice, and to require version of the questionnaire response. 
a .cash deposit or bond for each entry in On July 17, 1986, we received the · 

. an amount equal to the estimated computer tape version of.the response. 
dwnpirig margin as described in the Since the responses were insufficient, 
"Continuation of Suspension of we sent a defici!lncY letter on August 12, 

· Liquidation" section of this notice. 1986. On August 19, 1986, we .received • 
EFFEc:TriE DAT£ December 2. 1986. the supplemental response. On 

September 8, 1986, we issued an 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: . ffirm } d . 
Karen DiBenedetto (202-377_17781, or a ative pre iminary etermination of . 
Marys. Clapp, {202-377.;.17691, Office of sales at less than fair 'value (51 ~ 32508, 
lnveettnatione. Import Administration, September 12, 1986). Our notice of the 

"'6 preliminary determination provided· 
International Trade Administration, U.S. interested parties with an opportunity to 
Department of Commerce. 14th Street submit Views orally or in writing. Based 
and Constitution Avenue NW., upon a timely request, a public hearing . 
Washington, DC 20230. was held on October 9, 1986. · · 
SUPPLEllENTAL INfORMATION: 
Final Determination Scope of Investigation 

· · · . The products covered by this . 
We have determined that ~re in.· . investigation .are unfmished glaBS 

stock sheet and lehr end sites trOm · · . ·mirrors, made of any of the glase · 
Portugal are being~ or are ~ikely to he_. . •described j.n TSUS items 541.11 through 
sold in the United States at Iese than fair 544.41, t5 iquare feet or more in 
value as provided in section 735 of the reOecting area, whicJi have not been 
Tariff ACt ofl930. as amended (19 . subjected to any finishing operatioQ 
U.S.C. 1673~) (the.Ac~). The weighted- auch as bevelling, etching, edging, or 
average Jnargins are shown in the framing. currently classifiable in the ·· 
"Continuation of Suspension of Tariff Schedules of the United S'ates 
Liquidation" section or this notice. Annotated (TSUSA) under Item 544.5400. 
Case History We made comparisons on all of the· - · 

on' April 1, l986. we received a sales of the product during the period of 
petition in proper form filed by the 

1
investigation, August 1, 1985 through · 

National Association of Mirror anuary 31• t988. ' 
Manufacturers, on behalf of the U.S. 
industry producing mirrors in stock 

. sheet and lehr end sizes. In compliance 
·with the filing requirements of section _ 
353.38 of the Commerc~ Regtilations (19 
CFR 353.36), the petition alleged that 
imports of the subject merchand.ise from · 

·Portugal are being, or are likely to be, . . 
sold in the United States at less than fafr 
value .within the meaniJl6 or section 731 
or the Act. and that these imports . 
materially injure, or threaten material 
injury to. a U.S. industry. . 

After reviewing the petition, we. 
determined that it contained sufficient 
grounds upon which to initiate an 
antidumping duty inveetigation. We 
initiated ~e investigation on April ~t. 

Fair Value Comparisons 

To determine whether sales of the 
subject merchandise in the United 
States were made at less then fair value, 
we compared the United States price 
with the foreign market value. 

United States Price 

AB provided in section 772(b) of the 
Act. we used the purchase price or the 
subject merchandise to represent the 
United States price because the 
merchandise was sold to unrelated U.S. 
purchasers prior to ita importation into 
the United States. 

We calculated the purchase priat for 
Sobll based on the F.O.B. price t~ 
unrelated U.S. purchasers. We made 

deductions. where appropriate, for 
discounts, port charges, freight and 
insurance. 

Foreign Market Value 

In accordance with section n3(a) of 
the Act, we calculated foreign market 
value based on delivered home market -
prices to unrelated purchasers since 
there were sufficient sales of such or 
similar merchandise. We made 
deductions. wbere appropriate, for 
freight and discounts. We made an 
adjustment under section 353.15 of the 
Commerce Regulations for differences in 
circumstances of sale for credit 
expenses. No home market packing 
costs were reported. We added U.S. 
packing to home market prices . 

We compared identical {such) . 
merchandise sold in the home market to 
the merchandise sold to the United 
States in accordance with section 
771(16)(A) of the Act. 

