












































































































































































































































Table llI-1
CCS staples: U.S. producers, their position on the petition, location of production, and share of
reported production, 2019

Share of
Position on Production production

Firm petition location(s) (percent)
Acme e Franklin, NH e
Prebena’ il Bridgeport, WV el
SBD! el Greenfield, IN el
Senco Petitioner Cincinnati, OH o
Total ok

" Prebena is a U.S. producer of CCS staples but did not provide a complete questionnaire response.
SBD was a U.S. producer of CCS staples but sold its CCS staples manufacturing equipment in November
2017 and is no longer a producer.

Note: Shares and ratios shown as "0.0" represent values greater than zero, but less than "0.05" percent.

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

Table 1l-2 presents information on U.S. producers’ ownership, related and/or affiliated
firms. As indicated in table IlI-2, former U.S. producer SBD was related to former Chinese
producer Stanley Works (Langfang) Fastening Company in China.? In addition, Kyocera, Senco’s
parent company, has common ownership of SouthernCarlson,3 while former producer SBD,
through the Stanley and Black & Decker merger in 2010, owns U.S. importer Black & Decker
u.s.4

As discussed in greater detail below, Acme, SBD, and Senco imported CCS staples from

*** None of these three responding producers purchase CCS staples from U.S. importers.

2*%* SBD’s U.S. producer questionnaire response, I1-2.

3 Kyocera’s webpage, https://global.kyocera.com/news/2019/0501 toma.html, retrieved on May 5,
2020. Senco and SouthernCarlson operate as two independent companies and are not associated in any
other relationship than as affiliates of Kyocera. These firms operate as entirely separate entities with
separate financial and reporting systems, different business models, and separate management. Hearing
transcript, p. 8 (Faron) and staff telephone interview with ***,

4 SBD’s webpage, https://www.stanleyblackanddecker.com/who-we-are/our-history/our-timeline,
retrieved on May 5, 2020.
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Prebena, the fourth known U.S. domestic producer of CCS staples, provided an
incomplete U.S. producer questionnaire response in the final phase of these investigations.
According to its website, Prebena co-founded North American Fastener Corp. in 1987 and
opened a production facility in Bridgeport, West Virginia. In early 2013, Prebena purchased the
outstanding shares of the firm. Prebena currently produces in the West Virginia location and

imports CCS staples from China and Germany.>

Table I1I-2
CCS staples: U.S. producers' ownership, related and/or affiliated firms
Item / Firm | Firm Name | Affiliated/Ownership
Ownership:

Related importers/exporters:

*k%k *kk *kk
*kk *kk *kk
*kk *kk *kk
*k*k *kk *kk

Related producers:

*k%k | *kk | *kk

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

Table IlI-3 presents U.S. producers’ reported changes in operations since January 1,
2017. *** reported two changes in operations, including the closure of *** in April 2019. ***
reported that in November of 2017, its affiliate company, *** purchased SBD’s *** CCS staples
manufacturing equipment located in Greenfield, Indiana. In January 2018, *** acquired the ***

CCS staples manufacturing equipment from *** 6

®> Prebena’s webpage, https://www.prebena-usa.com/our-goal, retrieved on May 11, 2020.
6 *** Email from ***, April 27, 2020. See also emails from ***, June 3 and 4, 2020.
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Table llI-3
CCS staples: U.S. producers’ reported changes in operations, since January 1, 2017

Item / Firm Reported changed in operations

Plant closings:

Kkk | kK

Acquisitions:

Hokk | Hkk
Other:

Kkk | kK

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

U.S. production, capacity, and capacity utilization

Table IlI-4 and figure IlI-1 present U.S. producers’ production, capacity, and capacity
utilization. Senco accounted for *** percent of reported production of CCS staples in 2019,
while Acme accounted for the remaining *** percent.” Producers calculated their production
capacities based on multiplying equipment capabilities by potential operating time.® ***
reported that capacity remained constant during 2017-18 and then declined by *** percent in
2019, while *** capacity dropped to *** in 2018. Overall reported capacity decreased by ***
percent from 2017 to 2018, and then increased *** percent in 2019.

" These figures are derived from usable U.S. producer questionnaire responses.
8 %% U.S. producer questionnaire responses, lI-3c.
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*** was the only U.S. producer that reported increased capacity in 2019.° Reported
production between 2017 and 2019 declined for ***, *** was no longer producing CCS staples
by 2019, *** production declined by *** percent during 2017-19, while *** production
decreased by *** percent during the same period.

Overall capacity utilization for the CCS staples decreased year-on-year and declined
from *** percent in 2017 to *** percent in 2019. *** consistently reported *** capacity
utilization rates.'® The firm has the production equipment and capacity to produce any of the
staples that are covered by these investigations but has focused on *** due to the market
conditions. *** capacity utilization declined *** percentage points from 2017 to 2019,

decreasing to *** percent in 2019.

9 *** capacity increased in 2019 after the purchase and installation of *** production equipment
from ***_ Email from ***, April 22, 2020.
10 *%* Email from ***, April 23, 2020.
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Table IlI-4

CCS staples: U.S. producers' capacity, production, and capacity utilization, 2017-19

Calendar year

Item 2017 | 2018 | 2019
Capacity (1,000 pounds)
ACme *k*k *k*k *kk
SBD *k%k *k%k *kk
Senco ok ok ok
A" flrmS *kk *k*k *kk
Production (1,000 pounds)
ACme *k*k *k*k *kk
SBD *k%k *k%k kK
Senco ok ok ok
A" flrmS *kk *k*k *kk
Capacity utilization (percent)
ACme *k*k *k*k *kk
SBD *k%k *k%k kK
Senco ok ok ok
A" flrmS *kk *k*k *kk
Share of production (percent)
Acme ok ok ok
SBD *k%k *k%k *kk
Senco ok ok ok
A" flrmS *kk *k*k *kk

Note: Shares and ratios shown as "0.0" represent values greater than zero, but less than "0.05" percent.

Source: Compiled from data submitted in response to Commission questionnaires.
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Figure I11-1
CCS staples: U.S. producers' capacity, production, and capacity utilization, 2017-19

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

As shown in table IlI-5, *** percent of the U.S. domestic producers’ production in 2019
consisted of CCS staples. *** firm that reported being able to switch production between CCS
staples and non-CCS staples using the same equipment and/or labor. Overall capacity
utilization, including non-CCS staples, decreased by *** percentage points from 2017 to 2018,
and then decreased by *** percentage points in 2019 from the previous year. Between 2017
and 2019, overall capacity utilization decreased by *** percentage points.!

11 k%%
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Table IlI-5
CCS staples: U.S. producers' overall capacity and production on the same equipment as subject
roduction, 2017-19

Calendar year
Item 2017 | 2018 | 2019
Quantity (1,000 pounds)
Overall capacity ok - e
Production:

CCS staples kK Kkk ek

Other steel staples ok - o

Other products ok - s

Out-of-scope production ok — -

Total production on same machinery rkk ok ok

Ratios and shares (percent)

Overall capacity utilization - ok o
Share of production:

CCS staples Hkk Hkk Sk

Other steel staples Hohok - .

Other products . . —

Out-of-scope production ok *kk .

Total production on same machinery rkk ok ok

Note: Shares and ratios shown as "0.0" represent values greater than zero, but less than "0.05" percent.

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

U.S. producers’ U.S. shipments and exports

Table 11I-6 presents U.S. producers’ U.S. shipments, export shipments, and total
shipments. U.S. producers’ total shipment quantities decreased by *** percent between 2017
and 2019 and by *** percent by value. U.S. shipments experienced similar trends by quantity
and value. However, the unit value of total shipments increased by *** percent in the same
period. These data reflect, in part, quantities and values reported by *** in 2017 that yielded an
average unit value *** the prevailing prices for CCS staples. *** further reported that the
average unit values were driven down by a *** manufactured in its *** location in ***, These
CCS staples were of different grades and applications. These shipments do not include SBD's
liquidated inventory after 2017. See table IlI-6 and note 2.

Export shipments decreased by *** percent in quantity terms and by *** percent in
value terms between 2017 and 2019. All U.S. producers reported lower quantities of U.S.
shipments between 2017 and 2019, while *** reported increasing unit values from $*** per
pound in 2017 to $*** per pound in 2019. Senco’s unit values increased from $*** per pound
in 2017 to $*** in 2018 and then decreased to $*** per pound in 2019. *** accounted for ***

percent of U.S. shipments by quantity and *** percent by value in 2019.
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Table IlI-6

CCS staples: U.S. producers' U.S. shipments, export shipments, and total shipments, 2017-19

Item

Calendar year

2017

2018

| 2019

Quantity (1,000 pounds)

Acme's U.S. shipments

*kk

*kk

SBD's U.S. shipments

*k%k

Senco's U.S. shipments

*kk

U.S. shipments

*kk

Export shipments'

*kk

Total shipments

*k%k

Va

rs)

Acme's U.S. shipments

*k%

SBD's U.S. shipments

*kk

Senco's U.S. shipments

*kk

U.S. shipments

*kk

Export shipments'

*k*k

Total shipments

*k*k

Unit va

pound)

Acme's U.S. shipments

*kk

SBD's U.S. shipments?

*k*k

Senco's U.S. shipments

*kk

U.S. shipments

*k%k

Export shipments'

*kk

Total shipments

*k%k

Share

rcent)

Acme's U.S. shipments

*k%

SBD's U.S. shipments

*k%k

Senco's U.S. shipments

*kk

U.S. shipments

*kk

Export shipments'

*k*k

Total shipments

*k%k

Share of value (percent)

Acme's U.S. shipments

*kk

*kk

SBD's U.S. shipments

*kk

Senco's U.S. shipments

*kk

U.S. shipments

*k%k

Export shipments'

*kk

Total shipments

*k%k

*kk

1 *** accounts for virtually all reported export shipment quantities, while *** share was less than ***

percent of the total during 2017-19.
2*x* Email from ***, April 27, 2020.

Note: Shares and ratios shown as "0.0" represent values greater than zero, but less than "0.05" percent.

