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cost includes foregone interest an VAT, DOC Position
Becsuse these premiums are assessed

besed on sales value, we have
Chareqvrisic of vt

of direct expenses.
note that the ©.S. product Lsbility
premium rates reported for U.S. sales of
flux and coment were aiso based on
ssles vaiue. Therefore, we have trested
both home market and U.S. product
liabilityc;:rmuo. direct sel
expenses for purposes
determimtion. and have adjusted FMV
and USP sccordingly. ,
Comment 16
made to & home market custzunes that
were-dsstinsd for expoct shauld not be
included ch:ﬂubtm sies in the
De 's analysis. i STAtes

partmant atitioner

kng&nm*dm finx v:
to be exported to-a third counntry at
time &m homa
customer. ' .
argues that thase ssles
included ix the Departrment’'s FMV

the foregone interest on VAT must be
included in the credit adjustment.

DOC Position

We disagree in part with both
petitioner and respondent. We have
determined that a credit adjustment in
general is warranted in this case. The
errors found at verification with respect
to the credit period reported for two
home market transactions were clerical
and minor in nature and related to sales
made either out of the ordinary course
of trade ar to a third country which we
have excluded from our analysis. (See
the “Foreign Market Value” section of
this notice.) However, we have also
determined that there is.no statutary ar
regulatory basis far including VAT in
the credit adjustment. While there may
be an opportanity cost associated with
extending credit on the payment of
invoice value inclusive of VAT, that fact
alone is not & sufficient basis for the
Department to: make &n adjustment. We
note that virtually every expense
associsted with less than fair value
comparisons is paid for at some point
after the cost is incurred. Accordingly,
for each post-service peyment, there is
also an opportunity cost. Thus, to aliow
the type of adjustment suggested by
respondent would imply that in the
future the Department would be faced
with the impossible task of trying to
determine the opportunity cost of every .
freight charge. rebate. and selling
expense for each sale reporsted in
respondent’s database. This exsrcise
would make ous calculations
inordinately complicated, placing an
unressonabie and onerous burden on
both respondents and ths
(See eg.. Final Determination of Sales at
Less Than Fair Value: Sulfur Dyes,
Including Sulfur Vat Dyes, from the
United Kingdom, S8 FR 3253, jenuary 8,
1993.) Consequentiy, we-have
recaiculated home market credit
expenses to exclude the VAT included
in the gross umit prices used in the
original calcuiation.

Comment 15

Petitioner argues that home market
product liability costs are indirect rather
than direct selling expenses because
they are not directly related to sales
made during the POL Respondent
disagrees. stating that these premiums
are directly reiated to sales because the
premium is assessed on sales value.
According to respondent, each
additianal sale results in an additional
product liability premium expexse.
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DOC Position

We agres-and have exciuded these:
sales frome our ansiysis.

Comment 17
Petitionsr believes that for purposss
ing profit malated to the value
bmnl:uwhndhng Judi
merchandise processing and harbor
e iartis b s
oadi ight to processors
costs.. whare applicable, sheuld be
attributed to the COM ef CA clinker and
flux in the United States because these
" expemses are ingurred only afisr the
product has arrived in the United States.
expenses (e.g.. credit,
warranty, indirect selling expenses,
included as part of U.S. further
manufacturing costs.
Respondent doss not believe that the
Department should consider these
charges and expenses to be part of U.S.
further mamfachering: -

petitioner requests.
that petitioner's
inconsistent with the antidumping
statute and was put forth by petitioner
soiely to increase the profit allocated to
ing and. as a result.
the adjustment to USP.

DOC Position

U.‘Smhrohnp

costs,
Lafarge contends
is

with petitioner. Because
and handling, and U.S.

unioading and loading costs. are
incurred on the imported merchandise
:::r tfo the ;omm&l:umnt of further
ulacturing in the United States, we
find that they do not form part of the
value added in the United States.
Regarding the cn:t.s of freight to
glmou warehouses associated with
ux sales. we find that they do form
part of the costs of further
L the imported flux in the
United States because these costs are
incurred to tramsport the imparted flux
to and the processors’
warehouses for further manufacture. For -
U.S. cament salss, however, such
transfer freight costs represent costs
incurred to transport the already further
manufactured clinker (i.e., the finished
cement) to the warehouses from which
the finished product is ultimately sold
to U.S. customers. No freight to
processass costs are incurred oa U.S.
cament sales because the further
processing occurs at Lafarge’s plant
which is located at the U.S.pogt of
importation. Regarding U.S. saili
nses. thase expenses are incurred to
sell both the imported and further
manufactured products. Therefore, -
ing these expenses to U.S. further
man fing casts., as petitioner
Incoaase the U.S. veloe added
of calculating prof. (See
purposes o i eg.
Wire Rods from ang.)Of the ¥
at issus, we have only

expenses
included costs of freight to
unodmd’uﬂthu.s.mnﬁ as part of
U.S. value added in our final proft -
calculation.