We made currency conversions from 
Portuguese escudos to U.S. dollars in 
accordance with I 353.56(a) of our · 
regulations, using the certified daily · 
exchange rates furnished by the Federal 
Reserve Bank of New York. 

Verification · 

As provided in section 776{a) of the 
Act, we verified a.II information . 
provided by Sobil by using standard 

·verification procedures, which included 
on-site inspection of manufacturer's 
facilities and examination of relevant 
Hlee ai:id financial records of the 
company .. 

:-

Petitioner's Comments 

Comment 1. Petitioner argues that the 
Department-is·required to use sales of_ 
identical merchandise as the basis for 
foreign market value, where the q·uantitY · 
of home market sales of such or similar 
merchandise is sufficient to form an : . 
adequate basis_ for comparison. · 

DOC Reaponse. We agree. We . 
determined that there were sufficient 
home market-sales of such or similar 
mercha~dise to form an adequate basis . · 
for determining foreign market value. 
After determining that there is a vi_able 
hoine market, we then determine which 
product among such or similar products 
is the most similar. There were sales of 
identical merchandise in the home 
marke\. Since the statutory preference is 
for comparisons of identical (such) · 
merchandise, we compare these to the 
U.S, sales, absent ~viderice that they are 
not in the normal courae of trade. . 

Comment Z. Petitioner claimf that the 
Department failed to adjust. the prU;es or . 
similar merchandise to account .. ·. . . 
sufficie~tly for p~yl,ical ~ifrei:en~s for 
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detarmination and that ihve cOntilu• ~·.· · the esttmated wellht9d-avei'ap-amoant · ·· · . · . · · · . 
include similar merchandise ins '- .::. -by~ theforetgn market valae of the Antldwecplnt; lllrron In 8tocll SbMI 
compari~ we shoU1checalcillate ttte::-... · merchandise subject to thU ·· -.·· · · · . · ·· : and Lehr .End Sima FrorR 9W·Unlted 

· adiustme_nt. . · · . . . · investigation exceeda ·die United Stales . Kingdom; Flml~ of a.a. 
DOC Respanse. Since we did not use· price as 11hown in the table below. Thia at Lwa ThM Fairy.... -

11imilar merChandise in our compariaom 11uspensfon Of. liquidation will remain in AGENCY: latemation81 Trade 
for this detenniAalion. the iuue ia ineot. effect until furtheraotice. Administratioa. lmport.Atimlniatration. 

Comment 3:Petitioner Claims that the Commerce.· 
Department is required to use a daUy 
exchange rate when comparing the 
foreian market.value to U.S. sale11 on . 
datea where daily ratea exist. 

oOc ResponM. We agree md u8ed.' 
the appropriate exchange rate11 for oiur · . · Abilio de ScMa. Rtw..., ea.. l..imbdl •. ...:.. 
compariaona. Because the exchanse rate Al oaw ~~ 
on the date of purchase varied by more 
than five percent from the quarterly rate.· · 
we used the daily rate aa..certified by the . rrc Netlfk:ation 

17.SS ., .. 
Federal ReserVe Bank of New.York. The . 
special rule oft 353.56{b) of the. · . 
Department's regula.tiena does not . 

In aceordance with ~ectiOa 735{d) of. 

apply. 
Comment 4.·Petitioner Claims.that the · 

Department properly disallowed Sobil's 
claimed credit expeo.ses since the terma 
of sale were not adequately explained. 

DOC Response. We disagree. See our 
response to Respondeaf1 Comment.%. ·. 

Respondent's Comments 

· the At:t. we will notify the ITCd our 
· detenninatiorL JD additioD. we are : 

making available '° the rrc au 
nonprivileged and ~tarJ · 
information relating to thia . 

· investigation. We will allow die ITC _ · 
accesa to all privileged and busine .. 

· proprietary infOnnation ill oar filea. 
·. provided the rrc confirma that It will , ·. 
. not disclose such information. either · 
publicty·or wider an administrative 

ACTION: Notice. 

&ulDIAllr. We haw detenniaed·that 
mirrors ill ltock sheet and lebr end me. 
from the Uuitad Kingdom are beio& or 
are likelr to be. aold m the United Statee 

· at leu than fair value. We have notified 
the U.S. International Trade 
Comminion {ITC) of oW' determinatioa.. 

