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FbuliDa 48 FR 30113 (Jam I, t•t). 
Fllltbmncn. ... Dal 
........... IUtcmelpmmt..­
madhe...Ulbouldblm:buW hm 
tbe o.putmmt'1 c:alc:Wetkm qf USP. 
c.tUa U.S. ..... tre11 wticm with ..i. 
da• aulllde the POI ... -=luded. 

ID addltlaD. far c;mtalD U.S ....... 
SC7l'E did DOt Npart a pa,_.at date or 
a cncllt _,......Par PU1JM1111 of tlaia 

............. to 
time "'9DMdiau the arildDal dat8 of 
tM o.putmlDt'1 ICbeduW pNllmiaary 
........... ... 
tM date of baw Ullld tbat 
date ID the c:e DD of a U.S. cndlt 
..,...... .. FiDal n.t.miDatkm al 
Salll at L8m 'l1la Pair Val.: Gem 
Ampbllc:allcm 1'1lmmal c,d9ll ad . 
s ............ 'l'llmwof. Plaaa tba 
Uaited Kiqdom 51FR32172 Ouly 15. 
t91l). 

fonipMarblV.a-
ID order to dmrmiDe wMtber tbel9 

... mtlldmt ..... of lllCb • limllar 
merdlaadile ID the home marbt to 
l9n'9 a1 tba bull for c:alc:ulatiq FMV. 
ww compued the walume of bmne 
marbt ••of such or lhailar 
aaercbmaclm to the walume of third 
C1D1111t1J ..-of IUCb or limiJar 
men:bandile. In ac:cordaDm with 
lldioD 173(a)(t) of th• Act. SC7lr1 
home marbt .U. were .... tbaa lw 
pmaat of tbe ._....,.volume of third 
c:auntr)' ..... Tberefcn ... determimd 
tbat home awbt ..... did Dal 
comtltut8 a Yiable bui1 for calcWatiag 
FMV. ID aa:ordaDcl with l9Cticm 353.41 
of the Nplatlons. 

In acc0rduae1 with ledion 
773(a)(t)(B) of th• Act, .. calc:ulated 
FMV baaed OD ddrd m•. 

In Mlecting wbicb third country 
market to me for c:amparilon PUJPOl9S· 
ww foUOW9d 19 aR 353.41(b). 
Accordingly. we Mlected the Un.ited 
Kingdom (UK) became (t) It bad the 
llrplt YDlume of .U. to any third 
country. and (2) the marbt. In terms of 
orpnizatioa ud developmmt. la most 
lib the United Stat•. 111• Deputmat 
did Dot baM its MlectiOD of the UJC OD 
the Int factor Uated iD the regulation. 
becau• the Departmat bad DO 
information with which to c:ampare th• 
similarity of the mercbudi• .old to 
ocber third CDUDtly mubtl to the 
merdwadise IOld iD th• Un.ited Stat ... 
Furthermore. we detarmiDed that the 
volume of .U. to the lJIC mubt wu 
ad8quata withiD th• mening of ti Q'll 
353.49(b)(t) became th• ..-of aucb ar 
limilar mercbandi• UCleded tlw 
pmcaDt of tba volume 10ld to th• United 
StataL 

We calculated FMV ballcl DD pldmd, 
deUftNd prie11 to umelated c:ustmm1s 

ID tba lJIC. We ..... dedudlona, wbmw 
larfaNlp ........... 

-..P iDlaDcl fralabt. CD11t.uneriaticm, 
DCllD fNlahl. mmtm ialuluce, UIC 
iDllDd hlPt (lJIC ........ to 
cut..-) ....... Cllbar allowuCll. 
Calh dilcouDtl. ad a amam.r apad&c 
dilcauDt. We deducted third CIDUlltl'J 
paddna C11111 ad added U.S. pac:kiD1 
COiia, iD KICOl'duaCI wilb -=tion 
773(a)(t) of tba Ad. 

WU. USP WU bued OD pwcbue 
price, we made adjustmata to fMV for 

drcumltuCll of sale. We 
adjumd for di&ruca ID c:Ndlt. 
WUIUti•, co-op advertiliD&. 
advwrtiailll aa::Nab. promotional 
allowanml. ad royalties ID MX:IDrduam 
wilb 11 Q'll 353.51. 

For c:omparilou IDvolvma ESP 
tnnac:tiom, we made further 
deductiODI for third COUDtly iDcWect 
•Wna ........ including 
wu.houling. IDventory canyiD1 COiia. 
product liability premiums, corporate 
advertising. U.S. iDdinct •llinj 
expa1119 iDcurrecl OD bebalf of UIC ..... 
and UJC iDdinct •lliDs expa-. 
cappacl by the IUID of CDllUDilliODI paid 

IDd IDcliNct bx:un9d cm ESP .i.. ID with 11 
G'R 353.H(b)(Z). 