Source: Compiled from data submitted in response to Commission questionnaires.
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Table [lI-7 and figure IlI-2 present U.S. producers’ U.S. shipments by product type. In
2019, the majority of U.S. shipments, *** percent, were of the 18 to 19 gauge CCS staples.*?

Table IlI-7
CCS staples: U.S. producers' U.S. shipments, by product type, 2019
Quantity Share of
(1,000 quantity
Item pounds) (percent)
U.S. producers' U.S. shipments.--
14 to 17 gauge el o
18 tO 19 gauge *k%k *kk
All product types bl e

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

Figure I1lI-2
CCS staples: U.S. producers’ U.S. shipments, by product type, 2019

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

12 The data presented above, like the trade data generally presented throughout Part llI, are broad
aggregations based on weight. Weight is largely determined by the dimensions of the staples (including
diameter and length) and consists primarily of steel wire drawn from steel wire rod, the largest single
cost component of CCS staples. There are six gauges included in the product range presented above;
gauges 14-17 are considered heavy-weight and gauges 18-19 are considered medium-weight. In
contrast, there are many varieties of individual staples reflecting the different options for legs, crowns,
end points, and other features.

[11-10



U.S. producers’ inventories

Table I1I-8 presents U.S. producers’ end-of-period inventories and the ratio of these
inventories to U.S. producers’ production, U.S. shipments, and total shipments. U.S. producers’
inventories decreased by *** percent in 2018 and then further by *** percent in 2019, with an
overall inventory decrease of *** percent between 2017 and 2019. *** did not report
inventory data for any of the periods while *** reported *** pounds of inventory in 2017 and
*** for the remaining periods.3

The ratio of U.S. producers’ inventories to total shipments decreased by *** percentage
point between 2017 and 2018 and by *** percentage points in 2019. The ratio of inventories to
U.S. production declined from *** percent in 2017 to *** percent in 2019.

Table 11I-8
CCS staples: U.S. producers' inventories, 2017-19

Calendar year

Item 2017 | 2018 | 2019

Quantity (1,000 pounds)

*kk | *kk | *kk

U.S. producers' end-of-period inventories

Ratio (percent)

Ratio of inventories to.--

U.S. production _— ok _—
U.S. shipments = - _—
*k*k *k*k *k*k

Total shipments

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

13.U.S. producers’ higher inventory levels reported in 2017 include year-end inventories from ***,
Email from ***, April 27, 2020 and Staff telephone interview with ***, April 22, 2020.
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U.S. producers’ imports and purchases

U.S. producers’ imports of CCS staples are presented in table I1-9. With respect to the
responding U.S. producers, SBD and Senco import CCS staples from ***, while Acme reported
imports of CCS staples from ***_ Senco, the largest U.S. producer, imported from *** the
equivalent of *** percent of its U.S. production in 2017, *** percent in 2018, and *** percent
in 2019.1% Acme imported the equivalent of *** percent of its U.S. production in 2018 and ***
percent in 2019 from Taiwan. 1°> As previously mentioned, SBD ceased production of CCS
staples. During its last full year of production, SBD imported the equivalent of *** percent of its
U.S. production.® Finally, the fourth confirmed U.S. producer, Prebena, imports from Germany
and China. According to Prebena’s estimates and proprietary customs data, in 2019, the firm
imported approximately ***, compared to its *** pounds of CCS staple production in the

United States the same year.’

14 Senco imports most of its private-label product due to lower prices. Conference transcript, p. 108
(Faron), p. 109 (lker).

15 Acme has the ability to produce the staples used on a tacker it developed and sells in Taiwan but it
does not produce these staples because they are available from Taiwan delivered to the facility at a
price below Acme’s standard cost of production. Conference transcript, pp. 27-28 (Gold).

16 SBD’s U.S. production exceeded its imports by *** pounds in 2017.

17 prebena, https://www.prebena-usa.com/, retrieved on May 5, 2020. The estimated volumes of
imports in 2019 are understated because they do not include data from December 2019. See email from
*¥** June 4, 2020.
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Table I1I-9

CCS staples: U.S. producers' imports, 2017-19

Item

Calendar year

2017

2018 |

2019

Quantity (1,000 pounds)

*kk

*kk

*kk

*k*k

*kk

*k*k

Ratio (percent)

*kk

*kk

*kk

Narrative

*k*k

Quantity (1,000 pounds)

*kk

*kk

*kk

*kk

*kk

*k%

*k%k

*kk

*k*k

Ratio (percent)

*kk

*kk

*kk

*kk

*kk

*kk

*k%

*k*k

*k*k

Narrative

*kk

Quantity (1,000 pounds)

*k%k

*kk

*k*k

*k%k

*k%k

*k*k

Ratio (percent)

*kk

*kk

*kk

Narrative

*k%k

*kk

Note: Shares and ratios shown as "0.0" represent values greater than zero, but less than "0.05" percent.

Source: Compiled from data submitted in response to Commission questionnaires.
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U.S. employment, wages, and productivity

Table 111-10 shows U.S. producers’ employment-related data.'® The number of

production and related workers (“PRWs”) decreased by *** during 2017-19. Total hours

worked, hours worked per PRWSs, and wages paid also experienced a steady decline, likely

driven by the cessation of production by *** and lower employment levels at *** 19

Productivity (pounds per hour) decreased between 2017 and 2018 and then increased in 2019.

Conversely, unit labor costs increased between 2017 and 2018 and then declined in 2019.

Table IlI-10

CCS staples: Average number of production and related workers, hours worked, wages paid to

such employees, hourly wages, productivity, and unit labor costs, 2017-19

Item

Calendar year

2017

2018

2019

Production and related workers (PRWSs) (number)

Total hours worked (1,000 hours)

Hours worked per PRW (hours)

Wages paid ($1,000)

Hourly wages (dollars per hour)

Productivity (pounds per hour)

Unit labor costs (dollars per pound)

*kk

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

18 This data does not include Prebena North American Fasteners’ U.S. questionnaire response.
9 *%*% According to witness testimony, “Senco has a steady employment workforce. The company is

not in a position of laying people off and bringing them back. When some aspects of the industry are

down, other aspects are up and when it is down, Senco builds inventory for busier times.” Conference

transcript, p. 81 (lker).
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Part VI: Financial experience of U.S. producers

Background

Three U.S. producers, Acme, SBD, and Senco, reported usable financial results on their
operations on CCS staples for 2017 through 2019.1 2 In 2019, Senco accounted for *** percent
of total sales on a value basis and Acme accounted for *** percent. During 2017-19, Senco
accounted for *** percent of total sales on a value basis, Acme accounted for *** percent, and
SBD accounted for *** percent.

Notable changes in the character of CCS staples operations include the acquisition of
Senco by Kyocera in 2017,3 SBD’s *** in 2018,% and ***

1 As described in Part lll of this report, Prebena North American Fastener Corp. produces CCS staples
in Bridgeport, West Virginia, but did not submit a complete U.S. producer questionnaire response in
either preliminary phase or final phase of these investigations.

2xx% Al U.S. producers reported their financial results for calendar-year periods. Kyocera, Senco’s
parent company, and SBD are both publicly traded companies, while Acme is privately held. Conference
transcript, p. 76 (Gold). Data changes pursuant to a staff review of Senco’s final-phase U.S. producer
questionnaire, specifically the company’s reported financial results, are reflected in this and other
relevant sections of this report. USITC auditor notes (prehearing).

3 Subsequent to its acquisition in 2017 by Kyocera, Senco became part of Kyocera’s Industrial Tool
segment. Form 20-F Kyocera 2018 annual report, p. 18. Senco’s day-to-day operations reportedly
remained essentially the same after its acquisition. As described by a Senco company official, “Kyocera
allows us to operate as an independent business. | have seen some investment in the organization as far
as equipment, that type of main concern, but | can honestly say that over a period of time which
Kyocera has taken over it has not changed my daily routine or the manufacturing operation's daily
routine at all.” Conference transcript, p. 81 (lker).

4SBD U.S. producer questionnaire, response to [1-2. ***, USITC auditor prehearing notes. USITC
auditor notes (preliminary phase). ***,
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*** 5 Of the two responding companies with continuous operations throughout 2017-19,

neither Acme nor Senco reported operational disruptions.®
Operations on CCS staples

Table VI-1 and table VI-2 present income-and-loss data for U.S. producers’ operations
on CCS staples and corresponding changes in average unit values, respectively. Table VI-3

presents selected financial information by firm.”

Revenue

CCS staples revenue primarily represents commercial sales (*** percent of total sales on
a value basis) with a small amount (*** percent) representing transfer sales reported by ***.8
Given the predominance of commercial sales throughout 2017-19, a single revenue line item is

presented in the tables below.

5*%* Submission by ***, April 3, 2020.

6 Conference transcript, p. 78 (Iker, Gold). ***. Submission by ***, April 3, 2020. ***,

7 In general, the utility of the Commission’s variance analysis is enhanced when product mix remains
the same throughout the period being examined. While company-specific product mix and customer
mix appear to have been relatively stable during 2017-19 (Conference transcript, pp. 84-85 (Feron,
Gold)), changes in market share and differences in company-specific average per pound sales values are
such that the utility of a variance analysis appears to be limited. A variance analysis is therefore not
presented in this report.