. We hm alao diPacted 1he U.S. Customa 
. Service to eon~ to suspend 
· liquidation of all entries Ofmirrenl !a . 
1tock sheet and lebr end sizes from Iba 
United kingdom that are entenMl ar - · 
withch:awnfrom warebciule •. for '· · 
consumption. on or after the date of 
publication of this notice. and to require 
a cash depeail or ·bolld for each entry in · 
an amount equal to the estimated 
dumPinl llMU'lim as de9cribed in the . 

· "Contimialion of Supenaiwr ef 
. IJquidadon'' 98CtioD of this notice. · 
a:ncn¥e Daft: December z. 1988. 

Cammenl 1. Respoitdent claims that protective order, without the written 
the Dep~rtnient was correct in using the · t of the De t ·Au· fa f FOR PUllntER INFOIUIA TIOll .COlllT ACT: · 
quarterly ext:han8e rates for a11 . . . consen pu J ia D · Raymond G. BU8811. (20Z-317~}or . 
comparlsona. · · · · · · · Secretary for Import ~dininiatration. Mary S. Clapp. ~7'1-'-1769). Office of 

DOC R.espon8t!. gee o'1r response lo · -The ITC will make ita detenninatioa · Inveatigatiom. lmport A.dministraijon. · 
Petitioner's Comment 3. · whether: tbeae. imports. materiallr injure. · lntematioDal Trade AdminlatratioD. U.S. 

Cornmtuit 2. Respondent claims that - or threaten material iDiurr to.-a.U.S. Department of Commei'ce.14t.la"Street 
the Department should allow So bits industry within '5 days oI publication of and Constitution Avenue, NW., 
deduction for home market credit · . this notice. If the ITC determines that · Washington. DC zom. 
expense since it has been verifletl · ' material iniwY Ul':tlueat el meteriti, - 8UPPLEllBfTAL .....,.T10IC · · · · 

DOC Response. We agree. We ·· · · injury doea not uiat. the proceeding will 
verified 'the credit "terms and indirect ' be tenninated .and all aeairitia posted . Final De~doa 
charges· related to the method' af · · · as a result of the suspension of 1 We haw detenniDed that mim>n in · · 
payment tn the home market and.have · · liquidation wHI tJe refunded or - stock sheet andlehr end siz:n from the 
madeanadjustmentfordiflerimcestn cancelled.;· .- ·0 • - '-': · Unitedtcmgdmn~beint.or-arelikelf -- · 
credit expenses under I 353.15 of the · . . . However, if lhe rrc determines tha~ . to be, 80ld iD tb8 United States at-len · · 
Commerce .Regulationa. · · . · · . . . h . . doe xlat. will . . than fair nJae ••provided ID aeotlon 

Comment .9. Respondent cliri1D11 that · c sue; 101'°! · 11 e w~ .188ue 80 735 of lhe Tariff Act of 1930. a1·amended 
the Department waa correct in including antidumplD,8 d1&ty order. directiDJ : (19 .U .S.C.1B73d) (the Act) •. Tbe · · 

. ""limilar"111etehan~in·t1aehome· ·--- .. Cuatomaaiffi.~_to~••.-·-:,. - :- _::.-~- w8JP~wwwpw11mehawn1D-· ·-.. 
market In our compamoria. · ·· · · · antldumpins ~ 08 llUl'l'oa In .tock-- ··· -· th~Umi of Sospemlon al 
· ··DOCRespsnse. W-e-disagree;SeeGQI' · ~ee&and~-.. aimfro.-&rbipl · ... Liquidatbreeclaiacthianotk:e.·: · • .: ·. 
response to ''Petitionen Comment t."! --- - entered, or. withdrewa mm wareboue. . : · . · - ... - . . . . . . . . . . . 

