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UNITED STATES INTERNATIONAL TRADE COMMISSION
Investigation No. 731-TA-1047 (Review)
IRONING TABLES AND CERTAIN PARTS THEREOF FROM CHINA

DETERMINATION

On the basis of the record* developed in the subject five-year review, the United States
International Trade Commission (Commission) determines, pursuant to section 751(c) of the Tariff Act of
1930 (19 U.S.C. § 1675(c)), that revocation of the antidumping duty on ironing tables and certain parts
thereof from China would be likely to lead to continuation or recurrence of material injury to an industry
in the United States within a reasonably foreseeable time.

BACKGROUND

The Commission instituted this review effective July 1, 2009 (74 F.R. 31755, July 2, 2009) and
determined on October 5, 2009 that it would conduct a full review (74 F.R. 54066, October 21, 2009).
Notice of the scheduling of the Commission’s review 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 on November
30, 2009 (74 F.R. 62593). The hearing was held in Washington, DC, on April 13, 2010, and all persons
who requested the opportunity were permitted to appear in person or by counsel.

! The record is defined in sec. 207.2(f) of the Commission’s Rules of Practice and Procedure (19 CFR § 207.2(f)).






VIEWS OF THE COMMISSION

Based on the record in this five-year review, we determine under section 751(c) of the Tariff Act
of 1930, as amended (“the Act”), that revocation of the antidumping duty order on ironing tables and
certain parts thereof from China would be likely to lead to continuation or recurrence of material injury to
an industry in the United States within a reasonably foreseeable time.

I BACKGROUND
A. The Original Determination

On July 29, 2004, the Commission determined that an industry in the United States was being
materially injured by reason of imports of ironing tables from China that were being sold at less than fair
market value.! Subsequently, the U.S. Department of Commerce (“Commerce”) issued an antidumping
duty order covering these imports.?

B. The Current Review

The Commission instituted this five-year review effective July 1, 2009.® The Commission
received five responses to the notice of institution: from domestic producer Home Products International,
Inc. (“HPI™), from Chinese manufacturer and exporter Since Hardware (Guangzhou) Co., Ltd. (“Since
Hardware™), and from three U.S. importers of the subject merchandise - Whitney Design, Polder Inc.
(“Polder™), and Group SEB USA Inc. On October 5, 2009, the Commission determined that the
individual responses, the domestic interested party group response, and the respondent interested party
group response to the notice of institution were adequate. Accordingly, the Commission determined to
proceed to a full review.*

One U.S. producer, HPI, accounting for 100 percent of U.S. production of ironing tables in 2009,
provided a complete response to the Commission’s questionnaire.> The Commission received usable

! Ironing Tables and Certain Parts Thereof from China, Inv. No.731-TA-1047 (Final), USITC Pub. 3711 (July
2004) (“Original Investigation™). Commissioner Pearson found that the domestic industry was not materially injured
by reason of the subject imports, but, rather, was threatened with material injury by reason of subject imports sold at
less than fair value. Original Investigation at 31-45.

2 Notice of Amended Final Determination of Sales at Less Than Fair Value and Antidumping Duty Order: Floor-
Standing, Metal-Top Ironing Tables and Certain Parts Thereof from the People’s Republic of China, 69 Fed. Reg.
47868 (August 6, 2004).

374 Fed. Reg. 31755 (July 2, 2009).

474 Fed. Reg. 54066 (October 21, 2009); see also Explanation of Commission Determinations on Adequacy,
reprinted in Confidential Staff Report (“CR”), INV-HH-047 (May 7, 2010), as amended by INV-HH-052 (May 13,
2010), Public Report (“PR™) at App. A.

SCRat1-20, PR at I-11.




questionnaire responses from 10 importers and 13 U.S. purchasers of ironing tables,® and six responses to
foreign producer questionnaires from ironing tables producers in China.’

1. DOMESTIC LIKE PRODUCT

In making its determination under section 751(c) of the Act, the Commission defines “the
domestic like product” and the “industry.”® The Act defines “domestic like product” as “a product which
is like, or in the absence of like, most similar in characteristics and uses with, the article subject to an
investigation under this subtitle.”® The Commission’s practice in five-year reviews is to look to the like
product definition from the original determination and any completed reviews and consider whether the
record indicates any reason to revisit the prior findings.*

In its expedited five-year review determination, Commerce defined the subject merchandise as
ironing tables and certain parts thereof:

For the purposes of this order, the product covered consists of floor-standing,
metal-top ironing tables, assembled or unassembled, complete or incomplete, and certain
parts thereof. The subject tables are designed and used principally for the hand ironing or
pressing of garments or other articles of fabric. The subject tables have full-height leg
assemblies that support the ironing surface at an appropriate (often adjustable) height
above the floor. The subject tables are produced in a variety of leg finishes, such as
painted, plated, or matte, and they are available with various features, including iron
rests, linen racks, and others. The subject ironing tables may be sold with or without a
pad and/or cover. All types and configurations of floor-standing, metal-top ironing tables
are covered by this order.

Furthermore, the order specifically covers imports of ironing tables, assembled or
unassembled, complete or incomplete, and certain parts thereof.

* * *
Ironing tables without legs (such as models that mount on walls or over doors) are not
floor-standing and are specifically excluded. Additionally, tabletop or countertop models

® CRat I-21 to 1-23, PR at 1-12 to I-14, and CR/PR at Table I1-6. We rely upon import data submitted in response
to the Commission’s importer questionnaires, rather than Customs data, as the latter appear to have discrepancies.
Eleven of the 13 importers listed in the Customs data as having imported at least *** units from China or from other
countries reported to the Commission that they did not import any ironing tables during the period examined. CR at
IV-2n.4, PR at IV-1n.4.

"CR at IV-5, PR at IV-3 to IV-4. The Commission sent foreign producer questionnaires to 31 known Chinese
producers of ironing tables and received usable data from the following six Chinese producers: Forever Holdings
Ltd. (“Forever Holdings™), Foshan Shunde Yongjian Housewares & Hardware Co., Ltd. (“Foshan Shunde”),
Greenwood Houseware (Zhuhai) Ltd. (“Greenwood™), Harvest International Housewares (“Harvest”), Heshan
Zhishan Hengfeng Metal Co., Ltd. (“Heshan”), and Since Hardware (Guangzhou) Co. Ltd. (“Since Hardware”). Id.

819 U.S.C. § 1677(4)(A).

®19 U.S.C. § 1677(10); see, e.g., Cleo, Inc. v. United States, 501 F.3d 1291, 1299 (Fed. Cir. 2007); NEC Corp. v.
Department of Commerce, 36 F. Supp. 2d 380, 383 (Ct. Int’l Trade 1998); Nippon Steel Corp. v. United States, 19
CIT 450, 455 (1995); Timken Co. v. United States, 913 F. Supp. 580, 584 (Ct. Int’l Trade 1996); Torrington Co. v.
United States, 747 F. Supp. 744, 748-49 (Ct. Int’l Trade 1990), aff’d, 938 F.2d 1278 (Fed. Cir. 1991); see also S.
Rep. No. 249, 96th Cong., 1* Sess. 90-91 (1979).

10 See, e.g., Internal Combustion Industrial Forklift Trucks From Japan, Inv. No. 731-TA-377 (Second Review),
USITC Pub. 3831 at 8-9 (December 2005); Crawfish Tail Meat From China, Inv. No. 731-TA-752 (Review), USITC
Pub. 3614 at 4 (July 2003); Steel Concrete Reinforcing Bar From Turkey, Inv. No. 731-TA-745 (Review), USITC
Pub. 3577 at 4 (February 2003).




with short legs that do not exceed 12 inches in length (and which may or may not
collapse or retract) are specifically excluded.™

Ironing tables are used in households, hotel rooms, and workplaces for the purpose of pressing
apparel and other textile items. The standard size of an ironing table is 48 to 54 inches in length and 13 to
18 inches in width. The table may be equipped with special features such as an iron rest or linen racks.
Ironing tables and their components are produced from flat-rolled steel and wire, as well as fasteners,
plastic fittings, foam, and textile fabric. The principal components of an ironing table are its metal
ironing surface, legs, feet, slide bar, handle, hangers, ribs, and foot cover. The ironing surface is either
mesh-top or perforated-top and is attached to a T-leg stand in the most popular configuration as well as
other leg configurations, such as the 4-leg stand. A T-leg ironing table is made of a single metal tube
inserted into a metal leg base that is shaped as an inverted “T.” A 4-leg ironing table has two legs, each
made of two metal tubes that run parallel to each other, which flare out to form a 4-footed base on the
floor, and typically have a cross brace at or near the flare or at the end of the tubes. In each system, users
press a lever that allows the legs to drop down and subsequently adjust the height of the table or fold the
unit flat for storage.*

The scope definition set out above is unchanged from Commerce’s original scope determination.
In the Commission’s original investigation, it defined a single domestic like product as ironing tables and
certain parts thereof, commensurate with the scope of the investigation.™

No new facts have been presented to warrant a conclusion regarding the domestic like product
that is different from the domestic like product identified in the Commission’s original investigation.
Moreover, HPI and the other interested parties have indicated that they agree with the Commission’s
definition of the domestic like product in the original investigation.** Therefore, we find that the
appropriate definition of the domestic like product in this full five-year review is ironing tables and
certain parts thereof, the same as Commerce’s scope and unchanged from the Commission’s original
determination.

1. DOMESTIC INDUSTRY

Section 771(4)(A) of the Act defines the relevant industry as the domestic “producers as a whole
of a domestic like product, or those producers whose collective output of a domestic like product

11 Floor-Standing Metal-Top Ironing Tables and Certain Parts Thereof from the People’s Republic from China:
Final Results of Expedited Five-Year (Sunset) Review of Antidumping Duty Order, 74 Fed. Reg. 56794, 56794-95
(November 3, 2009).

2 CRat I-15 to I-16, PR at I-9.

12 Original Investigation at 11. In the preliminary phase of the original investigation, the Commission determined
that there was one domestic like product consisting of floor-standing, metal-top ironing tables, coextensive with the
scope. lroning Tables and Components Thereof from China, Inv. No. 731-TA-1047 (Preliminary), USITC Pub.
3623 (August 2003), at 5. In the final phase of the original investigation, Commission staff gathered data pertaining
to over-the-door, wall-mounted, and countertop boards. Original Investigation, USITC Pub. 3711, at 8. The
Respondents in the original investigation had argued that the Commission should expand the domestic like product
beyond the scope of the investigation to include over-the-door boards. In the final determination, however, the
Commission again found one domestic like product, co-extensive with the scope. Id. at 4-11.