8 x*% Submission by ***, April 3, 2020. ***, USITC auditor notes (prehearing). ***. Email from ***,
April 23, 2020.
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Table VI-1

CCS staples: Results of operations of U.S. producers, 2017-19

Item

Calendar year

2017

2018

Quantity (1,000s of pounds)

Total net sales quantity

*k*k

*k%

Value (1,000 dollars)

Total net sales value

Cost of goods sold.--
Wire rod

Other raw materials

Total raw materials

Direct labor

Other factory costs

Total COGS

Gross profit

SG&A expense

Operating income or (loss)

Interest expense

Other expense

Other income items

*kk

*kk

*kk

Net income or (loss)

*kk

*kk

*kk

Depreciation/amortization

*kk

*kk

*kk

Estimated Cash flow

*kk

*kk

*kk

Rat

io to net sales (percent)

Cost of goods sold.--
Wire rod

Other raw material

Total raw materials

Direct labor

Other factory costs

Total COGS

Gross profit

SG&A expense

Operating income or (loss)

Net income or (loss)

Cost of goods sold.--
Wire rod

Other raw material

Total raw materials

Direct labor

Other factory costs

Total COGS

Table continued on next page.
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Table VI-1—Continued

CCS staples: Results of operations of U.S. producers, 2017-19

Item

Calendar year

2017

2018

2019

Unit value (dollars per pound)

Total net sales

*k%

Cost of goods sold.--
Wire rod

Other raw material

Total raw materials

Direct labor

Other factory costs

Total COGS

Gross profit

SG&A expense

Operating income or (loss)

Net income or (loss)

Number of firms report

ing

Operating losses

*k*k

*k%

Net losses

*kk

*kk

Data

*kk

*kk

Note.--***,

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

Table VI-2

CCS staples: Changes in average per pound values, 2017-19

Item

Between calendar years

2017-19

2017-18

2018-19

Changes in AUVs (percent)

Total net sales

Cost of goods sold.--
Wire rod

Other raw material

Raw materials

Direct labor

Other factory costs

Total COGS

Table continued on next page.
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Table VI-2—Continued

CCS staples: Changes in average per pound values, 2017-19

Item

Between calendar years

2017-19

2017-18

2018-19

Change in AUVs (dollars per pound)

Total net sales - . e
Cost of goods sold.--
Wire rod - - -
Other raw material ok . .
Total raw materials ok *kk .
Direct labor Fkk *kk ok
Other factory costs ok . o
Total COGS . . o
Gross profit ok ok -
SG&A expense *k . e
Operating income or (loss) wx ok .
Net income or (loss) ok ok ok

Note.--***.

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

Table VI-3

CCS staples: Results of operations of U.S. producers, by firm, 2017-19

Calendar year

Item 2017 2018 2019

Total net sales (1,000s of pounds)
Acme ok ok ok
Senco ok ok ok
Subtotal ok ok ok
SBD *kk *k%k *kk
All firms e e e

Total net sales (1,000 dollars)

Acme . ok ok
Senco ok ok ok
Subtotal ok ok ok
SBD ok ok ok
All firms ok ok ok

Cost of goods sold (1,000 dollars)
Acme ok ok ok
Senco ok ok ok
Subtotal ok ok ok
SBD *kk *k%k *kk
All firms e e e

Table continued on next page.
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Table VI-3—Continued

CCS staples: Results of operations of U.S.

producers, by fi

rm, 2017-19

Item

Calendar year

2017

2018

2019

Gross profit or (loss) (1,000 dollars)

Acme

Senco

Subtotal

SBD

All firms

Acme

Senco

Subtotal

SBD

All firms

Operating income or (loss) (1,000 dollars)

Acme

*k%

*kk

Senco

*k*k

Subtotal

SBD

All firms

dollars)

Acme

Senco

Subtotal

SBD

All firms

to net sales ratio (percent)

Acme

*kk

Senco

*k%

Subtotal

*kk

*kk

SBD

*kk

*kk

*kk

All firms

*kk

*kk

*kk

Gross profit o

r (loss) to net sales ratio (percent)

Acme

*kk

*kk

*kk

Senco

*kk

*kk

*kk

Subtotal

SBD

All firms

o (percent)

Acme

Senco

*kk

Subtotal

SBD

All firms

Table continued on next page.
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Table VI-3—Continued
CCS staples: Results of operations of U.S. producers, by firm, 2017-19

Item

Calendar year

2017

2018

2019

Operating income or (loss) to net sales ratio (percent)

Acme

*kk

*kk

*kk

Senco

*kk

*kk

Subtotal

*kk

*kk

SBD

*kk

*kk

All firms

*kk

*kk

Net income or (loss) to net sales

ratio (percent)

Acme

*kk

*kk

Senco

*kk

*kk

Subtotal

*k%k

*kk

SBD

*kk

*kk

All firms

*k*k

*kk

Unit net sales value (dollars per pound)

Acme

*kk

*kk

*kk

Senco

*kk

*kk

*kk

Subtotal

*kk

*kk

*kk

SBD

*kk

*kk

*kk

All firms

*kk

*kk

*kk

Unit raw

materials (dollars per pound)

Acme

*kk

*kk

Senco

*kk

*kk

Subtotal

*k%k

*k*k

SBD

*k*k

*k%k

All firms

*k%k

*kk

Unit direct labor (dollars per pound)

Acme

*kk

*kk

Senco

*kk

*kk

Subtotal

*kk

*kk

SBD

*k*k

*kk

All firms

*k*k

*kk

Unit other factory costs (dollars per pound)

Acme

*k%k

*kk

Senco

*kk

*kk

Subtotal

*k%k

*k%k

SBD

*kk

*kk

All firms

*kk

*kk

Unit COGS (dollars per pound)

Acme

*kk

*kk

Senco

*kk

*kk

Subtotal

*kk

*kk

SBD

*k*k

*k%k

All firms

*k*k

*kk

Table continued on next page.
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Table VI-3—Continued
CCS staples: Results of operations of U.S.

producers, by firm, 2017-19

Calendar year

Item

2017

2018

2019

Unit gross profit or (loss) (dollars per pound)

Acme

*kk

Senco

*kk

Subtotal

*kk

SBD

*kk

All firms

*kk

Unit SG&A expenses (dollars

per pound)

Acme

*kk

Senco

*kk

Subtotal

*k%k

SBD

*kk

All firms

*k*k

Unit operating income or (loss) (do

llars per pound)

Acme

*kk

*k*k

Senco

*kk

Subtotal

*k%k

SBD

*kk

All firms

*kk

Unit net income or (loss) (dollars per pound)

Acme

*kk

Senco

*kk

Subtotal

*k%k

SBD

*k*k

All firms

*k*k

Note.--***.

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

The U.S. industry’s total sales quantity of CCS staples declined throughout 2017-19,
which was in turn the principal cause of lower total net sales value. In 2018, the steepness of
the overall sales quantity decline was primarily attributable to ***.° While *** reported lower

total sales quantities in 2019, *** of the overall decline.

Value

Table VI-3 shows that Acme and Senco reported average per pound sales values that
were in *** 10 |n general, the much *** average per pound sales value reported by *** .11

Senco’s average per pound sales value *** by *** percent between 2017 and 2018 and
then *** by *** percent between 2018 and 2019, while its corresponding average per pound
raw material cost, principally reflecting wire rod, *** by *** percent between 2017 and 2018
and by *** percent between 2018 and 2019. With regard to the pattern of average sales value

and raw material cost, *** 12 **x*

9 kk %

10 ® % %

L #** Email with attachment from ***, July 2, 2019.
12 x%% Sybmission by ***, April 3, 2020.
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while its average per pound raw material costs *** between 2017 and 2018 and 2018 and

2019, Acme reported *** in average sale value throughout 2017-19.
Cost of goods sold and gross profit or loss
Raw materials

On an overall basis, wire rod accounts for the largest share of CCS staples total cost of
goods sold (COGS), ranging from *** percent of total COGS (2017) to *** percent (2019).%3
Other raw material costs, reflecting a combination of wire and consumable inputs, account for
*** percent of total COGS (2018 and 2019) to *** percent (2017).1* U.S. producers vary in
terms of their primary raw material input: Senco purchases galvanized and non-galvanized wire
rod, which is subsequently drawn into wire to produce CCS staples;*® similarly, SBD’s primary
raw material reflects wire rod; Acme, in contrast, uses wire to produce CCS staples.'’

While Senco’s raw material purchase contracts are generally based on indexes,*® the
company noted ***.1° Although magnitudes differed, Acme and Senco *** reported increasing

average raw material cost throughout 2017-19.2°

13 %% |bid.

14 x%* bid.

15 Conference transcript, p. 85 (lker). A Senco company official stated, “We draw four basic raw
materials. Bright rod and galvanized rod . . . we start with galvanized rod and draw it to size and the
same thing with the bright. So the advantage of having the wire-draw capability in house is we start with
four raw materials, we make 60 different iterations of wire out of those four base raw materials. It gives
us a lot of flexibility.” Conference transcript, pp. 85-86 (lker).

16 Email from ***, July 2, 2019.

17 Conference transcript, p. 85 (Gold). USITC auditor final-phase notes. ***,

18 Conference transcript, p. 87 (lker).

9%k kx% ) S, producer questionnaire (preliminary-phase), response to I11-18.

20 %% Email with attachment from ***, July 2, 2019.

*** Petitioner’s postconference brief (Exhibit 1), pp. 31-32.
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Direct labor and other factory costs

Direct labor is the smallest component of COGS, ranging from *** percent of total COGS
(2019) to *** percent (2017). Other factory costs represent the second largest component of
COGS, ranging from *** percent of total COGS (2019) to *** percent (2017).

While raw material costs represent the largest share of total COGS, capacity utilization
and the absorption of non-material manufacturing costs were also described as important to
overall CCS staples cost.?! The pattern of Senco’s average other factory costs, which *** during
2017-19, reportedly reflects ***.22 With regard to the components of other factory costs, Senco

*** that tool costs associated with its Memo Loan Tools (MLT) program are *** 23

21 As described by a Senco company official, “Certainly, capacity is critical of the operation and that it
distributes overhead at a different rate . . . capacity {utilization} is everything when it comes to driving
your costs.” Conference transcript, pp. 83-84 (lker).

