
















 
 

UNITED STATES INTERNATIONAL TRADE COMMISSION 

Investigation Nos. 731-TA-1387-1391 (Final) 
 

Polyethylene Terephthalate Resin from Brazil, Indonesia, Korea, Pakistan, and Taiwan 
 

 
DETERMINATIONS 

On the basis of the record1 developed in the subject investigations, the United States 
International Trade Commission (“Commission”) determines, pursuant to the Tariff Act of 1930 
(“the Act”), that an industry in the United States is not materially injured or threatened with 
material injury by reason of imports of polyethylene terephthalate (“PET”) resin from Brazil, 
Indonesia, Korea, Pakistan, and Taiwan that have been found by the U.S. Department of 
Commerce (“Commerce”) to be sold in the United States at less than fair value (“LTFV”).2 3 

  
BACKGROUND 

The Commission, pursuant to section 735(b) of the Act (19 U.S.C. 1673d(b)), instituted 
these investigations effective September 26, 2017, following receipt of petitions filed with the 
Commission and Commerce by DAK Americas LLC, Charlotte, North Carolina; Indorama 
Ventures USA, Inc., Decatur, Alabama; M&G Polymers USA, LLC, Houston, Texas; and Nan Ya 
Plastics Corporation, America, Lake City, South Carolina. The Commission scheduled the final 
phase of the investigations following notification of preliminary determinations by Commerce 
that imports of PET resin from Brazil, Indonesia, Korea, Pakistan, and Taiwan were being sold at 
LTFV within the meaning of section 733(b) of the Act (19 U.S.C. 1673b(b)). Notice of the 
scheduling of the final phase of the Commission’s investigations and of a public hearing to be 
held in connection therewith was given by posting copies of the notice in the Office of the 
Secretary, U.S. International Trade Commission, Washington, DC, and by publishing the notice 
in the Federal Register of June 6, 2018 (53 FR 26306). The hearing was held in Washington, DC, 
on September 13, 2018, and all persons who requested the opportunity were permitted to 
appear in person or by counsel. 

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

(19 CFR 207.2(f)). 
2 83 FR 48278-48289 (September 24, 2018). 
3 Whether the establishment of an industry in the United States is materially retarded is not an 

issue in these investigations. 
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Most purchasers (19 of 25) reported supply constraints (table II-4). Ten purchasers 
reported that the M&G bankruptcy caused supply disruptions. Thirteen purchasers11 reported 
that suppliers are unable to provide the requested PET resin, are refusing to bid on business, or 
are providing short shipments. Other purchasers reported a number of issues caused by supply 
constraints including: prior and current antidumping petitions and rulings restricting options for 
U.S. consumers and made imports more costly in 2017; many customers are on allocation from 
U.S. producers; delayed deliveries; material not available because of hurricanes or floods; and 
U.S. prices for PET resin are the highest in the world.12  

Petitioners report there was a supply shortage “for a short period of time in late {2017} 
into early 2018”13 caused by M&G’s idling of production at its West Virginia plant.14 DAK 
reported it had “experienced no supply constraints whatsoever” during the period of 
investigation15 and that customers rejected offers “and in some cases … shut their operations 
rather than pay … a fair market price… during the period in which they claim… shortages.”16 
Nan Ya reported that it increased production to replace M&G’s product but customers decided 
not to purchase because of price.17 Indorama reported it “never short supplied any customer or 
put them on allocation because of the closure of M&G’s facility.”18 Petitioners report that the 
Mexican plant in Alta Mira previously owned by M&G was closed for six to seven weeks19 and 
that the Brazilian plant that had been owned by M&G “never stopped producing.”20 

Respondents claim that U.S. producers have been unable or unwilling to provide U.S.-
produced PET resin when it was requested. PepsiCo reported that U.S. producers were unable 
to provide it with all the PET resin it required “even at a premium price.”21 Because of this 
shortage, PepsiCo started purchasing imported PET resin from Taiwan.22 PepsiCo reported that 
when it placed orders with U.S. producers, the producers supplied it with imported product. In 
addition, it reported one U.S. supplier “requested that we approve qualified PET from Turkey 
and Thailand to cover U.S. supply shortfalls going forward.”23  
                                                      
 

11 Six of these purchasers specifically reported that U.S. producers had limited supply and one 
purchaser specifically mentioned imports because of duties had limited supplies. The remaining six 
purchasers did not report if the suppliers were domestic producers or importers. 

12 *** also reported that U.S. producers claim losses on PET resin while capturing profits on PTA 
feedstocks. 

13 Hearing transcript, p. 118 (Rosenthal). 
14 The idling of production resulted from M&G’s inability to pay its raw material suppliers, who then 

stopped supplying the raw materials to M&G. Conference transcript, p. 33 (Fournier); pp. 88, 90 
(Rosenthal).  

15 Hearing transcript, p. 39 (Cullen). 
16 Hearing transcript, p. 82 (Cullen). 
17 Hearing transcript, pp. 82-83 (Freeman). 
18 Hearing transcript, p. 83 (Paramasivam). 
19 Hearing transcript, p. 55 (Rosenthal). 
20 Hearing transcript, p. 56 (Rosenthal). 
21 Hearing transcript, p. 139 (Berry). 
22 Hearing transcript, pp. 139-140 (Berry). 
23 Hearing transcript, p. 140 (Berry). 
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Graham Packaging (a large purchaser of PET resin)24 reported that it seeks to purchase 
95 percent U.S. product; however, 25 percent of its purchases are imports because U.S. 
producers fill orders with imports from their foreign affiliates.25 Graham reported that M&G 
stopped shipping and “every other U.S. producer limited the amount of PET they offered to 
supply us in the last year” “because they had nothing available to sell,” and it “could not obtain 
sufficient additional volume even at significantly higher prices.”26 Graham reported that Pactiv 
{a sister company of Graham}27 could “not get a single U.S. producer to quote in response to an 
RFQ for 2018 supply for one of its plants in North Carolina” and that “we got a request from {a} 
petitioner two days ago asking us to certify PET at an additional non-subject country.”28 
Graham also reported that there had been other supply difficulties during 2015-17.  Flooding 
from Hurricane Matthew in October 2016 led DAK to declare a force majeure and flooding from 
Hurricane Harvey in September to November 2017 disrupted raw material suppliers.29 

Niagara (***) reported that it had been put on allocation, had been short-shipped, and 
had orders with U.S. producers fulfilled with imported product.30 Due to the difficulties it has 
had buying domestic product it claimed that the “principal beneficiaries of antidumping duty 
orders will be producers of nonsubject PET resin.”31 Furthermore, Niagara reported that it pays 
“a premium for imported material”32 rather than paying less for it. 

 
New suppliers  

Thirteen of 25 responding purchasers indicated that new suppliers have entered the 
U.S. market since January 1, 2015. Purchasers cited new suppliers APG Polytech (India), 
Ekopolimers (Russia), FENC (U.S. and Vietnam), Formosa (Vietnam), Gatronova Resins (India), 
Hosaf (South Africa), Indorama (Thailand), JBF (United Arab Emirates), Koksan PET (Turkey), 
LeaLea (Taiwan), PQS (Brazil), PSL (Pakistan), Recron (Malaysia), Reliance (India), and ShinKong 
(Taiwan). Purchasers also reported that DAK acquired the production rights of M&G’s Mexican 
facilities and purchased Selenis’s plant in Canada. *** reported that the M&G closure triggered 
a supply crisis that led to product becoming increasingly available from new sources. 

U.S. demand 

Based on available information, the overall demand for PET resin is likely to experience 
small-to-moderate changes in response to changes in price. The main contributing factors are 
the somewhat limited range of substitute products and the large cost share of PET resin in most 

                                                      
 

24 Hearing transcript, p. 144 (Ream). 
25 Hearing transcript, p. 144 (Ream). 
26 Hearing transcript, p. 146 (Ream). 
27 Hearing transcript, p. 144 (Ream). 
28 Hearing transcript, p. 148 (Ream). 
29 Hearing transcript, p. 149 (Ream). 
30 Hearing transcript, pp. 151-152 (Safieddin). 
31 Hearing transcript, p. 156 (Safieddin). 
32 Hearing transcript, p. 154 (Safieddin). 
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of its end-use products. Demand for PET resin is derived from the demand for its end-use 
products, such as carbonated soda bottles and water bottles, as well as other containers and 
products (including strapping and sheet) that are made of PET resin.  

 
End uses and cost share 

U.S. demand for PET resin depends on the demand for U.S.-produced downstream 
products. Reported end uses include bottles of various types (e.g., water or carbonated 
beverages), sheets, carpets, strapping, and thermoformed plastic containers. PET resin in 
bottles can be either cold‐fill (i.e., for bottles meant to be filled with cold liquids) or hot‐fill (i.e., 
for bottles that can be filled with hot liquids).33  

PET resin accounts for a large share of the cost of the intermediate products in which it 
is used, but a smaller share of the ultimate end-use products. For example, PET resin is a 
smaller share of the cost of a bottled beverage than the share of the cost of a bottle alone. 
Reported cost shares of PET resin for some end uses were as follows:34  
 

 Empty bottles and preforms: 29 to 85 percent (11 of 14 firms reported 60 percent or 
higher). 

 Bottles/containers: 20 to 70 percent (8 of 15 firms reported 37 percent or lower).35 
 Filled containers: 10 to 75 percent (6 of 7 firms reported 40 percent or lower). 
 Carpets: 28 to 96 percent (7 of 8 firms reported 60 percent or lower). 
 Strapping and sheets: 57 to 96 percent (7 of the 13 firms reported 80 percent or 

higher). 
 Other uses: 60 to 97 percent.36 

 
Business cycles 

One of 4 U.S. producers, 10 of 16 importers, and 21 of 25 purchasers indicated that the 
U.S. PET resin market was subject to business cycles. Most of these firms reported higher PET 
resin demand during the summer because of higher demand for bottled beverages. One 
producer, 10 importers, and 10 purchasers reported distinctive conditions of competition, 
including supply being driven by large new facilities, an artificially high price of feedstock PTA in 

                                                      
 

33 Polyethylene Terephthalate (PET) Resin from Canada, China, India, and Oman, Inv. Nos. 701-TA-
531-532 and 731-TA-1270-1273 (Final), USITC Publication 4604, April 2016, p. II-11; conference 
transcript p. 56 (Cullen), p. 66 (Paramasivam). 

34 Producers and importers were asked to report the cost shares for five products: empty bottles, 
filled bottles, carpets, sheets, and strapping, as well as other end uses. Purchasers were asked to report 
their own end uses and did not always distinguish between empty and filled bottles.  

35 The question did not specify whether the cost share was for unfilled or filled bottles. Three firms 
reported the cost share for other food containers, ranging from 30 to 70 percent. 

36 Other end uses included internal research (60 percent), cups (70 percent), automotive products (75 
percent), cleaning products (75 percent), and yarn (97 percent).  



 
` 

II-10 

the U.S. market, restricted imports, capacity constraints, imports being uncompetitive over 300 
miles from ports, and the impact of M&G’s shutdown. 

Both responding U.S. producers, 10 of 13 responding importers, and 16 of 24 
responding purchasers reported that conditions of competition had changed since 2015. U.S. 
producer *** reported that overseas producers have substantially increased their capacity, and 
have directed this surplus capacity towards the United States. U.S. producer ***, and importers 
*** reported that M&G’s recent cessation of production at a number of its plants has caused 
supply shortages and increased demand for imported PET resin. Ten purchasers reported that 
M&G’s bankruptcy disrupted supply or caused shortages. Some purchasers also reported that 
the expected increase in capacity from the expected opening of M&G’s Corpus Christi facility 
had caused increasing competition in the U.S. market or reduced investment in plants that 
firms were planning to close when the new plant began to operate. Importers and purchasers 
reported other changes as well, including: frequent supply constraints since mid-2017; 
fluctuation in raw material prices affected PET resin prices; problems due to natural disasters; 
limited purchases of imported PET resin in the interior United States (further than 300 miles 
from a U.S. port) due to high logistics costs, which have been recently exacerbated by a 
tightening of the U.S. trucking market; and that recent antidumping duties on nonsubject 
imports affected U.S. market supply.37 
 
Demand trends 

Almost all responding firms reported an increase in U.S. demand for PET resin from 2015 
to 2016 (table II-5) and since 2017 (table II-6). DAK testified that there has been good growth 
across almost all the end-use segments except for carbonated soft drink bottles because of 
consumers’ desire to consume fewer calories.  Respondents further stated that the water bottle 
end-use segment has grown the most.38 

 
  

                                                      
 

37 ***. 
38 Conference transcript, p. 75 (Cullen). 
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Table II-5 
PET resin: Firms’ responses regarding U.S. demand and demand outside the United States from 
2015 to 2016 

Item Increase No change Decrease Fluctuate 
Overall demand in the United States 
U.S. producers 4  ---  ---  ---  
Importers 11  3  ---  1  
Purchasers  21  2  ---  1  
Bottler demand in the United States 
U.S. producers 4  ---  ---  ---  
Importers 12  2  ---  1  
Purchasers  15  1  1  1  
Other end user demand in the United States 
U.S. producers 4  ---  ---  ---  
Importers 11  2  ---  1  
Purchasers  12  1  ---  2  
Overall demand outside the United States 
U.S. producers 3  ---  ---  ---  
Importers 11  1  ---  1  
Purchasers  15  1  ---  1  
Demand for end use products 
Purchasers 15  4  2  ---  

Source: Compiled from data submitted in response to Commission questionnaires. 
 