1 HPI’s Response to the Notice of Institution at 39 and Prehearing Brief at 9; Polder Response to the Notice of
Institution at 8; Whitney Design Response to the Notice of Institution at 9; and Since Hardware Response to the
Notice of Institution at 7.




constitutes a major proportion of the total domestic production of the product.”** In defining the domestic
industry, the Commission’s general practice has been to include in the industry producers of all domestic
production of the like product, whether toll-produced, captively consumed, or sold in the domestic
merchant market. Section 771(4)(B) of the Act, the related parties provision, allows the Commission to
exclude certain domestic producers from the domestic industry that import subject merchandise or have a
corporate affiliation with importers or exporters of subject merchandise, if the Commission finds that
appropriate circumstances exist.'®

In its original determination, the Commission defined the domestic industry as all domestic
producers of ironing tables.'” During the period examined in the current review, there is no new evidence
to warrant a change in the definition of the domestic industry, and no party has raised an objection to the
domestic industry definition from the original investigation.'® Therefore, based on our definition of the
domestic like product, we define the domestic industry to include all U.S. producers of the domestic like
product.*®

V. LIKELIHOOD OF CONTINUATION OR RECURRENCE OF MATERIAL INJURY IF
THE ANTIDUMPING DUTY ORDER IS REVOKED

A. Legal Standard

In a five-year review conducted under section 751(c) of the Act, Commerce will revoke an
antidumping or countervailing duty order unless (1) it makes a determination that dumping or
subsidization is likely to continue or recur and (2) the Commission makes a determination that revocation
of the antidumping or countervailing duty order “would be likely to lead to continuation or recurrence of
material injury within a reasonably foreseeable time.”?® The SAA states that “under the likelihood
standard, the Commission will engage in a counterfactual analysis; it must decide the likely impact in the
reasonably foreseeable future of an important change in the status quo — the revocation or termination of a

1519 U.S.C. § 1677(4)(A). The definitions in 19 U.S.C. § 1677 are applicable to the entire subtitle containing the
antidumping and countervailing duty laws, including 19 U.S.C. 8§ 1675 and 1675a. See 19 U.S.C. § 1677.

1619 U.S.C. § 1677 (4)(B).

7 Original Investigation at 12-13. In the original investigation, both domestic producers, HPI and Whitney
Design, were related parties, as defined in the statute, because they imported subject merchandise during the period
examined. The Commission found, however, that appropriate circumstances did not exist to exclude either producer
from the domestic industry. 1d.

819 U.S.C. § 1677(4)(B). The Respondents alleged, solely in their discussion of conditions of competition, that
HPI is either an importer of the subject merchandise or has facilitated the importation of subject merchandise as a
purchaser for a third party in the United States through an agreement with a Chinese producer. See, e.g.,
Respondents’ Prehearing Brief at 1-4 and Posthearing Brief at 3-5. Although there is a ***, there is no evidence on
the record that HPI imported subject merchandise or that HPI was the importer of record for subject merchandise
during the period examined other than the ***. Rather, HPI is sourcing nonsubject merchandise, such as ***, from
*** CR/PR at Table I11-5; see also HPI Posthearing Brief at Exhibit 2 and Answers to Questions from the
Commission (Chairman Aranoff and Commissioners Lane, Okun, and Williamson) at A-13 to A-14.

1 HPI imported a *** quantity of subject merchandise *** and, therefore, is a related party under the statute. We
find, however, that appropriate circumstances do not exist to exclude HPI from the domestic industry as a related
party. HPI imported *** quantities of the subject merchandise ***, representing only *** percent of its production
in that year, and has not imported any subject merchandise since that time. Thus, its interest appears to be in
domestic production rather than importation of the subject merchandise. In addition, HPI is the sole remaining
domestic producer and supports the continuation of the order. CR/PR at Table I-5.

219 U.S.C. § 1675a(a).




proceeding and the elimination of its restraining effects on volumes and prices of imports.”®* Thus, the
likelihood standard is prospective in nature.?? The U.S. Court of International Trade has found that
“likely,” as used in the five-year review provisions of the Act, means “probable,” and the Commission
applies that standard in five-year reviews.?® 2 2

The statute states that “the Commission shall consider that the effects of revocation or termination
may not be imminent, but may manifest themselves only over a longer period of time.”?® According to
the SAA, a “‘reasonably foreseeable time” will vary from case-to-case, but normally will exceed the
‘imminent’ timeframe applicable in a threat of injury analysis in original investigations.”*’

Although the standard in a five-year review is not the same as the standard applied in an original
antidumping duty investigation, it contains some of the same fundamental elements. The statute provides
that the Commission is to “consider the likely volume, price effect, and impact of imports of the subject
merchandise on the industry if the orders are revoked or the suspended investigation is terminated.”?® It
directs the Commission to take into account its prior injury determination, whether any improvement in
the state of the industry is related to the order or the suspension agreement under review, whether the
industry is vulnerable to material injury if the orders are revoked or the suspension agreement is
terminated, and any findings by Commerce regarding duty absorption pursuant to 19 U.S.C.8

2L SAA at 883-84. The SAA states that “{t}he likelihood of injury standard applies regardless of the nature of the
Commission’s original determination (material injury, threat of material injury, or material retardation of an
industry). Likewise, the standard applies to suspended investigations that were never completed.” 1d. at 883.

22 Although the SAA states that “a separate determination regarding current material injury is not necessary,” it
indicates that “the Commission may consider relevant factors such as current and likely continued depressed
shipment levels and current and likely continued {sic} prices for the domestic like product in the U.S. market in
making its determination of the likelihood of continuation or recurrence of material injury if the order is revoked.”
SAA at 884.

22 See NMB Singapore Ltd. v. United States, 288 F. Supp. 2d 1306, 1352 (Ct. Int’l Trade 2003) (““likely’ means
probable within the context of 19 U.S.C. § 1675(c) and 19 U.S.C. § 1675a(a)”), aff’d mem., 140 Fed. Appx. 268
(Fed. Cir. 2005); Nippon Steel Corp. v. United States, 26 CIT 1416, 1419 (2002) (same); Usinor Industeel, S.A. v.
United States, 26 CIT 1402, 1404 nn.3, 6 (2002) (“more likely than not” standard is “consistent with the court’s
opinion”; “the court has not interpreted ‘likely’ to imply any particular degree of “certainty’”); Indorama Chemicals
(Thailand) Ltd. v. United States, Slip Op. 02-105 at 20 (Ct. Int’l Trade Sept. 4, 2002) (“standard is based on a
likelihood of continuation or recurrence of injury, not a certainty”); Usinor v. United States, 26 CIT 767, 794 (2002)
(““likely” is tantamount to ‘probable,” not merely ‘possible’”).

2 For a complete statement of Commissioner Okun’s interpretation of the likely standard, see Additional Views
of Vice Chairman Deanna Tanner Okun Concerning the “Likely” Standard in_Certain Seamless Carbon and Alloy
Steel Standard, Line and Pressure Pipe From Argentina, Brazil, Germany, and Italy, Invs. Nos. 701-TA-362
(Review) and 731-TA-707 to 710 (Review)(Remand), USITC Pub. 3754 (Feb. 2005).

2 Commissioner Lane notes that, consistent with her views in Pressure Sensitive Plastic Tape From lItaly, Inv.
No. AA1921-167 (Second Review), USITC Pub. 3698 (June 2004), she does not concur with the U.S. Court of
International Trade’s interpretation of “likely,” but she will apply the Court’s standard in these reviews and all
subsequent reviews until either Congress clarifies the meaning or the U.S. Court of Appeals for the Federal Circuit
addresses this issue.

%19 U.S.C. § 1675a(a)(5).

2T SAA at 887. Among the factors that the Commission should consider in this regard are “the fungibility or
differentiation within the product in question, the level of substitutability between the imported and domestic
products, the channels of distribution used, the methods of contracting (such as spot sales or long-term contracts),

and lead times for delivery of goods, as well as other factors that may only manifest themselves in the longer term,
such as planned investment and the shifting of production facilities.” Id.

%19 U.S.C. § 1675a(a)(1).




1675(a)(4).° The statute further provides that the presence or absence of any factor that the Commission
is required to consider shall not necessarily give decisive guidance with respect to the Commission’s
determination.*

In evaluating the likely volume of imports of subject merchandise if the orders under review are
revoked and the suspended investigations are terminated, the Commission is directed to consider whether
the likely volume of imports would be significant either in absolute terms or relative to production or
consumption in the United States.®* In doing so, the Commission must consider “all relevant economic
factors,” including four enumerated factors: (1) any likely increase in production capacity or existing
unused production capacity in the exporting country; (2) existing inventories of the subject merchandise,
or likely increases in inventories; (3) the existence of barriers to the importation of the subject
merchandise into countries other than the United States; and (4) the potential for product shifting if
production facilities in the foreign country, which can be used to produce the subject merchandise, are
currently being used to produce other products.®

In evaluating the likely price effects of subject imports if the orders and finding under review
were revoked, the Commission is directed to consider whether there is likely to be significant underselling
by the subject imports as compared to the domestic like product and whether the subject imports are
likely to enter the United States at prices that otherwise would have a significant depressing or
suppressing effect on the price of the domestic like product.®

In evaluating the likely impact of imports of subject merchandise if the orders and finding under
review are revoked, the Commission is directed to consider all relevant economic factors that are likely to
have a bearing on the state of the industry in the United States, including but not limited to the following:
(2) likely declines in output, sales, market share, profits, productivity, return on investments, and
utilization of capacity; (2) likely negative effects on cash flow, inventories, employment, wages, growth,
ability to raise capital, and investment; and (3) likely negative effects on the existing development and
production efforts of the industry, including efforts to develop a derivative or more advanced version of
the domestic like product.** All relevant economic factors are to be considered within the context of the
business cycle and the conditions of competition that are distinctive to the industry. As instructed by the
statute, we have considered the extent to which any improvement in the state of the domestic industry is
related to the order at issue and whether the industry is vulnerable to material injury if the order were
revoked.*

When appropriate in this review, we have relied on the facts otherwise available, which consist of
information from the original investigation and information submitted in this review, including

219 U.S.C. § 1675a(a)(1). We note that no duty absorption findings have been made by Commerce.

%19 U.S.C. 8 1675a(a)(5). Although the Commission must consider all factors, no one factor is necessarily
dispositive. SAA at 886.

19 U.S.C. § 1675a(a)(2).
219 U.S.C. § 1675a(a)(2)(A-D).

% See 19 U.S.C. § 1675a(a)(3). The SAA states that “{c}onsistent with its practice in investigations, in
considering the likely price effects of imports in the event of revocation and termination, the Commission may rely
on circumstantial, as well as direct, evidence of the adverse effects of unfairly traded imports on domestic prices.”
SAA at 886.