- · · · - · · . . : - · for consumption after tbe mspension.ol . Cue HiatorJ · . . _ . . . . 
Continuation of Suspension of . liquidation. equal to the amount bJ On April 1, 1986, we received a 
UquidatioD ·· which the foreign market v.Jue exceeds petition iD proper form med by the 

;In accordance with section 73;3(d) of the United States price. National Association ofMirrw 
the Act. we are directing the U.S. . Thia determination la being published Manufacturers. on behalf af the U.S. 
Customs Service to continue to suspend~ pursuant to section 73S(d) of the Act (19 lndusby producing minors in 1tock 
liquidation a! aH entries o! mirrors in· U.S.C. ~673d(d)J. . - · · sheet and lehr end stzea. ht c0mpllance 
stock sheet and_ 1ehr end 1rzea. from Pa~ rieedenbels. with the filinl requtrementl of I SSS.38 
Port~al that are entered, or withdrawn· · · of the Coinmerce Regulations (19 CFR 
from warehom~. for consumptton.·an or A6BiitanlS«:retary.forTradeAdlllini6trflli~ 353.38), the petitien alleged that lmpor:ta · 
after' the date of pubJicatfon· of this · · Noviimher 24. 1988. of the subject merchandise &om the 
notice_ tn th_e Fed'!"al Regiater."Ttie u.S: (FR Doc. ll&-Z7088 Filed 1Z-Ot~11:45 am)' United Kingdom are befns, or an tdtel1 
Custom& "Service shall rP.qulte a cash . .. D.LlllQ COCIUl,MMI . . . .. to_ be, ~d In the United Sta tea at lesi - . 
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than fair value within the meaniii, or 
1ection 731 or the Act, and tliat these 
imports materially injure.~r threaten 

· mat'Srial injury to, a U.S. industry. 
After reviewing the petition. we . 

determined that it contained sufficient 
grounds upon which to initiate an 
antidumping duty investigation. We 
initiated the investigation on April 21, 
1986 (51 FR15937, April 29, 1986), and 
notified the ITC of our action. 

On May 16, 1986, the ITC found that 
there is a reasonable Indication that 
imports of mirrors in stock sheet and 
lehr end sizes from the United Kingdom 
are materially Injuring a U.S. industry. 
(U.S. ITC Pub. No. 1650; May, 1986}. 

· · United States price because the 
merchandise was sold to unrelated·U.S. 
purchasers prior to its importation. We · 
calculated purchase price based on the 
FOB. CIF. or free delivered, duty paid 
packed prices. We made deductions for 
brokerage charges and foreign inland 
freight. Where appropriate, we also 
made deductions fur ocean freight, 
marine insurance, and U.S. duty. For 
Solaglas, we also made a deduction, 
where appropriate, for demurrage. For 
Bowman Webber, we also made a 
deduction. where appropriate, for U.S. 

On June 4, 1986, we presented 
questionnaires to Solaglas Coventry, 
Ltd (Solaglas} and Bowman Webber, 
Ltd. (Bowman Webber}. An extension of. 
time in which to respond was granted, 
'and, on July 14 and July 17, 1986, · 
respectively, we received incomplete 
responses from Solaglas and Bowman 
Webber. We requested supplemental 
information from the respondents, and 
Solaglas responded on July 29 and 
August 26, 1986. Bowman Webber 
submitted its supplemental information 
on August 5 and August 22. 1986. 

On September 8. 1986, we issued an 
affirmative preliminary determination of 
sales at less than fair value (51 FR 32510. 

· September 12, 1986). Our preliminary 
determination notice provided . . 
interested parties with an opportunity to 
submit views orally or in writing. 
Accordingly, we held a public hearing 
on October 17, 1986. 

ScOpe of lnv~stigation · 

nie products covered by this 
Investigation are ·unfinished glas~ 
mirrors, made or any of the glaSll 
described in TSUS items 541.11 through 
544.41. 15 square feet or.more in 
reflecting area, which have not been 
subjected to any finishing operation 

. such as bevelling, etching, edging. or 
framing. currently classifiable in the 
Tariff Schedules of the United States 
Annotated (TSUSA) under item 544.5400. 

We made comparisons on virtually all 
or the sales of the product during the 
period of investigation, November t, 
1985 through April 30, 1986. 

Fair Value Comparisons 
; To determine whether sales of the 

subject merchandise in the United 
States were made at less than fair value, 
we compared the U.nited States price 
with the foreign market value. 

United States Price 

As prlJVided in section 772(b) of the 
Act, w.e used the purchase· price. of the 
subled.merchandise'to represent the 

inland freighL . 