 
Table II-6 
PET resin: Firms’ responses regarding U.S. demand and demand outside the United States since 
2017 

Item Increase No change Decrease Fluctuate 
Overall demand in the United States 
U.S. producers 3  ---  ---  ---  
Importers 11  2  ---  ---  
Purchasers  21  1  1  1  
Bottler demand in the United States 
U.S. producers 3  ---  ---  ---  
Importers 12  1  ---  ---  
Purchasers  16  ---  1  1  
Other end user demand in the United States 
U.S. producers 3  ---  ---  ---  
Importers 11  2  ---  ---  
Purchasers  13  ---  ---  1  
Overall demand outside the United States 
U.S. producers 3  ---  ---  ---  
Importers 12  1  ---  ---  
Purchasers  16  ---  1  1  
Demand for end use products 
Purchasers 14  4  3  1  

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

Substitutes for PET resin are limited. All four U.S. producers, 10 of 15 importers, and 14 
of 23 purchasers reported that there were no substitutes. Importers and purchasers listed 
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aluminum, cotton, glass, HDPE, and HEDP, nylon, other polymers, paper, polyolefin resin, 
polypropylene, polystyrene, and recycled PET resin as substitutes for PET resin in certain 
applications.   

SUBSTITUTABILITY ISSUES 

The degree of substitution between domestic and imported PET resin depends upon 
such factors as relative prices, quality (e.g., grade standards, etc.), and conditions of sale (e.g., 
availability, price discounts/rebates, lead times between order and delivery dates, reliability of 
supply, product services, etc.). Based on available data, staff believes that there is a high degree 
of substitutability between domestically produced PET resin and PET resin imported from 
subject sources.  

Lead times 

PET resin is primarily sold from inventory. U.S. producers reported that 81.3 percent of 
their sales came from inventories, with lead times averaging 18 days, and the remainder were 
produced-to-order, with lead times averaging 20 days. Importers reported that 86.2 percent of 
their commercial shipments came from U.S. inventories with lead times averaging 18 days, 8.7 
percent were produced-to-order with lead times averaging 63 days, and 5.1 percent came from 
foreign inventories, with lead times averaging 42 days. 

Knowledge of country sources  

All responding purchasers indicated they had marketing/pricing knowledge of domestic 
PET resin, 10 of Brazilian PET resin, 10 of Indonesian PET resin, 10 of Korean PET resin, 10 of 
Pakistani PET resin, 14 of PET resin from Taiwan, and 17 of PET resin from nonsubject 
countries.39 

Purchasers were asked if they or their customers always, frequently, sometimes, or 
never based their purchasing decisions on the producer or the country of origin of the PET 
resin. As shown in table II-7, slightly more than half of purchasers (13 of 25) reported that they 
sometimes or never make purchase decisions based on the producer, but 12 purchasers 
reported that they always or usually make decisions based on the producer. Most purchasers 
(16 of 25) reported that they sometimes or never make purchase decisions based on the 
country of origin. Almost all purchasers reported that their customers sometimes or never 
make purchase decisions based on producer or country of origin. Purchasers’ reasons that they 
make decisions based on the manufacturer include: a preference for products made in America, 
business relationships, quality, price, diversity of supply, and limited availability from U.S. 
producers. Purchasers’ customer’s decisions were reportedly based on supplier diversity and 
resin quality requirements. Purchasers’ reasons for making decisions based on country of origin 
                                                      
 

39 Nonsubject countries listed included Argentina, Belgium, Canada, China, Egypt, India, Lithuania, 
Malaysia, Mexico, Oman, Portugal, Russia, Saudi Arabia, Thailand, Turkey, UAE, Vietnam, and “EU 
countries.” 
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included: price, availability, stability of foreign producer, lead times, cost to transport to the 
United States, NAFTA rules, business relationships, quality, and diversity of supply. 

 
Table II-7  
PET resin: Purchasing decisions based on producer and country of origin 

Purchaser/Customer decision Always Usually Sometimes Never 
Purchaser makes decision based on producer 6 6 6 7 
Purchaser’s customers make decision based on producer --- 1 8 12 
Purchaser makes decision based on country 4 5 8 8 
Purchaser’s customers make decision based on country --- --- 9 12 

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

Factors affecting purchasing decisions  

The most often cited top three factors firms consider in their purchasing decisions for 
PET resin were price (22 firms), quality (20 firms), and availability (17 firms) as shown in table II-
8. Quality was the most frequently cited first-most important factor, however, (cited by 12 
firms), followed by price (6 firms); availability/lead times was the most frequently reported 
second-most important factor (10 firms); and price was the most frequently reported third-
most important factor (9 firms). 
 
Table II-8  
PET resin: Ranking of factors used in purchasing decisions as reported by U.S. purchasers, by 
factor 

Factor First Second Third Total 
Price 6 7 9 22 
Quality 12 7 1 20 
Availability/lead times 3 10 4 17 
Terms/credit terms 0 1 5 6 
Logistics/on time 0 0 3 4 
Consistency 0 1 2 2 
Other1 4 0 1 5 

1 Other first factors included contracts, FDA compliance, and “direct vs. toll” (where the purchasers’ 
customers negotiate the price of PET resin instead of the purchaser). and suitability of specifications; 
“other” third most important factor was technical support. 
 
Source: Compiled from data submitted in response to Commission questionnaires. 
 
 

Most purchasers (14 of 25) reported that they usually purchase the lowest-priced 
product. Ten purchasers reported sometimes purchasing the lowest-priced product and one 
reported always purchasing the lowest-priced product. 

 
Importance of specified purchase factors  

Purchasers were asked to rate the importance of 16 factors in their purchasing decisions 
(table II-9). All 25 purchaser rated availability as very important. Other factors rated as very 
important by more than half of responding purchasers were product consistency (24), reliability 
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of supply (23), price (22), quality meets industry standards (22), delivery time (21), delivery 
terms (19), extension of credit (16), technical support and services (14), U.S. transportation 
costs (14), discounts offered (13), and quality exceeds industry standards (13). More purchasers 
(7) reported that minimum quantity requirements were not important than reported them as 
very important (6). 
 
Table II-9 
PET resin: Importance of purchase factors, as reported by U.S. purchasers, by factor 

Factor 
Very 

important 
Somewhat 
important 

Not 
important 

Availability 25  ---  ---  
Product consistency 24  1  ---  
Reliability of supply 23  2  ---  
Price 22  3  ---  
Quality meets industry standards 22  3  ---  
Delivery time 21  4  ---  
Delivery terms 19  6  ---  
Extension of credit 16  6  3  
Technical support/service 14  6  5  
U.S. transportation costs 14  10  1  
Discounts offered 13  11  1  
Quality exceeds industry standards 13  9  3  
Delivery by rail 10  8  7  
Packaging 6  17  2  
Minimum quantity requirements 6  12  7  
Product range 4  17  4  

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

Supplier certification  

Twenty-three of 25 responding purchasers require that their suppliers become certified 
or qualified to sell PET resin to their firm.40 Purchasers reported that the time to qualify a new 
supplier ranged from two days to a year, with 12 of 22 responding purchasers reporting 60 days 
or fewer. Qualification requirements varied by firm but included: ability to run on equipment 
(trial run on equipment), quality (adherence to specifications, lab tests, food safety, 
performance of packaging produced, regulatory compliance, stability, shelf life, clarity, and 
taste), customer acceptance, producer’s conditions (financials, production system audit, system 
for ordering, payments terms, and service), and logistics. 

Three purchasers reported that a domestic or foreign supplier had failed in its attempt 
to qualify PET resin, or had lost its approved status since 2015. Producers that failed to qualify 
or lost qualification included DAK USA, EIPET (Egypt), Indorama Mexico, Indorama USA, JBF RAK 
(UAE), M&G USA, and Octal (Oman).  

                                                      
 

40 One of the two firms reporting no certification requirement explained that PET resin must be FDA 
approved. 
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Purchaser PepsiCo stressed the importance of supply security, and stated that to 
maintain supply security, it attempts to purchase all its PET resin from U.S. production (except 
for product for Hawaii which is imported for logistical reasons).41 

 
Changes in purchasing patterns  

Purchasers were asked about changes in their purchasing patterns from different 
sources since 2015 (table II-10). Purchasers reporting increased purchases of U.S.-produced 
product explained that this was because of growth in the volume of their consumption; reasons 
for decreased domestic purchases included limited availability of domestic product and that 
suppliers chose to supply the purchasers with imports rather than their U.S.-produced PET 
resin. 

 
Table II-10  
PET resin: Changes in purchase patterns from U.S., subject, and nonsubject countries 

Source of purchases 
Did not 

purchase Decreased Increased Constant Fluctuated 
United States ---  5  12  2  5  
Brazil 12  4  3  ---  2  
Indonesia  15  1  2  ---  1  
Korea 13  ---  4  ---  2  
Pakistan 12  1  5  ---  1  
Taiwan 8  2  6  ---  3  
Other 5  2  8  2  4  

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

Purchasers increased their purchases from Brazil as a result of availability, logistics, and 
domestic suppliers’ choice to provide the purchaser with Brazilian product, and decreased their 
purchases of Brazilian product because of the imposition of antidumping duties. One purchaser 
reported increased purchases of Indonesian product because of increased consumption. 
Purchasers reported increased purchases from Korea because of increased consumption, 
domestic shortages, availability, and price. Purchasers reported increased purchases from 
Pakistan because of domestic shortages, GSP status, availability, and price. Purchasers reported 
increased purchases from Taiwan because of domestic shortages, availability, continuity of 
supply, and diversifying portfolio. *** reported that it increased its purchases of PET resin from 
Taiwan dramatically in 2018, in spite of the ongoing case, because of the shortage caused by 
M&G’s bankruptcy. 

Most (17 of 25) responding purchasers reported that they had changed suppliers since 
January 1, 2015. Seven firms reported changing suppliers due to M&G’s bankruptcy, and three 
other purchasers reported that they had difficulty getting U.S.-produced product from any 

                                                      
 

41 Hearing transcript, pp. 137, 190 (Berry). 
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source.42 Two purchasers reported reducing purchases of imports because of the antidumping 
investigations. Firms also reported changing suppliers because of quality, price, availability, 
processing, contract disagreements, new suppliers, increased consumption, and suppliers 
closing or withdrawing from the market.  

Thirteen of 25 responding purchasers reported new suppliers including, DAK (Canada 
and Mexico), Ekopolimers (Russia), FENC/APG Polytech (which purchased M&G’s West Virginia 
facility), Formosa (Vietnam), Gatronova (India), Hosaf (Turkey), Indorama (Thailand), JBF Global 
(Europe), Kosan PET (Turkey), LeaLea (Taiwan), Octal (Oman), PSQ (Brazil), Reliance/Recron 
(Malaysia), ShinKong (Taiwan), Tainan (Taiwan), and South Africa (no producer listed).  

 
Importance of purchasing domestic product  

Nineteen of 25 purchasers reported that none of their purchases required U.S.-
produced product.43 No purchaser reported that domestic product was required by law for any 
of their purchases, three reported it was required by their customers (for 10 to 100 percent of 
their purchases), and three reported other preferences for domestic product (for 10 to 98 
percent of their purchases). Reasons cited for preferring domestic product included: soft tolling 
contracts; price, freight, and technical services; and unique resin quality and additives 
developed for a special need. 