Commment 18

Petitioner claims that the
should recalculate respondent’s U.S.
indirect selling and G&A expenses for
both a:::nt b.:ndd nuxth’ulummm'
argues that, on partment'’s
instructions, LCA's administration costs
should have besn reported as G&kA
(rather than indirect selling expenses),
o d& the w& Au:n.:d‘xing
i in the. ing to
reduce the reported indirect selling
expenses and the correspoading ESP

cap.
Enspondant maintains that LCA’s
calculation correctly assigned its
administrative expenses to its
operations. According to Lafarge.
because LCA's administrative staff
supperts LCA's sales operations as well
as factory eperstions, & portion of LCA's
administrative expenses should be
considersd sales sdministration and
treated as.an indirect selling expense.
Respondent notes, however. that it
would not object if the Depertment



reducas the amount of administrative included in the RAD expensss reportad shut-downs for mainsenance According
?%8?1&]-& or purpeses of caiculating clinker CV.  to respondent, the use of fixed costs for
vestigation under petitioner's Petitionsr states that the Departnant taggﬁog
posal. Respondant contands that should include this depreciation in the QEEEESS
e Departmaent accepts petitioner’s ported R&D expenses. calculstions. LFI states that, under the
.aca.sﬁchseznh.g DOC Position rw_ n_o_n_s.vagg
recalculated, it should revise e s..na.s._!w&.ﬁi.ﬂg 33:&8....-_3&{ onthe
: . ions t0 use reparted for purposes S
Borrc verfed Bigures. caluiing hoker OV o it he _ DOC Foion
L. usion o recistion for R&D sssets. we with petitioner Lafarge
bﬂcﬂgo:..v -...o:: he %uﬂaﬁ“ﬂ—»&?gzrung %Enggg
@ agree wi oner on the need ect coM
2 with petitione he reported ux as & fixed cost. Respondent

dl
ent 19 . ) "

Petitioner argues that no offset to Department discovered that Lafarge had Department accepted the ann:
financial expenses should be allowed uo»iﬁ&ﬂ&ﬂgg agggs.ﬂs_—h—oﬂ-ﬁag
for the short-term interest income and losses related to the importation of n_o&ngﬁsg.nn.i
claimed by Lafarge for purposes of raw materials used to produce the maintaining its furnaces created
calculating clinker CV and clinkerand  subject merchandise. . significant sberrations in menthly
flux further manufacturing costs. - DOC Position production costs. In order to eliminate
Petitioner contends that the Department : the effect of these distartions, we
was unable to verify that the interest We agrse, based on our findings at allowed LFT to report fixed costs an an
income reported was short-term in - verification, that Lafarge did not report  annual weighted-average basis.

! w , We t tha
was related to the manufacture of the g—"‘ﬁ?dﬂlig ' labor costs were included in the
petitionsr. : CV for the finel determination. Wenote Department’s Section D and
Respondent assarts that the Lafarge that this adjustment also affected the questionnaires for clinker and flux
carparste policy is aot to invest in total repartsd COM of the imported identified direct and indirect labor as
assets which produce other than shart-  clinker and fhux used in the calculation  costs that should be reported as variable
erm interest incoms. Accordingly, of U.S. valus added profit. costs for response purposss. The
respondent maintains that all intsrest Comment 22 quastionnaires also specifically
come earned by respondant’s parent . - reguested that LF] itemizs the expenses
company Lafarge Coppee was short-tarm  Petitiones argues that, because LF1. included in fixed and varisble costs. LF1
in nature, and an ofisst to interest repeatedly refused to ssparately report  did not itemize its variable or fixed
expense should be allowed for the entire its labor costs and classify them costs or otherwise identify how it
reported short-term interest incame according to-Department practics as treated its labor costs in respanse to the
amount. variable costs for purposes of Department's requests. Because LFI was
DOC Positi calculating clinker CV and total flux and not responsive to the Department’s