319 U.S.C. § 1675a(a)(4).

% The SAA states that in assessing whether the domestic industry is vulnerable to injury if the order is revoked,
the Commission “considers, in addition to imports, other factors that may be contributing to overall injury. While
these factors, in some cases, may account for the injury to the domestic industry, they may also demonstrate that an
industry is facing difficulties from a variety of sources and is vulnerable to dumped or subsidized imports.” SAA at
885.



information provided by the domestic industry, the respondent interested parties, questionnaire responses,
and information available from published sources.*

B. Conditions of Competition and Business Cycle

In evaluating the likely impact of the subject imports on the domestic industry, the statute directs
the Commission to consider all relevant economic factors “within the context of the business cycle and
conditions of competition that are distinctive to the affected industry.”*

1. The Commission’s Original Determination

In the original investigation, the Commission found several conditions of competition pertinent to
its analysis. With respect to demand, the Commission found that the market for ironing tables was
relatively stable over the period examined, that the market was described as mature with only modest
growth, and that the overall demand for ironing tables was likely to exhibit little change in response to
changes in price.* The Commission found that far more lower-priced than higher-priced models entered
the U.S. market, with more than three-quarters of U.S. consumption over the period examined reportedly
in the opening price point category.® In addition, the Commission found increased concentration among
buyers as the number of retail purchasers fell over the period examined, with only a few mass
merchandisers dominating direct sales to consumers.*

With respect to supply, the Commission found that the domestic industry’s share of the market
declined steadily and significantly between 2001 and 2003.“> The Commission found that one U.S.
producer, HPI, closed a plant and consolidated production, while the other U.S. producer, Whitney
Design, closed its U.S. production facility during the period examined. Nonetheless, the Commission
found that the domestic industry still had *** capacity to supply the U.S. market. Subject imports,

% 19 U.S.C. 8§ 1677e(a) authorizes the Commission to “use the facts otherwise available” in reaching a
determination when (1) necessary information is not available on the record or (2) an interested party or any other
person withholds information requested by the agency, fails to provide such information in the time or in the form or
manner requested, significantly impedes a proceeding, or provides information that cannot be verified pursuant to 19
U.S.C. 8 1677m(i). The verification requirements in 19 U.S.C. § 1677m(i) are applicable only to Commerce. See
Titanium Metals Corp. v. United States, 155 F. Supp. 2d 750, 765 (Ct. Int’l Trade 2002) (“the ITC correctly
responds that Congress has not required the Commission to conduct verification procedures for the evidence before
it, or provided a minimum standard by which to measure the thoroughness of Commission investigations.”).

7 Commissioner Okun notes that the statute authorizes the Commission to take adverse inferences in five-year
reviews, but such authorization does not relieve the Commission of its obligation to consider the record evidence as
a whole in making its determination. See 19 U.S.C. 8 1677e. She generally gives credence to the facts supplied by
the participating parties and certified by them as true, but bases her decision on the evidence as a whole, and does
not automatically accept participating parties’ suggested interpretations of the record evidence. Regardless of the
level of participation, the Commission is obligated to consider all evidence relating to each of the statutory factors
and may not draw adverse inferences that render such analysis superfluous. “In general, the Commission makes
determinations by weighing all of the available evidence regarding a multiplicity of factors relating to the domestic
industry as a whole and by drawing reasonable inferences from the evidence it finds most persuasive.” SAA at 869.

® 19 U.S.C. § 1675a(a)(4).

% QOriginal Investigation at 13-14.
0 Original Investigation at 14.

1 Original Investigation at 14-15.
“2 Original Investigation at 15-16.




however, captured nearly *** of the U.S. market in 2003 compared to *** percent in 2001.* The
Commission found that sales of nonsubject ironing tables were almost nonexistent and consisted mostly
of higher-value products.*

The Commission found that there was a relatively high degree of substitutability between
domestic ironing tables and the subject imports, with the vast majority of all market participants reporting
that they were always interchangeable.*

2. The Current Review
We find the following conditions of competition relevant to our determination.
a. Demand

Overall U.S. demand for ironing tables moves in tandem with general economic activity in the
U.S. economy, and with household formation and home purchases in particular.*® U.S. demand for
ironing tables also exhibits some seasonal variation and is subject to cyclical fluctuations.*” As a
consumer durable good, ironing table purchases are often deferrable and, as such, tend to fall during
economic downturns.*

Market participants provided mixed responses when asked whether demand had increased,
decreased, fluctuated, or remained the same since January 2004, but most frequently indicated there had
been no change.* The demand for ironing tables as measured by apparent U.S. consumption fluctuated
over the period examined, but decreased overall from *** units in 2004 to *** units in 2009. This
downturn in demand was particularly strong in 2009, when apparent U.S. consumption fell by ***
percent from the previous year.®® With respect to future demand, the majority of market participants
expected no change.*

8 Qriginal Investigation, Confidential Staff Report, INV-BB-087 (July 2, 2004), at Table C-1.
# Qriginal Investigation at 15.

“ QOriginal Investigation at 16.

“6 Original Investigation at 11-3, fn. 9.

" Retailer demand is reportedly high during the summer months, reflecting new household formation and back-
to-college purchases, and household consumer demand is high during the summer and into the fall, with some
increase in consumer demand also during March-April, when care for clothes reportedly increases. Retailer and
consumer demand tend to be low after the back-to-college purchases, particularly during October-December,
including the Christmas holiday season. CR at I1-16, PR at 11-10.

8 Demand for consumer durable goods, especially at the higher price points, has a tendency to be income elastic.
An exception may be that some consumers may purchase ironing tables in an economic downturn as a substitute for
more expensive dry cleaning services. See Hearing Transcript at 142-143 (Cooper and Scott). Such countercyclical
demand is likely a small part of total demand for ironing tables. CR at I1-15 and n.28, PR at 11-9 and n.28.
Replacement demand is also likely a small part of total demand for ironing tables, as consumers replace them
infrequently. CR at 11-15 and n.27, PR at 11-9 and n.27.

“ CRat11-19, PR at I11-12 to 11-13.
% CR/PR at Table C-1.
L CR at 11-19, PR at 11-12 to 11-13.
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Ironing tables reportedly are sold in as many as five different retail price point categories.>> More
than three quarters of ironing tables consumed in the United States reportedly are in the “opening price
point” category.>® During the period examined, U.S. imports of ironing tables from China were
exclusively mesh-top, while the majority of domestic ironing tables were perforated-top.>* Although HPI
has the capability to produce both mesh-top and perforated-top tables, the ***.> Chinese manufacturers,
by contrast, reportedly produce only mesh-top ironing tables using a labor-intensive production process.>

Direct shipments of ironing tables during the period were principally to retailers, followed by
commercial users and distributors.” The largest purchasers of ironing tables during the period examined
were *** with each retailer purchasing more than *** ironing tables during the period.*® Retailers sold
their ironing tables almost exclusively to household consumers. Commercial users consist primarily of
the hospitality industry, where ironing tables are used in hotels and motels by travelers, and healthcare
facilities.®® Purchasers most frequently identified Walmart and Target as retail price leaders in the U.S.
market.®

b. Supply

HPI is currently the only domestic producer of ironing tables.® The domestic industry’s annual
capacity was unchanged from 2004 to 2009 at *** units.®* The industry’s share of the U.S. market
fluctuated between a low of *** percent and a high of *** percent.®®* Subject imports’ share fluctuated
between a low of *** percent and a high of *** percent.** Nonsubject import’s market share fell in each

%2 CR at I-15, PR at I-9. HPI describes the “value” or “opening price point” T-leg table as a perforated-top or a
mesh-top table costing $18 or less; a “good” table as generally a mesh-top 4-leg table with an optional iron rest
costing $18 to $28; a “better” table as a heavy duty mesh-top 4-leg table with an added feature, such as an iron rest,
costing $28 to $40; a “best” table as a wide-top mesh-top, heavy duty/professional 4-leg ironing table with added
features, such as an iron rest and linen rack, costing $40 to $70; and a “specialty” table as one with a wide top and
such features as an extension cord, wheels, or other special finishes. CR at I-15, PR at I-9.

¥ CRatI-15, PR at I-9.

% CRat I-15, PR at 1-9 and CR/PR at Tables V-1 through V-6, presenting the relative sales volumes of mesh-top
and perforated-top ironing tables. ***. CR at I-16, PR at I-9 to I-10.

» CRat I-15, PR at I-9.
% CRat I-15, PR at I-9.

S CR/PR at I1-1 and Table I1-1. Twelve of 13 purchasers responding to the Commission’s questionnaires were
retailers and one was a distributor. CR/PR at 11-2 n.4

% CR/PR at Table I1-2. These retailers account for approximately *** percent of the reported purchases of
ironing tables at the wholesale level in the United States during the period examined. Calculated from CR/PR at
Table 11-2. *** combined account for ***. 1d.; see also HPI Final Comments (May 27, 2010) at 9.

% U.S. Producer and Importer Questionnaire Responses at sections 1VV-21a and 111-22a, respectively.
% CR/PR at II-1.

81 CR/PR at Table I-5.

82 CR/PR at Table C-1.

% CR/PR at Table C-1. The domestic industry’s market share was *** percent in 2004, *** percent in 2005, ***
percent in 2006, *** in 2007, *** percent in 2008, and *** percent in 2009. Id.

% CR/PR at Table C-1. Subject imports’ market share was *** percent in 2004, *** percent in 2005, *** percent
in 2006, *** percent in 2007, *** in 2008, and *** percent in 2009. Id.
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year of the period examined after 2005.% By 2009, nonsubject imports accounted for only *** percent of
apparent U.S. consumption.®®

C. Other Conditions

There is a high degree of substitutability between domestically produced ironing tables and the
subject imports.” Responding wholesale purchasers listed price and quality as the most important factors
affecting their ironing table purchasing decisions.®

Raw material costs account for a substantial share of the cost of goods sold (“COGS”) for ironing
tables.®® The principal raw material input is cold-rolled steel sheet. Reported quarterly prices for cold-
rolled sheet fluctuated over the period examined, increasing from January-March 2004 to July-September
2008, before decreasing through July-September 2009, and then increasing again in October-December
2009.7

Based on the evidence in the record of this five-year review, we find that conditions of
competition in the ironing table market are not likely to change significantly in the reasonably foreseeable
future. Accordingly, we find that current conditions in the market provide us with a reasonable basis on
which to assess the likely effects of revocation of the orders in the reasonably foreseeable future.

C. Likely Volume of Subject Imports
1. The Commission’s Original Determination

In the original investigation, the Commission found that the volume and market share of subject
imports increased substantially throughout the period of investigation. The Commission found that the
quantity of subject imports nearly quadrupled in terms of quantity and nearly tripled in terms of value
between 2001 and 2003. Although subject imports declined in interim 2004, the Commission attributed
the decline to the filing of the petition and the imposition of provisional duties in February 2004. The
Commission also found that subject imports” market share increased dramatically between 2001 and
2003, rising nearly *** percentage points in terms of quantity and value.”* The domestic industry’s share
of apparent U.S. consumption fell from *** percent to *** percent in 2003 and the Commission found
that this loss was entirely due to subject imports. Finally, moderate price declines did not significantly

% Nonsubject imports’ market share was *** percent in 2004, *** percent in 2005, *** percent in 2006, ***
percent in 2007, *** percent in 2008, and *** percent in 2009. CR/PR at Table C-1.