Eight of 23 responding purchasers reported that they had ordered domestic product but 
were instead supplied imported product.44 Three of these firms reported that imports replaced 
domestic product because of capacity constraints and one reported that *** and sold it as 
domestically produced product. 

Seven of 24 responding purchasers reported that they had searched for domestic PET 
resin but had been offered imported product. Five firms reported that this reflected shortages 
of domestic product. One purchaser reported that ***. 

Respondents claim that M&G increased its sales in preparation to the expected opening 
of its new facilities in Texas. According to respondents, M&G wanted to increase its sales to 
create a steady stream of orders for the new facility when it opened. M&G was not able to 
supply these orders from its U.S. production, according to respondents, and therefore sold PET 
resin made in M&G’s facilities Brazil and Mexico.45 Respondents claim that M&G and DAK 
competed on price in order to increase their sales in anticipation of their expected new 
capacity.46  
  
                                                      
 

42 Two of these three firms reported that they purchased imported PET resin because of the lack of 
availability of U.S. product, and one reported that because of this lack of availability it had not been able 
to purchase U.S.-produced PET resin and therefore had not changed its source of PET resin. 

43 Three other firms reported that 85 percent or more of their purchases had no domestic 
requirement. 

44 Two purchasers reported that they did not know: one reported it just orders PET resin, and the 
other reported that it does not know the source because its distributor repackages PET resin. 

45 Respondents’ prehearing brief, pp. 6-8. 
46 Hearing transcript, p. 244 (Safieddin). 
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Comparisons of domestic products, subject imports, and nonsubject imports  
 
Purchaser comparison of factors between U.S.-produced and imported PET resin  

Purchasers were asked a number of questions comparing PET resin produced in the 
United States, subject countries, and nonsubject countries. Purchasers were asked to rate 
individual countries on each factor on a 1 to 5 scale, with 5 indicating that PET resin produced in 
that country rates very well and 1 indicating that PET resin produced in that country does not 
rate very well for that factor. Table II-11 shows the ratings for U.S-produced PET resin 
compared to imports.47 Factors are listed by order of importance (see table II-8).  

A plurality of responding purchasers reported that Brazilian and U.S. product were 
comparable on eight factors and that U.S. product was superior for availability, delivery by rail, 
terms, delivery time, extension of credit, packaging, product range, and technical 
support/service, while a plurality reported that Brazil was superior on price. A plurality of 
purchasers reported U.S. and Indonesian product were comparable on eight factors, and that 
U.S. product was superior on delivery time, extension of credit, technical support and services, 
delivery by rail, packaging and product range and that Indonesian product was superior on 
price. Responses were inconsistent on availability, with two reporting U.S. availability was 
superior and two reporting it was inferior. A plurality of purchasers reported that U.S. and 
Korean product were comparable for nine factors, that U.S. product was superior for delivery 
time, delivery terms, extension of credit, technical support/service, delivery by rail, and product 
range, and that Korea was superior on price. A plurality of purchasers reported that U.S. and 
Pakistan product were comparable for nine factors and that U.S. product was superior for 
availability, reliability of supply, quality meets industry standard, delivery time, technical 
support/service, quality exceeds industry standard, delivery by rail, and product range. A 
plurality of purchasers reported that U.S. and Taiwan product were comparable for 10 factors 
and that U.S. product was superior for delivery time, delivery terms, extension of credit, 
delivery by rail, and packaging. Most reported that Taiwan product was superior for price. 

                                                      
 

47 For each country pair, if the first listed country’s rating was higher than the second country’s 
rating, the first listed country’s product was considered superior. If both countries had the same rating, 
the products were considered comparable. If the first listed country’s rating was lower than the second 
country’s rating, the first country’s product was considered inferior. 
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Table II-11 
PET resin: Purchasers’ comparisons between U.S.-produced and imported product 

Factor 

U.S. vs. 
Brazil 

U.S. vs. 
Indonesia 

U.S. vs. 
Korea 

U.S. vs. 
Pakistan 

S C I S C I S C I S C I 
Availability 4  1  3  2  1  2  3  5  1  6  3  1  
Product consistency 1  5  2  2  3  ---  1  5  2  3  5  1  
Reliability of supply 2  5  1  2  3  ---  4  4  1  5  5  ---  
Price1 2  2  4  1  1  2  2  1  5  2  4  3  
Quality meets industry standards 2  5  1  2  3  ---  2  6  ---  7  3  ---  
Delivery time 7  1  ---  5  ---  ---  8  ---  1  9  1  ---  
Delivery terms 5  3  ---  2  3  ---  5  3  ---  5  5  ---  
Extension of credit 5  2  1  3  2  ---  6  3  ---  4  5  1  
Technical support/service 6  1  1  4  1  ---  6  2  ---  7  2  ---  
U.S. transportation costs1 2  4  1  1  2  1  3  3  1  2  3  3  
Discounts offered 3  5  ---  2  2  ---  2  4  ---  2  7  ---  
Quality exceeds industry standards 2  4  1  2  2  ---  1  5  ---  5  3  ---  
Delivery by rail 6  ---  ---  4  ---  ---  6  ---  ---  8  1  ---  
Packaging 4  4  ---  3  2  ---  3  5  ---  4  5  ---  
Minimum quantity requirements 2  4  2  1  3  ---  3  3  1  1  5  2  
Product range 4  2  ---  2  1  1  4  2  ---  6  2  ---  

Factor 

U.S. vs. 
Taiwan 

U.S. vs. 
Canada 

U.S. vs. 
Mexico 

U.S. vs. all 
other 

sources 
S C I S C I S C I S C I 

Availability 3  5  4  5  2  2  3  7  3  2  5  1  
Product consistency 1  8  2  1  6  2  2  9  2  4  2  1  
Reliability of supply 3  6  3  2  6  1  3  8  2  5  2  1  
Price1 2  3  6  3  3  3  2  6  5  2  2  4  
Quality meets industry standards 1  10  ---  ---  8  1  2  10  1  5  3  ---  
Delivery time 9  ---  3  3  6  ---  8  3  2  8  ---  ---  
Delivery terms 5  4  2  3  4  2  3  8  2  5  3  ---  
Extension of credit 6  4  2  2  5  2  3  8  2  6  ---  2  
Technical support/service 3  8  ---  3  6  ---  3  10  ---  5  2  ---  
U.S. transportation costs1 4  5  2  2  5  2  4  7  2  2  2  2  
Discounts offered 1  7  1  2  7  ---  1  10  2  2  6  ---  
Quality exceeds industry standards ---  8  2  ---  8  1  2  9  2  2  4  ---  
Delivery by rail 10  ---  ---  4  2  2  5  5  2  7  ---  ---  
Packaging 6  5  ---  1  8  ---  2  11  ---  3  3  1  
Minimum quantity requirements 2  7  1  3  4  2  2  9  2  2  3  2  
Product range 4  6  ---  5  3  ---  3  9  ---  5  1  ---  

1 A rating of superior means that price/U.S. transportation cost is generally lower. For example, if a firm 
reported “U.S. superior,” it meant that the U.S. product was generally priced lower than the imported 
product. 
 
Note.--S=first listed country’s product is superior; C=both countries’ products are comparable; I=first list 
country’s product is inferior. 
 
Source: Compiled from data submitted in response to Commission questionnaires. 
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Purchaser comparison of factors between subject countries 

Table II-12 shows the ratings for the 16 factors from table II-8 for subject country pairs. 
A plurality of purchasers reported that the products were comparable for most factors for all 
country pairs. 

 
Table II-12 
PET resin: Purchasers’ comparisons between imported PET resin from subject countries 

Factor 

Brazil vs. 
Indonesia 

Brazil vs. 
Korea 

Brazil vs. 
Pakistan 

Brazil vs. 
Taiwan 

S C I S C I S C I S C I 
Availability ---  2  1  2  2  1  2  2  1  1  1  3  
Product consistency 1  2  ---  2  2  1  2  2  1  2  1  2  
Reliability of supply 1  2  ---  2  2  1  2  2  1  1  1  3  
Price1 1  2  ---  3  2  ---  2  2  1  2  3  ---  
Quality meets industry standards ---  3  ---  2  2  1  2  3  ---  1  2  2  
Delivery time 1  2  ---  ---  3  2  1  3  1  ---  1  4  
Delivery terms 1  2  ---  2  3  ---  1  3  1  1  2  2  
Extension of credit 1  2  ---  1  4  ---  1  3  1  ---  3  2  
Technical support/service ---  2  1  1  3  1  1  3  1  1  1  3  
U.S. transportation costs1 2  1  ---  2  2  ---  1  3  1  1  4  ---  
Discounts offered ---  3  ---  ---  4  1  ---  4  1  ---  3  2  
Quality exceeds industry standards ---  3  ---  1  2  1  2  3  ---  1  2  2  
Delivery by rail ---  3  ---  ---  4  ---  ---  5  ---  ---  5  ---  
Packaging 1  2  ---  1  4  ---  1  3  1  1  4  ---  
Minimum quantity requirements 1  2  ---  2  3  ---  1  4  ---  2  2  1  
Product range ---  2  ---  ---  3  ---  2  2  ---  1  1  2  

Factor 

Indonesia vs. 
Korea 

Indonesia vs. 
Pakistan 

Indonesia vs. 
Taiwan 

Korea vs. 
Pakistan 

S C I S C I S C I S C I 
Availability 1  2  1  1  2  1  ---  2  3  2  4  ---  
Product consistency ---  3  1  ---  3  1  ---  3  2  3  2  1  
Reliability of supply ---  3  1  ---  3  1  ---  3  2  1  4  1  
Price1 1  2  ---  1  ---  2  ---  4  ---  1  2  2  
Quality meets industry standards ---  3  1  ---  4  ---  ---  3  2  2  4  ---  
Delivery time ---  2  2  1  1  2  ---  3  2  3  2  1  
Delivery terms ---  4  ---  ---  3  1  ---  3  2  ---  5  1  
Extension of credit ---  4  ---  ---  2  2  ---  3  2  ---  4  2  
Technical support/service 1  2  1  1  2  1  ---  3  2  1  3  2  
U.S. transportation costs1 1  2  ---  1  1  1  ---  3  1  ---  4  1  
Discounts offered ---  2  1  ---  2  1  ---  3  1  1  3  1  
Quality exceeds industry standards ---  2  1  ---  3  ---  ---  2  2  2  3  ---  
Delivery by rail ---  3  ---  ---  3  ---  ---  4  ---  ---  5  ---  
Packaging ---  4  ---  ---  3  1  ---  5  ---  ---  5  1  
Minimum quantity requirements ---  3  ---  ---  2  1  1  3  ---  ---  4  1  
Product range ---  3  ---  1  2  ---  1  2  1  2  3  ---  

Table continued on the next page. 
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Table II-12--Continued 
PET resin: Purchasers’ comparisons between imported PET resin from subject countries 

Factor 
Korea vs. Taiwan Pakistan vs. Taiwan 

S C I S C I 
Availability ---  5  3  ---  2  5  
Product consistency 1  5  1  1  2  4  
Reliability of supply ---  6  2  1  2  4  
Price1 ---  6  1  2  1  3  
Quality meets industry standards ---  6  1  ---  3  4  
Delivery time ---  7  1  1  1  5  
Delivery terms ---  5  2  1  4  2  
Extension of credit ---  5  3  1  3  3  
Technical support/service ---  5  2  1  3  3  
U.S. transportation costs1 ---  6  1  1  3  2  
Discounts offered ---  5  1  1  3  2  
Quality exceeds industry standards ---  5  1  ---  2  4  
Delivery by rail ---  6  ---  ---  6  ---  
Packaging ---  7  ---  1  6  ---  
Minimum quantity requirements ---  5  1  1  4  1  
Product range 1  3  2  ---  3  3  

1 A rating of superior means that price/U.S. transportation cost is generally lower. For example, if a firm 
reported “U.S. superior,” it meant that the U.S. product was generally priced lower than the imported 
product. 
 
Note.--S=first listed country’s product is superior; C=both countries’ products are comparable; I=first listed 
country’s product is inferior. 
 
Source: Compiled from data submitted in response to Commission questionnaires. 
 