osition ) clinker COM used in the caiculation of requests for information and incorrectly
We agree with petitioner. The ULS. value added profit, the Department ~classified labor costs as fixed costs, and
Depertment normally allows an offset to  must resort to BIA 1o determine these ' gince thare was no information on the
financial expenses for interest income costs. As BIA, petitioner asserts that the  record to permit the accurate
earned on short-term investmants of Department should not annualize any reclassification of labor costs. we have
working capital reisted to the fixed costs but rather use anly the fixad  disallowed the annualization of fixed
production of the subject merchandiss.  costs reported for the POL Petitioner costs and have used only the reported
The Department does not offset interest  argues that this is a sessonable BIA fixed costs for the POI as BIA for
3385“:5..3585085&8 Blgni.ﬂu-‘g.w urposes of the final determination.
ong-term investments related to inability to break out the labor costs .
activities unreiated to the from fixed costs and properly treat the Suspension of Liquidation
manufacturing process. Because we labor costs as varisble costs. accordance with section 733(d
were unable to verify the nature of the Respondent contends that LFT's labar  of the Act, we are directing the Customs
interest income reported, we have costs have the characteristics of fixed Service to continue to suspend
disallowed the financial expense offset ggmiig E..._ngorzﬁﬂn)ﬂ-“!
claimed by Lafarge. warking at LF1's plants is y and cemant clinker rance and to

o gaegas begin the suspensian of liquidation of
noaﬁ.wﬁua tends not to vary with production all entries of CA flux from France that
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imported clinkerand fux ussd inthe  followed its normal accounting

lJevels. LF] also asserts that labor costs are emered, or withdrawn from
are distortad by fluctustions in monthly ég.gguwggﬁg

2 calculation of U.S. value added profit. ~ farthe gvon.-rw and reported labor as a
mare app : : is
G&A expenses, we have reclassified nogma»u methodology differs from the

depreciation of RAD assets was not production volumaes ss e result of plant  the date of publication of this notice in
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the Federal Register. The Custams -Dated: March 18, 1904.
mmnuqum.asht:-podm PaalL Jolla, -
posting of a bond equal to the estimated  Acting Assistant Secretary for oy
margin amount by which the FMV of Administration. port

the subject merchandise exceeds the {FR Doc. $4-7122 Flled 3~24=04: 8:45 am)
USP, as shown below. The less than fair im0 coos ssve-08-0

value margins for CA cement and
cament clinker sre as follows:

Producerimanutactureriex- m“".‘m oy
.| pecentage

poner

Latae . 1891

Al Others 1891
The less than fair value margins for

CA flux are as follows:

Producerimanutactreries- | - Sreitec-ev:
porter percentage

31.08

31.08

Latarge
All Others
TTC Notification

In accordance with section 735(d) of
. the Act, we have notified the
Internstional Trade Commission (ITC) of
our determinations. As our final
determinations are affirmative, the ITC
will determine whether these imports
are materially injuring, or threaten
nmmunmto.thou.s.hdwy
within 45 days.
1If the ITC determines that material
injury or threat of materisl injury does
not exist, the procesdings will be
mminnufd&:daﬂ.aﬁt:pmdu
aresulto suspension of liquidation
will be refunded or cancelled. However,
if the ITC determines that such injury
does exist, we will issuean - -
antidumping duty order directing
Customs officers to assessan
antidumping duty on CA cement,
cement clinker and flux from France
entered or withdrawn from warehouse,
for consumption on or after the date of
suspension of liquidation.
Notification to Interested Parties

This notice serves as the oaly
reminder to parties subject to
administrative protective order (APO) in
theulnvutiglumsoltbcir

ty covering the return or

with 19 CFR 353.34(d). Failure to
comply is a viclation of the APO.

These determinations are published
pursuant to section 735(d)of the Act (19
U.S.C. 1673d(d)) and ﬂ'CFR
353.20{a)(4). _
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INTERNATIONAL TRADE
COMMISSION

Rnvestigation No. 731=TA-84S (Final)]

Certain Calcium Aluminate Flux From
France

AGENCY: United States International
Trade Commission.

ACTION: Institution and scheduling of a
final antidumping investigation.