22 Submission by ***, April 3, 2020. ***, |bid. ***, |bid. ***,

23 According to Senco, “Tools, typically pneumatic staplers, are loaned free of charge to certain
customers that purchase medium and heavy staples from Senco under what it refers to as a "Memo
Loan Tools" program (MLT). Senco also services the stapler, including replacement of parts, which is
categorized by Senco as "No Charge Product" (NCP). ***, Petitioner’s postconference brief (Exhibit 1),
pp. 35-36.
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Acme’s *** gverage per pound direct labor and other factory costs, as compared to

Senco, *** 24

COGS and gross profit or loss

Acme and Senco, the two U.S. producers with operations throughout 2017-19, reported
*** average COGS throughout 2017-19. For Senco the pattern of *** average COGS principally
reflects ***, while the factors causing Acme’s *** average COGS were ***,

Table VI-1 shows that the U.S. industry’s total gross profit declined between 2017 and
2019, which reflects a combination of declining sales and contracting gross profit ratios (total
gross profit divided by total sales). As noted previously, the decline in total sales quantity
between 2017 and 2018 was amplified by the exit of SBD. With regard to the *** in its gross
profit ratio during 2017-19, Senco identified primary cost and revenue factors between 2017

and 2018 as *** 2> Between 2018 and 2019 Senco’s gross profit ratio *** as the ***,
SG&A expenses and operating income or loss

Following the same directional trend as changes in total sales, the U.S. industry’s total
selling, general, and administrative (SG&A) expenses declined throughout 2017-19 to their
lowest level in 2019. Between 2017 and 2018, the decline in total SG&A expenses was amplified
by SBD’s exit in that year. Corresponding SG&A expense ratios (total SG&A expenses divided by
total sales) increased during 2017-19 as the percentage declines in total sales value exceeded

24 Acme stated that significantly underutilized capacity has resulted in ***. Additionally, “. . . because
Acme is presently only able to compete in the area of specialty staples and because its equipment is
older due to an inability to invest in its operations due to the injury caused by low-priced imports, ***.
Petitioner’s postconference brief (Exhibit 1), p. 32.

25 Submission by ***, April 3, 2020.

VI-12



those of total SG&A expenses. Given its size relative to the other U.S. producers, the U.S.
industry’s SG&A expense ratio largely reflects ***,26

Total operating income declined throughout 2017-19 (see table VI-1), reflecting lower
total sales, gross profit, and smaller relative declines in corresponding SG&A expenses. While
the U.S. industry’s SG&A expense ratios increased somewhat during 2017-19, the contraction in
the U.S. industry’s operating income ratio (total operating income divided by total sales) largely
reflects declines in gross profit. On a company-specific basis and while Acme generated *** full-
year gross profit ratios compared to ***, its corresponding operating income ratios were ***
due to *** SG&A expense ratios.?’ *** operating income ratios declined in 2018 and 2019,
ending the period at ***.

Interest expense, other expenses and income, and net income or loss

While *** accounted for a relatively *** of total interest expense in 2017, its share ***
in 2018 due to the large decline in *** interest expense in that year, which reflects changes in
*** 28 x** report interest expense, other expenses, or other income in 2017.

U.S. producers’ total net income was lower compared to total operating income in 2017
and higher in 2018 and 2019 (see footnote 28). Differences in operating income and net income
levels reflect the presence of interest expense, other expenses, and other income.
Notwithstanding these differences, total operating income and total net income shared the

same declining directional pattern throughout 2017-19.

26 *x* |bid.
s shown in table VI-3, Acme’s expense ratios throughout -19 and were
27 As sh in table VI-3, Acme’s SG&A ios *** th hout 2017-19 and *Hk
compared to Senco’s. ***, Petitioner’s postconference brief (Exhibit 1), p. 37.
28 x** Ppetitioner’s postconference brief (Exhibit 1), p. 33. ***,
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Capital expenditures and research and development expenses

Table VI-4 presents U.S. producers’ capital expenditures and research and development
(R&D) expenses related to their CCS staples operations. As shown in table VI-4, *** reported

R&D expenses.

Table VI-4
CCS staples: Capital expenditures and research and development (R&D) expenses of the U.S.
roducers, 2017-19

Calendar year
2017 2018 | 2019
Item Capital expenditures (1,000 dollars)

ACme *k*k *k*k *k*k
Senco *k* *k*k *k*k
Subtotal *k*k *k*k *k*k
SBD *k*k *k*k *k*k
A" flrmS *k*k *k*k *k*k

Research and development expenses (dollars)
Acme ok ek ok
Senco ok ok ok
Subtotal ok ok ok
SBD *k%k *k%k Hkk
All firms o e e

Note.--***. *** U.S. producer questionnaire (final phase), response to 1ll-13 (note 1). At the Commission’s
staff conference, a Senco company official confirmed that the above-referenced equipment is being used
in production. Conference transcript, p. 80 (lker).

Source: Compiled from data submitted in response to Commission questionnaires.
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Table VI-4 shows that *** reported capital expenditures of varying magnitudes
throughout 2017-19 with *** highest annual level reported in 2018.%° In contrast, *** reported

*** capital expenditures.3°
Assets and return on assets

Table VI-5 presents data on U.S. producers’ company-specific assets and operating
return on net assets related to operations on CCS staples.3!

29 %% Sybmission by ***, April 3, 2020.

30 %% Email with attachment from ***, July 2, 2019.

*Ek* kxS, producer questionnaire, response to IlI-13 (note 1).

31 With respect to a company’s overall operations, staff notes that a total asset value (i.e., the bottom
line value on the asset side of a company’s balance sheet) reflects an aggregation of a number of current
and non-current assets, which, in many instances, are not product specific. Allocation factors were
presumably necessary to report total asset values specific to U.S. producers’ operations on CCS staples.
The ability of U.S. producers to assign total asset values to discrete product lines affects the
meaningfulness of operating return on net assets.
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Table VI-5

CCS staples: Total net assets and operating return on net assets of the U.S. producers, 2017-19

Calendar year

Firm 2017 | 2018 | 2019
Total net assets (1,000 dollars)
Acme *kk *kk *kk
Senco *k%k *kk *kk
Subtotal *kk *kk *kk
SBD *kk *kk *kk
A" flrmS *kk *kk *kk
Operating return on assets (percent)

ACme *k% dkk dkk
SenCO *kk *kk *kk
Subtotal *kk *kk *kk
SBD *kk *k%k kK
All firms bl Fex ek

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

Capital and investment

The Commission requested the U.S. producers of CCS staples to describe any actual or

potential negative effects on their return on investment or its growth, investment, ability to

raise capital, existing development and production efforts (including efforts to develop a

derivative or more advanced version of the product), or the scale of capital investments as a

result of imports of CCS staples from China. Table VI-6 tabulates the responses on actual

negative effects on investment, growth and development, as well as anticipated negative

effects.32 Table VI-7 presents the narrative responses of the U.S. producers regarding actual and

anticipated negative effects on investment, growth and development.

32 ps indicated in footnote 1, *** is not included in the U.S. industry’s financial results.
*Ekx Rx*U.S. producer questionnaire, responses to 111-15.
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Table VI-6
CCS staples: Negative effects of imports from subject sources on investment, growth, and
development since January 1, 2017

Item No Yes

Negative effects on investment 1

Cancellation, postponement, or rejection of expansion projects

Denial or rejection of investment proposal

Reduction in the size of capital investments

Return on specific investments negatively impacted

Other

Negative effects on growth and development 1

Rejection of bank loans

Lowering of credit rating

Problem related to the issue of stocks or bonds

Ability to service debt

Other

NINOOCIOCIOIN|W|= O[O0 |O|N

Anticipated negative effects of imports 1

Note.--***.

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

Table VI-7

CCS staples: Narrative responses of the U.S. producers regarding actual and anticipated negative
effects of imports from subject sources on investment, growth, and development since January 1,
2017

Effects/Firm ‘ Narrative

Negative impact on investment:

Return on specific investments negatively impacted

*kk *kk

Other
*k*k *k*k
*%k%k *%k%k

Table continued on next page.
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Table VI-7—Continued

CCS staples: Narrative responses of the U.S. producers regarding actual and anticipated negative
effects of imports from subject sources on investment, growth, and development since January 1,
2017

Effects/Firm Narrative
Negative impact on growth and development:
Other

Anticipated effects of imports:

*kk *k*k

*kk *kk

Source: Compiled from data submitted in response to Commission questionnaires.
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Part VII: Threat considerations and information on
nonsubject countries

Section 771(7)(F)(i) of the Act (19 U.S.C. § 1677(7)(F)(i)) provides that—

In determining whether an industry in the United States is threatened
with material injury by reason of imports (or sales for importation) of the
subject merchandise, the Commission shall consider, among other
relevant economic factors?!--

(1) if a countervailable subsidy is involved, such information as may be
presented to it by the administering authority as to the nature of
the subsidy (particularly as to whether the countervailable subsidy
is a subsidy described in Article 3 or 6.1 of the Subsidies
Agreement), and whether imports of the subject merchandise are
likely to increase,

(ll) any existing unused production capacity or imminent, substantial
increase in production capacity in the exporting country indicating
the likelihood of substantially increased imports of the subject
merchandise into the United States, taking into account the
availability of other export markets to absorb any additional
exports,

(1) a significant rate of increase of the volume or market penetration of
imports of the subject merchandise indicating the likelihood of
substantially increased imports,

(IV)whether imports of the subject merchandise are entering at prices
that are likely to have a significant depressing or suppressing
effect on domestic prices, and are likely to increase demand for
further imports,

(V) inventories of the subject merchandise,

1 Section 771(7)(F)(ii) of the Act (19 U.S.C. § 1677(7)(F)(ii)) provides that “The Commission shall
consider {these factors}. .. as a whole in making a determination of whether further dumped or
subsidized imports are imminent and whether material injury by reason of imports would occur unless
an order is issued or a suspension agreement is accepted under this title. The presence or absence of
any factor which the Commission is required to consider . . . shall not necessarily give decisive guidance
with respect to the determination. Such a determination may not be made on the basis of mere
conjecture or supposition.”
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(Vl)the potential for product-shifting if production facilities in the foreign

(VII)

(Vill)

country, which can be used to produce the subject merchandise,
are currently being used to produce other products,

in any investigation under this title which involves imports of both
a raw agricultural product (within the meaning of paragraph
(4)(E)(iv)) and any product processed from such raw agricultural
product, the likelihood that there will be increased imports, by
reason of product shifting, if there is an affirmative determination
by the Commission under section 705(b)(1) or 735(b)(1) with
respect to either the raw agricultural product or the processed
agricultural product (but not both),

the actual and potential negative effects on the existing
development and production efforts of the domestic industry,
including efforts to develop a derivative or more advanced version
of the domestic like product, and

(IX) any other demonstrable adverse trends that indicate the probability

that there is likely to be material injury by reason of imports (or
sale for importation) of the subject merchandise (whether or not it
is actually being imported at the time).?