Comparison of U.S.-produced and imported PET resin 

In order to determine whether U.S.-produced PET resin can generally be used in the 
same applications as imports from Brazil, Indonesia, Korea, Pakistan, and Taiwan, U.S. 
producers, importers, and purchasers were asked whether the products can always, frequently, 
sometimes, or never be used interchangeably. As shown in table II-13, all U.S. producers and a 
large majority of importers reported that domestic and imported PET resin are always 
interchangeable. The majority of purchasers reported that PET resin from different countries is 
always or frequently interchangeable.  
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Table II-13 
PET resin: Interchangeability between PET resin produced in the United States and in other 
countries, by country pair 

Country pair 
Number of U.S. 

producers reporting 
Number of U.S. 

importers reporting 
Number of 

purchasers reporting  
A F S N A F S N A F S N 

 U.S. vs. subject countries: 
   U.S. vs. Brazil 4  ---  ---  ---  6  2  1  ---  6  7  2  ---  
   U.S. vs. Indonesia  4  ---  ---  ---  8  1  ---  ---  6  5  1  ---  
   U.S. vs. Korea 4  ---  ---  ---  8  2  1  ---  6  5  2  ---  
   U.S. vs. Pakistan 4  ---  ---  ---  10  2  ---  ---  6  6  4  ---  
   U.S. vs. Taiwan 4  ---  ---  ---  8  3  2  ---  6  7  2  ---  
Subject countries comparisons: 
  Brazil vs. Indonesia 4  ---  ---  ---  6  1  ---  ---  4  3  1  ---  
  Brazil vs. Korea 4  ---  ---  ---  6  2  ---  ---  5  5  1  ---  
  Brazil vs. Pakistan 4  ---  ---  ---  6  1  ---  ---  4  6  1  ---  
  Brazil vs. Taiwan 4  ---  ---  ---  6  2  1  ---  5  5  1  ---  
  Indonesia vs. Korea 4  ---  ---  ---  7  1  ---  ---  5  3  1  ---  
  Indonesia vs. Pakistan 4  ---  ---  ---  7  1  ---  ---  4  3  1  ---  
  Indonesia vs. Taiwan 4  ---  ---  ---  7  1  1  ---  5  3  1  ---  
  Korea vs. Pakistan 4  ---  ---  ---  7  2  ---  ---  4  5  1  ---  
  Korea vs. Taiwan 4  ---  ---  ---  7  2  1  ---  4  4  1  ---  
  Pakistan vs. Taiwan 4  ---  ---  ---  7  2  1  ---  4  6  2  ---  

Nonsubject countries comparisons: 
   U.S. vs. Canada   4  ---  ---  ---  10  1  ---  ---  11  5  1  ---  
   U.S. vs. Mexico   4  ---  ---  ---  8  1  ---  ---  10  6  1  ---  
   U.S. vs. other nonsubject   4  ---  ---  ---  6  1  3  ---  5  4  4  ---  
   Brazil vs. Canada 4  ---  ---  ---  6  2  ---  ---  5  6  1  ---  
   Brazil vs. Mexico 4  ---  ---  ---  6  2  ---  ---  5  6  1  ---  
   Brazil vs. other nonsubject 4  ---  ---  ---  6  1  2  ---  5  4  2  ---  
   Indonesia vs. Canada  4  ---  ---  ---  7  1  ---  ---  5  3  1  ---  
   Indonesia vs. Mexico  4  ---  ---  ---  6  1  ---  ---  6  3  1  ---  
   Indonesia vs. other nonsubject 4  ---  ---  ---  6  1  1  ---  4  4  1  ---  
   Korea vs. Canada 4  ---  ---  ---  7  2  ---  ---  4  4  1  ---  
   Korea vs. Mexico 4  ---  ---  ---  6  1  ---  ---  4  4  1  ---  
   Korea vs. other nonsubject 4  ---  ---  ---  6  1  2  ---  5  4  2  ---  
   Pakistan vs. Canada 4  ---  ---  ---  8  2  ---  ---  4  5  2  ---  
   Pakistan vs. Mexico 4  ---  ---  ---  6  1  ---  ---  4  6  2  ---  
   Pakistan vs. other nonsubject 4  ---  ---  ---  6  1  2  ---  4  4  2  ---  
  Taiwan vs. Canada  4  ---  ---  ---  7  2  ---  ---  4  6  2  ---  
  Taiwan vs. Mexico 4  ---  ---  ---  6  2  ---  ---  6  5  2  ---  
  Taiwan vs. other nonsubject 4  ---  ---  ---  6  1  2  ---  4  4  2  ---  

Note.--A=Always, F=Frequently, S=Sometimes, N=Never. 
 
Source: Compiled from data submitted in response to Commission questionnaires. 
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As can be seen from table II-14, all responding purchasers reported that domestically 
produced product and subject imported product always or usually met minimum quality 
specifications, with the exception of Taiwan (for which all but one purchaser reported always or 
usually). One purchaser reported that product from Taiwan sometimes meets its minimum 
quality specification. 

 
Table II-14 
PET resin: Ability to meet minimum quality specifications, by source1 

Source Always Usually Sometimes Rarely or never 

United States 15  10  ---  ---  

Brazil 5  5  ---  ---  

Indonesia  5  4  ---  ---  

Korea 5  3  ---  ---  

Pakistan 7  2  ---  ---  

Taiwan 7  4  1  ---  
1 Purchasers were asked how often domestically produced or imported PET resin meets minimum quality 
specifications for their own or their customers’ uses. 
 
Source: Compiled from data submitted in response to Commission questionnaires. 
 
 

In addition, producers, importers, and purchasers were asked to assess how often 
differences other than price were significant in sales of PET resin production in the United 
States, subject, or nonsubject countries. As seen in table II-15, all U.S. producers reported that 
factors other than price were never significant. A large plurality of importers reported that 
factors other than price were never significant for all country pairs except for the United States 
and Taiwan. Most importers reported that there were sometimes or never differences other 
than price between U.S. PET resin and PET resin from Taiwan.  A plurality of purchasers 
reported that factors other than price were sometimes significant for all country pairs.  
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Table II-15 
PET resin: Significance of differences other than price between PET resin produced in the United 
States and in other countries, by country pair 

Country pair 
Number of U.S. 

producers reporting 
Number of U.S. 

importers reporting 
Number of 

purchasers reporting  

A F S N A F S N A F S N 
 U.S. vs. subject countries: 
   U.S. vs. Brazil ---  ---  ---  4  ---  2  1  5  4  2  7  2  
   U.S. vs. Indonesia  ---  ---  ---  4  ---  1  ---  5  2  2  9  ---  
   U.S. vs. Korea ---  ---  ---  4  ---  2  1  5  1  3  7  1  
   U.S. vs. Pakistan ---  ---  ---  4  ---  3  ---  6  1  2  10  1  
   U.S. vs. Taiwan ---  ---  ---  4  2  2  3  3  2  2  11  ---  
Subject countries comparisons: 
  Brazil vs. Indonesia ---  ---  ---  4  ---  1  ---  5  1  1  5  ---  
  Brazil vs. Korea ---  ---  ---  4  ---  1  1  5  1  2  5  1  
  Brazil vs. Pakistan ---  ---  ---  4  ---  1  1  5  1  2  6  ---  
  Brazil vs. Taiwan ---  ---  ---  4  ---  1  3  4  1  3  6  ---  
  Indonesia vs. Korea ---  ---  ---  4  ---  1  ---  5  1  1  5  1  
  Indonesia vs. Pakistan ---  ---  ---  4  ---  1  ---  5  1  1  5  ---  
  Indonesia vs. Taiwan ---  ---  ---  4  ---  1  1  5  1  1  5  1  
  Korea vs. Pakistan ---  ---  ---  4  ---  1  1  5  1  2  5  ---  
  Korea vs. Taiwan ---  ---  ---  4  ---  1  2  5  1  2  5  ---  
  Pakistan vs. Taiwan ---  ---  ---  4  ---  1  2  5  1  2  7  1  

Nonsubject countries comparisons: 
   U.S. vs. Canada   ---  ---  ---  4  ---  1  3  4  4  1  8  4  
   U.S. vs. Mexico   ---  ---  ---  4  ---  1  2  4  3  1  9  4  
   U.S. vs. other nonsubject   ---  ---  ---  4  ---  2  2  5  1  4  10  ---  
   Brazil vs. Canada ---  ---  ---  4  ---  1  1  5  1  1  8  ---  
   Brazil vs. Mexico ---  ---  ---  4  ---  1  1  4  1  2  7  ---  
   Brazil vs. other nonsubject ---  ---  ---  4  ---  1  2  5  1  4  5  ---  
   Indonesia vs. Canada  ---  ---  ---  4  ---  1  ---  5  1  1  5  ---  
   Indonesia vs. Mexico  ---  ---  ---  4  ---  1  ---  5  1  1  5  1  
   Indonesia vs. other nonsubject ---  ---  ---  4  ---  1  1  5  1  1  5  ---  
   Korea vs. Canada ---  ---  ---  4  ---  1  1  5  1  1  6  ---  
   Korea vs. Mexico ---  ---  ---  4  ---  1  1  5  1  1  6  ---  
   Korea vs. other nonsubject ---  ---  ---  4  ---  1  2  5  1  3  5  ---  
   Pakistan vs. Canada ---  ---  ---  4  ---  2  1  5  1  1  8  1  
   Pakistan vs. Mexico ---  ---  ---  4  ---  1  ---  5  1  1  8  ---  
   Pakistan vs. other nonsubject ---  ---  ---  4  ---  1  2  5  1  2  5  ---  
  Taiwan vs. Canada  ---  ---  ---  4  ---  1  1  5  1  1  8  ---  
  Taiwan vs. Mexico ---  ---  ---  4  ---  1  1  5  1  2  8  1  
  Taiwan vs. other nonsubject ---  ---  ---  4  ---  1  2  5  1  3  5  1  

Note.--A = Always, F = Frequently, S = Sometimes, N = Never. 
 
Source: Compiled from data submitted in response to Commission questionnaires. 
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ELASTICITY ESTIMATES 

This section discusses elasticity estimates; parties were encouraged to comment on 
these estimates as an attachment to their prehearing or posthearing brief. No comments were 
provided. 

U.S. supply elasticity 

The domestic supply elasticity48 for PET resin measures the sensitivity of the quantity 
supplied by U.S. producers to changes in the U.S. market price of PET resin. The elasticity of 
domestic supply depends on several factors including the level of excess capacity, the ease with 
which producers can alter capacity, producers’ ability to shift to production of other products, 
the existence of inventories, and the availability of alternate markets for U.S.-produced PET 
resin. Analysis of these factors above indicates that the U.S. industry has a moderate ability to 
increase or decrease shipments to the U.S. market; an estimate in the range of 3 to 6 is 
suggested.49  

U.S. demand elasticity 

The U.S. demand elasticity for PET resin measures the sensitivity of the overall quantity 
demanded to a change in the U.S. market price of PET resin. This estimate depends on factors 
discussed above such as the existence, availability, and commercial viability of substitute 
products, as well as the component share of the PET resin in the production of any downstream 
products. Based on the available information, the aggregate demand for PET resin is likely to be 
moderately to highly inelastic; a range of -0.25 to -0.75 is suggested.  

Substitution elasticity 

The elasticity of substitution depends upon the extent of product differentiation 
between the domestic and imported products.50  Product differentiation, in turn, depends upon 
such factors as quality (e.g., chemistry, appearance, etc.) and conditions of sale (e.g., 
availability, sales terms/ discounts/ promotions, etc.). Based on available information, the 
elasticity of substitution between U.S.-produced PET resin and imported PET resin is high, and 
likely to be in the range of 4 to 7. 

                                                      
 

48 A supply function is not defined in the case of a non-competitive market. 
49 This relatively high elasticity of supply is based on the assumption that M&G’s West Virginia 

facility, purchased by FENC, will be fully functional in a relatively short time. FENC reports that it 
restarted the plant in early July 2018. Prior to its closure, this facility represented *** percent of U.S. 
capacity. During the period in which this plant was not producing, U.S. supply was much less elastic.  