Foreign Market Value· · 

In accordance with-section 
773(a}(l}(A) of the Act, we based foreign 
market value on home market prices 
since there were sufficient sales in the 
home market. We made appropriate 
deductions from delivered prices to 
·unrelated purchasers for freight, 
insurance. and discounts. In accordance 
with I 353.15 of Commerce's Regulations 
{19 CFR 353.15), we also made an 
adjustment for differences in 
circumstances of sale for credii terms, 
advertising expenses and warranty 
expenses. For Solaglas, we also made an 
adjustment for ·commissions in the two 
markets. For Bowman Webber, where 
we had commissions in only one market, 
we made adjustments for the differences 
in commiaaiona in the applicable market 
and indirect selling expenses in the . 

. other market. used as an offset to the 
commissions, in aceordance with 

- § 353.15{c) of Commerce's Regulations. 
we.deducted home market packing and 
added U.S. packing. 

We made comparisons of ''.such or 
shiillar" merchandise based on a 
consideration of grade, thiclcness, and 
color of the particular mirrors involved 

We disallowed Bowman Webber's 
. and Solaglas' adjustment claims for 
· currency·conversion and exchange.rate 
fluctuations because th.e respondents 
did not meet the criteria set forth in 
I 353.56{b} of Commerce's Regulations. 
Pursuant to I 353.58 of Commerce's 
Regulations, we made cummcy 
conversions at the rates certified by the 

.. Federal Reserve Bank. ·. . · · 
We also disallowed Bowman 

Webber's and Solaglas' claims for a". 
level of trade adjustment because they · 
did not show that tJelling expenses 
incurred on U.S. sales would have been 
incurred in the home market had such · 
sales existed there, nor did they 

' demonstrate and quantify the effect on 
·prices in the relevant markets. 

Verification 

As provided in section 776{a} of the 
Act, we verified all information 

provided by the respondents by using 
standard verification procedures, which 
included on-site inspection of 
manufacturer's facilities and 
exa·inination of relevant sales and 
financial records o~ the .company. 

Petitioner's Comments 

Petitioner's Comment 1. Petitioner 
argues that Solaglas should not be 
allowed a level of trade adjustment for 
sales to it& U.S. agent because the 
agreement by which Solaglas ·sold at a 
lesser price to its U.S. agent was merely 
an arms-length price negotiation with an 

· lndMdual customer. Petitioner further· 
argues that Solaglas has inadequately 
qu·antified the adjustment by basing the 
adjustment on alleged price concessions 

· which account for different factors than 
just alleged setting expenses .. 

DOC Position. We agree. See DOC 
Position to Solaglas Comment t. 

Petitioner's Comment 2. Petitioner 
argues that Bowman Webber should not 
be allowed a level of trade adjustment 
on sales to its U.S. distributor because 
respondent did not adequately quantify 
Its claims. 

DOC Position. We agree. See DOC 
Position to Bowman Webber Comment 
t. 

Petitioner's Comment 3. Petitioner 
argues that we should disallow Bowman 
Webber's and Sol_aglas' cJ~ for the 
application of the 90-day lag rule for 
currency conversion because there ha_s 

. been a sustained change in the 
exchange .rate. · . . . 
· DOC Position. We agree. See DOC 
Position to Bowman Webber Coniment 2 
and Solaglaa Comment 3. 

Petitioner's Comment 4. Petitioner 
argues that we should disallow Solaglas' 
claimed adjustment for bad debt · 
expense because the expense is not 
directly related to the sales under 

· investigation. · 
DOC Position. We agree. See DOC 

Position to Solaglas Comment 2. 
Petitioner's Comment 5. Petitioner 

argues that the Department should . 
disregard Solaglas' sales to related 
parties because the_ sales were at lower 
prices than those to unrelated · · 

· purchasers. ·• · · 
DOC Position. We agree. See DOC · · 

Position to Solaglas Comment 4. 
Petitioner's Comment 8. Petitioner 

argues that the Department should not 
allow Solaglas' claimed circumstance of 
sale adjustment for advertising 
expenses because the clain:is were not 
adequately documented. 