In addition. wb ... appropriat8, W9 
made fmtbm adjustments to FMV to 
account for dlffereDCll ID pbyaical 
cbaracteriltic:s of the merchadi•. ID 
ac:corduc:e with ti Q'll 353.57. 

We ban ududed 11mple .U.. ill 
c:alc:ulatillg FMV becau. Section 773 of 
tba Tarttr Act of tl30, a1 UIMDded. 
requir. tbat FMV be buecl OD .... 

m8de ID the onliDary coune of trade. 
1'beM •mpl9 ..i. ID the U1C ... 
tran.r.necf he of c:buae· n..m. we 
cauider th- ample 1ai. Dot to be iD the= coune of trade and ban 
clisr--- them ID the c:alculatiOD of 
FMV. S., ADtUricllon Bearinp, at 
t90l7. 

Cmntaq C-ta 1-
We made c:anmCJ amwniou be..t 

OD the ollic:ial ......... nt• ID e&c:t 
OD the datn of the U.S. ...... Cll'U&ed 
by the Fedenl 

M pnmded ID eldiDD 771(b) of the 
Act. W9 will wrtfy the IDformaticm med 
ill makJDa our baJ detmn.imtion. · 

Crimlarc-----
r.titioaer ..... tbat "'aitic:al 

c:im ............ with NlpaCt to 
lmpom of PET1 from Si:rn. SldioD 
733l•X1) of the Act p.;i 111.t dmt 
ilara11onab .. balllito hen...• 
auspacttbat attlcal c1rm ......... a1.a 
If: . . . 

(A)(l) 'l1aaN ii a lailtmy of dumplna ID 
tbe Un.it8d Statelor.---.. oftba 
dim or kiDd of man:badile which la 
tbe subject of the ar 

(U) Tbe J*IOD wbcim, or for wboM 
m:DUDt. the merdludile ••Imported 
blew or abould baw known tbat the 
upDll8r WM •Waa the ID8rcbandi• 
wbicb la the subject of the ba...UptiOD at._. &ban fair ftl•. and 

(I) 1'beN .._,. bea musive imports 
of the clau or kiDd of mercbudiM 
whk:b ii the IUbjld of the iDveltigatiOD 
owr a NlatiwlJ lbolt period. 

With ..,..:t to s.:ticm 733(e)(t)(A)(i) 
of the Act NprdiDs a history of 
dumpiq. petitlcmar dt• the 
Deputmat'1 outstanding atidumpiDg 
onlar aa PaNb .. m.:triC Typawrit8'1 
from How9nr, an autatandiDg 
d.umpiDI ...,..iDation Involving a 
dau or of mercbandile from 
uaotbar CDUDtrf does Dal lbow a hiltory 
of dumplna of the mercbudile subject 
to tbil IDftltiption. If, bOWRV, 
aadalr cauntrJ bad an outltlDdins 
order aa PE'1'1 from SiDppon, tbil 
could bl Uled to ntabliib a history of 
dumpiDa ID aa:ardanct with IKtioa 
733(e)(1HAKIJ of the Act. Becau. the 

... DO Jmowledp tbat IUCb 
........... aimd.tb9Nilao 
blllary of dumpias of tbla c1- or ldDcl 

punuant to Section 
733(eH1KAKO of the Act. 

U...-=tion 733(•)(t)(A)(ii) of the 
Ad, the Daputment •xamiMI the 
mapitude of the dumping IDUliDI ill 
the IDftllipttaD. lincll it .. the ltaDdard 
pNcllm to., .. lmowledae of 
ilumplDs wlaeD tbe ....._.,.of aucb 
• mep•tucle that the Importer sbould 
baw Rallad tbat dumpinl exill8d with 
Nllldto 

...... we 
CDDlid91eatbDated ........ of25 
...,..mar..-mrtobllUtlic:imt.ud 
ID expo1W'1 ..... priml ...... margim 
of 15 or....-to bl 1UIBdmt 

ID Gail baftlti I ......... both 
pmdaue pllct aDd ........ ..... 
prim ...... AmriiDllJ· weiabt· 
....... d .... 25 pnant ad 15 pm:mt 
llmdl!mub bJtbe ftlume of PP ad 
ESP ...... .-pactiwly, to aniw .a a 
............ lmputillllmow ...... 
....._ tba ,..lilillmlJ dumpias 
..... Im Smith Corana .. DDt 
..-.t tbe bmc:b•uk, W9 bd DO bail 
far-'-11'-tbat tbe 1m-Jmew 

ClllllJID1 ....... the IUbjKt 
WWW l••il• at ..... ldrftlm. 