50 The substitution elasticity measures the responsiveness of the relative U.S. consumption levels of 
the subject imports and the domestic like products to changes in their relative prices. This reflects how 
easily purchasers switch from the U.S. product to the subject products (or vice versa) when prices 
change. 
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PART III: U.S. PRODUCERS’ PRODUCTION, SHIPMENTS, AND 
EMPLOYMENT 

The Commission analyzes a number of factors in making injury determinations (see 19 
U.S.C. §§ 1677(7)(B) and 1677(7)(C)). Information on the dumping margins was presented in 
Part I of this report and information on the volume and pricing of imports of the subject 
merchandise is presented in Part IV and Part V. Information on the other factors specified is 
presented in this section and/or Part VI and (except as noted) is based on the questionnaire 
responses of four firms that accounted for all known U.S. production of PET resin during 2017.1 

 
U.S. PRODUCERS 

The Commission issued a U.S. producers’ questionnaire to four firms based on 
information contained in the petitions. All four firms provided usable data on their production 
operations. Staff believes that these responses represent all known U.S. production of PET resin 
in 2017 and, indeed, throughout January 2015-March 2018. Table III-1 lists the U.S. producers 
of PET resin, their production locations, positions on the petitions, and shares of total 
production. *** and *** are the largest U.S. producers of PET resin, accounting for *** percent 
and *** percent of production during 2017, respectively.  
 
Table III-1  
PET resin: U.S. producers, their positions on the petitions, production locations, and shares of 
reported production, 2017 

Firm Position on petitions Production locations 
Share of production 

(percent) 

DAK ***1 

Charlotte, NC (corporate headquarters) 
Fayetteville, NC 
Gaston, SC 
Moncks Corner, SC 
Bay St. Louis, MS *** 

Indorama Mixed/Partial2 

Asheboro, NC (StarPet Inc.) 
Decatur, AL (AlphaPet Inc.) 
Spartanburg, SC (Auriga Polymers Inc.) *** 

M&G ***3 Apple Grove, WV4 *** 

Nan Ya Support Lake City, SC *** 
Total     100.0 

1 ***. 
2 Indorama supports the petitions with regards to Brazil, Korea, Pakistan, and Taiwan but does not take a 
position on the petition with regards to Indonesia. 
3  ***. 
4 As discussed in detail later in this part of the report, M&G’s Apple Grove facility was sold to Far Eastern 
following M&G’s bankruptcy proceedings in March 2018.  
 
Source: Compiled from data submitted in response to Commission questionnaires. 

                                                           
 

1 For discussion of data coverage, please refer to Part I, “Summary Data and Data Sources.” 
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U.S. producers’ ownership and related or affiliated firms 

Table III-2 presents information on U.S. producers’ ownership and related or affiliated 
firms as reported by firms in their responses to the Commission’s producer questionnaire.  

  
Table III-2  
PET resin: U.S. producers’ ownership, related and/or affiliated firms 
 

*               *               *               *               *               *               * 
 

DAK and, until recently, M&G are related to foreign producers in Brazil,2 and Indorama 
and Nan Ya are related to foreign producers in Indonesia and Taiwan, respectively.3 DAK 
became affiliated with Brazilian producer Compania Integrada Textil Pernambuco (“Citepe”) 
through common ownership following the purchase of the Brazilian firm by DAK’s parent 
company on May 1, 2018.4 M&G Polímeros Brazil S.A. was affiliated with M&G through 
common ownership by Mossi Ghisolfi Group (Italy) (“M&G Group”);5 however, Indorama 
completed acquisition of M&G Polímeros Brazil S.A. on May 25, 2018.6 Indorama is affiliated 
with Indonesian PET resin producers PT Indorama Ventures Indonesia (“Indorama Ventures”) 
and PT Indorama Polypet Indonesia (“Indonesia Polypet”) through common ownership by 
Indonesia Ventures PCL (Thailand) and is affiliated with Indonesian PET resin producer PT Indo-
Rama Synthetics Tbk. (“Indorama Synthetics”) through family ownership.7 Nan Ya Plastics 
Corporation, America is wholly owned by Nan Ya Plastics Corporation (Taiwan).8 

                                                           
 

2 M&G no longer owns the Brazilian site as of May 25, 2018. “Thai Indorama completes acquisition of 
Brazil PET plant,” ICIS, May 25, 2018, 
https://www.icis.com/resources/news/2018/05/25/10225107/thai-indorama-completes-acquisition-of-
brazil-pet-plant/, retrieved August 14, 2018. 

3 Nan Ya Plastics Corporation, America company website, http://www.npcam.com/nno1.htm, 
retrieved September 24, 2018; “Organization Structure,” Indorama Ventures company website, 
http://www.indoramaventures.com/en/our-company/organization-structure, retrieved September 24, 
2018; and hearing transcript, p. 63 (Paramasivam). 

4 “Closing of Sale of PetroquímicaSuape and Citepe,” Petrobras website, press release, April 30, 2018, 
http://www.investidorpetrobras.com.br/en/press-releases/closing-sale-petroquimicasuape-and-citepe, 
retrieved August 8, 2018. 

5 M&G Company website, http://www.mg-chemicals.com/en/company/company-profile, retrieved 
September 24, 2018. 

6 “Thai Indorama completes acquisition of Brazil PET plant,” ICIS, May 25, 2018, 
https://www.icis.com/resources/news/2018/05/25/10225107/thai-indorama-completes-acquisition-of-
brazil-pet-plant/, retrieved August 14, 2018. 

7 “Organization Structure,” Indorama Ventures company website, 
http://www.indoramaventures.com/en/our-company/organization-structure, retrieved September 24, 
2018; and hearing transcript, p. 63 (Paramasivam). 

8 Nan Ya Plastics Corporation, America company website, http://www.npcam.com/nno1.htm, 
retrieved September 24, 2018. 
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 As discussed in greater detail later in this section of the report, U.S. producers also 
source PET resin either directly or indirectly from producers located in countries in which the 
domestic producers have related firms. *** directly imported and domestically purchased PET 
resin imported from ***. In addition, *** directly imported PET resin from *** and 
domestically purchased PET resin imported from ***. Indorama is affiliated with foreign 
producers of PET resin in Indonesia, as well as a dozen nonsubject countries.9 M&G ***, 
countries in which related M&G PET resin producers are located.10 *** directly imported PET 
resin from *** and is affiliated with foreign producers of PET resin in ***, as well as in ***. Nan 
Ya reported that it does not purchase or import PET resin but that it is affiliated with foreign 
producers of PET resin in Taiwan and Vietnam.11 
 

Major industry events 

Table III-3 presents a timeline of the major events affecting the PET resin industry since 
January 1, 2015.  

 
Table III-3  
PET resin: Major industry events since December 2014 

Date Event 

December 2014 
M&G begins construction of the Corpus Christi, Texas PET resin plant. Expected 
project completion by end of 2016. 

March 15, 2015 
Petitioners file antidumping and countervailing duty petitions on U.S. imports of 
PET resin from Canada, China, India, and Oman. 

May 6, 2016 
Commerce issues antidumping and countervailing duty orders on PET resin from 
Canada, China, India, and Oman. 

August 1, 2016 
Parent company of U.S. producer DAK acquires Selenis Canada, Inc., which is 
renamed Compagnie Selenis Canada. 

Table continued on next page. 
 

                                                           
 

9 “Organization Structure,” Indorama Ventures company website, 
http://www.indoramaventures.com/en/our-company/organization-structure, retrieved September 24, 
2018; and hearing transcript, p. 63 (Paramasivam). 

10 As previously noted, M&G Polímeros Brazil, S.A. is now owned by Indorama. M&G shut down its 
Altamira, Mexico, PET facility on September 5, 2017, due to the inability to purchase raw materials. The 
plant was restarted in November 2017. In January 2018, Alpek, S.A.B. de C.V. (“Alpek”) (owner of U.S. 
PET resin producer DAK) signed an agreement to provide secured financing to M&G Polímeros México, 
S.A. de C.V. (“M&G Mexico”) to normalize the PET resin operations in Mexico until the completion of its 
restructuring process. Boswell, Clay, “M&G Chemicals files for Chapter 11 bankruptcy, plans asset sale,” 
Chemical Week, November 2, 2017, https://www.borderless.net/mg-chemicals-files-for-chapter-11-
bankruptcy-plans-asset-sale/, retrieved September 24, 2018; “Mexico Alpek prioritises capacity rights 
regarding M&G Corpus Christi plant,” ICIS News, February 13, 2018, 
https://www.icis.com/resources/news/2018/02/13/10193112/mexico-alpek-prioritises-capacity-rights-
regarding-m-g-corpus-christi-plant/, retrieved September 24, 2018; and Alpek Press Release, January 11, 
2018, http://www.alpek.com/pdf/2018/Alpek-MG-Financing.pdf, retrieved September 24, 2018. 

11 Hearing transcript, pp. 60-62 (Freeman).  
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Table III-3—Continued 
PET resin: Major industry events since December 2014 

Date Event 

October 8, 2016 Hurricane Matthew hits East Coast of U.S. mainland. 

October 2016 

U.S. producer DAK declares force majeure at its Fayetteville facility due to the 
hurricane's impact on rail transportation of raw materials to that facility. Production 
down for less than one week. DAK supplies PET resin from inventory and other 
facilities. 

August 25, 2017 Hurricane Harvey hits Texas Gulf coast. 

September 5, 2017 
M&G shuts down its Altamira, Mexico, PET facility due to the inability to purchase 
raw materials.  

September 12, 2017 Alpek ceases PET feedstock supply to M&G PET resin plants in Mexico and Brazil. 

September 21, 2017 

M&G gives WARN Act notice that it will be ceasing production activities at its West 
Virginia facility. It also announces that financial difficulties require it to reduce its 
plant construction activity at Corpus Christi, Construction contractor Fluor releases 
274 workers from M&G Corpus Christi project. 

September 26, 2017 
Petitioners file antidumping duty petitions on U.S. imports of PET resin from Brazil, 
Indonesia, Korea, Pakistan, and Taiwan. 

Early October 2017 M&G announces plans to release 100 workers from M&G Corpus Christi project. 

October 24 and 30, 
2017 

M&G officially files for bankruptcy; its U.S. PET resin facility in West Virginia shuts 
down and construction on Corpus Christi facility ceases; M&G seeks buyer for its 
unfinished Corpus Christi plant in bankruptcy documents. 

November 2017 M&G Altamira, Mexico, PET resin facility restarts. 

January 2018 

Alpek, S.A.B. de C.V. (“Alpek”) (owner of U.S. PET resin producer DAK) signs 
agreement to provide secured financing to M&G Polímeros México, S.A. de C.V. 
(“M&G Mexico”) to normalize the PET resin operations in Mexico until the 
completion of its restructuring process. 

March 2018 

Sale of M&G’s West Virginia facility to Taiwan PET resin producer Far Eastern 
New Century Corp. (“FENC” or “Far Eastern”) finalized through bankruptcy 
proceedings. FENC renames the West Virginia facility APG Polytech LLC.   

March 28, 2018 

U.S. bankruptcy court approves sale of M&G’s Corpus Christi plant to newly 
formed joint venture comprised of Alpek (parent of U.S. producer DAK), Indorama 
Ventures (parent of U.S. producer Indorama), and Far Eastern (Taiwan PET resin 
producer). Indorama states that PET production at Corpus Christi is not likely to 
before 2020 and feedstock PTA lines are expect to follow in 2021. 

April 30, 2018 Alpek (parent of U.S. producer DAK) acquires Citepe’s Brazilian PET resin facility. 

May 25, 2018 

Indorama Ventures (Thai parent of U.S. and Indonesian PET resin producers) 
acquires M&G Polímeros Brasil PET resin facility, Brazil PET resin producer is 
renamed Indorama Ventures Polímeros S/A. 

July 2018 Far Eastern restarts former M&G Apple Grove, West Virginia facility. 

July 15, 2018 
Fire at Alpek’s PTA plant in Mexico disrupts supply of PTA to PET resin producer 
DAK. 

*** 
Far Eastern’s first sale of PET resin from former M&G Apple Grove, West Virginia 
facility. 

Source: Various publications. 
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U.S. producers’ changes in operations 

Table III-4 presents the changes in U.S. operations since January 1, 2015 as reported by 
U.S. producers in their questionnaire responses.  