% CR at IV-2, PR at IV-1to IV-2. Responding U.S. importers identified the following nonsubject countries as
sources of ironing tables imported into the U.S. market: Germany, India, Italy, Latvia, Spain, Taiwan, and The
Netherlands. CR at 11-14, PR at 11-9. Some importers noted the presence of ironing tables from Taiwan in the U.S.
market. Participating interested parties, however, were not able to identify any producers of metal-top ironing tables
in Taiwan. 1d. and HPI’s Answers to Questions from the Commission (Commissioner Pinkert) at A-39 to A-40.;
Hearing Transcript at 141 (Scott).

% CRat 11-29, PR at 11-19. Responding market participants generally reported that domestic ironing tables and
those imported from China and third countries were “always” or “frequently” interchangeable. CR/PR at Table 11-4.

% CR at 11-27 to 11-28 and n.58, PR at 11-18 and n.58; and CR/PR at Table I1-3.
% Total raw material costs averaged almost *** percent of COGS during the period examined. CR/PR at V-1.

" CRat 111-10, PR at I11-5; and CR/PR at V-1 and Figure V-1. HPI’s quarterly purchase prices of cold-rolled
steel sheet increased from $*** per pound during January-March 2004 to *** per pound by July-September 2008, an
increase of *** percent, before decreasing to *** per pound by July-September 2009 and ending at $*** per pound
during October-December 2009. U.S. Producer Questionnaire Response at section 1V-24.

™ Original Investigation at 17-18.
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increase purchases over the period examined due to the long-lasting nature of ironing tables as a durable
good. Consequently, the Commission determined that the increased volumes of subject imports at less-
than-fair value had taken market share from the remaining domestic producer, rather than resulting in
increased domestic consumption.™

The Commission found that both perforated-top and mesh-top ironing tables were purchased by
large customers, and that HPI produced both types and had capacity to produce substantially higher
volumes.”™ In addition, the Commission found that Whitney Design had sought and gained additional
customers for its subject imports.” Nevertheless, the Commission found that a large portion of the
increase in subject import volume during the period was not attributable to Whitney Design’s shift from
domestic producer to subject importer because Whitney Design accounted for *** of total imports and its
total share of subject imports was much lower in 2003 than in 2001. Moreover, the Commission found
that a large purchaser increased its imports of mesh-top ironing tables during the period.

Consequently, the Commission found both the volume and increase in volume of subject imports
to be significant, both in absolute terms and relative to consumption and production in the United States.

2. The Current Review

Several factors support the conclusion that the subject import volume is likely to be significant in
the event of revocation of the order.

Substantial volumes of subject imports have been present in the U.S. market over the period
examined even with the order in place. Subject imports were *** units in 2004, *** units in 2005, ***
units in 2006, *** units in 2007, *** units in 2008, and *** units in 2009.” Subject imports’ market
share was *** percent in 2004, *** percent in 2005, *** percent in 2006, *** percent in 2007, ***
percent in 2008, and *** percent in 2009.

The record contains data only for part of the Chinese industry.”” Thus, the record data on
Chinese production, production capacity, and shipments are likely substantially understated. However,
the Chinese producers responding to the Commission’s questionnaires have considerable production
capacity and unused capacity. Chinese producers’ reported capacity was *** units in 2004, *** units in
2005, *** units in 2006, *** units in 2007, *** units in 2008, and *** units in 2009.” The reported
production capacity in 2009 is *** apparent U.S. consumption for that year.” Chinese producers’

2 Original Investigation at 18.
™ Original Investigation at 18-19.
™ QOriginal Investigation at 20.

™ CR/PR at Table IV-1. U.S. shipments of subject imports were *** units in 2004, *** units in 2005, *** units
in 2006, *** units in 2007, *** units in 2008, and *** units in 2009. CR/PR at Table C-1.

® CR/PR at Table C-1.

" As noted above, six of the 31 known Chinese producers of ironing tables responded to the Commission’s
foreign producer questionnaires. During the period, *** were the largest producers of ironing tables in China to
provide data. Proprietary Customs data indicate that ***. CR at IV-5, PR at I1V-3.

This is consistent with the companies’ respective antidumping duty margins resulting from administrative
reviews by Commerce during the review period. Since Hardware’s original duty rate was 9.47 percent, and it
received a de minimis rate in 2007. In an administrative review completed in 2007, Foshan Shunde received a rate
of 2.37 percent (it had previously been 157.68 percent). Both companies exported significant volumes to the United
States under these relatively low rates. However, in 2009 and 2010, Commerce determined that Since Hardware and
Foshan Shunde, respectively, had submitted inaccurate and unreliable data, and imposed the China-wide rate of
157.68 percent on both companies. CR/PR at Table I-2, nn. 2 and 3.

8 CR/PR at Table IV-3.
 CR/PR at Tables IV-3 and C-1.
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reported capacity utilization fluctuated between 81.0 and 88.9 percent between 2004 to 2008, then fell to
70.7 percent in 2009.2° The Chinese industry’s reported capacity utilization rate, especially in 2009,
indicates that available capacity exists in China to increase production of ironing tables if the antidumping
duty order were revoked.®

The Chinese industry is highly export-oriented, with exports as a share of total shipments ranging
between *** and *** percent between 2004 and 2009.%2 The United States remained a significant market
for Chinese exports over the period of review, accounting for between *** and *** percent of shipments.
The European Union was the largest market, accounting for between *** and *** percent of shipments.
The home market accounted for *** percent of shipments.®

The United States is a very important market for Chinese producers. The Chinese industry
continues to maintain a substantial presence in the U.S. market during the period of review despite the
order, and Chinese producers have established business relationships with U.S. purchasers of ironing
tables that would enable them to increase shipments to the United States substantially in the event of
revocation of the order.®* The Chinese industry now faces a significant barrier in its other main market,
the EU.% In April 2007, the EU imposed definitive antidumping duties on imports of Chinese ironing
tables at margins ranging from 18.1 percent to 38.1 percent.®

Finally, end-of-period inventories of ironing tables held by producers in China increased steadily
over the period examined and were markedly higher in 2009 than in 2004.%

Based on the rapid increase of subject imports and their market share during the original
investigation, the substantial volumes of subject imports present during the period examined despite the
order, the substantial production capacity, excess capacity, and export-orientation of the Chinese industry,
the importance of the U.S. market to Chinese producers, the EU antidumping order, and Chinese
producers’ inventories, we find that Chinese producers would have the ability and incentive to ship
significant volumes of additional exports to the United States if the order were revoked. Therefore, we
find that the likely volume of subject imports, both in absolute terms and relative to production and
consumption in the United States, would be significant if the order were revoked.

8 CR/PR at Table 1V-3.

8 We note that Chinese producer *** reported purchasing new machinery related to the production of ironing
tables during the period examined. CR at IV-6 n.12, PR at IV-4 n.12 and ***. In addition, two Chinese producers,
*** reported production of nonsubject merchandise on the same equipment used to produce subject ironing tables.
CR at IV-6, PR at IV-4. Thus, there is a potential for these producers to shift production from nonsubject
merchandise to ironing tables.

8 CR/PR at Table IV-3.
8 CR/PR at Table IV-3.
8 HPI Prehearing Brief at 34. See also CR at D-8 to D-9 and D-13, PR at D-3 and D-4 (***).

% The European Union is believed to be the largest non-U.S. market for ironing tables, with consumption of 8.6
million units in 2005. CR at IVV-10 and n.20, PR at IVV-6 and n.20.

% CRat IV-8 to IV-9, PR at IV-6. Although Since Hardware was originally given a zero percent duty, the EU
initiated another antidumping proceeding on this producer in October 2009; this proceeding is ongoing. The EU
announced in December 2009 that Foshan Shunde was no longer subject to antidumping duties due to a judgment by
the Court of Justice of the European Communities. However, the EU has reopened the investigation with respect to
Foshan Shunde. Id.

8 Inventories held by Chinese producers were 136,000 units in 2004, 158,000 units in 2005, 173,000 units in
2006, 224,000 units in 2007, 215,000 units in 2008, and 359,000 units in 2009. CR/PR at Table IVV-3. End-of-period
inventories of subject imports held by U.S. importers increased from *** units in 2004 to *** units in 2007, then
decreased to *** units in 2008 and *** units in 2009. CR/PR at Table I1VV-2.
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D. Likely Price Effects of Subject Imports
1. The Commission’s Original Determination

In the original investigation, the Commission found that the domestic like product and subject
imports were interchangeable and that price was the most important factor in purchasing decisions. The
Commission found there was a concentration of purchasers at the wholesale level, with approximately
*** percent of the ironing tables sold to only three customers; these few large buyers could negotiate
lower prices, and lower retail pricing by one may have resulted in widespread downward retail pricing
that, in turn, may have resulted in downward pressure on wholesale prices.®

The Commission found a wide range of prices between the opening price point and the various
higher priced models, with mesh-top ironing tables historically more expensive than perforated-top
ironing tables. The Commission collected pricing data on two products — perforated-top T-leg ironing
tables and mesh-top T-leg ironing tables (the former was the predominant product of the domestic
industry and was not produced by the Chinese industry, the latter was produced by both). The
Commission found price comparisons between domestic and imported mesh-top tables to be more
probative than comparisons between perforated-top domestic tables and subject imported mesh-top
ironing tables.®

Pricing data showed that prices for Chinese mesh-top T-leg ironing tables were generally higher
than those for comparable domestic product through the first quarter of 2002. Thereafter, the Chinese
tables were priced lower than domestic product as subject import volumes rose and subject import prices
fell. The Commission found significant underselling for this product, particularly in light of the large
increase in import volumes in 2003.%

The Commission found that the evidence regarding internet reverse sales and lost sales and
revenues indicated that subject imports of mesh-top tables were overtaking the market previously
dominated by domestic perforated-top tables, and were doing so by underselling and driving prices
lower.®* Given that more than 75 percent of domestic consumption reportedly was in the opening price
point category and the majority of HPI’s sales into this category were perforated-top ironing tables, the
Commission found significant price depression based on the product specific data as well as other
information in the record, including information in the internet reverse auctions and lost sales and
revenues.*

As a result, the Commission concluded that there had been significant price underselling by the
subject imports and that the effect of such imports had been to depress prices for the domestic like
product to a significant degree.*

8 Qriginal Investigation at 21.
% QOriginal Investigation at 21-22.
% QOriginal Investigation at 23.
° Original Investigation at 23.
%2 Original Investigation at 25.
% QOriginal Investigation at 26.
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2. The Current Review

As stated above, more than *** percent of reported purchases of ironing tables at the wholesale
level during the period of review were made by only five customers — *** — who purchase ironing tables
with an intent to sell them at retail.**

Chinese and domestic ironing tables are interchangeable and price is an important factor in
purchasing decisions. There is a wide range of prices at the retail level between the opening price point
(generally $18 or less) and the various higher priced models (up to $70 or more).*® The Commission
collected pricing data on six products with pad and cover, but without additional equipment®- two
perforated-top T-leg models with different leg thicknesses and weight (products 1 and 2), two mesh-top
T-leg models with different leg thicknesses and weight (products 3 and 4), and two mesh-top four leg
models with different leg thicknesses and weight (products 5 and 6).°” Domestic product prices were
reported for products 1, 3, and 5, and subject import prices were reported for products 3 through 6.