DOCPosition. We disagree. . 
Advertising expenses were verified to 
be attributable to subsequent resales of 
the merchandi9e and were, tl)erefore, 
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determined to be directly related to the 
sales under consideration.. · 

Petitioner's Comment 1, Petitioner . 
argues that the'Departmt:Dt should itot 
allow the 'Verified home market cash . 
discount amount because the amount 
was different than what was reported in 
Solaglas' original response. 

DOC Position. We disagree. The 
pu~se of the Department's verification 
process is to ~stablish the validity of the 
questionnaire response. When we find · 
that a claim is justified but the amount 
differs from that reported, we use the 
verified amount. Therefore, for purposes 
of this final determination, we adjusted 
Solaglas' home market discount claim to 
correspond to the verified amount. 

Petitioner's Comment B. Petitioner 
argues that the Department did not 
verify Bowman Webber's claim that 
certain invoices sold in 100-inch widths 
were lehr end rather than stock sheet 
sizes. 

DOC Position. We disagree. We 
verified this item as noted below in 
DOC Position to Bowman Webber 
Comment3. 

Respondents'. Comments 
Bowman Webber Comment 1. 

Bowman Webber argues that its home 
market sales and its one sale to its 
exclusive U.S. distributor were at 
different levels of trade. Therefore, an 
adjustment equivalent to at least the · 
home market indirect selling expenses is 
necessary to compare home market 
sales with this sale. Bowman Webber 
argues that by ·shifting the role of 
national distributor from itself to the 
distributor, it also shifted the burden of 
indirect sales expenses necessary to sell 
to U.S. wholesalers and mirror 
manufacturers. As an alternative to the 
claimed level of trade adjustment. 
Bowman Webber asks that the 
Department make an equivalent 
adjustment as a cost-justified quantity 
discount because of the quantity 
differences between home market sales 
and the particular sale. Bowman · 
Webber argues that it incurred indirect 
selling costs on direct sales to 
wholesalers and mirror processors in 
the United States when it acted as U.S. 
national distributor, but these expenses 
were not incurred on the sale to its 
distributor. thus justifying a lower price. 
Therefore, if a level of trade adjustment 
is disallowed. we should make a special 
quantity discount adjustment reflecting 
the very large size of this one sale; 

DOC Response. We diaagree. We 
disallowed the level of trade adjustment 
because respondent did not show that 
selling expenses incuned on U.S. tales 
would have been incurred in the home 
market had there been 1ales at the same 

level of trade 1n that market. With 
regard to the claim for an adjustment for . 
quantity discount. an analysis of home 
market sales indicated that Bowman 
Webber did.not have any sale11 of this 
size in the home market. Therefore, we 
could not quantify any adjustment for 
this sale. Therefore, we did not allow 
the additional quantity discount . 
adjustment beyond those already 
granted on home market sales. 

Bowman Webber Comment 2. 
Bowman Webber argues that the 
Department should apply the 90-day lag 
rule for currency conversion purposes. 
Bowman Webber argues that since the 
value of the dollar declined significantly 
against the pound sterling during the 
fourth quarter of 1985. a fluctuation 
which was not predicted at the time, 
U.S. sales during November and 
December 1985 should be compared to 
home market sales prices based upon 
the exchange rates in effect during the 
third quarter of 1985, when the U.S. 
prices were quoted. 

DOC Response. We disagree. The 
exchange rate change at issue has been 
a sustained one, rather than a temporary 
one. Bowman Webber has stated that, 
consistent with industry practice, it 
revises .its prices once or twice a year. 
Since Bowman Webber did not revise 
its U.S. prices during the period of 
investigation to take into account the 
llUstained increase in the value of the 
pound; we have disallowed the claim 
and used certified daily exchange rates 
furnished by the Federal Reserve Bank 
of New York. in accordance with 
I 353.56 of our regulations. 

Bowman Webber Comment 3. 
Bowman Webber contends that sales of 
certain lehr end sizes to the U.S. market 
were improperly categorized as stock 
sheet and were. therefore, incorrectly 
compared to home market sales of stock 
sheet. 

DOC Response. We agree. 
Verification indicated that the sales 
were lehr end sizes and proper 
comparisons have been made for this 
final determination. 