 
Table III-4  
PET resin: U.S. producers’ reported changes in operations, since January 1, 2015 
 

*               *               *               *               *               *               * 
 

Additional information concerning changes in U.S. operations are identified as follows: 

DAK 

On August 1, 2016, the parent company of U.S. producer DAK announced that it 
acquired a controlling interest in Selenis Canada Inc. from the IMG Group (Portugal), which 
resulted in a legal name change for Selenis Canada Inc. to Compagnie Selenis Canada.12 

Compagnie Selenis Canada operates a PET production facility in Montreal, Quebec with an 
annual capacity to produce 288 million pounds of PET resin.13 In addition, on April 30, 2018, the 
parent company of U.S. producer DAK purchased Compania Integrada Textil de Pernambuco 
(“Citepe”), a Brazilian producer of PET resin subject to these investigations.14  

In July 2018, a fire at Alpek’s Petrotemex plant in Mexico is expected to disrupt the 
downstream PET markets in the Americas and reports indicate that the disruption may affect 
the supply of raw material PTA to U.S. PET resin producer DAK.15  

 
Indorama 

Indorama reported that ***. It indicated that its overall annual plant capacity at its 
Spartanburg facility was ***.16 Indorama also reported that it has ***. 
                                                           
 

12 DAK Americas press release, August 1, 2016, https://davispet.ca/files/258197/dak-selenis-canada-
release-eng-7-25-16-final.pdf, retrieved October 24, 2017; and Selenis company webpage, 
http://www.seleniscanada.com/, retrieved August 8, 2018.   

13 Selenis company webpage, http://www.seleniscanada.com/, retrieved August 8, 2018.   
14 “Closing of Sale of PetroquímicaSuape and Citepe,” Petrobras press release, April 30, 2018, 

http://www.investidorpetrobras.com.br/en/press-releases/closing-sale-petroquimicasuape-and-citepe, 
retrieved August 8, 2018. 

15 “Mexico PTA plant fire further disrupts tight Americas PET market,” ICIS, July 17, 2018, 
https://www.icis.com/resources/news/2018/07/17/10242344/mexico-pta-plant-fire-further-disrupts-
tight-americas-pet-market/, retrieved on August 16, 2018; “Alpek informs about an incident at its PTA 
plant in Altamira, Mexico,” Alpek Press Release, www.alpek.com/pdf/2018/Alpek-Incidente-PTA-
Altamira-ENG.pdf, retrieved on August 16, 2018.  

16 Indorama’s overall annual production capacity at all of its U.S. production facilities combined is *** 
pounds. 
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M&G 

In December 2014, M&G began construction of a PET resin plant in Corpus Christi, 
Texas. The PET resin plant was expected to have a nominal annual production capacity of 1.1 
million tons and the plant for integrated PTA feedstock was expected to have a nominal annual 
production capacity of 1.3 million tons.17 The project was expected to be completed by the end 
of 2016, but went heavily over-budget and faced delays due to financial issues. In fact, liens 
with more than $100 million in claims were filed against M&G concerning the project.18 M&G’s 
creditors included PET and PTA feedstock supplier Indorama, which was owed almost $57 
million, and Alpek SAB de CV (owner of U.S. PET resin producer DAK), which was owed $49 
million.19 M&G’s financial issues spread beyond the Corpus Christi facility, as Alpek announced 
in September 2017 that it ceased PET feedstock supply to two M&G plants in Mexico and Brazil 
as a result of the debt, and M&G stopped PET resin production at its 1.2 billion-pound capacity 
plant in Mexico.20  

In October 2017, M&G filed for Chapter 11 bankruptcy protection, listing liabilities 
between $100 million and $500 million, and its parent company, M&G Group, filed an 
application of “concordato preventivo,” which is a type of bankruptcy proceeding under Italian 
law.21 Due to the insolvency of the M&G Group, construction work on the Corpus Christi site, 
which was 85 percent complete, was subsequently placed on hold.22 In addition to the $1.1 

                                                           
 

17 M&G’s webpage, http://www.mgcorpuschristi.com/en/corpus-christi/the-projects, retrieved 
October 23, 2017. 

18 Petitioner’s postconference brief, p. 4; Corpus Christ ‘Jumbo Project’ $100 million headache for 
U.S., Texas Companies, http://www.mysanantonio.com/business/local/article/Corpus-Christi-Jumbo-
Project-100-million-11072149.php, retrieved October 12, 2017; and Alpek Cutting off M&G Over Unpaid 
Bills, https://cen.acs.org/articles/95/web/2017/09/Alpek-cutting-off-MG-over.html, retrieved October 
13, 2017; and Acosta, Tim, “Port of Corpus Christi keeping an eye on pending sale of M&G’s plant,” 
Corpus Christi Caller-Times, June 6, 2018, https://www.caller.com/story/news/local/2018/06/06/port-
corpus-christi-keeping-eye-pending-sale-m-gs-plant-bankruptcy-plastics-manufacturing/674756002/, 
retrieved August 8, 2018.   

19 M&G Polymers USA Files for Chapter 11 Protection, 
http://www.plasticsnews.com/article/20171025/NEWS/171029941/mg-polymers-usa-files-for-chapter-
11-protection, retrieved October 27, 2017. 

20 Ibid. 
21 M&G Polymers USA Files for Chapter 11 Protection, 

http://www.plasticsnews.com/article/20171025/NEWS/171029941/mg-polymers-usa-files-for-chapter-
11-protection, retrieved October 27, 2017. 

22 “Corpus Christi Polymers: Acquisition of the PTA/PET complex of M&G in Texas,” Plasticker-News, 
April 10, 2018, 
https://plasticker.de/Plastics_News_32445_Corpus_Christi_Polymers_Acquisition_of_the_PTA_PET_co
mplex_of_M+G_in_Texas, retrieved on August 8, 2018. 
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billion M&G had already invested into the Corpus Christi project, a little more than $500 million 
was needed to complete the facility.23 

On March 28, 2018, the sale of M&G’s Corpus Christi plant to newly formed joint 
venture Corpus Christi Polymers for $1.125 billion was approved by the U.S. bankruptcy court.24 
In the bankruptcy judge approves the proposed reorganization of M&G Corpus Christi and its 
assets during a confirmation hearing, the successful bid for the unfinished plant by Corpus 
Christi Polymers will be finalized.25 The joint venture, which was created specifically for the 
purchase of the Corpus Christi plant, is owned by Alpek (owner of U.S. PET resin producer DAK), 
Indorama Ventures (parent of U.S. PET resin producer Indorama), and Far Eastern Investment 
Holding (Taiwan producer of PET resin). The joint venture plans to complete the construction of 
the Corpus Christi complex, with each of the three partners having independent access to one-
third of the capacities at the facility. Each of the partners plans to procure raw materials and 
sell and distribute their PTA and PET resin independently from the facility; however, a timeline 
for completion of the facility has not been provided by Corpus Christi Polymers.26  

Additionally, as part of the bankruptcy process, Indorama Ventures purchased M&G’s 
PET resin facility in Brazil (M&G Polímeros Brasil) and Far Eastern bought the shuttered M&G 
plastics plant in West Virginia.27 In particular, M&G’s Apple Grove, West Virginia PET resin 
facility was shut down in October 2017 and the sale of the facility to Taiwan PET resin producer 
Far Eastern was finalized through bankruptcy proceedings in March 2018. The name of the 
Apple Grove facility was initially changed to FE Polytech, LLC and was later changed to APG 
Polytech, LLC by its new owner. M&G reported that the Apple Grove facility had not restarted 

                                                           
 

23 Conference transcript, p. 35 (Fournier); and Acosta, Tim, “Judge OKs bankruptcy sale of M&G's 
Corpus Christi plant,” Corpus Christi Caller-Times, April 2, 2018, 
https://www.caller.com/story/news/local/2018/04/02/judge-oks-bankruptcy-sale-m-gs-corpus-christi-
plant-port-corpus-christi/478664002/, retrieved on August 8, 2018. 

24 Acosta, Tim, “Judge OKs bankruptcy sale of M&G's Corpus Christi plant,” Corpus Christi Caller-
Times, April 2, 2018, https://www.caller.com/story/news/local/2018/04/02/judge-oks-bankruptcy-sale-
m-gs-corpus-christi-plant-port-corpus-christi/478664002/, retrieved on August 8, 2018. 

25 Acosta, Tim, “Port of Corpus Christi keeping an eye on pending sale of M&G’s plant,” Corpus Christi 
Caller-Times, June 6, 2018, https://www.caller.com/story/news/local/2018/06/06/port-corpus-christi-
keeping-eye-pending-sale-m-gs-plant-bankruptcy-plastics-manufacturing/674756002/, retrieved August 
8, 2018. 

26 Acosta, Tim, “Judge OKs bankruptcy sale of M&G's Corpus Christi plant,” Corpus Christi Caller-
Times, April 2, 2018, https://www.caller.com/story/news/local/2018/04/02/judge-oks-bankruptcy-sale-
m-gs-corpus-christi-plant-port-corpus-christi/478664002/, retrieved on August 8, 2018. 

27 “Corpus Christi Polymers: Acquisition of the PTA/PET complex of M&G in Texas,” Plasticker-News, 
April 10, 2018, 
https://plasticker.de/Plastics_News_32445_Corpus_Christi_Polymers_Acquisition_of_the_PTA_PET_co
mplex_of_M+G_in_Texas, retrieved on August 8, 2018; and Acosta, Tim, “Judge OKs bankruptcy sale of 
M&G's Corpus Christi plant,” Corpus Christi Caller-Times, April 2, 2018, 
https://www.caller.com/story/news/local/2018/04/02/judge-oks-bankruptcy-sale-m-gs-corpus-christi-
plant-port-corpus-christi/478664002/, retrieved on August 8, 2018. 
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as of the end of June 2018.28 The Apple Grove facility’s new owner, Far Eastern, restarted the 
Apple Grove facility in July 2018.29 It noted that the facility has a total annual capacity of *** 
and is currently operating at *** percent capacity utilization. Far Eastern expects that the 
facility will ***. Successful production of *** was first produced at the Apple Grove facility 
under the new ownership on or about *** and Far Eastern’s first sale from the newly acquired 
Apple Grove plant ***.30  

 
Nan Ya 

Since 2015, Nan Ya reported that *** and that “***.”  

U.S. PRODUCTION, CAPACITY, AND CAPACITY UTILIZATION 

PET resin 

Table III-5 and figure III-1 present U.S. producers’ production, capacity, and capacity 
utilization. These data indicate that the U.S. producers’ capacity to produce PET resin was 
stable at 6.9 billion pounds from 2015 to 2016, fell to 6.8 billion pounds in 2017 (with the 
shutdown of M&G’s West Virginia facility in October 2017), and was 9.7 percent lower in the 
first quarter (“interim”) 2018  as compared with interim 2017.31 Production increased by 4.7 
percent, from 5.6 billion pounds in 2015 to 5.9 billion pounds in 2016, but fell by 4.7 percent to 
5.6 billion pounds in 2017. Production was 16.1 percent higher (1.4 billion pounds) during 
interim 2018 than in interim 2017 (1.2 billion pounds). U.S. producers’ capacity utilization 
increased from 81.0 percent in 2015 to 84.8 percent in 2016, fell to 82.1 percent in 2017,32 and 
was 89.0 percent during interim 2018, compared with 69.3 percent in interim 2017.  

                                                           
 

28 Certificate of Amendment of Certificate of Formation of FE Polytech, LLC, Information for the 
Transfer of Control, March 29, 2018, https://www.nrc.gov/docs/ML1810/ML18100A360.pdf, retrieved 
August 13, 2018. 

29 Hearing transcript, p. 30 (Freeman). 
30 Email from ***. 
31 ***. 
32 ***. 
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Table III-5  
PET resin: U.S. producers’ capacity, production, and capacity utilization, 2015-17, January to 
March 2017, and January to March 2018 

Item 
Calendar year January to March 

2015 2016 2017 2017 2018 
  Capacity (1,000 pounds) 
DAK *** *** *** *** *** 
Indorama *** *** *** *** *** 
M&G1 *** *** *** *** *** 
Nan Ya *** *** *** *** *** 

Total capacity2 6,923,512 6,923,512 6,817,262 1,730,878 1,563,574 
  Production (1,000 pounds) 
DAK *** *** *** *** *** 
Indorama *** *** *** *** *** 
M&G1 *** *** *** *** *** 
Nan Ya *** *** *** *** *** 

Total production 5,609,164 5,871,344 5,596,329 1,198,814 1,392,224 
  Capacity utilization (percent) 
DAK *** *** *** *** *** 
Indorama *** *** *** *** *** 
M&G1 *** *** *** *** *** 
Nan Ya *** *** *** *** *** 

Average 
capacity utilization 81.0 84.8 82.1 69.3 89.0 

1 In October 2017, M&G filed for Chapter 11 bankruptcy protection. As part of the bankruptcy process, 
M&G’s Apple Grove, West Virginia PET resin facility was shut down in October 2017 and the sale of the 
facility to Taiwan PET resin producer Far Eastern was finalized through bankruptcy proceedings in March 
2018. The Apple Grove plant was restarted by its new owner in July 2018, who noted that successful 
production of *** was first produced on or about ***. Email from *** and hearing transcript, p. 30 
(Freeman). ***. 
2 All four firms reported that capacity was calculated based on operating 168 hours per week. *** reported 
that its capacity was calculated based on operating *** weeks per year and *** reported that their capacity 
was calculated based on operating *** weeks per year. 
 