SUMMARY: The Commission hereby gives
notice of the institution of the remaining
portion of final antidumping
investigation No. 731-TA-645 (Final)
under section 735(b) of the Tariff Act of
1830 (19 U.S.C. 1673d(b)) (the Act) to
determine whether an industry in the
United States is materially injured, or is

threstened with material injury,'or the
establishment of an industry in the
United States is materially retarded, by
reason of imports from France of certain
calcium aluminate flux, provided for in
subheading 2523.10.00 of the
Harmonized Tariff Schedule of the
United States. For further information
concerning the conduct of this
investigation, hearing procedures;, and
rules of general application, consult the
Commission’s Rules of Practice and
Procedure, part 201, subparts A through
E (19 CFR part 201), and part 207,
subparts A .and C (19 CFR part 207).
EFFECTIVE DATE: March 23, 1994.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Debra Baker (202-205-3180), Office of
Investigations, U.S. International Trade
Commission, Dsgo E Street SW.,
Washington, DC 20436. Hearing-
impaired can obtain
information on this matter by contacting
the Commission’s TDD terminal on 202~
205-1810. Persons with mobility
impairments who will need special
assistance in gaining access to the
Commission should contact the Office
of the Secretary at 202-205-2000.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:

Background ‘ .

This investigation is being instituted
as a result of an affirmative final
determination by the Department of
Commerce that imports of certain
calcium aluminate flux from France are
being sold in the United States at less .
than fair value within the meaning of
section 733 of the Act (19 U.S.C. 1673b).
The investigation was requested in a
petition filed on March 31, 1993, by
Lehigh Portland Cement Company,
Allentown, PA.

Participation in the Investigation and
Public Service List

Persons wishing to participate in the
investigation as parties must file an
entry of appearance with the Secretary
to the Commission, as provided in
section 201.11 of the Commission’s
rules, not later than twenty-one (21)
days after publication of this notice in
the Federal Register. The Secretary will
prepare a public service list containing
the names and addresses of all persons,
or their representatives, who are parties
to this investigation upon the expiration
of the period for filing entries of
appearance.

Limited Disclosure of Business
Proprietary Information (BPI) Under an
Administrative Protective Order (APO)
and BPI Service List

Pursuant to section 207.7(a) of the
Commission's rules, the Secretary will

make BP1 gathered in this final
investigation available to authorized
epplicants under the APO issued in the
investigation, provided that the
application is made not later than
twenty-one (21) days after the
publication of this notice in the Federal
Register. A separate service list will be
maintained by the for those
parties authorized to receive BPI under
the APO

Staff Report

The prehearing staff report in this
investigation has already been prepared,
and a public version was issued
thereafter, pursuant to section 207.21 of
the Commission's rules.
Hearing

The Commission will hold a hearing
on CA flux in connection with its
heering on the other section of the CA
cement/CAC clinker investigation
beginning at 9:30 a.m. on March 31,
1994, at the U.S. International Trade
Commission Building. The Commission,
by a unanimously vote, has determined
that the 7-day advance notice of the
change to a meeting was not possible.
See Commission rule 201.35(s), (c)(1),
and (d)(2), as amended (19 C.F.R.
201.35(s), (c)(1), and (d}(2), as

- amended.). Requests to appesr at the

bearing should be filed in writing with
the Semto the Commission on or
Jbefore 29, 1994. A nonparty who
has testimony that may aid the
Commission's deliberstions may request
permission to present a short statement
at the hearing. All parties and
nonparties desiring to appear at the
hearing and make oral presentations
should attend a prehearing conference
to be held at 9:30 a.m. on March 24,
1994, at the U.S. International Trade
Commission Building. Oral testimony
and written materials to be submitted at
the public hearing are governed by
sections 201.6(b)(2), 201.13(f), and
207.23(b) of the Commission’s rules.
Parties are strongly encouraged to
submit as early in the investigation as
ible an ests to present a

portion of their hearing testimony in
camers.
Written Submissions

Each party is encouraged to submit a
prehearing brief on CA flux to the
Commission. Prehearing briefs must
conform with the provisions of section
207.22 of the Commission’s rules; the
deadline for filing is March 29. 1994.
Parties may also file written testimony
in connection with their presentation at
the hearing, as provided in section
207.23(b) of the Commission’s rules,

- and posthearing briefs, which must
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conform with the provisions of section
207.24 of the Commission’s rules. The

deadline for filing posthearing briefs is
April 7, 1994; witness testimony must -

pertinent to the subject of the
investigation on or before April 7, 1864.
All written submissions must conform
with the provisions of section 201.8 of
the Commissioa's rules; any
submissions that contain BPI must also
conform with the requirements of
sections 201.6, 207.3, and 207.7 of the
Commission's rules.

