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UNITED STATES INTERNATIONAL TRADE COMMISSION

Investigation Nos. 701-TA-649 and 731-TA-1523 (Preliminary)

Twist Ties from China

DETERMINATIONS

On the basis of the record? developed in the subject investigations, the United States
International Trade Commission (“Commission”) determines, pursuant to the Tariff Act of 1930
(“the Act”), that there is a reasonable indication that an industry in the United States is
materially injured by reason of imports of twist ties from China, provided for in statistical
reporting numbers 8309.90.0000 and 5609.00.3000 of the Harmonized Tariff Schedule of the
United States that are alleged to be sold in the United States at less than fair value (“LTFV”) and

to be subsidized by the government of China.?

COMMENCEMENT OF FINAL PHASE INVESTIGATIONS

Pursuant to section 207.18 of the Commission’s rules, the Commission also gives notice
of the commencement of the final phase of its investigations. The Commission will issue a final
phase notice of scheduling, which will be published in the Federal Register as provided in §
207.21 of the Commission’s rules, upon notice from the U.S. Department of Commerce
(“Commerce”) of affirmative preliminary determinations in the investigations under §§ 703(b)
or 733(b) of the Act, or, if the preliminary determinations are negative, upon notice of
affirmative final determinations in those investigations under §§ 705(a) or 735(a) of the Act.
Parties that filed entries of appearance in the preliminary phase of the investigations need not
enter a separate appearance for the final phase of the investigations. Industrial users, and, if

the merchandise under investigation is sold at the retail level, representative consumer

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

2 Subject merchandise may also enter under HTSUS statistical reporting numbers 3920.51.5000,
3923.90.0080, 3926.90.9990, 4811.59.6000, 4821.10.2000, 4821.10.4000, 4821.90.2000, 4821.90.4000,
and 4823.90.8600. Twist Ties From the People’s Republic of China: Initiation of Less-Than-Fair Value
Investigation 85 FR 45161, (July 27, 2020); and Twist Ties From the People’s Republic of China: Initiation
of Countervailing Duty Investigation 85 FR 45188, (July 27, 2020).
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organizations have the right to appear as parties in Commission antidumping and countervailing
duty investigations. The Secretary will prepare a public service list containing the names and

addresses of all persons, or their representatives, who are parties to the investigations.

BACKGROUND

On June 26, 2020, Bedford Industries Inc., Worthington, Minnesota filed petitions with
the Commission and Commerce, alleging that an industry in the United States is materially
injured or threatened with material injury by reason of subsidized imports of twist ties from
China and LTFV imports of twist ties from China. Accordingly, effective June 26, the Commission
instituted countervailing duty investigation No. 701-TA-649 and antidumping duty investigation
No. 731-TA-1523 (Preliminary).

Notice of the institution of the Commission’s investigations and of a public conference
through written submissions 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 July 2, 2020 (85 FR 39933). In light of the
restrictions on access to the Commission building due to the COVID-19 pandemic, the
Commission conducted its conference through written questions, submissions of opening
remarks and written testimony, written responses to questions, and postconference briefs. All

persons who requested the opportunity were permitted to participate.



Views of the Commission

Based on the record in the preliminary phase of these investigations, we determine that
there is a reasonable indication that an industry in the United States is materially injured by
reason of imports of twist ties from China that are allegedly sold in the United States at less
than fair value and that are allegedly subsidized by the government of China.

. The Legal Standard for Preliminary Determinations

The legal standard for preliminary antidumping and countervailing duty determinations
requires the Commission to determine, based upon the information available at the time of the
preliminary determinations, whether there is a reasonable indication that a domestic industry is
materially injured or threatened with material injury, or that the establishment of an industry is
materially retarded, by reason of the allegedly unfairly traded imports.® In applying this
standard, the Commission weighs the evidence before it and determines whether “(1) the
record as a whole contains clear and convincing evidence that there is no material injury or
threat of such injury; and (2) no likelihood exists that contrary evidence will arise in a final
investigation.”?

1. Background

Bedford Industries, Inc. (“Bedford” or “Petitioner”), a U.S. producer of twist ties, filed

the petitions in these investigations on June 26, 2020. Counsel and a representative for

119 U.S.C. §§ 1671b(a), 1673b(a) (2000); see also American Lamb Co. v. United States, 785 F.2d
994, 1001-04 (Fed. Cir. 1986); Aristech Chem. Corp. v. United States, 20 CIT 353, 354-55 (1996). No party
argues that the establishment of an industry in the United States is materially retarded by the allegedly
unfairly traded imports.