Quarterly prices of two of the three domestic products and of the four subject imported products
fluctuated, but generally increased during the period. A total of 48 quarterly price comparisons, involving
unbundled sales,® were possible for products 3 and 5. Subject imports undersold the domestic product in
four of these comparisons with margins ranging from *** percent to *** percent. In forty-three other
comparisons, subject imports oversold the domestic product.”

We have taken several factors into consideration in evaluating these pricing data. First, these
prices are for a period when the order was in effect, which would be expected to increase subject import
prices. Second, U.S. importer *** included in its pricing data for product 3 (a lighter-weight mesh-top T-
leg ironing table) sales data for a reportedly competitive *** model that, in certain configurations,
included features characteristic of ironing tables sold in higher retail price point categories.*® This
product accounted for a significant share of reported importer sales of product 3. We believe that the
higher prices of the imported *** product 3 may have caused the overall product 3 price data to be
unrepresentative of actual price competition for this product during the period examined.'**

Third, *** purchaser of ironing tables,*? is a direct importer of the subject merchandise. *** for
product 3 and product 5 were lower than domestic selling prices for these products in *** of ***
quarterly comparisons. *** are not directly comparable to domestic prices.’®® Nonetheless, in ***

% Calculated from CR/PR at Table 11-2. *** collectively represent approximately *** percent of reported
purchases of ironing tables at the wholesale level. 1d.

% =% where price competition is most intense. Approximately *** percent of its sales are of ***, and
approximately *** percent of its sales are of ***, U.S. Producer Questionnaire Response at section 1V-5.

% The six ironing table products may include an iron rest or linen rack, but no equipment extraneous to the
ironing table, such as an iron. CR at V-12 n.15, PR at V-7 n.15

¥ CR at V-12, PR at V-7 to V-8.

% Bundled sales of ironing tables occur when ironing tables and other products, such as irons and other laundry
items, are sold as a group under a bundled (combined) price; prices of the different items may be specified, but are
not independently determined. CR at V-5n.10, PR at V-3 n.10.

% CR at V-30, PR at V-14 and CR/PR at Table V-8. There was one price comparison with equal prices.
100 CR at V-30 n.31, PR at V-14 n.31; CR at I-15, PR at I-9.

101 See, e.q., HPI Final Comments at 8.

102 CR/PR at Table 11-2.

108 %> initially indicated that its reported price data for the firm's direct imports of ironing tables from China
were the requested import prices based on landed (c.i.f), duty-paid, U.S. ports-of-entry values. However, after
further review, *** reported that the data were the foreign invoice values, f.0.b. the Chinese factory. CR at V-13 to
V-14 and V-32, PR at V-8 to V-9 and V-15. These invoice prices in China are not directly comparable to domestic
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instances, these foreign f.0.b. values were *** percent or more below domestic prices for comparable
products.’®

Finally, sales by *** of imported price product 4 (a heavier-weight, mesh-top T-leg ironing table)
were *** lower-priced than domestic sales of product 3, a lighter-weight, mesh-top T-leg ironing table.'%®
Normally, a heavier-weight ironing table would be expected to be priced higher than a comparable
lighter-weight ironing table, particularly where the primary raw material in the production of ironing
tables, cold-rolled steel sheet, comprises a significant portion of the unit manufacturing cost. Given these
considerations, we place only limited weight on the price comparison data for the period examined.

Based on the finding of significant underselling during the original investigation, the significant
likely volumes of subject imports if the order were revoked, the nature of the product and the market, in
particular the importance of price to the purchasing decisions, the high degree of price competition
between the domestic like product and the subject imports, and the substantial influence over U.S. prices
as well as the buying market power exercised by the few large wholesale customers, we find that the
subject imports from China likely would significantly undersell the domestic like product to gain market
share and likely would have significant depressing or suppressing effects on the prices of the domestic
like product if the order were revoked.

E. Likely Impact of Subject Imports'®
1. The Commission’s Original Determination

In the original investigation, the Commission found that the exit of Whitney Design from the
industry in April 2002 significantly reduced domestic production capacity. Even accounting for this
development, the Commission found that the data for HPI, the sole domestic producer after April 2002,
indicated that production and capacity utilization decreased significantly between 2001 and 2003.
Although the domestic industry’s end-of-period inventories fluctuated over the period and remained
steady when comparing 2003 with 2001, the Commission found that the ratio of inventories to production
and U.S. shipments *** between 2001 and 2003.

prices because they do not include the costs to ship and land ironing tables in the U.S. market, including costs of
freight, insurance, loading and off-loading, import duties, and customs clearance.

14 CR at V-32 and n.36, PR at V-15 and n.36. Based on official statistics, charges, insurance, and freight costs for
all U.S. imports of ironing tables from China averaged 18.8 percent of the Customs value from 2004 to 2009. ***
reported that the difference between its costs f.0.b. China and its U.S. landed cost averaged *** percent over the
same period. CR at V-14 and n.24, PR at V-9 and n.24.

% CR at V-32 n.34, PR at V-14 n.34.

106 The SAA states that in assessing whether the domestic industry is vulnerable to injury if the order is revoked,
the Commission “considers, in addition to imports, other factors that may be contributing to overall injury. While
these factors, in some cases, may account for the injury to the domestic industry, they may also demonstrate that an
industry is facing difficulties from a variety of sources and is vulnerable to dumped or subsidized imports.” SAA at
885, 19 U.S.C. § 1675a(a)(4). Section 752(a)(6) of the Tariff Act states that “the Commission may consider the
magnitude of the margin of dumping or the magnitude of the net countervailable subsidy” in making its
determination in a five-year review. 19 U.S.C. § 1675a(a)(6). The statute defines the “magnitude of the margin of
dumping” to be used by the Commission in five-year reviews as “the dumping margin or margins determined by the
administering authority under section 1675a(c)(3) of this title.” 19 U.S.C. 8 1677(35)(C)(iv). See also SAA at 887.

In the final results of its expedited sunset review of the antidumping duty order on ironing tables from
China, Commerce found likely antidumping duty margins of 9.47 percent for Since Hardware; 72.29 percent for
Forever Holdings, Ltd., Gaoming Lihe Daily Necessities Co., Ltd., and Harvest International Housewares, Ltd.; and
157.68 percent for Shunde Yongjian Housewares Co., Ltd., Foshan Shunde, and for the PRC-wide rate. 74 Fed.
Reg. at 56795.
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Overall, the Commission found that employment-related and financial indicators declined over
the period as well.®” Although the Commission found the domestic industry profitable in 2003 and the
industry’s operating income ratio remained *** during the period, it also noted that operating income
ratio is only one of many factors the Commission examines in making its finding with respect to the
impact of subject imports on the domestic industry. The Commission found that most of the industry’s
cost of goods sold was ***, and that the cost of HPI’s plant and equipment was ***. Thus, because the
***_The Commission concluded that the *** of operating leverage reflected in the manufacturing cost
structure of ironing tables helped to explain how the industry was able to maintain operating margins
despite experiencing declines in sales and production volume.’® As a result, the Commission found that
the injury to the domestic industry manifested itself primarily in the large declines in many of the industry
indicators other than operating margins.'®°

2. The Current Review

The domestic industry’s performance was inconsistent from 2004 to 2008 before improving
substantially in 2009. Production increased steadily from *** units in 2004 to *** units in 2007, then fell
to *** units in 2008 and *** units in 2009."° Production capacity remained constant from 2004 to 2009
at *** units. Capacity utilization increased steadily from *** percent in 2004 to *** percent in 2007,
then fell to *** percent in 2008 and *** percent in 2009."* U.S. shipments increased from *** units in
2004 to *** units in 2007, then fell to *** units in 2008 and 2009. Net sales increased from *** units in
2004 to *** units in 2007, then fell to *** units in 2008 and 2009.? End-of-period inventories peaked in
2006, then fell to 2004 levels by the end of the period; the ratio of inventories to production followed a
similar pattern.™® The number of production and related workers (PRWs) fluctuated from *** in 2004 to
*** in 2007, then fell to *** in 2008 and *** in 2009. The number of hours worked fluctuated from ***
in 2004 to *** in 2007, then fell to *** in 2008 and increased to *** in 2009.***

The domestic industry’s financial performance fluctuated greatly from 2004 to 2007, with a
marked decrease in 2008 that reflects significant increases in raw material costs, particularly cold-rolled
steel sheet.'™® The industry’s financial performance improved in 2009, despite no significant increase in
net sales, due to a decrease in its steel costs.**® The industry’s operating income was $*** in 2004, $***

W7 Original Investigation at 28-29.
1% Qriginal Investigation at 29.

19 Qriginal Investigation at 30.

10 CR/PR at Table C-1.

11 CR/PR at Table C-1.

12 CR/PR at Table C-1.

13 CR/PR at Table I11-4.

114 CR/PR at Table C-1. Productivity (units/hour) was *** in 2004, *** in 2005, *** in 2006, *** in 2007, *** in
2008, and *** in 2009. Id.

1% From 2007 to 2008, the domestic industry's unit cost of goods sold ***, CR/PR at Table C-1.

118 Most of the domestic industry’s cost of goods sold is ***, Thus, the average unit manufacturing costs of
ironing tables increased dramatically as the price of the principal raw material for ironing tables, cold-rolled steel
sheet, increased significantly in 2008. CR/PR at Figure V-1. The easing of steel prices in 2009 led to a reduction in
the average unit manufacturing costs and a return to profitability for the domestic industry despite a slight decrease
in net sales from the prior year. CR/PR at Table C-1.

The ratio of COGS to net sales was *** percent in 2004, *** percent in 2005, *** percent in 2006, ***
percent in 2007, *** percent in 2008, and *** percent in 2009. CR/PR at Table C-1.
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in 2005, $*** in 2006, $*** in 2007, *** in 2008, and $*** in 2009."*" The industry’s operating income
margin was *** percent in 2004, *** percent in 2005, *** percent in 2006, *** percent in 2007, ***
percent in 2008, and *** percent in 2009. Based on these mixed data, we do not find that the domestic
industry is in a vulnerable state.