Sbadlmre illlO......., of dumpbaa °' .. ..._...._.. •• 
._ID ....._arllllpad tbll 
........ oftlaia .... 
.... ...,,. boWD that It--. 
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== 
.......... $ ····- .:;.. ...... ... 

..... c... "1"E Ull -·---· ti.GI Moe..___ ti.GI 

ITC Nodlc:alioa 

ID aa:ordutce witb 18diola 733ln of 
the Act, '" ban notified tbli rrc of our · 
determ.lmUao. U our &Dal 
det•rm.imtiOD i• a!lirmatlve. the rrc 
will determine whether lmportl of PET• 
from SiD1apare .,. materially IDjurtDa. 
or threaten material injury to, tb• U.S. 
iDdustry before tbe later of 120 days 
after the date of thia preliminuy 
determination or 45 days after our final 
determination. 

Pabllc:Co ..... t 

ID accordance with 19 CFll 353.31, 
ca• briefs or otber written comments ID 
at leut ten copi• mwit be submitted to 
tbe Aaaill&DI Secretary for Import 
AdminiatnUOD DO later than Much 29. 
1993. and rebuttal briefs DO later than 
April 5, 1993. In accordance with 19 
CFll 353.38(b). we will bold a public 
heuing. lf requested, to afford lDte,..ted 
puti• an oppol'hmJty to comment on 
arpmenta raiMd lD cue or nbuttal 
briefa. Tb• bMri.Dg will be held OD April 
7, 1993, at 2 p.m. at tbe U.S. Department 
of r.ommerce, room 3708, Htb Street 
ud CautituUon A¥nue N.W., 
Wubi.qton. DC 20230. Puti• lhould 
COD&rm by telephone the time, data, ud 
place of tbe hMri.Da 48 houn before tba · 
lcbaduled time. 

7537 



Vol.· 57, No. 246 I Tuesday, December 22, 1992 I Notices 

Reeumpllon of Anlldumplng Duty 
Proceeding: Port8ble Electrtc T,,......,. From Slnglpcn 

AGENCY: Import Adminiltratioa, 
.International Trade Administration, 
Deputmmt of Commerce. 
EffECYWI DA'Tm: December 22, 1992. 
FOR flUMHER NIONIATICIN CONTACT: 
Stephanie Hager or Rou L Cotjale, 
Office of Countervailing ln~tiom, 
U.S. Department of Commerce, room 
3099, 14th Stleet and Camtltutian 
Avm•, NW., WMhtnpm, DC Z0230: ., 
telephone (202) tllz-5055 or 482-3534, 
respectively. 

llelumptioa ............. 

On September 3, 1992, Slip Op. 92-
152, the United States Court of 
International Trade (CT) reversed the 
Department'• determination that Brother 
Industries (USA) Inc. (BJUSA) wu not 
an interested party and thus did not 
have standing to file a petition against 
portable electric typewriten from 
Singapore. Both the Smith Corona 
Corporation (Smith Corona) and the 
United States Government have filed 
noticea of appeal of Slip Op. 92-152. 

On October 13, 1992, BIUSA sought 
enforcement of the Court'• decision. On 
October 29, 1992, the Department 
publiabed Portable Electric Typewriters 
From Sinppore: Notice of Court of 
lntemational Trade Decision (57 FR 
49071, October 29, 1992), in aa:ordance 
with the .. publicatian" requirement in 
Timken Co. v. United States, 893 F.2d 
337 (Fed. Cir. 1990) ("'Timken"). The 
Department stated in the notice that 
beciiUl9 the deciaiOD Of the ar Wal DOI 
e "conclusive" decision, there was no 
requirement in Timku that the 
Department implement the decision. 
The Department stated further that 
"upon a 'coacluaive' ct.:iaion by the 
Coult of Appeals for the Federal Cin:uit 
affirming the ar. the Deputmat will 
consider whether BIUSA &led the 
petition 'on behalf or the domestic 

illduatry: if IO, the Department will 
proceed with the inveatigation." 

The ar. hoWIMtr, Gii Novwmber 30, 
1992, gruated BJUSA'a Moticm to 
Enforce, and stated that "in the absence 
of a stay Timken requins Commerce to 
proceed at once with implementation of 
the court deciaion, and if the 
iDVMtiptiOD Nl\llta in a preliminary 
aflrmative determination, to auapend 
liquidation." , · 

On December 7, 1992, Smith Carana 
filed an Appliattion for a Stay Pending 
AppeaJ. On December H, 1992, the 
UDit8Cl Statel Go\wnmmt ..... with 
Smith Conma'• ApplicatiaD for a St•y 
PmdiDg Appeal. . 
· M da9re hu bem DO ruling to date OD 

the~licatlaa for a Stay Peading 
A the lllpmtmmt la beNby 
aDDOUDCiDg ita IChedule for lbe 
implementation of the Court'• clemion . 