2 American Lamb Co., 785 F.2d at 1001; see also Texas Crushed Stone Co. v. United States, 35
F.3d 1535, 1543 (Fed. Cir. 1994).



Petitioner submitted written testimony and a postconference brief.> 4 No respondent entities
were parties to these investigations or filed written submissions.>

U.S. industry data in the Commission’s report are based on the questionnaire responses
of two firms — Bedford and T and T Industries, Inc. (“T&T Industries”) — accounting for the vast
majority of U.S. production of twist ties in 2019.% Subject import volume is based on the
guantity of exports reported in the questionnaire response of one foreign producer in China,
Zhenjiang Hongda Commodity Co., Ltd. (“Hongda”), and subject import value is based on the
guantity of Hongda’s exports and the combined average unit values (“AUVs”) reported in
useable questionnaire responses from nine U.S. importers, who represented an estimated 21.1

percent of U.S. imports from China in 2019.7 All other U.S. import data are based on

3 See Opening Statement of Roy Goldberg, Esq. and Testimony of Jay Milbrandt, President,
Bedford Industries, Inc. (July 15, 2020) (“Bedford’s Written Testimony”), EDIS Doc. #714712; Preliminary
Investigation Brief of Petitioner Bedford Industries, Inc. (July 22, 2020) (“Bedford’s Postconference
Brief”), EDIS Doc. #715378.

% In light of the restrictions on access to the Commission building due to the COVID-19
pandemic, the Commission conducted its conference in these investigations through opening remarks,
written questions and responses, and submissions of written testimony, as well as post-conference
briefs as set forth in procedures provided to the parties.

® Counsel for U.S. importers Saveway Supplies Inc. (“Saveway”) and Schermerhorn Bros., Inc.
(“Schermerhorn”) filed an entry of appearance on July 9, 2020, which was later withdrawn on July 15,
2020, prior to the Commission’s conference. See Letter from Lizbeth R. Levinson, Esq. to Hon. Lisa R.
Barton, re: Entry of Appearance (July 9, 2020), EDIS Doc. #714286; Letter from Lizbeth R. Levinson, Esq.
to Hon. Lisa R. Barton, re: Withdrawal of Entry of Appearance (July 15, 2020), EDIS Doc. #714740. Both
*** and *** submitted responses to the Commission’s U.S. importer’s questionnaire.

6 Confidential Report, INV-SS-087 (Aug. 3, 2020) (as revised by memorandum, INV-SS-088 (Aug.
5, 2020)) (CR) and Public Report (PR) at IlI-1.

7 CR/PR at IV-1. We estimate the import coverage of importer questionnaire responses by
comparing the total value of imports as reported in importer questionnaire responses, $***, with
Petitioner’s estimated value of imports in 2019, $***. See CR/PR at IV-1 n.3, Table E-1; Bedford’s
Postconference Brief at Exhibit 3, Exhibit GEN-S5.

As discussed further below, we are unable to use official import statistics as a source for import
volume or value because twist ties are classified under HTS statistical reporting numbers that are basket
categories that include out-of-scope merchandise. Instead, we relied on Hongda's export quantities and
the combined AUVs from importer questionnaire responses to estimate import volume and value. See
CRatlIV-2n.4.



guestionnaire responses from the nine responding U.S. importers. Foreign industry data and
related information is based on the questionnaire response of Hongda, which estimates that it
accounts for *** percent of all twist tie production in China and approximately *** percent of
overall twist tie exports to the United States from China in 2019.2

1. Domestic Like Product

In determining whether there is a reasonable indication that an industry in the United
States is materially injured or threatened with material injury by reason of imports of the
subject merchandise, the Commission first defines the “domestic like product” and the
“industry.”® Section 771(4)(A) of the Tariff Act of 1930, as amended (“the Tariff Act”), defines
the relevant domestic industry as the “producers as a whole of a domestic like product, or
those producers whose collective output of a domestic like product constitutes a major
proportion of the total domestic production of the product.”!? In turn, the Tariff Act defines
“domestic like product” as “a product which is like, or in the absence of like, most similar in
characteristics and uses with, the article subject to an investigation.”!

By statute, the Commission’s “domestic like product” analysis begins with the “article
subject to an investigation,” i.e., the subject merchandise as determined by Commerce.?