Information on the nature of the subsidies was presented earlier in this report;
information on the volume and pricing of imports of the subject merchandise is presented in
Parts IV and V; and information on the effects of imports of the subject merchandise on U.S.
producers’ existing development and production efforts is presented in Part VI. Information on
inventories of the subject merchandise; foreign producers’ operations, including the potential
for “product-shifting;” any other threat indicators, if applicable; and any dumping in third-
country markets, follows. Also presented in this section of the report is information obtained

for consideration by the Commission on nonsubject countries.

2 Section 771(7)(F)(iii) of the Act (19 U.S.C. § 1677(7)(F)(iii)) further provides that, in antidumping
investigations, “. . . the Commission shall consider whether dumping in the markets of foreign countries
(as evidenced by dumping findings or antidumping remedies in other WTO member markets against the
same class or kind of merchandise manufactured or exported by the same party as under investigation)
suggests a threat of material injury to the domestic industry.”
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The industry in China

The Commission issued foreign producers’ or exporters’ questionnaires to 74 potential
producers and/or exporters of CCS staples from China.? Four firms provided usable responses to
the Commission’s questionnaire: A-JAX International Co., Ltd (“A-Jax”), China Staple Enterprise
(Tianjin) Co., Ltd. (“China Staple”), Tianjin Jin Xin Sheng Long Metal Products Co., Ltd.
(“Tianjin”), and Youngwoo (Cangzhou) Fasteners Co., Ltd. (“Youngwoo”).* These firms’ exports
to the United States were equivalent to approximately one-half of reported U.S. imports of CCS
staples from China in 2019. According to estimates requested of the responding Chinese
producers, the production of CCS staples in China reported in questionnaires accounts for ***
percent of overall production of CCS staples in China. Table VII-1 presents information on the

CCS staples operations of the responding producers and exporters in China.

Table VII-1
CCS staples: Summary data for producers in China, 2019
Share of
Exports | Share of firm's total
to the reported shipments
United exports exported
Share of States to the Total to the
Production reported (1,000s United shipments United
(1,000s of | production of States (1,000s of States
Firm pounds) (percent) | pounds) | (percent) pounds) (percent)
A_Jax *k%k *k*k *kk *k*k *kk *k*k
Chlna Staple *kk *k*k *k*k *k*k *kk *k*k
Tlanjln *kk *k*k *k*k *k*k *kk *k*k
Youngwoo *kk *k*k *kk *k*k *k*k *k*k
Total *kk *k*k *kk *k*k *kk *k*k

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

3 These firms were identified through a review of information submitted in the petition and

contained in *** records.

4 Despite several attempts, *** did not provide a final phase questionnaire response. However, Staff
estimated *** 2019 data and projections for 2021 based on data submitted in the preliminary phase of

these investigations.

*** stated that they are not producers and/or exporters of CCS staples from China.
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Changes in operations
No responding Chinese producer reported changes in operations since January 1, 2017.
Operations on CCS staples

Table VII-2 presents information on the CCS staples operations of the responding
producers and exporters in China.> Chinese producers’ average production capacity increased
by *** percent from 2017 to 2018, but then decreased by *** percent from 2018 to 2019,
ending *** percent higher in 2019 than in 2017. *** reported more production capacity in 2019
than in 2017 while *** reported lower production capacity. *** reported unchanged
production capacity from 2017 to 2019. Chinese producers’ production capacity is projected to
decrease by *** percent in 2020 and by *** from 2020 to 2021.

Chinese producers’ production increased by *** percent from 2017 to 2018, but then
decreased by *** percent from 2018 to 2019, ending *** percent higher in 2019 than in 2017.
*** reported more production in 2019 than in 2017 while *** reported less production.
Chinese producers’ production is projected to decrease by *** percent from 2019 to 2020 and
by *** percent from 2020 to 2021.% *** accounted for *** percent of Chinese producers’

projected production decrease in 2020.

> *** did not provide any projections for CCS staples production capacity, CCS staples production,
and total shipments for projection years 2020 and 2021, despite follow-up requests from Staff. Thus, its

projections are based on data reported in 2019.
CEEL L LS
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Table VII-2

CCS staples: Data for producers in China, 2017-19 and projection calendar years 2020 and 2021

Item

Actual experience

Projections

Calendar year

Calendar year

2017

2018

| 2019

2020

| 2021

Quantit

y (1,000s of

pounds)

Capacity

*k*k

*k%

*k*k

*k%

Production

*k*k

* k%

*kk

*kk

End-of-period inventories

*kk

*kk

*kk

*kk

Shipments:
Home market shipments:
Internal consumption/ transfers

*kk

*kk

*kk

Commercial home market shipments

*kk

*kk

*k%

Total home market shipments

*kk

*kk

*k%

Export shipments to:
United States

*kk

*kk

*kk

All other markets

*k%k

*kk

*kk

Total exports

*k*k

*kk

Total shipments

*k*k

*kk

Ratios and shares (

percent)

Capacity utilization

*kk

*kk

*kk

Inventories/production

*kk

*kk

*kk

Inventories/total shipments

*kk

*k%

Share of shipments:
Home market shipments:
Internal consumption/ transfers

*kk

*kk

*kk

Commercial home market shipments

*kk

*kk

Total home market shipments

*kk

*k*k

*k%

Export shipments to:
United States

*k%k

*k*k

*kk

All other markets

*kk

*kk

Total exports

*kk

*kk

Total shipments

*k*k

*k%

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

Chinese producers’ capacity utilization decreased from *** percent in 2017 to ***

percent in 2018 and to *** percent in 2019. *** utilized all of its production capacity in each

year during 2017-19. ***’s capacity utilization declined as their production decreased at a

higher rate than their production capacity. Conversely, *** experienced an increase in capacity

utilization as its production increased at a higher rate than its production capacity. Chinese

producers’ capacity utilization is projected to be *** percent in 2020 and *** percent in 2021.”

’The decrease in Chinese producers’ projected capacity utilization in 2020 is due to *** projecting
their capacity utilization to decrease by *** percent, *** percent, and *** percent from 2019 to 2020,

respectively.
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The petitioners argue that as a result of increasing average production capacity and decreasing
average capacity utilization from 2017 to 2019, Chinese producers have unused capacity which
they can utilize to increase production and exports substantially.®

Home market shipments increased by *** percent from 2017 to 2018, but then
decreased by *** percent from 2018 to 2019, ending *** percent lower in 2019 than in 2017.
Although home market shipments increased in absolute terms during 2017-19, its share of total
shipments decreased from *** percent in 2017 to *** percent in 2019. Home market
shipments are projected to *** from 2019 to 2021.

Export shipments accounted for the majority of responding Chinese producers’ total
shipments during 2017-19. Most of those exports went to the United States. Export shipments
to the United States increased by *** percent from 2017 to 2018, but then decreased by ***
percent from 2018 to 2019, ending *** percent higher in 2019 than in 2017. *** reported more
exports to the United States in 2019 than in 2017 while *** reported fewer exports to the
United States. Export shipments to the United States are projected to decrease by *** percent
in 2020 and *** from 2020 to 2021.° 10

8 petitioner’s prehearing brief, p. 42.
9 Hkk

10 ® % %
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Alternative products

Table VII-3 presents responding Chinese producers’ production capacity and production
of CCS staples and other products using shared equipment. CCS staples accounted for ***

percent of total production on shared equipment during 2017-19. ***_ ***,

Table VII-3
CCS staples: Chinese producers' overall capacity and production on shared equipment, 2017-19

Calendar year

Item 2017 | 2018 | 2019
Quantity (1,000s of pounds)
Overall capacity woke - .
Production:
CCS staples —_— e .
Other steel staples ok - -

Other products

*kk *kk *kk

Out-of-scope production

*k% *k*k *k*k

Total production on shared equipment

Ratios and shares (percent)

Overall capacity utilization ik ok -
Share of production:

CCS staples *kk Kk .

Other steel staples ok = -

Other products - . -

Out-of-scope production wokk ok ok

*kk *k*k *k*k

Total production on shared equipment

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

Table VII-4 presents data for exports of staples in strips, which include CCS staples, from
China in descending order of quantity for 2019. The leading export markets for staples in strips
from China in 2019, by quantity, were the United States, Indonesia, Germany, and Canada,
accounting for 39.1 percent, 6.3 percent, 4.1 percent, and 3.4 percent, respectively. Exports of
staples in strips to the United States decreased by 3.0 percent from 2017 to 2018, but then
increased by 15.1 percent from 2018 to 2019, ending 11.7 percent higher in 2019 than in 2017.

Table VII-4
Staples in strips: Exports from China by destination market, 2017-19

Calendar year

Destination market 2017 | 2018 | 2019
Quantity (1,000s of pounds)

United States 78,318 75,950 87,445
Indonesia 8,274 11,311 14,051
Germany 6,051 5,861 9,089
Canada 8,577 7,458 7,692
Mexico 3,728 3,840 7,447
Korea 5,979 5,617 6,413
United Kingdom 4,992 5,953 5,788
Belgium 4,486 5,339 4,830
Russia 4,743 5,376 4,749
All other destination markets 67,531 71,904 75,883

Total exports 192,680 198,610 223,386

Value (1,000 dollars)

United States 43,833 52,474 52,057
Indonesia 10,178 12,041 14,515
Germany 5,456 5,696 7,413
Canada 4,635 5,125 5,632
Mexico 2,819 3,620 6,152
Korea 3,386 3,676 3,661
United Kingdom 3,350 4,411 3,953
Belgium 3,514 4,760 4,348
Russia 3,597 4,453 3,942
All other destination markets 63,272 69,192 72,858

Total exports 144,039 165,448 174,532

Table continued on next page
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Table ViI-4—Continued

Staples in strips: Exports from China by destination market, 2017-19

Destination market

Calendar year

2017 | 2018 |

2019

Unit value (dollars per pound)

United States 0.56 0.69 0.60
Indonesia 1.23 1.06 1.03
Germany 0.90 0.97 0.82
Canada 0.54 0.69 0.73
Mexico 0.76 0.94 0.83
Korea 0.57 0.65 0.57
United Kingdom 0.67 0.74 0.68
Belgium 0.78 0.89 0.90
Russia 0.76 0.83 0.83
All other destination markets 0.94 0.96 0.96

Total exports 0.75 0.83 0.78

Share of quantity (percent)

United States 40.6 38.2 39.1
Indonesia 4.3 5.7 6.3
Germany 3.1 3.0 4.1
Canada 4.5 3.8 34
Mexico 1.9 1.9 3.3
Korea 3.1 2.8 2.9
United Kingdom 2.6 3.0 2.6
Belgium 2.3 2.7 2.2
Russia 2.5 2.7 2.1
All other destination markets 35.0 36.2 34.0

Total exports 100.0 100.0 100.0

Note: Shares and ratios shown as "0.0" represent values greater than zero, but less than "0.05" percent.