. On ar ban Januuy n. 1993, ti. 
Deputmmt will determine whether the 
mtidumpina pelitioD in tbi8 pnx:aeding 
was tllecl ao~tiehalf of the Nlnant 
dolllMtic induatry. Uthe DilpaJ:tmmt'• 
determination la aflinutiwe; it will mmultaneoualc:r.:_umm111 . 
antidumpbag Sulmqumt 
~wlDbei...tlia . 
acmrdaiac:ll with the pramdures ed 
deacUU. 8ltabli8bed In the 
Department'• ..-alatlcma. 'nle 
Jleputment will not be J9llUMlnl 
adcliticmal infmmation fram any 
interested party iD thl• pnaeding for 
either of these detmninaticma. 

Dat9d: Demmbn 15, 1•2. 
AIDM.U.... 
Aataat Secntfa17forbnporf 
Adllllnidlalion. 
IFR Doc. 12-30143 Filed 12-21-12: 1:45 am) 
aa..coaa•,..... 
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[A.451 IOIJ 

Portllble IEleclrtc T,....,...,. From 
SlllgllpOl"e; Court of lntematloml 
T ..... Dectlion · 

AGlllCY: Jntemational Trade 
Administration. Import Administration. 
Department of Commerce. 
ACTION: Notice of Court of Jntemational 
Trade deciaion. 

SUMMMY: On September 3, 1992. the 
United States Court of International 
Trade (QT) ordered that the 
Department of Commerce's (the 
Department's) determination to rescind 
the investisation in this case should be 
reversed. On September 14, 1992. Smith 
Corona Corporation filed a Notice of 
Appeal of the CIT decision. If the CIT'• 
opinion in this case is affinned on 
appeal, then the ITA wilL as the CIT has 
ordered. consider whether Brother 
Industries (USA) Inc. (BIUSA) filed the 
petition in this case "orr behalf or· the 
domestic industry; if so, the Department 
will proceed with the investi9ation. 
EflFECTIVE DATE: September 14, 1992. 
POii flUR'THEll INPOllllATION CONTACT: 
Stephanie Hqer or Rou L Cotjanle, 
Office of Countervailin1 lnvestisations. 
lntemational Trade Administration, U.S. 
Department of Commerce, 14th Street 
and Constitution Ave., NW .. 
Weshmgton. DC 20230. telephone: (Z02) 
482-8055 or 482-3534, respectively. 
.........,.ARY INFORMATION: On April 
18. 1991. BIUSA filed a petition with the 
Department. allqing injury to a . 
domestic industry due to leH than fair 
value sales of portable electric 
typewriten (PET•) from Sinsapore. 
Smith Corona oppoled the petition and 
aqpaed that BruSA lacked standin& to 
file the petition became BIUSA wa1 not 
an "'in~1ted party" that bad filed "on 
bebalf or· a domutic industry. See 19 
u.s.c. tl13a(bH1J c1•J. In eaence. 
Smith Corona uped that BltJSA was 
merely an euembler of PET1. and not a 
manufacturer or prodacer. On October 2. 
1981. dae Deputment determined that 
BltJSA wu not an intenlted party and 

terminated the investtsation. The 
Department did not reach the iHue of 
whether BIUSA had filed the petition on 
behalf of the domestic industry. 

On September 3, 1992. the CIT held 
that the Department'• determination 
that BIUSA is not a manufacturer is not 
supported by stanstantial evidence and 
is not in accordance with law. hi 
addition. the Court held that a fair 
application or the criteria stated in the 
Department'.• determination 
demonstrates that BIUSA is • United 
States "manufacturer" with a clear stake 
in the outcome of the antidumpinl 
investisation. As 1uch, the CIT reverled 
the decision of the ITA, and remanded 
the case to the Department to complete 
. the standinl inquiry and. if neceuary, to 
complete the investisation. Brother 
lndustri1111 {USA) Inc. v. United States et 
al .• Court No. 91-11-G0794, Slip Op. 92-
152 (CIT September 3, 1992). 