Based on the record in this review, we conclude that revocation of the order would likely lead to a
significant increase in subject imports that likely would undersell the domestic like product and
significantly suppress or depress U.S. prices. The vast majority of ironing tables sold in the U.S. market
by the domestic industry are to a limited number of large retailers at the wholesale level.**® The loss of
one of these large purchasers to subject imports would have a substantial impact on the domestic
industry’s condition.**

We have also considered the role of other factors, including nonsubject imports and demand, that
might have an effect on the domestic industry in the reasonably foreseeable future. Nonsubject imports
have had only a minimal share of the market, ranging from a high of *** percent in 2005 to a low of ***
percent in 2009. The share fell every year since 2005.*° Thus, nonsubject imports, given the small
volumes, are not likely to prevent a substantial increase in the volume of subject imports after
revocation. With the current recession and the durable nature of product, future demand for ironing
tables is expected to decrease or remain flat at best. However, we find that this makes the industry more
susceptable to injury by the likely volume and price of subject imports. Although the domestic industry’s
financial performance improved greatly in 2009, this was largely due to the decrease in raw material
costs, particularly cold-rolled steel sheet, and the imposition of substantial antidumping duty deposits for
Since Hardware in March 2009.%? Such favorable cost conditions are not likely to recur in the reasonably
foreseeable future.’® Finally, Respondents allege that plastic-top ironing tables produced in both China
and the United States are now replacing metal-top ironing tables in the U.S. market.’* Plastic-top ironing
tables, however, are high priced and represent an extremely small share of the U.S. market, reportedly
less than one percent.® In addition, market interest in the plastic-top ironing table reportedly was driven,

17 The industry’s capital expenditures were $*** in 2004, $*** in 2005, $*** in 2006, $*** in 2007, $*** in
2008, and $*** in 2009. CR/PR at Table C-1.

118 Sales to *** accounted for *** percent of HPI’s U.S. shipments of ironing tables over the period examined,
while *** accounted for *** percent and *** for *** percent. Calculated from CR/PR at Tables I-7 and I1-2.

119 See CR at D-4 to D-5, PR at D-3 (HPI’s Answer to Question 11-4 - Impact of Revocation).
120 CR/PR at Table C-1.

121 The Respondents allege that India is an emerging source of ironing tables and that there will be little impact on
the U.S. industry if the antidumping order is lifted because those nonsubject imports are replacing the Chinese
subject imports. Respondent Prehearing Brief at 15-16 and Posthearing Brief, Answers to Questions from the
Commission (Chairman Aranoff) at 11-12 and Appendix PH-4. However, the record does not indicate that India
was a substantial source of ironing tables over the period examined, nor does it show any increase in imports of
ironing tables from India in the most recent years of the period examined. CR/PR at Table C-2.

122 As discussed earlier, Commerce determined in 2009 that Since Hardware was no longer eligible for separate
rate status and subsequently included Since Hardware in the PRC-wide Entity with an antidumping duty cash deposit
rate of 157.68 percent. 74 Fed. Reg. 11085 (March 16, 2009).

128 Prices for cold-rolled steel sheet reportedly have increased 40 percent in March 2010 compared to March
2009. HPI’s Answers to Questions from the Commission (Chairman Aranoff and Commissioners Okun, Pinkert,
and Williamson) at A-15.

124 Respondent Prehearing Brief at 16 and Posthearing Brief, Answers to Questions from the Commission
(Chairman Aranoff) at 10, 13-14 and Appendix PH-4.

125 4P| Posthearing Brief at 2-3 and Answer to Questions from the Commission (Chairman Aranoff) at A-43 to
A-44; Hearing Transcript at 130 (Cooper).
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at least in part, by the antidumping duty order on metal-top ironing tables from China.*® Therefore,
considerations of factors other than the subject imports do not detract from our finding that the subject
imports will have a likely material adverse impact on the domestic industry.

Consequently, based on the record of this review, we find that the likely volume and price effects
of the subject imports would likely have a significant adverse impact on the production, shipments, sales,
market share, and revenues of the domestic industry. Declines in these indicators of industry performance
would have a direct adverse impact on the industry’s profitability and employment, as well as its ability to
raise capital and to make and maintain capital investments. Therefore, we conclude that, if the
antidumping duty order were revoked, subject imports from China would likely have a significant adverse
impact on the domestic industry within a reasonably foreseeable time.

CONCLUSION
For the above reasons, we determine that revocation of the antidumping duty order on ironing

tables and parts thereof from China would be likely to lead to continuation or recurrence of material
injury to an industry in the United States within a reasonably foreseeable time.

126 HP| Posthearing Brief at 2-3 and Answer to Questions from the Commission (Chairman Aranoff) at A-43 to
A-44; Hearing Transcript at 130 (Cooper).
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PART I: INTRODUCTION AND OVERVIEW
BACKGROUND

Effective July 1, 2009, the U.S. International Trade Commission (“Commission” or “USITC”)
gave notice, pursuant to section 751(c) of the Tariff Act of 1930, as amended (“the Act”), that it had
instituted a review to determine whether revocation of the antidumping duty order on ironing tables and
certain parts thereof (“ironing tables”) from China would likely lead to the continuation or recurrence of
material injury to a domestic industry.?* Effective October 5, 2009, the Commission determined that it
would conduct a full review pursuant to section 751(c)(5) of the Act.* Information relating to the
background and schedule of this proceeding appears in the following tabulation:

Effective date Action
August 6, 2004 Commerce’s antidumping duty order on ironing tables from China (69 FR 47868)
July 1, 2009 Commission’s institution of five-year review (74 FR 31755, July 2, 2009)
July 1, 2009 Commerce’s initiation of five-year review (74 FR 31412)

Commission’s determination to conduct a full five-year review (74 FR 54066,
October 5, 2009 October 21, 2009)

Commerce’s final results of expedited five-year review of the antidumping duty
November 3, 2009 order on ironing tables from China (74 FR 56794)

November 16, 2009 | Commission’s scheduling of the review (74 FR 62593, November 30, 2009)

April 13, 2010 Commission’s hearing
May 21, 2010 Commission’s vote
June 8, 2010 Commission’s determinations transmitted to Commerce

119 U.S.C. 1675(c).

2 Ironing Tables from China, 74 FR 31755, July 2, 2009. All interested parties were requested to respond to this
notice by submitting the information requested by the Commission. The Commission received comments from
Groupe SEB USA, Inc., Home Products International, Inc., Polder Inc., Since Hardware Co., and Whitney Design.

% In accordance with section 751(c) of the Act, the U.S. Department of Commerce (“Commerce”) published a
notice of initiation of five-year review of the subject antidumping duty order. Initiation of Five-year (“‘Sunset”)
Review, 74 FR 31412, July 1, 2009.

* Ironing Tables from China, 74 FR 54066, October 21, 2009. The Commission found that both the domestic and
respondent interested party group responses to its notice of institution were adequate.

® The Commission’s notice of institution, notice to conduct full review, scheduling notice, and statement on
adequacy appear in appendix A and may also be found at the Commission’s web site (internet address
www.usitc.gov). Commissioners’ votes on whether to conduct an expedited or full review may also be found at the
web site. Appendix B presents the witnesses appearing at the Commission’s hearing.

I-1



THE ORIGINAL INVESTIGATION

The original investigation resulted from a petition filed by Home Products International, Inc.
(“HPI™), Chicago, IL, on June 30, 2003. Following notification of a final determination by Commerce
that imports of ironing tables from China were being sold at LTFV, the Commission determined on July
29, 2004, that a domestic industry was materially injured by reason of LTFV imports of ironing tables
from China.® Commerce published the antidumping duty order on ironing tables from China on August 6,
2004.7

The Commission had conducted no previous investigations concerning ironing tables prior to
HPI’s petition. The agency has conducted no related investigations concerning ironing tables since the
completion of its original investigation.

SUMMARY DATA

Table I-1 presents a summary of data from the original investigation and the current full five-year
review.® The domestic industry producing ironing tables consists of one company, Home Products
International, Inc. (“HPI”). The largest known manufacturers of ironing tables in China are *** The
largest U.S. importers are ***. Floor-standing, metal-top ironing tables are sold by the domestic
producers and importers to mass retail stores such as ***, as well as to the hospitality/hotel market.’

Table I-1
Ironing tables: Comparative data from the original investigation and current review, 2001-03 and
2004-09

Note.— Data regarding U.S. shipments of imports from all sources during 2001-03 are public, and can be
found in Ironing Tables and Certain Parts Thereof from China, Inv. No. 731-TA-1047 (Final), USITC Publication
3711, July 2004, tables V-1 and C-1. Data regarding U.S. shipments of imports from all sources during 2004-

09 are similarly public, and can be found in this report in table C-1.

® Ironing Tables and Certain Parts Thereof from China, Inv. No. 731-TA-1047 (Final), USITC Publication 3711,
July 2004.

” Notice of Amended Final Determination of Sales at Less Than Fair Value and Antidumping Duty Order: Floor-
Standing, Metal-Top Ironing Tables and Certain Parts Thereof From the People’s Republic of China, 69 FR 47868,
August 6, 2004.

8 Domestic industry data include Whitney Design until 2002, when the company ceased domestic production.
U.S. import data in the original investigation were drawn from questionnaire responses because until July 1, 2003,
there was no statistical reporting number dedicated to ironing tables. Since July 1, 2003, a statistical reporting
number dedicated to floor-standing, metal-top ironing tables has been in effect. However, misclassification has
resulted in the overstatement of imports of ironing tables, even under the dedicated statistical reporting number.
Accordingly, the import data presented in table I-1 and throughout the report are compiled from questionnaire
responses. A summary for U.S. imports based on official Commerce statistics is located at C-2 in appendix C. Staff
notes that the Commission has received questionnaires from all major known importers of ironing tables, which are
largely the same importers that responded in the final phase of the investigation investigation.

® There is no known domestic production or imports of major parts or components of ironing tables, as defined by
Commerce’s scope, separate from the production and sale of finished ironing tables.
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STATUTORY CRITERIA AND ORGANIZATION OF THE REPORT
Statutory Criteria

Section 751(c) of the Act requires Commerce and the Commission to conduct a review no later
than five years after the issuance of an antidumping or countervailing duty order or the suspension of an
investigation to determine whether revocation of the order or termination of the suspended investigation
“would be likely to lead to continuation or recurrence of dumping or a countervailable subsidy (as the
case may be) and of material injury.”

Section 752(a) of the Act provides that in making its determination of likelihood of continuation
or recurrence of material injury--

(1) IN GENERAL.-- . . . the Commission shall determine whether revocation of

an order, or termination of a suspended investigation, would be likely to lead to

continuation or recurrence of material injury within a reasonably foreseeable time. The

Commission shall consider the likely volume, price effect, and impact of imports of the

subject merchandise on the industry if the order is revoked or the suspended investigation

is terminated. The Commission shall take into account--

(A) its prior injury determinations, including the volume, price
effect, and impact of imports of the subject merchandise on the industry
before the order was issued or the suspension agreement was accepted,

(B) whether any improvement in the state of the industry is
related to the order or the suspension agreement,

(C) whether the industry is vulnerable to material injury if the
order is revoked or the suspension agreement is terminated, and

(D) in an antidumping proceeding . . ., (Commerce’s findings)
regarding duty absorption . . ..

(2) VOLUME.--In evaluating the likely volume of imports of the subject
merchandise if the order is revoked or the suspended investigation is terminated, the
Commission shall consider whether the likely volume of imports of the subject
merchandise would be significant if the order is revoked or the suspended investigation is
terminated, either in absolute terms or relative to production or consumption in the
United States. In so doing, the Commission shall consider all relevant economic factors,
including--

(A) any likely increase in production capacity or existing unused
production capacity in the exporting country,

(B) existing inventories of the subject merchandise, or likely
increases in inventories,

(C) the existence of barriers to the importation of such
merchandise into countries other than the United States, and

(D) the potential for product-shifting if production facilities in
the foreign country, which can be used to produce the subject
merchandise, are currently being used to produce other products.