Bowman Webber Comment 4. 
Bowman Webber argues that sales of 
peach colored mirrors in the home 
market are too small to provide an 
adequate comparison for sales to the 
U.S. Therefore, the Department should 
compare U.S. sales of peach colored 
mirrors to sales in a third country. 

DOC Position. We disagree. We 
determined that there were sufficient 
sales of the subject merchandise in the 
home market to- form an adequate basis 
for determining foreign market value. 
After determining that there is a viable 
home market, we then determine which 
product among such or similar product• 

is the mc;Jst similar. There were sales of 
peach mirro.rs. which constitute 
identical merchandise. in the home 
market. Therefore, we compared sales of 
peach mirrors in both markets. · 

Bowman Webber Comment 5. 
Bowman Webber states that it cancelled 
one sale to a U.S. customer because the 
customer was not able to receive the 
merchandise. The merchandise was then 
sold to a different customer at a lower 
price. Bowman Webber argues that the 
original higher-priced sale should be 
used when making a comparison to 
foreign market value. 

DOC Position. We disagree. We 
consider the first transaction to be a 
cancelled sale and the second 
transaction to be the actual completed 
sale. Therefore, we hav~ used the later 
transaction in our computations. 

Solaglas Comment 1. Solaglas argues 
that it should be allowed a level of trade 
adjustment on its sales to ita exclusive 
U.S. distributor. Solaglas argues that the 
distributor sells to and services 
Solaglas' customers in the U.S. market in 
the same,manner that Solaglas' 
previously inter~cted with U.S. 
customers and which it now aells to and 
services its home market customers. 
Therefore, since the distributor performs 
the functions which Solaglaa previously 
performed prior to its arrangement with 
the distributor, Solaglas contends that a 
level of trade adjustment is warranted 
which would account for the price 
allowance to the distributor. 
Alternatively, if we do not allow the 
level of trade adjustment. Solaglas 
ai'guea that the price differential can be 
considered as a commission and offset 
against home market indirect selling 
expenses. 

DOC Position. We disagree. We have 
disallowed the level of trade adjustment 
claim because Solaglas haa not . 
demonstrated that selling expenses of at 
least an amount which was claimed to 
have been incurred on sales to the 
United States would also have been 
incurred in the home market had sales 
at the same level of trade existed there 
Furthermore, relative to respondent's 
suggestion that we treat the price 
differential as a commission and offset 
the differential with home market 
indirect selling expenses, we consider 
selling at a reduced price, or at a -
discount, to be a change in price and no 
a commission.-

So/ag/as Comment 2. Solaglas argues 
that the Department erred in its 
preliminary determination by not 
adjusting foreign market value for 
claimed bad debt expense. The 
Department did not make the 
adjustment on the grounds that Solaglas 
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did not abow that the expeme waa 
directly related to the sales under 
consideration. Solaglaa arguu that it 
has met the statutory circumatance of 
sale requirementa because (1) the bad 
debt arose from aales during the period 
of ~vestigation, (2) the company to 
which the sales were made beeame 
insolvent during the period of · 
investigation. and (3) Solaglas wrote off 
the bad debt during the same period. 

DOC Position. We disagree. We 
consider bad debt. by ita very nature. to 
be an indirect selling expense since, 
under generally accepted accounting 
principles, bad debt is recovered over 
time by future price increases. 

Solag/as Comment 3. Solaglas argues 
that the Department should implement 
the 90-day lag rule because of the 
increase in the value of the pound in 
relation to the doHar during the 
November 1985-April 1986 period of 
investigation. Solaglas argues that the 
pound appreciated but not in any 
consistent manner which would have 
allowed Solaglas to price its product 
anticipating the appreciation of the 
pound. . 

DOC Position. We disagree. Although 
Solaglas stopped selling to the United 
States late in the investigation period, It · 
did not change its prices until May 1988, 
which was after the period of 
investigation. During this period. the 
pound steadily appreciated. Since 
Solaglaa made no attempt to adjust its 
prices during this period to ft!Rect the 
ateady increase in-the value of the 
pound. we do not believe it is 
appropriate to make any adjustments for 
sustamed currency fluctuations. · · 
Therefore. w~ have used the certified 
daily exchange rates furnished by the ·. 
Federal Reserve Bank of New York. in 
accordance with I 353.56 of our 
regulations. 