In accordance with ucuons 201.16(c)
and 207.3 of the rules, sach document
filed by a party to the investigation must
be served on all other parties to the
investigation (as identified by either the
public or BP] 4 servics list).anda -
certificate of service must be timely
filed. The Secvetary will not accept &
document for filing without a certificate
of service.

tion is be

Authaerity: This hvuﬂpdmr At
of 1930, title VIL. This notice is published
mtbmw.zodth
Commission’s rules.

By order of the Comsmission.
Issued: March 23, 1994.
Donsa R. Keshuke

5

IFR Doc. 947274 Filed 3-25-04; 8:4S am)
SHLING CODE TeE-00-P
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International Trade Administration
[A-427-812) ’

Amendment of Final Determination of
Sales at Less Than Fair Value: Calcium
Aluminate Fiux From France

AGENCY: Import Administration,
International Trade Administration,
Department of Commerce.

EFFECTIVE DATE: May 16, 1994.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: V.
Irene Darzenta or Katherine johnson,
Office of Antidumping Duty
Investigations, Import Administration,
U.S. Department of Commerce, 14th
Street and Constitution Avenue NW.,
Washington. DC 20230; telephone (202)
- 482-6320 or (202) 4824929,
respectively.

Amendment to the Final Determination

Ve are amending the final
determination of sales at less than fair
value of calcium aluminate (CA) flux
from France to reflect the correction of
a ministerial error made in the margin
calculations in that determination. We
are publishing this amendment to the
final determination in accordance with
19 CFR 353.28(c).

Scope of Investigation

The merchandise subject to this
investigation is CA flux, other than
white. high purity CA flux. This product
contains by weight more than 32
percent but less than 65 percent
alumina and more than one percent
each of iron and silica.

CA flux is currently classifiable under
Harmonized Tariff Schedule of the
United States (HTSUS) subheading
2523.10.0000. Although the HTSUS
subheading is provided for convenience
and customs purposes, the written

description of the scope of this
investigation remains dispozitive.

Case History and Amendment of Final
Determination

In accordance with section 735(d) of
the Tariff Act of 1930, as amended (the
Act), on March 25, 1994, the
Department of Commerce (the
Department) published its final
determinations that CA cement, cement
clinker and flux from France were being
sold at less than fair value (59 FR
14136). Subsequent to the final
determinations. we received ministerial
error allegations by both petitioner and
res&:ndem in these investigations.

April 8, 1994, Lafarge Fondu
International and its U.S. subsidiary
Lafarge Calcium Aluminates; Inc.
(collectively Lafarge), the sole
respondent in these investigations,
alleged that the Department ;pade a
ministerial error in the final margin
alcuhtjon f:{ CA e:;en& and clinker.
Respondent alleged that the Department
*“inadvertently" used the wrong fixed
costs for the period of investigation
(POI) to calculate the constructed value
(CV) of CA clinker and the foreign
manufacturing cost of CA clinker used
to allocate profit on U.S. sales of further
n;a&xfactmd)csA dixgl:;l (i.e., US. ;ales
o cement). i . ondent
Claimed that the Department -
“inadvertently” used the POI fixed costs
that Lafarge reported in its initial
response to Section D of the
Department'’s questionnaire submitted
on August 19, 1994, for its clinker CV
and further manufacturing profit
calculation. Respondent argued that the
Department should have used the
uwvium costs zfm wers submitted in
8 t supplemen
questionnaire response dated September
28, 1983, and ultimately verified by the
Department after some minor
corrections were made based on the
information contained in a relevant cost
verification exhibit.

On April 20, 1994, we rejected
respondent’s allegation on the grounds
that the alleged error did not constitute
a “ministerial error” as defined in the
Department’s regulations. (See April 20,
1994, Memorandum to Barbara R. _
Stafford from The Team Re. Ministerial
Error Allegations.) We stated in the
Federal Register notice announcing our
final determinations that we were
*us|ing] only the reported fixed costs for
the POI as [best information available}
BIA.” (emphasis added) (See 59 FR
14136, March 25, 1994.) That is. we
explicitly chose the cost data that we
used. Moreover, respondent alleged a
“ministerial” error based on our choice
of fixed costs used in the final

fletgrpinQUOﬁ. These are not
‘Mministerial” actions. 19 CFR 353.28(d)
defines “ministerial error” as “an error
in addition, subtraction or other
arithmetic function, clerical error
resulting from inaccurate copying,
duplication, or the like, and any other
type of unintentional error which the
Secretary considers ministerial.”
Contrary to respondent’s allegation, tire
alleged error was neither “clerical” nor
“unintentional” in nature. As our