Therefore, Commerce’s determination as to the scope of the imported merchandise that is

8 CR/PR at VII-3.

919 U.S.C. § 1677(4)(A).

1019 U.S.C. § 1677(4)(A).

1119 U.S.C. § 1677(10).

1219 U.S.C. § 1677(10). The Commission must accept Commerce’s determination as to the
scope of the imported merchandise that is subsidized and/or sold at less than fair value. See, e.g., USEC,
Inc. v. United States, 34 Fed. App’x 725, 730 (Fed. Cir. 2002) (“The ITC may not modify the class or kind
of imported merchandise examined by Commerce.”); Algoma Steel Corp. v. United States, 688 F. Supp.
639, 644 (Ct. Int’l Trade 1988), aff’d, 865 F.3d 240 (Fed. Cir.), cert. denied, 492 U.S. 919 (1989).
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subsidized and/or sold at less than fair value is “necessarily the starting point of the
Commission’s like product analysis.”** The Commission then defines the domestic like product
in light of the imported articles Commerce has identified.!* The decision regarding the
appropriate domestic like product(s) in an investigation is a factual determination, and the
Commission has applied the statutory standard of “like” or “most similar in characteristics and
uses” on a case-by-case basis.!> No single factor is dispositive, and the Commission may
consider other factors it deems relevant based on the facts of a particular investigation.® The

Commission looks for clear dividing lines among possible like products and disregards minor

13 Cleo Inc. v. United States, 501 F.3d 1291, 1298 (Fed. Cir. 2007); see also Hitachi Metals, Ltd. v.
United States, Case No. 19-1289, slip op. at 8-9 (Fed. Cir. Feb. 7, 2020) (the statute requires the
Commission to start with Commerce’s subject merchandise in reaching its own like product
determination).

14 Cleo, 501 F.3d at 1298 n.1 (“Commerce’s {scope} finding does not control the Commission’s
{like product} determination.”); Hosiden Corp. v. Advanced Display Mfrs., 85 F.3d 1561, 1568 (Fed. Cir.
1996) (the Commission may find a single like product corresponding to several different classes or kinds
defined by Commerce); Torrington, 747 F. Supp. at 748-52 (affirming the Commission’s determination
defining six like products in investigations where Commerce found five classes or kinds).

15 See, e.g., Cleo, 501 F.3d at 1299; NEC Corp. v. Department of Commerce, 36 F. Supp. 2d 380,
383 (Ct. Int’l Trade 1998); Nippon Steel Corp. v. United States, 19 CIT 450, 455 (1995); Torrington Co. v.
United States, 747 F. Supp. 744, 749 n.3 (Ct. Int’l Trade 1990), aff’d, 938 F.2d 1278 (Fed. Cir. 1991)
(“every like product determination ‘must be made on the particular record at issue’ and the ‘unique
facts of each case’). The Commission generally considers a number of factors including the following:
(1) physical characteristics and uses; (2) interchangeability; (3) channels of distribution; (4) customer and
producer perceptions of the products; (5) common manufacturing facilities, production processes, and
production employees; and, where appropriate, (6) price. See Nippon, 19 CIT at 455 n.4; Timken Co. v.
United States, 913 F. Supp. 580, 584 (Ct. Int’| Trade 1996).

16 See, e.g., S. Rep. No. 96-249 at 90-91 (1979).

6



variations.” The Commission may, where appropriate, include domestic articles in the
domestic like product in addition to those described in the scope.!®

A. Scope Definition

In its notices of initiation, Commerce defined the imported merchandise within the

scope of these investigations as:

...twist ties, which are thin, bendable ties for closing containers, such as bags,
bundle items, or identifying objects. A twist tie in most circumstances is
comprised of one or more metal wires encased in a covering material, which
allows the tie to retain its shape and bind against itself. However, it is possible to
make a twist tie with plastic and no metal wires. The metal wire that is generally
used in a twist tie is stainless or galvanized steel and typically measures between
the gauges of 19 (.0410” diameter) and 31 (.0132”) (American Standard Wire
Gauge). A twist tie usually has a width between .075” and 1” in the cross-
machine direction (width of the tie — measurement perpendicular with the wire);
a thickness between .015” and .045” over the wire; and a thickness between
.002” and .020” in areas without wire. The scope includes an all-plastic twist tie
containing a plastic core as well as a plastic covering (the wing) over the core,
just like paper and/or plastic in a metal tie. An all-plastic twist tie (without metal
wire) would be of the same measurements as a twist tie containing one or more
metal wires. Twist ties are commonly available individually in pre-cut lengths
(“singles”), wound in large spools to be cut later by machine or hand, or in
perforated sheets of spooled or single twist ties that are later slit by machine or
by hand (“gangs”).