(3) PRICE.--In evaluating the likely price effects of imports of the subject
merchandise if the order is revoked or the suspended investigation is terminated, the
Commission shall consider whether--



(A) there is likely to be significant price underselling by imports
of the subject merchandise as compared to domestic like products, and

(B) imports of the subject merchandise are likely to enter the
United States at prices that otherwise would have a significant
depressing or suppressing effect on the price of domestic like products.

(4) IMPACT ON THE INDUSTRY.--In evaluating the likely impact of imports of
the subject merchandise on the industry if the order is revoked or the suspended
investigation is terminated, the Commission shall consider all relevant economic factors
which are likely to have a bearing on the state of the industry in the United States,
including, but not limited to—

(A) likely declines in output, sales, market share, profits,
productivity, return on investments, and utilization of capacity,

(B) likely negative effects on cash flow, inventories, employment,
wages, growth, ability to raise capital, and investment, and

(C) likely negative effects on the existing development and
production efforts of the industry, including efforts to develop a
derivative or more advanced version of the domestic like product.

The Commission shall evaluate all such relevant economic factors . . . within the context
of the business cycle and the conditions of competition that are distinctive to the affected
industry.

Section 752(a)(6) of the Act states further that in making its determination, “the Commission may
consider the magnitude of the margin of dumping or the magnitude of the net countervailable subsidy. If
a countervailable subsidy is involved, the Commission shall consider information regarding the nature of
the countervailable subsidy and whether the subsidy is a subsidy described in Article 3 or 6.1 of the
Subsidies Agreement.”

Organization of the Report

Information obtained during the course of the review that relates to the statutory criteria is
presented throughout this report. A summary of trade and financial data for ironing tables as collected in
the review is presented in appendix C. U.S. industry data are based on the questionnaire response of one
U.S. producer of ironing tables that is believed to have accounted for all domestic production of ironing
tables in 2009. U.S. import data and related information are based on the questionnaire responses of 10
U.S. importers of ironing tables. These data are based on responses from the largest known U.S.
importers and foreign producers exporting to the U.S. and are believed to cover the large majority of
imports from China as well as from nonsubject sources. Foreign industry data and related information are
based on questionnaire responses from six Chinese manufacturers/exporters of ironing tables, including
those most active in the U.S. market, as well as limited published information. Responses by the U.S.
producer, importers, purchasers, and foreign producers of ironing tables to a series of questions
concerning the significance of the existing antidumping duty order and the likely effects of revocation of
the order are presented in appendix D. Appendix E presents an additional compilation of price data
collected in this review.



COMMERCE’S REVIEWS

Administrative Reviews'®

Commerce has completed four administrative reviews of the outstanding antidumping duty order
on ironing tables from China.** The results of the administrative reviews are shown in table 1-2.

Table I-2

Ironing tables: Administrative reviews of the antidumping duty order for China

Date results
published

Period of review

Producer or exporter

Margin (percent)

March 21, 2007
(72FR 13239)
as corrected on
April 19, 2007
(72 FR 19689)

2/3/04 - 7/31/05

Since Hardware
(Guangzhou) Co., Ltd.

0.45 (de minimis)

Foshan Shunde Yongjian
Houseware & Hardware Co., Ltd.

2.37

Forever Holdings Ltd.

10.18

March 18, 2008
(73 FR 14437)

8/1/05 - 7/31/06

Since Hardware
(Guangzhou) Co., Ltd.

0.34 (de minimis)

Forever Holdings Ltd. 0.00
March 16, 2009 PRC-wide Entity (which includes
(74 FR 11085) 8/1/06 - 7/31/07 Since Hardware?) 157.68
January 20, 2010 PRC-wide Entity (which includes
(75 FR 3201) 8/1/07 - 7/31/08 Foshan Shunde?®) 157.68

! There has been confusion surrounding Foshan Shunde Yongjian Houseware & Hardware Co., Ltd. and
Shunde Yongjian Housewares Co., Ltd. in the original antidumping duty order for ironing tables and subsequent

administrative reviews. On August 31, 2005, Shunde Yongjian sent a letter to Commerce stating that it wanted to
clarify that its request for an administrative review should also include a variation of the name that may have been
used to export subject merchandise during the period of review. Shunde Yongjian stated that the name variation is
as follows: Foshan Shunde Yongjian Housewares and Hardware Co., Ltd. However, in Commerce’s final results of
the administrative review of the time period February 3, 2004 - July 31, 2005, published March 21, 2007, Commerce
states that, “based on our analysis of information and comments received from interested parties on this issue, as
discussed in depth in the accompanying Issues and Decision Memorandum at Comment 8, the Department has
determined that Foshan Shunde and Shunde Yongjian should not be collapsed and that Foshan Shunde is not the
successor-in-interest to Shunde Yongjian. Therefore, the Department is rescinding this administrative review with
respect to Shunde Yongijian, but will continue to calculate a separate rate for Foshan Shunde.”

2 Commerce determined that because Since Hardware had provided inaccurate and unreliable data, it was no
longer eligible for separate rate status, and thus was properly considered to be part of the PRC—wide entity.

¥ Commerce found that Foshan Shunde provided inaccurate and unreliable data, and as such, Commerce was
unable to determine Foshan Shunde’s eligibility for separate rate status. Thus, Commerce determined Foshan
Shunde was properly considered to be part of the PRC-wide entity.

Note.— ***,

Source: Cited Federal Register notices and HPI's posthearing brief, exhibit 2.

1% No duty absorption findings were made.

1 For previously reviewed or investigated companies not included in an administrative review, the cash deposit
rate continues to be the company-specific rate published for the most recent period.
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Five-Year Review

Commerce has issued the final results of its expedited review. Table 1-3 presents the dumping
margins calculated by Commerce in its original investigations and first review.

Table I-3
Ironing tables: Commerce’s original and first five-year review dumping margins for

roducers/exporters®
Original margin First five-year review margin
Producer/exporter (percent) (percent)

Since Hardware (Guangzhou)
Co., Ltd. 9.47 9.47
Shunde Yongjian Housewares
Co., Ltd. 157.68 157.68
Forever Holdings Ltd. 72.29 72.29
Gaoming Lihe Daily Necessities
Co., Ltd. 72.29 72.29
Harvest International
Housewares Ltd. 72.29 72.29
Foshan Shunde ® 157.68
All others 157.68 157.68

! Antidumping duty order, 69 FR 47868, August 6, 2004; final results of Commerce’s review, 74 FR 56794,
November 3, 2009.

2 Foshan Shunde was not listed separately in the original antidumping duty order.
Source: Cited Federal Register notices.

DISTRIBUTION OF CONTINUED DUMPING AND SUBSIDY OFFSET ACT FUNDS

The Continued Dumping and Subsidy Offset Act of 2000 (“CDSOA”) (also known as the Byrd
Amendment) provides that assessed duties received pursuant to antidumping or countervailing duty
orders must be distributed to affected domestic producers for certain qualifying expenditures that these
producers incur after the issuance of such orders.*?> During the review period, qualified U.S. producers of
ironing tables were eligible to receive disbursements from the U.S. Customs and Border Protection
(“Customs”) under CDSOA relating to the order covering the subject merchandise beginning in Federal
fiscal year 2006. Table 1-4 presents CDSOA disbursements and claims for Federal fiscal years 2005 -
2009.*

12 Section 754 of the Tariff Act of 1930, as amended (19 U.S.C. § 1675(c)). The Deficit Reduction Act of 2005
repealed the CDSOA with respect to duties on entries of goods made and filed on or after October 1, 2007. See Pub.
L. No. 109-171, 120 Stat. 4, 154 (2006).

1319 CFR 159.64 (g).
4 The Federal fiscal year begins on October 1 and ends on September 30 of the next calendar year.
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Table I-4
Ironing tables: CDSOA disbursements to HPI and total claims, Federal fiscal years 2005-09

Federal fiscal year

ltem 2006 | 2006 | 2007 | 2008 | 2009
Disbursements (dollars)
HP!I [ — ] 4,894.85| 2870570 53,483.05| 725802.80
Claims (dollars)
HP!I | - | 38190000 56,857,120 75608400| 75,554,920

Source: U.S. Customs and Border Protection’s CDSOA Annual Reports. Retrieved from
www.cbp.gov/xp/cgov/import/add_cvd.

THE SUBJECT MERCHANDISE
Commerce’s Scope

The imported product subject to the antidumping duty order under review, as defined by

Commerce in its original order, is as follows.™
(F)loor-standing, metal-top ironing tables, assembled or unassembled,
complete or incomplete, and certain parts thereof. The subject tables are
designed and used principally for the hand ironing or pressing of
garments or other articles of fabric. The subject tables have full-height
leg assemblies that support the ironing surface at an appropriate (often
adjustable) height above the floor. The subject tables are produced in a
variety of leg finishes, such as painted, plated, or matte, and they are
available with various features, including iron rests, linen racks, and
others. The subject ironing tables may be sold with or without a pad
and/or cover. All types and configurations of floor-standing, metal-top
ironing tables are covered by this order.

Furthermore, the order specifically covers imports of ironing tables,
assembled or unassembled, complete or incomplete, and certain parts
thereof. For purposes of this order, the term “unassembled” ironing table
means a product requiring the attachment of the leg assembly to the top
or the attachment of an included feature such as an iron rest or linen rack.
The term “complete” ironing table means a product sold as a ready-to-
use ensemble consisting of the metal-top table and a pad and cover, with
or without additional features, e.g., iron rest or linen rack. The term
“incomplete” ironing table means product shipped or sold as a “bare
board” i.e., a metal-top table only, without the pad and cover, with or
without additional features, e.g. iron rest or linen rack. The major parts
or components of ironing tables that are intended to be covered by the
order under the term “certain parts thereof” consist of the metal top
component (with or without assembled supports and slides) and/or the
leg components, whether or not attached together as a leg assembly.

15 Notice of Amended Final Determination of Sales at Less Than Fair Value and Antidumping Duty Order: Floor-
Standing, Metal Top Ironing Tables and Certain Parts Thereof From the People’s Republic of China, 69 FR 47868,
August 6, 2004.
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This order covers separately shipped metal top components and leg
components, without regard to whether the respective quantities would
yield an exact quantity of assembled ironing tables. Ironing tables
without legs (such as models that mount on walls or over doors) are not
floor-standing and are specifically excluded. Additionally, tabletop or
countertop models with short legs that do not exceed 12 inches in length
(and which may or may not collapse or retract) are specifically excluded.

Tariff Treatment

The subject ironing tables were previously covered by Harmonized Tariff Schedule of the United
States (HTS) statistical reporting number 9403.20.0010. Effective July 1, 2003, the subject ironing tables
have been properly entered as imports under HTS statistical reporting number 9403.20.0011. The subject
metal top and leg components are imported under HTS statistical reporting number 9403.90.8040.
Products of China entering the United States under HTS subheadings 9403.20.00 and 9403.90.80 are free
of duty.