-choice of BIA is a methodological issue.

this is not an issue of ministerial error
properly raised under 19 CFR 353.28.
On April 12, 1994, we received an
allegation from the petitioner, Lehigh
Portland Cement Company (Lehigh),
that the Department made a ministerial
error in the final margin calculation for
CA flux. Lehigh alieged that the
Department erred by double counting
the cost of raw materials used to
calculate the foreign manufacturing cost
of CA flux for purposes of allocating
profit on U.S. sales of further
manufactured flux. Specifical)y, Lehigh
alleged that the Department's computer
program for calculating the weighted-
average dumping margin for CA flux
contained an instruction which
overstated the cost of foreign
manufacture used to calculate profit
associated with U.S. further :
manufacturing because it double

" counted the cost of raw materials.

Petitioner requested that the Department
correct this clerical error by deleting the
extraneous field from the computer

program. .

We agree that this alleged errorisa
ministerial one. Upon re-examination of
the final computer program relevant to
CA flux, we noted that raw material
costs had indeed been inadvertently
double counted in the manner described
above. Therefore, we have corrected the
data in question, and have recalculated
the margin in our final determination
for CA flux to reflect this correction in
accordance with 19 CFR 353.28(c). The
corrected margin is 37.93 percent.

Based on the foregoing, the cash
deposit or bonding rate for Lafarge is
now 37.93 percent. The cash deposit or
bonding rete for the “All Others”
category is also now 37.93 percent.

Suspension of Liquidation

We are directing the Customs Service
to suspend liquidation of all entries of
CA flux from France that are entered, or
withdrawn from warehouse, for
consumption on or after March 25,

1994, at the revised cash deposit or
bonding retes specified above.

A-17
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Notification of International Trade
Commission (ITC)

In accordance with section 235(d) of
the Tariff Act of 1930, as amended (the
Act), we have notified the ITC of our
amended finel determination.

This amended determination is.
published pursuant to section 735(d} of
the Act (19 U.S.C. 1673d(d)) and 19 CFR
353.28(c).

Dated: May 9. 1994.

Susan G. Essserman.

Assistont Secretary for Import
Administration.

IFR Doc. 94-11870 Filed 5~13-94; 8:45 am
SILLUNG COOE 3690-08- .
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List of Witnesses Appearing
at the Commission’s Hearing
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Those listed below appeared as witnesses at the United States
Intemnational Trade Commission’s hearing:
Subject : CERTAIN CALCIUM ALUMINATE

CEMENT, CEMENT CLINKER, AND
FLUX FROM FRANCE

Inv. No. : 731-TA-645 (Final)

Date and Time : March 31, 1994 - 9:30 a.m.

Sessions were held in connection with the investigation in the Main
Hearing Room 101 of the United States Intemational Trade Commission,
500 E St., SW, Washington, DC

InS rt of the Imposition of
Antidumping Dutles:

King & Spalding
Washington, DC
On behalf of—
Lehigh Portland Cement Company, Allentown, PA

Roy J. Bottjer, National Marketing Manager, Calcium Alummate
Cements & Special Cement Products

Adam G. Holterhoff, Jr., Manager, Technical Services, Calcium
Aluminate Cements

Paul A. Pachapa, Plant Manager

Bruce P. Malashevich, President, Economic Consulting
Services, Inc., Washington, DC

Jerrie Mirga, Senior Economist, Economic Consulting Services,
Inc., Washington, DC

James]J. Kelly, Vice President, National Recovery Systems,
E. Chicago, IN

Joseph W. Domn
Gregory C. DorﬁS_OF COUNSEL

In Opposition to the Imposition of
Antldwnplng Duties:

On behalf of—
Lafarge Fondu International (LFI)
Lafarge Calcium Aluminates, Inc. (LCA)
Alain Bucaille, General Director, LFI
Gary Gauthier, President, LCA
Thomas W. Green, National Sales Manager, LCA

William J. West, Vice President/General Manager,
‘West Minerals

Grant E. Finlayson
Wendy E. Ackeman—o F COUNSEL



- Appendix C
‘Additional Information Concerning
the U.S. Market for Flux Products



Table C-1
Clinker CA flux: Summary data concerning the U.S. market, 1990-93

Table C-2
Other flux products: U.S. suppliers and description of firms’ operations
Table C-3

Other fiux products: Domestic shipments of U.S. suppliers, 1990-93

L - * * * * *
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