Source: Compiled from data submitted in response to Commission questionnaires. 
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Figure III-1  
PET resin: U.S. producers’ capacity, production, and capacity utilization, 2015-17, January to 
March 2017, and January to March 2018 

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

Alternative products 

As shown in table III-6, responding U.S. producers produced other products on the same 
equipment and machinery used to produce PET resin.33 U.S. producers’ overall production 
capacity remained constant at 7.2 billion pounds from 2015 to 2016, declined to 7.0 billion 
pounds in 2017 (as a result of the shutdown of M&G’s West Virginia PET resin plant in October 
2017), and was lower in interim 2018 than in interim 2017. In 2017, subject PET resin accounted 
for *** percent of the combined production for the four U.S. producers, with relatively minor 
amounts of out-of-scope material produced by two U.S. producers, *** and ***. *** reported 
the production of out-of-scope *** and *** reported the production of out-of-scope *** that 
used the same equipment and machinery used in the production of subject PET resin. *** 
noted that ***. *** stated that ***.  
 
  

                                                           
 

33 In addition, DAK indicated that ***. Imports of this *** PET resin product by DAK ***. 
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Table III-6  
PET resin: U.S. producers’ overall capacity and production on the same equipment as subject 
product, 2015-17, January to March 2017, and January to March 2018 

Item 
Calendar year January to March 

2015 2016 2017 2017 2018 
  Quantity (1,000 pounds) 
Overall capacity 7,146,242 7,146,242 7,021,242 1,786,560 1,578,455 

Production: 
   PET resin 5,609,164 5,871,344 5,596,329 1,198,814 1,392,224 

Out-of-scope products1 *** *** *** *** *** 
Total production on same machinery *** *** *** *** *** 

  Ratios and shares (percent) 
Overall capacity utilization *** *** *** *** *** 

Share of production: 
   PET resin *** *** *** *** *** 

Out-of-scope products1 *** *** *** *** *** 
Total production on same machinery 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

1 Out-of-scope products identified include ***.  
 
Source: Compiled from data submitted in response to Commission questionnaires. 
 
 

U.S. PRODUCERS’ U.S. SHIPMENTS AND EXPORTS 

Table III-7 presents U.S. producers’ U.S. shipments, export shipments, and total 
shipments. There were no internal consumption or transfers to related firms of U.S. product, 
and exports were modest. U.S. commercial shipments accounted for more than *** percent of 
total shipments in each full year and interim period. U.S. shipments increased from 5.4 billion 
pounds in 2015 to 5.7 billion pounds in 2017, a 5.6 percent increase. All U.S. producers 
experienced an overall increase in the quantity of U.S. shipments during 2015-17, with the 
exception of ***, which experienced declines in U.S. shipments during all periods. U.S. 
shipments were 5.4 percent higher in interim 2018 than in interim 2017.  

While the quantity of U.S. producers’ U.S. shipments increased, the value of those 
shipments decreased by 10.3 percent between 2015 and 2016, from $3.1 billion to $2.8 billion, 
but increased by 8.4 percent in 2017. The value of U.S. shipments was 21.0 percent higher 
during interim 2018 compared with the same period in 2017. The average unit value of U.S. 
producers’ U.S. shipments, consequently, fell from $0.59 per pound in 2015 to $0.52 per pound 
in 2016, though it increased to $0.54 per pound in 2017 and was $0.62 per pound in interim 
2018. 

Export shipments accounted for *** percent or less of total U.S. producers’ shipments 
during each full year and interim period. Export shipments accounted for only *** percent of 
total U.S. producers’ U.S. shipments during the first quarter of 2018. Export destinations for PET 
resin produced by ***. U.S. producers’ export shipments of PET resin fluctuated year to year, 
increasing from *** pounds in 2015 to *** pounds in 2016, and then decreasing to *** pounds 
in 2017 for an overall decline of *** percent. Export shipments were *** percent higher in 
January-March 2018 when compared to January-March 2017. The average unit value of export 
shipments fell from $*** per pound in 2015 to $*** per pound in 2016, but increased to $*** 
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per pound in 2017, equivalent to an overall *** percent increase during 2015-17. It was *** 
percent higher at $*** per pound in January-March 2018 than in January-March 2017 ($*** per 
pound). The average unit value of export shipments was lower than the average unit value of 
U.S. shipments in during 2015-16, but higher in subsequent periods.  

 
Table III-7 
PET resin: U.S. producers’ U.S. shipments, exports shipments, and total shipments, 2015-17, 
January to March 2017, and January to March 2018 

Item 
Calendar year January to March 

2015 2016 2017 2017 2018 
  Quantity (1,000 pounds) 
U.S. shipments 5,369,453  5,462,433  5,668,234  1,318,225  1,389,555  
Export shipments *** *** *** *** *** 

Total shipments *** *** *** *** *** 
  Value (1,000 dollars) 
U.S. shipments 3,141,521  2,816,592  3,054,277  710,313  859,678  
Export shipments *** *** *** *** *** 

Total shipments *** *** *** *** *** 
   Unit value (dollars per pound) 
U.S. shipments 0.59  0.52  0.54  0.54  0.62  
Export shipments *** *** *** *** *** 

Total shipments *** *** *** *** *** 
  Share of quantity (percent) 
U.S. shipments *** *** *** *** *** 
Export shipments *** *** *** *** *** 

Total shipments 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 
  Share of value (percent) 
U.S. shipments *** *** *** *** *** 
Export shipments *** *** *** *** *** 

Total shipments 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 
Source: Compiled from data submitted in response to Commission questionnaires. 
 
 

U.S. PRODUCERS’ INVENTORIES 

Table III-8 presents U.S. producers’ end-of-period inventories and the ratio of those 
inventories to U.S. producers’ production, U.S. shipments, and total shipments. During 2015-16, 
U.S. producers’ end-of-period inventories increased by *** percent, from *** pounds in 2015 
to *** pounds in 2016, but declined by *** percent to *** pounds in 2017. End-of-period 
inventories were *** percent higher (at *** pounds) in interim 2018 than in interim 2017. *** 
and *** together held *** percent of total end-of-period inventories in 2017 and *** percent 
of total inventories at the end of interim 2018. The ratios of U.S. producers’ inventories to U.S. 
production and to U.S. shipments were higher by *** percentage points and *** percentage 
points, respectively, in 2016 than in 2015. These ratios declined in 2017 to levels slightly below 
those experienced in 2015 and remained at similar levels of *** percent during the first quarter 
of 2018.  
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Table III-8  
PET resin: U.S. producers’ inventories, 2015-17, January to March 2017, and January to March 
2018  
 

*               *               *               *               *               *               * 
 

U.S. PRODUCERS’ IMPORTS AND PURCHASES 

U.S. producers’ imports and purchases of PET resin are presented in table III-9. Two U.S. 
producers (*** and ***) imported PET resin from subject sources and three U.S. producers 
(***, ***, and ***) imported PET resin from nonsubject sources. *** was the only producer 
that reported purchases of PET resin in the United States. 

 
Table III-9  
PET resin: U.S. producers’ imports and purchases, 2015-17, January to March 2017, and January 
to March 2018 
 

*               *               *               *               *               *               * 
 

U.S. producer DAK ***. It noted that it ***. The ratio of ***. *** during the first quarter 
of 2018 were equivalent to *** percent of the firm’s U.S. production during that quarter. 
Brazilian producer Citepe, which became affiliated with DAK following the purchase of the 
Brazilian firm by DAK’s parent company,34 indicated in its foreign producer questionnaire 
response that it “***.” 

Indorama directly imported PET resin from *** during ***. The ratio of those imports to 
Indorama’s U.S. production was ***. Indorama also purchased subject PET resin domestically 
from U.S. importers of the product from ***. The ratio of those domestic purchases to *** U.S. 
production was ***. Indorama also reported direct imports from *** and ***. Indorama noted 
that ***. It also imports PET resin from *** because ***.35  

M&G imported PET resin from Brazil and Mexico in ***.36 The ratio of M&G’s imports 
from Brazil to its U.S. production ranged from a low of *** percent in *** to a high of *** 
percent in ***. The ratio of M&G’s imports from Mexico to U.S. production ranged from a low 
of *** percent in *** to a high of *** percent in *** for the annual periods. In the preliminary 
phase of the investigations, M&G stated that the decision to import PET resin from Mexico or 
sell it from its U.S. facilities was determined by capacity availability.37 It noted that since the 

                                                           
 

34 “Closing of Sale of PetroquímicaSuape and Citepe,” Petrobras website, press release, April 30, 
2018, http://www.investidorpetrobras.com.br/en/press-releases/closing-sale-petroquimicasuape-and-
citepe, retrieved August 8, 2018. 

35 Petitioners’ postconference brief, answers to staff questions, p. 11. 
36 As previously noted, M&G’s U.S. PET resin facility was shutdown in October 2017 and had not 

restarted as of the end of June 2018. The M&G facility was sold to Taiwan PET resin producer Far 
Eastern through bankruptcy proceedings in March 2018 and the facility was restarted by its new owner 
in July 2018. 

37 Conference transcript, pp. 34 and 68 (Fournier). 
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annual production capacity at its West Virginia facility was relatively small by present standards, 
it relied on imports of PET resin from Mexico in order to participate as a prominent supplier of 
the U.S. market. M&G also noted that the completion of the Corpus Christi facility would have 
enabled it to establish a larger footprint in the U.S. market as a producer and to reduce its 
imports from Mexico.38 In these final phase investigations, M&G reported that it ***. 

 
U.S. EMPLOYMENT, WAGES, AND PRODUCTIVITY 

Table III-10 shows U.S. producers’ employment-related data from 2015 to March 2018. 
During 2015-17, the number of production and related workers (“PRWs”) increased overall by 
4.7 percent, from 889 to 931, as three of the four U.S. producers experienced increases in 
employment. However, the number of PRWs reported by domestic producers was 12.9 percent 
lower in January-March 2018 than in January-March 2017, reflecting the October 2017 
shutdown of the M&G facility, which involved 130 workers at the West Virginia location.39 
Similarly, the aggregate number of hours worked by PET resin PRWs at the domestic facilities 
increased by 10.1 percent from 2015 to 2017; however, it was 12.0 percent lower during the 
first quarter of 2018 as compared with the first quarter of 2017. Overall, U.S. producers’ 
aggregate wages, hourly wages, productivity, and unit labor costs declined during 2015-17. 
Although productivity was higher in interim 2018 than interim 2017, wages and unit labor costs 
were lower in interim 2018 when compared with interim 2017. 

 
Table III-10  
PET resin: U.S. producers’ employment related data, 2015-17, January to March 2017, and January 
to March 2018 

Item 
Calendar year January to March 

2015 2016 2017 2017 2018 
Production and related workers (PRWs) 
(number) 889 886 931 933 813 
Total hours worked (1,000 hours) 1,865 1,959 2,054 518 456 
Hours worked per PRW (hours) 2,098 2,211 2,206 555 561 
Wages paid ($1,000) 70,785 68,629 66,190 17,292 14,590 
Hourly wages (dollars per hour) $37.95 $35.03 $32.22 $33.38 $32.00 
Productivity (pounds per hour) 3,007.6 2,997.1 2,724.6 2,314.3 3,053.1 
Unit labor costs (dollars per 1,000 
pounds) $12.62 $11.69 $11.83 $14.42 $10.48 
Source: Compiled from data submitted in response to Commission questionnaires. 

                                                           
 

38 Ibid. 
39 Robinson, Kathryn, “Update: Former M&G Polymers plant purchased,” WSAZ News, 

http://www.wsaz.com/content/news/MG-Polymers-plant-to-close-more-than-100-layoffs-expected-
448049843.html, retrieved August 14, 2018. 
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APPENDIX A 

FEDERAL REGISTER NOTICES  
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The Commission makes available notices relevant to its investigations and reviews on its 
website, www.usitc.gov.  In addition, the following tabulation presents, in chronological order, 
Federal Register notices issued by the Commission and Commerce during the current 
proceeding. 