Source: Official exports statistics under HS subheading 8305.20 as reported by the Government of
China's Customs in the Global Trade Atlas database, accessed April 13, 2020.
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U.S. inventories of imported merchandise
Table VII-5 presents data on U.S. importers’ reported inventories of CCS staples.

Table VII-5
CCS staples: U.S. importers’ end-of-period inventories of imports by source, 2017-19

Calendar year
Item 2017 | 2018 | 2019
Inventories (1,000s of pounds); Ratios (percent)

Imports from China

Inventories 21,179 24,511 26,139

Ratio to U.S. imports il el el

Ratio to U.S. shipments of imports e el el

Ratio to total shipments of imports ol el el
Imports from nonsubject sources:

Inventories b e e

Ratio to U.S. imports il el el

Ratio to U.S. shipments of imports e el el

Ratio to total shipments of imports e el el
Imports from all import sources:

Inventories b i i

Ratio to U.S. imports il el el

Ratio to U.S. shipments of imports e el el

Ratio to total shipments of imports e el el

Note: Shares and ratios shown as "0.0" represent values greater than zero, but less than "0.05" percent.

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

U.S. importers’ end-of-period inventories of imports from China increased by 15.7
percent from 2017 to 2018 and by 6.6 percent from 2018 to 2019, ending 23.4 percent higher
in 2019 than in 2017. Among the 20 firms that reported inventories at the end of each year
during 2017-19, 11 reported more inventories of imports from China at the end of 2019 than at
the end of 2017. *** accounted for the majority of the increase in end-of-period inventories of
imports from China from 2017 to 2019 (***).

U.S. importers’ outstanding orders

The Commission requested importers to indicate whether they imported or arranged for
the importation of CCS staples from China after December 31, 2019. Responding importers
reported *** pounds of arranged imports from China. Most of these arranged imports were in
January-March 2020. There are no arranged imports from China after September 30, 2020.
Arranged imports from China account for *** percent, *** percent, and *** percent of all

arranged imports in January-March 2020, April-June 2020, and July-September 2020,
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respectively. Arranged imports from nonsubject sources account for *** percent, *** percent,
and *** percent of all arranged imports in January-March 2020, April-June 2020, and July-
September 2020, respectively. Table VII-6 presents data for shipments of CCS staples arranged
for U.S. importation after December 31, 2019.

Table VII-6
CCS staples: Arranged imports, January-December 2020

Period

Item Jan-Mar 2020 | Apr-Jun 2020 | Jul-Sept 2020 | Oct-Dec 2020 | Total

Quantity (1,000s of pounds)

Arranged U.S. imports from.--

China *kk *kk *kk *kk *kk
All other sources ok ok ok ok ok
*k*k *k%k *k%k *k*k *k*k

All import sources

Share of quantity

Arranged U.S. imports from.--

Ch|na Fkk Fkk Fkk Fkk Fkk
All other sources ok ok ok ok ok
*k*k *k%k *k%k *k*k *k*k

All import sources

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

Antidumping or countervailing duty orders in third-country markets

The European Union initiated an antidumping duty investigation in December 2019
concerning imports of pins and staples from China, including CCS staples. That investigation is
currently ongoing with provisional measures scheduled to enter into force in July 2020.1!

Information on nonsubject countries

According to GTA data, in 2019, the five leading exporters of staples in strips, which
include CCS staples, were China, Germany, Japan, Netherlands and the United States. These five
countries accounted for approximately 65.7 percent of total global exports of staples in strips.
Because quantity is not available in a consistent manner from all sources, the export data
presented in table VII-7 are based on value. Table VII-7 presents the twelve largest global
export sources of staples in strips during 2017-19. China is the largest exporter of these items,
accounting for 42.0 percent of global exports during 2019.

11 As a result of the European Union’s antidumping investigation concerning imports of pins and
staples from China, petitioners argue that Chinese producers of CCS staples can be expected to increase
their focus on U.S. markets. Petitioner’s prehearing brief, pp. 48-49.
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Table VII-7

Staples in strips: Global exports by source, 2017-19

Calendar year

Exporter 2017 | 2018 | 2019
Value (1,000 dollars)

United States 24,360 21,973 16,801
China 144,039 165,448 174,532
Germany 32,129 34,259 31,338
Japan 30,773 28,877 28,315
Netherlands 22,414 24,113 21,976
France 15,063 14,272 13,857
Sweden 13,004 15,460 13,762
Austria 11,012 11,903 11,813
India 10,161 11,056 11,204
Taiwan 10,431 10,059 11,061
Italy 11,642 11,323 10,484
Korea 5,073 6,692 9,320
All other exporters 62,395 68,605 63,472

Total 392,497 424,041 417,936

Share of value (percent)

United States 6.2 5.2 4.0
China 36.7 39.0 41.8
Germany 8.2 8.1 7.5
Japan 7.8 6.8 6.8
Netherlands 5.7 5.7 5.3
France 3.8 3.4 3.3
Sweden 3.3 3.6 3.3
Austria 2.8 2.8 2.8
India 2.6 2.6 2.7
Taiwan 2.7 24 2.6
Italy 3.0 2.7 2.5
Korea 1.3 1.6 2.2
All other exporters 15.9 16.2 15.2

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0

Note: Shares and ratios shown as "0.0" represent values greater than zero, but less than "0.05" percent.
Note: Not all countries were able to provide export content in weight. These data also include out-of-
scope items such as staples with diameters smaller than 0.0355 inches.

Source: Official exports statistics under HS subheading 8305.20 reported by various national statistical
authorities in the Global Trade Atlas database, accessed April 13, 2020.
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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

84 FR 27803,
June 14, 2019

Certain Collated Steel
Staples From China,
Korea, and Taiwan;
Institution of Anti-
Dumping and
Countervailing Duty
Investigations and
Scheduling of Preliminary
Phase Investigations

https://www.govinfo.gov/content/pkg/FR-

2019-06-14/pdf/2019-12534.pdf

84 FR 31840,
July 3, 2019

Certain Collated Steel
Staples from the People’s
Republic of China:
Initiation of
Countervailing Duty
Investigation

https://www.govinfo.gov/content/pkg/FR-

2019-07-03/pdf/2019-14232.pdf

84 FR 31833,
July 3, 2019

Certain Collated Steel
Staples from the People’s
Republic of China, the
Republic of Korea, and
Taiwan: Initiation of Less-
Than-Fair-Value
Investigations

https://www.govinfo.gov/content/pkg/FR-

2019-07-03/pdf/2019-14234.pdf

84 FR 35884,
July 25, 2019

Certain Collated Steel
Staples From China,
Korea, and Taiwan;
Determinations

https://www.govinfo.gov/content/pkg/FR-

2019-07-25/pdf/2019-15830.pdf

84 FR 42896,
August 19, 2019

Certain Collated Steel
Staples From the People's
Republic of China:
Postponement of
Preliminary
Determination in the
Countervailing Duty
Investigation

https://www.govinfo.gov/content/pkg/FR-

2019-08-19/pdf/2019-17537.pdf
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Citation

Title

Link

84 FR 57845
October 29, 2019

Certain Collated Steel
Staples From the People's
Republic of China:
Postponement of
Preliminary
Determination in the
Less-Than-Fair-Value
Investigation

https://www.govinfo.gov/content/pkg/FR-

2019-10-29/pdf/2019-23578.pdf

84 FR 59353,
November 4, 2019

Certain Collated Steel
Staples From the People's
Republic of China:
Preliminary Affirmative
Determinations of Critical
Circumstances in the
Antidumping and
Countervailing Duty
Investigations

https://www.govinfo.gov/content/pkg/FR-

2019-11-04/pdf/2019-23732.pdf

84 FR 61021
November 12, 2019

Certain Collated Steel
Staples From the People's
Republic of China:
Preliminary Affirmative
Countervailing Duty
Determination, and
Alignment of Final
Determination With Final
Antidumping Duty
Determination

https://www.govinfo.gov/content/pkg/FR-

2019-11-12/pdf/2019-24459.pdf

85 FR 882
January §, 2020

Certain Collated Steel
Staples From the People's
Republic of China:
Preliminary Affirmative
Determination of Sales at
Less Than Fair Value,
Preliminary Affirmative
Determination of Critical
Circumstances,
Postponement of Final
Determination and
Extension of Provisional
Measures

https://www.govinfo.gov/content/pkg/FR-
2020-01-08/pdf/2020-00103.pdf
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Citation Title Link
85 FR 3417, Collated Steel Staples https://www.govinfo.gov/content/pkg/FR-
January 21, 2020 From China; Scheduling | 2020-01-21/pdf/2020-00827.pdf
of the Final Phase of

Countervailing Duty and
Anti-Dumping Duty
Investigations

85 FR 33623
June 2, 2020

Certain Collated Steel
Staples From the People's
Republic of China: Final
Affirmative
Determination of Sales at
Less Than Fair Value and
Final Affirmative Critical
Circumstances
Determination

https://www.govinfo.gov/content/pkg/FR-

2020-06-02/pdf/2020-11891.pdf

85 FR 33626
June 2, 2020

Certain Collated Steel
Staples From the People's
Republic of China: Final
Affirmative
Countervailing Duty
Determination and Final
Affirmative Critical
Circumstances
Determination

https://www.govinfo.gov/content/pkg/FR-
2020-06-02/pdf/2020-11892.pdf
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CALENDAR OF PUBLIC HEARING

Those listed below participated in the United States International Trade Commission’s
hearing via Go To Meeting:

Subject: Collated Steel Staples from China
Inv. Nos.: 701-TA-626 and 731-TA-1452 (Final)
Date & Time: May 27, 2020 — 9:30 a.m.