Timken Co. v. United States, 883 F.2d 
337 (Fed. Cir. 1990), ii the can in which 
the Court of Appeals for the Federal 
Circuit ("CAFC") fint articulated a 
requirement that the Deparbnent must 
publilb a notice of a Court Dec:ilion 

. wblch ii not "in humcmy" with U1 
International Trade Commission or 
Department of Commerce 
determination. The CAFC aJao required 
that the Deparbnent order the 
1uspemion of liquidation of entrie1 of 
investisated merchandise. In Timken. 
the· Department published a final 
determination which was then appealed 
to the ar. When the err iuued a 
decision advene to the ac:lministrative 
determination, The Timken Company 
requested that liquidation take place in 
accordance with the errs deci1ion. i.e .• 
that the CIT deci1ion be implemented. 
The CAFC njected that view, requirins 
instead that liquidation of entries be 
suspended durins the coune of the 
appeal. The CAFC di1tinguished 
between a "final decision." i.e., a 
deci1ion which can be appealed. and a 
"conclU1ion decision.•• i.e., a decision 
which can no lonser be appealed. The 
CAFC 1tated that, " ••• Commerce 
1hould IUlpend liquidation until there is 
a conclulive court deci•ion which 
decides the matter, IO that 1ublequent 
entries can be liquidated in accordance 
with that conclU1ive decision." Id. at 

· 3U. The only way that liquidation can 
occur "in accordance with the 
conclU1ive decision" of the courts is if 
there bu been a final determination by 
tbe Co_mmerce Department. Thu. 
Timken._ requirement of aU1p9D1lon of 
liquidation WU bued upon the fact 
that. in Timken. a final Commerce 
Department determination bad been 
publilhed. -

In accordance with Timken. the 
Department is publlShins this notice o~ 
adverse decision. Because the decision 
of the err ii not a .. conclusive" 
decision, there is no requirement that 
the Department implement the decision. 
As to 1uspension or liquidation. at the 
time the CIT action commenced in this 
case, the Department had not published 
a fmal determination: this fact 
distinguishes this case from the factl of 
the Timken cal8. Thu. the DJ!partment 
does not have the authority to order a 
1u1pen1ion of liquidation of entries of 
the subject merchandise. 

AccordiJlaly, upon a "conclusive" 
decision by the CAFC affirminl the CIT. 
the Department will consider whether 
BIUSA .filed the petition "on behalf or· 
the domestic indU1try; if so, the 
Department will proceed with the 
inve1tisation. 

Dated: October zt. tlllZ. 
AluM.Dum. 
ARiMant Secretary for Import 
Admini•llation. 
~ ~IZ _mZllPiled 1~1.8-8Z: ~~ amj 

w--••· ~" 





CALENDAR OF PUBLIC HEARING 

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

Subject 

Inv. No. 

Date and Time 

PORTABLE ELECTRIC 
TYPEWRITERS FROM 
SINGAPORE 

731-TA-515 (Final) 

June 25, 1993 - 9:30 a.m. 

Sessions were held in connection with the investigation in 
the Main Hearing Room 101 of the United States International 
Trade Commission, 500 E St., s.w., Washington, D.C. 

In support of imposition of 
antidumpinq duties: 

Hogan & Hartson 
Washington, o.c. 
On behalf of 

Brother Industries (USA), Inc. 

Patrick T. Gilmore, President, 
Brother International Corporation 

Dean Shulman, Vice President of 
Sales and Marketing, 
Brother International Corporation 

Len Gilley, Vice President, Administration 
Brother Industries (U.S.A.) Inc. 

Dr. Paula stern, President, 
The Stern Group 

Pieter Van Leeuwen, 
Law & Economics Consulting Group 

Lewis E. Leibowitz 
Steven J. Routh >--OF COUNSEL 

) 



In Opposition to the Imposition of 
Antidumpinq Duties: 

Stewart & Stew~rt 
Washington, D.C. 
On behalf of 

Smith Corona Corporation 

G. Lee Thompson, Chairman 
and Chief Executive Officer, 
Smith Corona Corporation 

Joan Toffolon, Vice President, 
Product Marketing 
Smith Corona Corporation 

Mark Carlin, Director 
National Accounts 
Smith Corona Corporation 

Dr. Colin Blaydon, Senior Advisor and Director, 
Putnam, Hayes & Bartlett, Inc. 
Cambridge, MA 

Accompanied by: 
Julie R. Solomon, Principal 

Putnam, Hayes & Bartlett, Inc. 
Washington, D.C. 