Solagla• Comment 4. Solaglas argues 
that the Department's preliminary 
determination improperly di.ll'egarded 
home market sales to related parties 
when it calculated foreign market value. 
Solaglas contends that ~ related sales 
are arms-length tranaactiona because 
related and Unrelated puichaaera buy 
from the same price list and are eligible 
for the same discounts as unrelated 
purchasers. 

DOC Position. We disagree. 
Verification ahowed that related 
purchaaers receive a lower price on 
some sales than do unrelated 
purchasera. Therefore. the salea to 
related purchasers were not anrui-length 
transactions and were disregarded for 
purpoaes ~f this determination. . 

Solaglas Ctlmment S. Solaglas iupea 
that the Department'• preliminary · _ 

determination failed &o adjust foreiRD 
market value to allow for differences in 
pricea in- the United Statea and the home 
market due to differencea iii quantities 
sold in the two markets: · 

the Act. Wll wHl notify the rrc Of OW' 
·determination. In addition. we are 
maldna available to the ITC all 
nonprivileged and nonpropnetiiry 
information relating to this '·' · 
investigation. We will allow the ITC 
accese to all privileged and business 
proprietary information in Our files, 
provided the rrc confirm• that it will 
not disclose such information, either 
publicly or under an administrative · 
protective order, without the written 
consent of the Deputy A111istant 

OOC Jioaition. We determined that 
Solaglas sells to the United States in 18 
ton load1 and in the home market in 
variousquantttiesatvartousprices 
based on 18 ton loads. However, an 
analysis of Solaglaa' home market sales 
in~cated that It did not itrictly adhere 
to its home market price lists. 
Accordingly, ·we were unable to 
determine the quantity discount 
adjustment amount, if any, to be applied 
to home market sales. Therefore, we 
used the actual net selling prices 
reported by Solaglas. 

· Secretary for Import Administration. 

Solaglas Comment 8. Solaglas 
contends that verification showed that 
expenses claimed for home market 
advertising and commissions, which 
were disallowed in the preliminary 
determination, did in fact exist and were 
dift!ctly related to Solaglas' home 
market sales during the period of 
Investigation. 

DOC Position. We agree and. in 
accordance with I 353.15 of C.Ommen:e's 
Regulations, have adjusted foreign . 
market value to account for the claimed 
expenses. 

Continuation of Suspension of 
UquidatioD 

In accordance with section 733(d) of 
the Act. we llft! dift!cting the U.S. 
Customs Service to continue to suspend 
liquidation of all entrie1 of mirrors in 
1tock sheet and lehr end aizes froro the 
United Kingdom that are entered, or 
withdrawn from warehouse, for 

· consumption, on or after the date of 
publication of this notice in the Federal 
Register. The U.S. Customs service shall 
require a cash deposit or the posting of a 
bond equal to the estimated weighted
average amount by which the foreign 
market value of the mercliandise subject 
to this investigation exceeds the United· 
States price as shown in the table 
b~low. This suspension of liquidation 
will remain in effect until further notice. 

Bowman Wellbet, Ud. __________ .:. _____________ _ 

Sol8QIM~. Lld-----·-·-
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ITC Notification 

11.32 
4UI 
20.33 

· Jn accordance with section 735(d) of 

The rrc will make its determination 
whether these imports materially injure, 
or threaten material injury to, a U.S. 
industry within-45 days of publication of 
this notice. If the ITC determines that 
material injury or threat of material 
injury does not exist. the proceeding will 
be terminated and all securities posted· 
aa 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 directing 
Custom.a officers to aasesa an 
antidumping duty on mirrors iD atock 
sheet and lehr end sizes from the United 
Kingdom entered. or withdrawn from · 
warehouse. for consumption on or after 
the date of suspension of liquidation, 
equal to the amount by which the 
foreign market value of the merchandise 
exceeds th~ United States price. 

Thia determination it being published 
pursuant to section 735{d) of tile Act (19 
u.s.c. t873d(d)). . . 
p ... rm.Imberg. . 
Auistant Secretary for Trude Admini6trotion: 

· November 24. 19118. 
[FR Doc. 86-%7084Pi1ed12-1~ 8:45 am] 
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