THE DOMESTIC LIKE PRODUCT
Description and Applications®

In this report, the term “ironing tables” is used to distinguish the subject floor-standing metal-top
product from “ironing boards,”a term used to describe products excluded from the scope: countertop,
tabletop, over-the-door, and wall-mounted ironing boards. Ironing tables are used in households, hotel
rooms, and workplaces for the purpose of pressing apparel and other textile items. The standard size of
an ironing table is 48 to 54 inches in length and 13 to 18 inches in width. The table may be equipped with
special features such as an iron rest or linen racks.

Ironing tables and their components are produced from flat-rolled steel and wire, as well as
fasteners, plastic fittings, foam, and textile fabric. The principal components of an ironing table are its
metal ironing surface, legs, feet, slide bar, handle, hangers, ribs, and foot cover.

The ironing surface of ironing tables is either mesh-top or perforated-top and is attached to either
a T-leg or a 4-leg stand. The 4-leg stand is considered superior to the T-leg because some perceive it to
offer more stability. Typically, T-leg ironing tables are offered at opening price points of $18 or less,
while only the 4-leg is offered on higher-end models. A T-leg is made of a single metal tube inserted into
a metal leg base that is shaped as an inverted “T.” A 4-leg ironing table has two legs, each made of two
metal tubes that run parallel to each other, flare out to form a 4-footed base on the floor, and typically
have a cross brace at or near the flare or at the end of the tubes. In each system, users press a lever that
allows the legs to drop down and subsequently raise the height of the table or fold flat for storage.

18 Unless noted, the information in this section is based on the staff report in Ironing Tables and Certain Parts
Thereof from China, Inv. No. 731-TA-1047 (Final). Confidential data is drawn from INV-BB-087 (July 2, 2004)
while public information is drawn from USITC Publication 3711, July 2004.
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Ironing tables reportedly are sold in as many as five different retail price point categories. The
following tabulation describes ironing tables at various price points:*’

1) Value / open price point (OPP) (T-leg) $18 or less
Perforated or mesh-top with T-leg

2) Good (4-Leg) $18-$28
Mostly mesh-top 4-leg and optionally an iron rest

3) Better (Heavy Duty) $28-$40
Mesh-top with heavy duty 4-leg and an added feature such as
an iron rest

4) Best (Wide Top) $40-$70

Mesh wide top with heavy duty/Professional 4-leg and
multiple added features such as an iron rest and linen rack.

5) Specialty $70 +
Typically wide tops with extension cord, wheels and/or other
combinations of accessories and special finishes

More than three-quarters of ironing tables consumed in the United States reportedly are in the
open price point category.

U.S. imports of ironing tables from China are exclusively mesh-top, while the majority of
domestic ironing tables are perforated.’* HPI has the capability of producing a mesh-top or perforated-
top table, but produces more perforated-top tables as ***.° Chinese manufacturers, in contrast,
reportedly produce only mesh-top tables through a labor-intensive production process. None of the
companies responding to the Commission's questionnaires reported producing, exporting, or importing
perforated-top tables from China. ***.%

Manufacturing Processes®

Ironing tables are produced in several countries, most notably in China, Italy, Poland, the United
Kingdom, Turkey, India, and the United States, primarily from flat-rolled steel and wire. The production
of ironing tables involves common capital equipment such as a metal roll-former, punch press, welding
equipment, and painting facilities. The metal top may be formed by various processes, including
pressing, stamping, and punching. Alternatively, much of the production may be accomplished by hand,
with tools such as hand benders and welders, wire cutters, metal shears, and a sewing machine for covers.
The production process in the United States purportedly is more capital-intensive than the production
process in China.?

17 E-mail from ***, December 22, 2009.

18 % See also Part V, tables V-1 through V-6, presenting the relative sales volumes of mesh-top and
perforated-top ironing tables.

19 ***.
20 #%x  Several U.S. importers, purchasers, and Chinese producers rate performance differences as an important
purchase consideration. See Part V for a discussion of perforated- vs. mesh-top ironing tables.

21 Unless noted, the information in this section is based on the staff report in Ironing Tables and Certain Parts
Thereof from China, Inv. No. 731-TA-1047 (Final). Confidential information is drawn from INV-BB-087 (July 2,
2004) while public information is drawn from USITC Publication 3711, July 2004.

22 xxk
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HPI manufactures ironing tables in two plants in Seymour, IN. *** 2

Perforated-top, T-leg models are the opening price point ironing tables for HPI and account for
about *** percent of HPI’s shipments, in terms of units shipped. ***.%

According to HPI, flat-rolled steel is first formed into various parts. In a perforated-top, flat
rolled steel is pressed in a series of sequential dies to form the top. However, for a mesh-top, steel is
processed through a metal expanding machine and then is cut into the top shape by a die. The shaped
steel mesh is inserted into a groove in the inner surface of the rim. The rim is then crimped tightly over
the mesh in an automated process.”® %

Following fabrication of the metal top, a set of tracks (hangers) is welded to the underside of the
metal ironing surface. These hangers run the full length of the table. The hangers are stamped on a punch
press. Vertical supports (ribs), produced on a roll former, are attached to the hangers. Legs and feet are
made from steel tubes which are manufactured on site in an automated tube mill. The steel tubing is bent
in an automated leg bending machine. The tops and legs are painted in either a wet or powder process.
Various metal components are joined by a combination of welding® and riveting. The legs are connected
to the hangers by a stamped piece of metal known as a hinge bar and are connected to the ribs with a slide
bar. A height-adjusting handle, made on a wire machine, is also added to the ironing table. The foam pad
and fabric cover are attached to the ironing table before the table is shrink-wrapped and packed in a
carton.?®

Elastic is sewn into the outer edge of the textile fabric on site for ironing tables destined for the
household market. The elastic holds the cover over the foam pad and metal table top. Fabric covers for
ironing tables destined for the hospitality market are permanently affixed to the foam pads and table
tops.?

All of the components for the metal tops and legs are manufactured by HPI in Seymour, with the
exception of plastic tips for the legs, which are purchased from domestic producers.*® Accessories
consist of foam pads and fabric covers for the tops and additional features, such as iron rests and linen
racks. ***3!

Plastic-top ironing tables, which are not within the scope of this review, have emerged as a
potential alternative to metal-top ironing tables in the U.S. market. See the section “Substitute Products”
for a brief discussion regarding the substitutability of plastic-top ironing tables for metal-top ironing
tables. Plastic-top ironing tables are not produced in the United States. HPI’s plastic-top ironing tables
for its “Revolution 360" line of upper-end ironing tables are produced in China and Korea.*

23 ***.
24 ok
25 *kk
% None of the ironing table producers in China offer a perforated top. All ironing tables imported from China

have mesh tops, which are more labor-intensive to manufacture. In China, the shaped mesh is welded on top of the
ironing table rim instead of being attached through a crimping process. Ibid.

27 The U.S. manufacturer uses resistance welding, in contrast to MIG and spot welding used to produce ironing
tables in China. ***

28 *xk
29 %kx
30 *%x

31 kxk

%2 Hearing transcript, p. 102 (Volles).
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DOMESTIC LIKE PRODUCT ISSUES

In its original determination, the Commission defined the domestic like product as a single
product consisting of floor-standing, metal-top ironing tables, coextensive within the scope of the
investigation.® In its notice of institution in the current five-year review, the Commission solicited
comments from interested parties regarding the appropriate domestic like product and domestic industry.
Domestic producer HPI indicated in its response to the Commission’s notice of institution in this first
review that it agrees with the Commission’s definitions of domestic like product and domestic industry.
Respondent interested parties Polder, Since, and Whitney indicated in their responses that they do not
contest the domestic like product finding of the Commission. Groupe SEB did not indicate its position on
the definitions of the domestic like product and domestic industry in its response to the Commission’s
notice of institution. No party requested that the Commission collect data concerning other possible
domestic like products in their comments on the Commission’s draft questionnaires.*® The domestic
interested party’s prehearing brief observed that, “in the first five-year review of the original
determination, no facts have arisen that would suggest the Commission should revisit its original like
product finding, nor has any party suggested that the Commission should do so,”*® while its posthearing
brief did not address the issue of like product further. The respondent interested parties did not address
the issue of domestic like product in their briefs.

U.S. MARKET PARTICIPANTS
U.S. Producer

During the original investigation, two firms supplied the Commission with information on their
U.S. operations with respect to ironing tables. These firms accounted for all U.S. production of ironing
tables during the period January 2001 - March 2004.*" In these current proceedings, the Commission
issued producers’ questionnaires to these two firms, one of which, HPI, provided the Commission with
information on its ironing tables operations. The other, Whitney, is no longer a producer of ironing
tables. Whitney ceased ironing table operations in April 2002 during the original investigation and has
not produced ironing tables during the period for which data were collected. HPI is believed to account
for all U.S. production of ironing tables in 2009. Presented in table I-5 is the current domestic producer
of ironing tables, HPI, and its position on continuation of the order, production location, related and/or
affiliated firms, and share of reported production of ironing tables in 20009.

% Ironing Tables and Certain Parts Thereof from China, Inv. No. 731-TA-1047 (Final), USITC Publication 3711,
July 2004, pp. 4-8.

% Ironing Tables from China, 74 FR 31755, July 2, 2009.

% Response to Commission’s Notice of Institution of Domestic Interested Parties, Ironing Tables and Certain
Parts Thereof (Inv. No. 73I-TA-1047 (Review)), July 31, 2009, p. 39; Response to Commission’s Notice of
Institution of Since Hardware Co., Ironing Tables and Certain Parts Thereof (Inv. No. 73I-TA-1047 (Review)), July
31, 2009, p. 9; Response to Commission’s Notice of Institution of Whitney Design, Ironing Tables and Certain Parts
Thereof (Inv. No. 73I-TA-1047 (Review)), July 31, 2009, p. 9; Response to Commission’s Notice of
Institution of Polder Inc., Ironing Tables and Certain Parts Thereof (Inv. No. 73I-TA-1047 (Review)), July 31, 2009,
p. 8; and Response to Commission’s Notice of Institution of Groupe SEB USA Inc., Ironing Tables and Certain Parts
Thereof (Inv. No. 73I-TA-1047 (Review)), July 31, 2009.

% HPI’s prehearing brief, p. 9.

% The two U.S. producers that supplied the Commission with usable questionnaire information during the original
investigation were HPI and Whitney Design Inc. (“Whitney”).
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Table I-5
Ironing tables: HPI's position on the order, plant location, related and/or affiliated firms, and shares
of 2009 reported U.S. production

Position on Share of
continuation U.S. production production
Firm of the order location Related and/or affiliated firms (percent)
HPI Support Seymour, IN None 100.0

Source: Compiled from data submitted in response to Commission questionnaires.

As indicated in the table above, the only U.S. producer, HPI, is not related to any foreign
producers of the subject merchandise and is not related to any 