Eugene L. Stewart 
Terence P. Stewart 
James R. Cannon, Jr. 
John M. Breen 
Julie Chasen Ross 
Edith A. Eisner ;..,..- -

·-

Michael T. Kerwin 

) 
) 

>--OF COUNSEL 
) 
) 
) 

)--Economic Consultant 
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APPENDIX B 

SUMMARY TABLE.'i ON PETS, PEWPS, 
AND PETS/PEWPS COMBINED 
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Tabla B-1 
PETs: Sunmary data concerning the U.S. market, 1988-92 

(Quantity•l.000 units. valua•l.000 dollars, period changas•percant, except where noted) 

Item 
Reported data Period changes 
1988 1989 1990 1991 1992 ~19~8~8~-~9~2~1~9~8~8~-~8~9--,1~9~8~9--~90,,......~1~9~9~0--9~1:--~1~99~1~-~9~2 

• • • • • * 

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

Tabla B-2 
PEWPs: Sunmary data concerning the U.S. market, 1988-92 

(Quantity•l.000 units, .valua•l,000 dollars. period changas•parcant, except where noted) 

Item 
Reported data Period changes 
1988 1989 1990 1991 1992 Ll~98~8~-~9~2 ..... ~19~8~8~-~8~9~1~9~8~9--~9~0--,l~9~9~0--9~l:--~1~9~91~-~9~2 

• • * * * * * 

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

Tabla B-3 
PETs/PEWPs: Sunmary data concerning the U.S. market, 1988-92 

COuantity•l,000 units. valua•l.000 dollars. period changas•parcant. except where noted) 

I tam 
Reported data Period changes 
1988 1989 1990 1991 1992 -1~98~8~-~9~2-=~19~8~8~-~8~9~1~9~8~9--~90,,......~1~9~9~0--9~1:--~1~99~1~-~9~2 

• • • * • * • 

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

Tabla B-4 
PETs: Sunmary data concerning the U.S. market {with producers' data for all firms excluding Smith Corona), 1988-92 

CQuantity=l.000 units. valua•l,000 dollars. period changas•parcant. except where noted) 

Item 
Reported data Period changes 
1988 1989 1990 1991 1992 ~1~98~8~-~9~2-=1~9~8~8~-~8~9--,1~9~8~9--~90=--~1~9~9~0-~9~1,.--~1~99~1~-~9~2 

* * * * * * * 

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

Tabla B-5 
PEWPs: Sunmary data concerning the U.S. market (with producers' data for all firms excluding Smith Corona), 1988-92 

(Quantity•l.000 units. valua•l.000 dollars. period changas•parcent. except where noted) 

Item 
Reported data Period changes 
1988 1989 1990 1991 1992 ~19~8~8~-~9~2-=1~9~8~8~-~8~9--:1~9~8~9--~90=--~1~9~9~0-~9~1:--~1~99~1~-~9""2 

• * • • * * * 

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

Table B-6 
PETs/PEWPs: Sunmary data concerning the U.S. market (with producers' data for all firms ex;luding Smith Corona), 
1988-92 

CQuantity•l.000 units. valua•l.000 dollars. period changes•percent. except where noted) 

Item 
Reported data ~P~a~r~i~o~d..,...c~h~a~n~g~a~s~~..,,..,,,.,,.,,,....,,,.,,..._,,~,.,,..."':"O,......,,.,,,.,,.,,_,,.,. 
1988 1989 1990 1991 1992 1988-92 1988-89 1989-90 1990-91 1991-92 

* * * * • * * 

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

COMMENTS RECEIVED FROM U.S. PRODUCERS ON THE IMPACT OF IMPORTS 
OF PORTABLE ELECTRIC TYPEWRITERS FROM SINGAPORE ON THEIR 

GROWTH, INVESTMENT, ABILITY TO RAISE CAPITAL, AND 
DEVEWPMENT AND PRODUCTION EFFORTS, INCLUDING 

EFFORTS TO DEVEWP A DERIVATIVE 
OR MORE ADVANCED VERSION OF THE PRODUCT 
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The Commission requested U.S. producers to describe any actual or 
anticipated negative effects of portable electric typewriters from Singapore 
on their growth, investment, ability to raise capital, and development and 
production efforts, including efforts to develop a derivative or more advanced 
version of the product. *** replied "no" to all questions. ***responses are 
as follows: 

1. Since January 1, 1988, has your firm experienced any actual negative 
effects on its growth, investment, ability to raise capital, or existing 
development and production efforts, including efforts to develop a derivative 
or more advanced version of the product, as a result of imports of portable 
electric typewriters from Singapore? 