 

Citation Title Link 

83 FR 17791 
April 24, 2018 

Antidumping Duty Investigations on 
Polyethylene Terephthalate Resin From 
Indonesia, the Republic of Korea, and Taiwan; 
Preliminary Determinations of Critical 
Circumstances 

https://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/FR-
2018-04-24/pdf/2018-08692.pdf 

83 FR 19696 
May 4, 2018 

Polyethylene Terephthalate Resin From Taiwan: 
Preliminary Affirmative Determination of Sales at 
Less Than Fair Value, Postponement of Final 
Determination, and Extension of Provisional 
Measures 

https://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/FR-
2018-05-04/pdf/2018-09515.pdf 

83 FR 19689 
May 4, 2018 

Polyethylene Terephthalate Resin From 
Pakistan: Preliminary Affirmative Determination 
of Sales at Less Than Fair Value, Postponement 
of Final Determination, and Extension of 
Provisional Measures 

https://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/FR-
2018-05-04/pdf/2018-09511.pdf 

83 FR 19694 
May 4, 2018 

Polyethylene Terephthalate Resin From the 
Republic of Korea: Preliminary Affirmative 
Determination of Sales at Less Than Fair Value, 
Postponement of Final Determination, and 
Extension of Provisional Measures 

https://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/FR-
2018-05-04/pdf/2018-09521.pdf 

83 FR 19691 
May 4, 2018 

Polyethylene Terephthalate Resin From 
Indonesia: Preliminary Affirmative Determination 
of Sales at Less Than Fair Value, Postponement 
of Final Determination, and Extension of 
Provisional Measures 

https://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/FR-
2018-05-04/pdf/2018-09510.pdf 

83 FR 19699 
May 4, 2018 

Polyethylene Terephthalate Resin From Brazil: 
Preliminary Affirmative Determination of Sales at 
Less Than Fair Value, Postponement of Final 
Determination, and Extension of Provisional 
Measures 

https://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/FR-
2018-05-04/pdf/2018-09516.pdf 

83 FR 26306 
June 6, 2018 

Polyethylene Terephthalate (PET) Resin From 
Brazil, Indonesia, Korea, Pakistan, and Taiwan; 
Scheduling of the Final Phase of Anti-Dumping 
Duty Investigations 

https://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/FR-
2018-06-06/pdf/2018-12094.pdf 

83 FR 48285 
September 
24, 2018 

Polyethylene Terephthalate Resin From Brazil: 
Final Determination of Sales at Less Than Fair 
Value 

https://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/FR-
2018-09-24/pdf/2018-20719.pdf 

83 FR 48281 
September 
24, 2018 

Polyethylene Terephthalate Resin From 
Pakistan: Final Determination of Sales at Less 
Than Fair Value 

https://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/FR-
2018-09-24/pdf/2018-20722.pdf 
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83 FR 48287 
September 
24, 2018 

Polyethylene Terephthalate Resin From Taiwan: 
Final Determination of Sales at Less Than Fair 
Value, and Final Affirmative Determination of 
Critical Circumstances, in Part 

https://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/FR-
2018-09-24/pdf/2018-20723.pdf 

83 FR 48278 
September 
24, 2018 

Polyethylene Terephthalate Resin From 
Indonesia: Final Determination of Sales at Less 
Than Fair Value, and Final Affirmative 
Determination of Critical Circumstances, in Part 

https://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/FR-
2018-09-24/pdf/2018-20720.pdf 

83 FR 48283 
September 
24, 2018 

Polyethylene Terephthalate Resin From the 
Republic of Korea: Affirmative Final 
Determination of Sales at Less Than Fair Value 
and Final Affirmative Determination of Critical 
Circumstances, in Part 

https://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/FR-
2018-09-24/pdf/2018-20721.pdf 
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APPENDIX B 

LIST OF HEARING WITNESSES 



  
 

 

  



  
 

B-3 
 
 
 

 

CALENDAR OF PUBLIC HEARING 
 

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

 
Subject: Polyethylene Terephthalate (PET) Resin from Brazil, 

Indonesia, Korea, Pakistan, and Taiwan 
 

Inv. Nos.:  731-TA-1387-1391 (Final) 
  

Date and Time: September 13, 2018 - 9:30 a.m. 
 

Sessions were held in connection with these investigations in the Main Hearing Room 
(Room 101), 500 E Street, SW., Washington, DC. 
 
EMBASSY APPEARANCE: 
 
The Embassy of the Republic of Indonesia 
Washington, DC 
 
 Reza Pahlevi Chairul, Commercial Attaché 
 
 OPENING REMARKS: 
 
Petitioner (Kathleen W. Cannon, Kelley Drye & Warren LLP) 
Respondents (Susan G. Esserman, Steptoe & Johnson LLP) 
 
In Support of the Imposition of 
  Antidumping Duty Orders: 
 
Kelley Drye & Warren LLP          
Washington, DC 
on behalf of 
 
DAK Americas LLC 
Indorama Ventures USA, Inc. 
M&G Polymers USA, LLC 
Nan Ya Plastics Corporation, America 
 
 Jon McNaull, Vice President, PET Resin, DAK Americas LLC 
 
 Ricky Lane, Director of Communications and Government Relations, 
  DAK Americas LLC 
 
 John Freeman, Assistant Director of Sales, Nan Ya Plastics Corporation, 
  America 
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In Support of the Imposition of          
  Antidumping Duty Orders (continued): 
 
 Muthukumar Paramasivam, Senior Vice President and Head of 
  Sales and Marketing, Indorama Ventures USA, Inc. 
 
 John Cullen, Director, PET Resin Sales, DAK Americas LLC 
 
 Gina E. Beck, Economist, Georgetown Economic Services 
 
 Brad Hudgens, Economist, Georgetown Economic Services 
 
 
     Paul C. Rosenthal  ) 
     Kathleen W. Cannon ) – OF COUNSEL 
     Brooke M. Ringel  ) 
 
In Opposition to the Imposition of 
  Antidumping Duty Orders: 
 
Steptoe & Johnson LLP 
Washington, DC 
on behalf of 
 
Graham Packaging Company 
Pactiv LLC 
The American Beverage Association 
iResin LLC 
 
  Clinton Berry, Senior Director of Global Resin Procurement,  

PepsiCo, Inc. 
 
  Sarah Ryan, Senior Legal Director, PepsiCo, Inc. 
 
  Stephen Ream, Senior Director Global Sourcing,  

Graham Packaging Company 
 

Bruce Malashevich, President and Chief Economist, 
   Economic Consulting Services 
 

Cara Groden, Economist, Economic Consulting Services 
 
      Susan G. Esserman  ) 
      Joel D. Kaufman  ) – OF COUNSEL 
      Zhu (Judy) Wang  ) 
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In Opposition to the Imposition of          
  Antidumping Duty Orders (continued): 
 

Bruce Malashevich, President and Chief Economist, 
   Economic Consulting Services 
 

Cara Groden, Economist, Economic Consulting Services 
 
      Susan G. Esserman  ) 
      Joel D. Kaufman  ) – OF COUNSEL 
      Zhu (Judy) Wang  ) 
 
Sidley Austin LLP 
Washington, DC 
on behalf of 
 
Novatex Limited 
G-Pac Corporation 
 
  Rizwan Diwan, Executive Director, Novatex Limited 
 
  Kafeel Zehri, Senior Manager, Finance, Novatex Limited  
 
  Aziz Abdul Malik, Senior Manager, Marketing and Exports, 
   Novatex Limited 
 
  Yousuf Sattar, Chief Financial Officer, G-Pac Corporation  
 
     Brenda A. Jacobs  ) 
     Neil R. Ellis   ) – OF COUNSEL 
     Carys Golesworthy  ) 
 
Neville Peterson LLP 
New York, NY 
on behalf of 
 
Niagara Bottling LLC (“Niagara”) 
 
  Shawn Safieiddin, Vice President of Procurement, Niagara 
 
     John M. Peterson  ) – OF COUNSEL 
 
REBUTTAL/CLOSING REMARKS: 
 
Petitioner (Paul C. Rosenthal, Kelley Drye & Warren LLP)      
Respondents (Joel D. Kaufman, Steptoe & Johnson LLP; and Brenda A. Jacobs, 

Sidley Austin LLP) 
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Table C-1--Continued
PET resin:  Summary data concerning the U.S. market, 2015-17, January to March 2017, and January to March 2018

Jan-Mar
2015 2016 2017 2017 2018 2015-17 2015-16 2016-17 2017-18

U.S. producers':
Average capacity quantity.................................................... 6,923,512 6,923,512 6,817,262 1,730,878 1,563,574 (1.5) --- (1.5) (9.7)
Production quantity............................................................... 5,609,164 5,871,344 5,596,329 1,198,814 1,392,224 (0.2) 4.7 (4.7) 16.1
Capacity utilization (fn1)....................................................... 81.0 84.8 82.1 69.3 89.0 1.1 3.8 (2.7) 19.8
U.S. shipments:

Quantity............................................................................ 5,369,453 5,462,433 5,668,234 1,318,225 1,389,555 5.6 1.7 3.8 5.4
Value................................................................................. 3,141,521 2,816,592 3,054,277 710,313 859,678 (2.8) (10.3) 8.4 21.0
Unit value.......................................................................... $0.59 $0.52 $0.54 $0.54 $0.62 (7.9) (11.9) 4.5 14.8

Export shipments:
Quantity............................................................................ *** *** *** *** *** *** *** *** ***
Value................................................................................. *** *** *** *** *** *** *** *** ***
Unit value.......................................................................... *** *** *** *** *** *** *** *** ***

Ending inventory quantity..................................................... *** *** *** *** *** *** *** *** ***
Inventories/total shipments (fn1)........................................... *** *** *** *** *** *** *** *** ***
Production workers............................................................... 889 886 931 933 813 4.7 (0.3) 5.1 (12.9)
Hours worked (1,000s).......................................................... 1,865 1,959 2,054 518 456 10.1 5.0 4.8 (12.0)
Wages paid ($1,000)............................................................ 70,785 68,629 66,190 17,292 14,590 (6.5) (3.0) (3.6) (15.6)
Hourly wages (dollars per hour)............................................ $37.95 $35.03 $32.22 $33.38 $32.00 (15.1) (7.7) (8.0) (4.2)
Productivity (pounds per hour).............................................. 3,007.6 2,997.1 2,724.6 2,314.3 3,053.1 (9.4) (0.3) (9.1) 31.9
Unit labor costs (dollars per 1,000 pounds)........................... $12.62 $11.69 $11.83 $14.42 $10.48 (6.3) (7.4) 1.2 (27.3)
Net sales:

Quantity............................................................................ *** *** *** *** *** *** *** *** ***
Value................................................................................. *** *** *** *** *** *** *** *** ***
Unit value.......................................................................... *** *** *** *** *** *** *** *** ***

Cost of goods sold (COGS).................................................. *** *** *** *** *** *** *** *** ***
Gross profit or (loss)............................................................. *** *** *** *** *** *** *** *** ***
SG&A expenses................................................................... *** *** *** *** *** *** *** *** ***
Operating income or (loss)................................................... *** *** *** *** *** *** *** *** ***
Net income or (loss)............................................................. *** *** *** *** *** *** *** *** ***
Capital expenditures............................................................. *** *** *** *** *** *** *** *** ***
Unit COGS........................................................................... *** *** *** *** *** *** *** *** ***
Unit SG&A expenses............................................................ *** *** *** *** *** *** *** *** ***
Unit operating income or (loss)............................................. *** *** *** *** *** *** *** *** ***
Unit net income or (loss)....................................................... *** *** *** *** *** *** *** *** ***
COGS/sales (fn1)................................................................. *** *** *** *** *** *** *** *** ***
Operating income or (loss)/sales (fn1).................................. *** *** *** *** *** *** *** *** ***
Net income or (loss)/sales (fn1)............................................ *** *** *** *** *** *** *** *** ***

Notes:

fn1.--Reported data are in percent and period changes are in percentage points.
fn2.--Undefined. 

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

C-4

(Quantity=1,000 pounds; Value=1,000 dollars; Unit values, unit labor costs, and unit expenses=dollars per pound; Period changes=percent--exceptions noted)

Reported data Period changes
Calendar year January to March Calendar years
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