In Support of the Imposition of
Antidumping and Countervailing Duty Orders:

The Bristol Group PLLC

Washington, DC

on behalf of

KYOCERA SENCO Industrial Tools, Inc. (“Senco”)

Joseph Faron, Vice President, North American Field Sales,
Senco

Charles Iker, Director, U.S. Manufacturing Operations,
Senco

Thomas Gold, President, Acme Staple Company (“Acme”)
Onno Boswinkel, Executive Vice President, Acme
Jon Thouin, Engineer, Acme
Daniel Klett, Economist, Capital Trade, Inc.
Adam H. Gordon
Jennifer M. Smith
— OF COUNSEL

Lauren Fraid
Ping Gong

N N N N N

CLOSING REMARKS:

In Support of Imposition (Adam H. Gordon, The Bristol Group PLLC)

-END-
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All producers

Table C-1 e R EEEEEEEEEEENEEEEEEEEEE R EEEEEREREEEE
CCS staples: Summary data concerning the U.S. market, 2017-19
(Quantity=1,000s of pounds; Value=1,000 dollars; Unit values, unit labor costs, and unit expenses=dollars per pound;
Productivity=pounds per hour; and Period changes=percent--exceptions noted)

enmammn

Reported data Period changes
Calendar year Calendar year
2017 2018 2019 2017-19  2017-18 2018-19
U.S. consumption quantity:
AMOUNt....coiiieee e b i b | Ak AT | Ak
Producers' share (fn1)......cccccoveevviveeenenn. b i b A Ak A A A
Importers' share (fn1):
ChiNa...coiiii o b x A A | A
Nonsubject sources...........cccocoeevieennenne b b i A A A A
All import SOUrCes.........cccovvevrieerieenns i i i A AT A Ak
U.S. consumption value:
AMOUNt....coiieeeee e b i b A AT A Ak
Producers' share (fn1)......ccccccveeviiveeenenn. b i i A Ak A A A
Importers' share (fn1):
ChiNa...ooiii e o i wx A A |\ A
Nonsubject sources...........ccccceevieenenne b b i A A A A
All import SOUrces.........cccovvevrieerieeene i i i A AT A Ak
U.S. importers' U.S. shipments of imports from.--
China:
QuUANtitY....ooceie 96,498 115,524 95,322 v(1.2) A197 v (17.5)
ValU€...ooiiiiiiiee 78,947 94,605 84,288 AB.8 A19.8 ¥ (10.9)
Unit value........cocooeeiiieeeeeeeeee $0.82 $0.82 $0.88 A8.1 AO.1 A80
Ending inventory quantity..................... 21,179 24,511 26,139 A23.4 A157 AG.6
Nonsubject sources:
QUANLIY. ..., A \ A A
ValUe.....oeeeeceie e b b b A AT A
Unitvalue.........coooviiiiiieeeeee b o o |\ A A \
Ending inventory quantity..................... i b b A AT A
All import sources:
*kk *k*k *kk A*** A*** v *k*k
*k*k *k*k *kk A *kk A *kk v *k*k
*kk *kk *k*k A*** A*** A***
Ending inventory quantity..................... i b b A AT A
U.S. producers'.--
Average capacity quantity.........c....ccoceene b b b A Ak A A A
Production quantity..........cccceeevveniineenen. b b b A Ak A A | Al
Capacity utilization (fn1)......ccccceevevrieennnn. b b b A Ak A A | Al
U.S. shipments:
QUANLILY.......oveeeeeeeeeeeeeeee e w b A | A \ A
ValUe.....oeeeeceie e b b el | Ak \ A |\ Ak
Unitvalue.........ccoooviieiiiincceeceee b o o A A |\ A

Table continued on next page.
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Table C-1--Continued
CCS staples: Summary data concerning the U.S. market, 2017-19

(Quantity=1,000s of pounds; Value=1,000 dollars; Unit values, unit labor costs, and unit expenses=dollars per pound;

Productivity=pounds per hour; and Period changes=percent--exceptions noted)

Reported data Period changes
Calendar year Calendar year
2017 2018 2019 2017-19  2017-18 2018-19
U.S. producer's.--Continued
Export shipments:
*kk *k*k *kk v*** v*** v***
*k*k *kk *kk v*** v*** v***
*k*k *kk *k*k v*** v*** v***
Ending inventory quantity...............ccee.... i b b A Ak A A | Al
Inventories/total shipments (fn1).............. b b b A Ak A A | Al
Production workers..........c.cccooceiiiinennen b b b A Ak A A | Al
Hours worked (1,0008).......cccceevevieeiiiiinens i b b A Ak A A | Al
Wages paid ($1,000).......cccccvevriveearnnnne. b i b A Ak | A | Al
Hourly wages (dollars per hour)............... b i e A AT A Ak
Productivity........cccooveiiiiiiiiiceee o i x |\ A \ A AT
Unit labor COStS.......ccoeviieiiiiiiiieiceee o o b A A |\ A
Net sales:
QUANLIY.......oeeeeeeeeeeeeeeee e w b A | A A
ValUe.....oeeeeceie e b el el | Ak |\ Ao |\ Ak
Unitvalue.........ccoooviiiiiieeeeeee b o o A A |\ A
Cost of goods sold (COGS).........ccceruerene b b b A Al A A | Al
Gross profit or (loss) (fN2).......c.ccceeeveneenn. i b b A Ak A A | Al
SGE&A EXPENSES....covvuvieeeiieeeirieeeriieeennes b i e A Ak A A | Al
Operating income or (loss) (fn2).............. b b b A Ak A A | Al
Net income or (loss) (fN2).......ccccceevveenenne b i i A Ak A A | Al
Capital expenditures... b b b A AT A Ak
R&D expenses ............ *kk *kk *k*k *k*k *kk *kk
Net assets........cccee.. o o i A A A A
Unit COGS.................. i wx i A A A
Unit SG&A eXpenses........ccccevvereeeeennnenn b i i A A A
Unit operating income or (loss) (fn2)....... b b b A Al A A A Al
Unit net income or (loss) (fn2)........cc.cc.... b i b A Ak AT A Ak
COGS/sales (fN1)...cccverviiereeriereeee b x i A A A
Operating income or (loss)/sales (fn1)..... i b b A Ak A A | Al
Net income or (loss)/sales (fn1)............... b b i A Ak A A | Al

Note.--Shares and ratios shown as “0.0” percent represent non-zero values less than “0.05” percent (if positive) and greater than
“(0.05)” percent (if negative). Zeroes, null values, and undefined calculations are suppressed and shown as “---“. Period changes

preceded by a “A” represent an increase, while period changes preceded by a “ V" represent a decrease.

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

fn2.--Percent changes only calculated when both comparison values represent profits; The directional change in profitability

provided when one or both comparison values represent a loss.

Source: Compiled from data submitted in response to Commission questionnaires.
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:  Related party exclusion
Table C-2 ‘l --------------------------------------------------------------- \d
CCS staples: Summary data concerning the U.S. market excluding one U.S. producer ***, 2017-19
(Quantity=1,000s of pounds; Value=1,000 dollars; Unit values, unit labor costs, and unit expenses=dollars per pound;
Productivity=pounds per hour; and Period changes=percent--exceptions noted)
Reported data Period changes
Calendar year Calendar year
2017 2018 2019 2017-19  2017-18 2018-19
U.S. consumption quantity:
AmMOoUNt.....oii e o ox o \ A A \ A
Producers' share (fn1):
Included producers........cccccceevveeeennennns o ok o A A A AT
Excluded F)rodu(:er.S *kk *kk Fkk v*** v*** *kk
All producCers........ccceeeecueeeeiiieeeeiieeens o o o | A \ Al AT
Importers' share (fn1):
China....cooiiiie e o o b A A |\ A
Nonsubject sources o o o A A A
A” import sources *kk kK F*kk A*** A*** v***
U.S. consumption value:
AMOUNt.....oiiiii e o o o A A |\ A
Producers' share (fn1):
Included producers.......... o ok o | Al \ Al A
Excluded F)rodu(:er.S *kk *kk Fkk v*** v*** *kk
All pProducCers........coceeeecueeeeiiieeeecieeens o o o | Al \ Al A
Importers' share (fn1):
China....coiiie e o o b A A |\ A
Nonsubject sources...........ccccoeereennenn. o o o A A A
All import Sources........cccoeceeeeniieeeene o o o A AT |\ A
U.S. importers' U.S. shipments of imports from.--
China:
Quantity 96,498 115,524 95,322 v(1.2) A197 v (17.5)
Value 78,947 94,605 84,288 AG.8 A19.8 v (10.9)
Unit value $0.82 $0.82 $0.88 A8.1 AQ.1 A8.0
Ending inventory quantity..................... 21,179 24,511 26,139 A234 A157 AG.6
Nonsubject sources:
QuUANEItY...coeii e o ox e A A A
Value ................... F*kk *kk *kk A*** A*** A***
Unit Value Fkk *kk *kk v*** A*** v***
Ending inventory quantity ox o b A A A
All import sources:
*kk F*kk *kk A *kk A F*kk v dkk
F*kk *kk *kk A *kk A F*kk v dkk
Fkk *kk *kk A*** A*** A***
Ending inventory quantity ox o b A A A
Included U.S. producers.--
Average capacity quantity..............c..cc.... e o b A o A
Production quantity.................... ox e o \ A |\ Al A A
Capacity utilization (fn1) b b ox \ A |\ Al A A
U.S. shipments:
QuUANEItY...coeii e o ox e \ A |\ Al \ A
ValUB...oiiieiie e o o o \ A |\ Al A A
Unitvalue........ccoooiiiiiie, o ox o \ A A \ A