* * * * * * * 

2. Does your firm anticipate any negative impact of imports of portable 
electric typewriters from Singapore? 

* * * * * * * 

3. Has the scale of capital investments undertaken been influenced by the 
presence of imports of PETs from Singapore? 

* * * * * * * 

4. Has your firm obtained financing to cover losses in your operations? 

* * * * * * * 
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APPENDIX D 

U.S. PRODUCTION OPERATIONS­
COSTS AND SOURCES 
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Type of product--PET 
Producer--BIUSA Model- -All PETs 

* * * * * * * 

Type of product--PET 
Producer--BIUSA Model--AX 250 

* * * * * * * 

Type of product--PET 
Producer--BIUSA Model--GX 9000 

* * * * * * * 

Type of product--PEWP 
Producer--BIUSA Model- -All PEWPs 

* * * * * * * 

Type of product--PEWP 
Producer--BIUSA Model- -WP 760 D 

* * * * * * * 

Type of product--PEWP 
Producer--BIUSA Model--WP 1400 D 

* * * * * * * 
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Type of product--PET 
Producer--Smith Corona Model- -All PETs 

* * * * * * * 

Type of product--PET 
Producer--Smith Corona Model-XO 5800 

* * * * * * * 

Type of product--PET 
Producer--Smith Corona Model--XD 7800 

* * * * * * * 

Type of product--PEWP 
Producer--Smith Corona Model- -All PEWPs 

* * * * * * * 

Type of product--PEWP 
Producer--Smith Corona Model--PWP ML8X 

* * * * * * * 

Type of product--PEWP 
Producer--Smith Corona Model--PWP 3200 

* * * * * * * 
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APPENDIX E 

A VERA GE UNIT VALUE SELLING PRICES FOR 
U.S.-PRODUCED AND SINGAPOREAN PETS 
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U.S. Producers' and lmpotten' A•enige Un.ii Prices• 

The U.S. producers• average unit prices for all products and all 
customer types, declined during January 1990-March 1993. Price declines 
ranged from *** to *** percent. 2 Importers' average unit prices of product 1 
and 3 generally declined, while prices of product 2 to three of the eight 
customer types declined. Price declines ranged from *** to *** percent, while 
price increases ranged between *** and *** percent during the period examined. 

National Retail Chains.--Average unit prices for U.S.-produced product 
1-3 sold to national retail chains *** between *** and *** percent for the 
periods prices were reported. 3 4 Prices for Singaporean products also ***, 
***, and*** percent for products 1-3, respectively (tables E-1-3). 

Purchase price comparisons were possible between domestic and 
Singaporean PETs sold to national retail chains in 27 of the 39 quarters for 
products 1-3 during the period examined. In 18 out of the 27 instances the 
Singaporean product was priced lower than the domestic product by margins 
ranging between *** and *** percent. Margins of overselling ranging between 
***and ***percent were reported in 9 quarters. 

Hass Herchandisers.--Prices for U.S.-produced products 1-3 sold to mass 
merchandisers***, ***, and*** percent, respectively, during the period 
examined. Products 1 and 3 from Singapore showed*** price trends, of*** and 
*** percent, respectively, during the period examined, while prices for 
product 2 *** percent. 

Price comparisons were possible between domestic and Singaporean PETs 
sold to mass merchandisers in 38 of the 39 quarters for products 1-3 during 
the period examined. In 15 instances the Singaporean product was priced below 
the domestic product, by margins ranging from *** percent to *** percent. 
Margins of overselling of between *** and *** percent were reported in 23 
quarters. 

Department Stores.--Prices for U.S.-produced products 1-3 sold to 
department stores ***, ***, and*** percent, respectively, during the period 
examined. Similarly, although***, prices for products 1-3 from Singapore 
showed*** price trends of***, ***, and*** percent, respectively, during the 
period examined. 

Price comparisons were possible between domestic and Singaporean PETs 
sold to department stores in 38 of the 39 quarters for products 1-3 during the 
period ex~mined. Margins of underselling for products 1-3 ranged between*** 

1 The ***, and *** provided pricing data for sales of the 3 requested 
products in the U.S. market, although not necessarily for all 3 products or 
all quarters over the period examined. 

2 *** 

3 *** 

4 *** 
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Table E-1 
U.S. net f .o.b. average unit selling prices of Basic PETs (product l) produced 
in the United States and imported from Singapore, and margins of under/(over) 
selling, by customer types and by quarters, January 1990-March 1993 

* * * * * * * 

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

Table E-2 
U.S. net f.o.b. average unit selling prices of Dictionary PETs (product 2) 
produced in the United States and imported from Singapore, and margins of 
under/(over) selling, by customer types and by quarters, January 1990-March 
1993 

* * * * * * * 

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

Table E-3 
U.S. net f.o.b. average unit selling prices of Dictionary PETs with Extra 
Memory and LCD (product 3) produced in the United States and imported from 
Singapore, and margins of under/(over) selling, by customer types and by 
quarters, January 1990-March 1993 

* * * * * * * 

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

and *** percent, occurring in 26 of the 38 instances. In 12 instances, the 
Singaporean product was priced above the domestic product with margins ranging 
from *** to *** percent. 

Ca~alog S~ores.--The U.S. producer's prices to catalog stores for PET 
products 1-3 showed*** price trends during January 1990-March 1993, ***, ***• 
and*** percent, respectively. Importers' prices of products 1 and 3 from 
Singapore generally *** and *** percent, respectively, during the period 
examined. Conversely, prices for product 2 from Singapore *** per unit, *** 
percent overall between July-September 1990 and January-March 1993. 5 

In 16 of the 37 possible price comparisons for products 1-3 sold to 
catalog stores, the Singaporean product was priced below the domestic product, 
with margins ranging from *** to *** percent. Margins of overselling, 
occurring in 21 instances, ranged between*** and*** percent. 

5 *** 



E-5 

Electronic Discount Stores.--Average unit prices for U.S.-produced PET 
products 1-3 sold to electronic discount stores ***, ***, and *** percent, 
respectively, during the period examined. Prices for Singaporean products 1 
and 3 *** of *** and*** percent during the period examined. U.S. importers' 
prices for product 2 *** percent overall between July-September 1990 and 
January-March 1993] . 6 

Price comparisons were possible between domestic and Singaporean PETs 
sold to electronic discount stores in 37 of the 39 quarters for products 1-3 
during the period examined. In 22 out of the 37 instances the Singaporean 
product was priced below the domestic product, by margins ranging from *** 
percent to *** percent. Margins of overselling, between *** and *** percent, 
were reported in 15 quarters. 

Office Equipment Dealers.--Prices for U.S.-produced products 1-3 sold to 
office equipment dealers ***, *** and *** percent, respectively, during the 
period examined. Products 1 and 2 from Singapore showed *** price trends of 
*** and *** percent during the period examined. Prices for product 3 *** 
percent over the period examined. 

Price comparisons were possible between domestic and Singaporean PETs 
sold to office equipment dealers in 37 of the 39 quarters for products 1-3 
during the period examined. In 25 out of the 37 instances the Singaporean 
product was priced below the domestic product, by margins ranging from *** 
percent to *** percent. Margins of overselling ranging between *** and *** 
percent were reported in 12 quarters. 

Office Superstores.--Prices for U.S.-produced products 1-3 sold to 
office superstores ***, ***, and*** percent, respectively, during the period 
examined. Products 1 and 3 from Singapore showed*** price trends, ***and 
*** percent, respectively, during the period examined, while prices for 
product 2 *** percent from *** to *** per unit during the period examined. 

Price comparisons were possible between domestic and Singaporean PETs 
sold to office superstores in 38 of the 39 quarters for products 1-3 during 
the period examined. Margins of underselling ranged between *** and *** 
percent, occurring in 19 of the 38 instances. In 19 instances, the 
Singaporean product was priced above the domestic product, with margins 
ranging from *** to *** percent. 

Other Purchasers.--The U.S. producer's average unit prices to other 
purchasers for PET products 1-3 showed *** price trends during January 1990-
March 1993, ***, ***, and*** percent, respectively. Importers' prices of 
products 1 and 3 from Singapore also showed overall *** and *** percent, 
respectively, while prices for product 2 ***percent overall during the period 
examined. 

In 23 of the 37 possible price comparisons for products 1-3 sold to 
other purchasers, the Singaporean product was priced below the domestic 
product, with margins ranging from *** to *** percent. Margins of 
overselling, occurring in 14 instances, ranged between*** and*** percent. 

6 *** 
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PRICE COMPETITION 

In this investigation the respondent, Smith Corona, has alleged that 
price competition from [the U.S. producer, BIUSA], has resulted in lost sales 
and lost revenues during the period January 1990-March 1993. 1 In its 
importer's questionnaire response, the respondent submitted *** instances of 
alleged lost sales due to competition from***· involving*** purchasers, and 
totaling***· Allegations of lost revenues were also submitted, involving*** 
purchasers and totaling *** during the same period. The following are reports 
of the conversations between Commission staff and those purchasers who could 
be reached and were willing to discuss price competition between *** and *** 
in this final investigation. 2 

Lost Sales3 

*** 

*** 

*** 

*** 

Lost Revenues 

*** 

*** 

1 Generally, importers are not requested to identify specific instances of 
price competition in the form of lost sales or revenues. However, in this 
final investigation such data was sought and is reported to assist the 
Commission in understanding price competition in a market dominated by the 
petitioner and respondent. 

2 Several firms were unable to specifically comment on alleged lost sales 
since buyers during the time in question were no longer available. 

3 *** 