Table continued on next page.
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Table C-2--Continued
CCS staples: Summary data concerning the U.S. market excluding one U.S. producer ***, 2017-19
(Quantity=1,000s of pounds; Value=1,000 dollars; Unit values, unit labor costs, and unit expenses=dollars per pound;
Productivity=pounds per hour; and Period changes=percent--exceptions noted)

Reported data Period changes
Calendar year Calendar year
2017 2018 2019 2017-19  2017-18  2018-19
Included U.S. producers.--Continued
Export shipments:
QuUANtitY...cooie e o ox i \ A A A A A
Value. ..o o e o A A \ A \ Al
Unitvalue.........cccoiiiiiiii e o o o \ A A A A A
Ending inventory quantity.............. ox o e A A \ A
Inventories/total shipments (fn1) i ox b A A \ A
Production workers...........ccccecveveriennnn e o ox \ A o \ A
Hours worked (1,000S).......ccccccueeiieennnne. o o o \ A A A A A
Wages paid ($1,000).......ccceeiererereneannne o o e \ Al |\ A | A
Hourly wages (dollars per hour)............... o o e A A \ A
Productivity.........ccoooveiiiiiiieeeee o ox b A A A
Unit labor costs..........cccveiiiiiiiieeeceee o ox o \ A A \ A
Net sales:
QuUANtitY...cooeeeee e o ox e \ A A A A A
Value. ..o o e o A A \ A \ Al
Unitvalue...........cccoeenne o o ox \ A A \ A
Cost of goods sold (COGS).... e ox ox \ A A \ A
Gross profit or (loss) (fn2)....... o o o \ A A A \ A
SGE&A EXPENSES.....ccevvveeeirieeecirieeeiiieeeeans ok e el | A \ A | Al
Operating income or (loss) (fn2).............. ox b ox \ A A A A A
Net income or (I0ss) (fN2).......ccceevireennens o o o \ A A A A A
Capital expenditures...........cccocoveieniiene o ok o AT AT | A
R&D eXPENSES......c.eeeeeuvieeerieeeree e o o ok o el e
Net assets.......cccevvvieriiieiieee e i o i A A A A
Unit COGS.....ooiiiieiireeeeeeeee i o i A A A
Unit SG&A eXpenses........cccceevvveeecveeens o o o AT AT A
Unit operating income or (loss) (fn2)....... b b ox \ A A A A A
Unit net income or (loss) (fn2) b o ox \ A A A \ A
COGS/sales (fN1)...cccccvieenieiiiieneniene b o i A A A
Operating income or (loss)/sales (fn1)..... ox o e \ A A A A A
Net income or (loss)/sales (fn1)............... o o ox \ A A A A A

Note.--Shares and ratios shown as “0.0” percent represent non-zero values less than “0.05” percent (if positive) and greater than
“(0.05)” percent (if negative). Zeroes, null values, and undefined calculations are suppressed and shown as “---“. Period changes
preceded by a “A” represent an increase, while period changes preceded by a “ V" represent a decrease.

fn1.--Reported data are in percent and period changes are in percentage points.
fn2.--Percent changes only calculated when both comparison values represent profits; The directional change in profitability
provided when one or both comparison values represent a loss.

Source: Compiled from data submitted in response to Commission questionnaires.
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SECTION 301 PROCEEDINGS AND SECTION 232 PROCLAMATIONS
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Table D-1

Section 301 actions: Office of the United States Trade Representative (“USTR”) proceedings,

2018-20

Product list

Effective date

Action

Tranche 1

July 6, 2018

Enacted: Additional 25 percent ad valorem duties on
approximately $34 billion of imports classifiable under 818
HTS tariff subheadings (Annex A to 83 FR 28710, June 20,
2018).

Tranche 2

August 23, 2018

Enacted: Additional 25 percent ad valorem duties on
approximately $16 billion of imports classifiable under 279
HTS tariff subheadings (Annex A to 83 FR 40823, August 16,
2018).

Tranche 3

September 24, 2018

Enacted: Additional 10 percent ad valorem duties on
approximately $200 billion of imports classifiable under 5,745
HTS tariff subheadings and partial subheadings (Annex A to
83 FR 47974, September 21, 2018 ), which are scheduled to
increase to 25 percent on January 1, 2019 (Annex B to 83 FR
47974, September 21, 2018).

Tranche 3

October 1, 2018

Amendment: Fourteen HTS tariff subheadings in chapter 44
(under Annex A to 83 FR 47974, September 21, 2018) were
removed and replaced by 38 corresponding new HTS
subheadings to conform to the International Convention on
the Harmonized Commodity Description and Coding System
(83 FR 49153, September 28, 2018).

Tranche 3

March 2, 2019

Postponed: Duty increases from 10 percent to 25 percent
were rescheduled (83 FR 65198, December 19, 2018).

Tranche 3

Not applicable

Postponed: Additional ad valorem duties to remain at 10
percent until further notice (84 FR 7966, March 5, 2019).

Tranche 3

May 10, 2019

Enacted: Duty increases from 10 percent to 25 percent ad
valorem were rescheduled (84 FR 20459, May 9, 2019).

Tranche 3

Prior to June 1, 2019

Enacted: Delayed duty increases from 10 percent to 25
percent ad valorem enacted May 10, 2019 on certain
products exported from China before May 10, 2019, that
enter into the United States before June 1, 2019 (84 FR
21892, May 15, 2019).

Tranche 3

Prior to June 15,
2019

Enacted: The date was extended for the delayed duty
increase from 10 percent to 25 percent ad valorem on certain
products exported from China before May 10, 2019 that enter
into the United States before June 15, 2019 (84 FR 26930,
June 10, 2019).

Tranche 4,
List 1

September 1, 2019

Enacted: Additional 10 percent ad valorem duties on imports
classifiable under 3,229 full HTS tariff subheadings and 4
partial HTS subheadings (Annexes A and B to 84 FR 43304,
August 20, 2019). Imports on products classifiable under HTS
subheadings on lists 1 and 2 totaled approximately $300
billion.

Tranche 4,
List 2

December 15, 2019

Enacted: Additional 10 percent ad valorem duties on imports
classifiable under 542 full HTS tariff subheadings and 8
partial HTS subheadings (Annexes C and D to 84 FR 43304,
August 20, 2019). Imports on products classifiable under HTS
subheadings on lists 1 and 2 totaled approximately $300
billion.

Table continued.
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Table D-1--Continued
Section 301 actions: Office of the United States Trade Representative (“USTR”) proceedings,
2018-20

Product list | Effective date Action

Tranche 4, September 1, 2019 Amendment: Additional 10 percent ad valorem duties were

List 1 increased to 15 percent ad valorem on products covered by
Annex A (84 FR 45821, August 30, 2019).

Tranche 4, December 15, 2019 Amendment: Additional 10 percent ad valorem duties were

List 2 increased to 15 percent ad valorem on products covered by
Annex C (84 FR 45821, August 30, 2019).

Tranches October 1, 2019 Proposed: Additional 25 percent ad valorem duties to be

1,2,and 3 increased 30 percent ad valorem on products covered by
Annex C — List 3, Part 1 (84 FR 46212, September 3, 2019).

Tranche 4, December 15, 2019 Amendment: Additional 15 percent ad valorem duties to be

List 2 suspended on products covered by List 2 (84 FR 69447
December 18, 2019).

Tranche 4, February 14, 2020 Amendment: Additional 15 percent ad valorem duties to be

List 1 reduced to 7.5 percent on product covered by List 1 (85 FR
3741, January 22, 2020).

Note: (1) Steel wire rod classifiable under HTS subheadings 7213.91.30, 7221.00.00, and 7227.90.60 are
subjected to the section 301 tariffs under Tranche 4 list 1.

(2) CCS staples classifiable under HTS subheading 8305.20.00 is subjected to the section 301 tariff
under Tranche 4 List 1.
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Table D-2

Section 232 actions: Presidential proclamations, 2017-19

Effective date

Action

April 19, 2017

Commerce announced the institution of an investigation, by its U.S. Bureau of
Industry and Security (“BIS”) into the potential impact of imported steel mill
products on national security (82 FR 19205, April 26, 2017).

January 11, 2018

The Secretary of Commerce submitted the BIS Section 232 steel imports report
to the President.’

March 23, 2018

The President announced the imposition of 25 percent ad valorem national-
security duties on U.S. steel imports. Initially exempted— Canada and Mexico
(Presidential Proclamation 9705, March 8, 2018 and 83 FR 11625, March 15,
2018).

March 23 through
May 1, 2018

Adjustment: Exempted— Argentina, Australia, Brazil, Canada, the European
Union (“EU”) member states, Korea, and Mexico (Presidential Proclamation
9711, March 22, 2018 and 83 FR 13361, March 28, 2018).

May 1 through
June 1, 2018

Adjustment: Exemptions continued with annual quota limits— Argentina,
Brazil, and Korea. Exemptions not continued— Canada, Mexico, and EU
member states (Presidential Proclamation 9740, April 30, 2018; 83 FR 20683,
June 5, 2018; and 83, FR 25857, August 10, 2018).

August 13, 2018

Adjustment: Exemptions continued— Argentina, Australia, Brazil, and Korea.
Duty rate doubled to 50 percent ad valorem— Turkey (Presidential
Proclamation 9772, August 10, 2018; 83 FR 40429, August 15, 2018).

May 20, 2019 Adjustment: Exemptions reinstated— Canada and Mexico (Presidential
Proclamation 9894, May 19, 2019 and 84 FR 23987, May 23, 2019).
May 21, 2019 Adjustment: Duty rate reduced from 50 percent back to 25 percent ad

valorem— Turkey (Presidential Proclamation 9886, May 16, 2019; and 84 FR
23421, May 21, 2019).

1 “Statement from the Department of Commerce on Submission of Steel Section 232 Report to the
President,” News Release January 11, 2018, https://www.commerce.gov/news/press-
releases/2018/01/statement-department-commerce-submission-steel-section-232-report.
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