The covering material of a twist tie may be paper (metallic or plain), or plastic,
and can be dyed in a variety of colors with or without printing. A twist tie may
have the same covering material on both sides or one side of paper and one side
of plastic. When comprised of two sides of paper, the paper material is bound

17 See, e.g., Nippon, 19 CIT at 455; Torrington, 747 F. Supp. at 748—49; see also S. Rep. No.
96-249 at 90-91 (Congress has indicated that the like product standard should not be interpreted in
“such a narrow fashion as to permit minor differences in physical characteristics or uses to lead to the
conclusion that the product and article are not ‘like’ each other, nor should the definition of ‘like
product’ be interpreted in such a fashion as to prevent consideration of an industry adversely affected
by the imports under consideration.”).

18 See, e.g., Pure Magnesium from China and Israel, Inv. Nos. 701-TA-403 and 731-TA-895-96
(Final), USITC Pub. 3467 at 8 n.34 (Nov. 2001); Torrington, 747 F. Supp. at 748-49 (holding that the
Commission is not legally required to limit the domestic like product to the product advocated by the
petitioner, co-extensive with the scope).



together with an adhesive or plastic. A twist tie may also have a tag or label
attached to it or a pre-applied adhesive attached to it.*°

Twist ties are thin, bendable fasteners used in a variety of applications and industries,
including for closing containers, such as plastic food bags, bread bags, dry cleaning bags, and
garbage bags.?? Twist ties are also used for coiling, bundling, or labeling products such as
vegetables or other produce, garden supplies, and electrical cables.?! Different sizes and
strengths are used for different applications, from a small closure for a bag of bread to a large,
heavy tie to hold unwieldy garden hoses in place.?? Twist ties are also used as nose wires in
facemasks.?3

B. Analysis

Based on the record, we define a single domestic like product coextensive with the

scope.?*

19 Twist ties are imported into the United States under Harmonized Tariff Schedule of the United
States (“HTSUS”) statistical reporting numbers 8309.90.0000 and 5609.00.3000. Subject merchandise
may also enter under HTSUS statistical reporting numbers 3920.51.5000, 3923.90.0080, 3926.90.9990
(modified as of July 1, 2020; in-scope merchandise likely in 3926.90.9985), 4811.59.6000, 4821.10.2000,
4821.10.4000, 4821.90.2000, 4821.90.4000, and 4823.90.8600 (subdivided as of July 1, 2020; in-scope
merchandise likely in 4823.90.8680). These HTSUS subheadings are provided for reference only. The
written description of the scope of the investigation is dispositive. See Twist Ties from the People’s
Republic of China: Initiation of Less-Than-Fair-Value Investigation, 85 Fed. Reg. 45161, 45165 (July 27,
2020); Twist Ties from the People’s Republic of China: Initiation of Countervailing Duty Investigation, 85
Fed. Reg. 45188, 45191 (July 27, 2020). These and other HTS numbers under which twist ties are
imported are listed in Appendix D of the Commission’s report, along with their tariff treatment as of July
1, 2020.

20 CR/PR at I-8.

2L CR/PR at I-8.

22 CR/PR at I-8.

23 CR/PR at II-5.

24 petitioner requests that the Commission define a single domestic like product, coextensive
with the scope of these investigations. Bedford’s Postconference Brief at 9.
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Physical Characteristics and Uses. Twist ties are generally composed of one or more
metal wires encased in a covering material, usually plastic or paper, which allows the twist tie
to retain its shape and bind against itself.?> Twist ties can also be made solely of plastic with a
plastic core and with no metal wires.?® A twist tie usually has a width between 0.075”” and 1”
and a thickness between 0.015”” and 0.045” over the wire and 0.002”” and 0.020” in areas
without the wire.?” Twist ties are commonly available individually in pre-cut lengths (“cut
ties”), wound in large spools to be cut later by a machine or hand (“spooled ties”), or in
perforated sheets of spooled or single twist ties that are later slit by machine or hand (“gang
ties”).2® A twist tie may also have a bib, label, or preapplied adhesive attached to it.?°
Petitioner argues that all twist ties manufactured in the United States share the same physical
characteristics, in that they generally consist of one or more metal wires encased by paper or
plastic.3° Petitioner also contends that twist ties all have the same end use, which is to close
and fasten commercial, agricultural, or industrial products.3!

Manufacturing Facilities, Production Processes, and Employees. Twist ties are generally
manufactured in two steps.3? The first step is a process that brings together wire, melted

plastic, and printed or non-printed paper into a “web” with multiple wires and paper or plastic,

25 CR/PR at I-8.

26 CR/PR at I-8. Metal-free twist ties are used in certain applications such as those that might
involve microwaving or going through metal detectors. /d. at n.27.

27 CR/PR at I-9.

28 CR/PR at I-9.

29 CR/PR at I-8. Petitioner manufactures and sells a wide range of twist tie products, including
cut ties, spooled ties, gang ties, and bib ties. See Petition at 4-5.

30 Bedford’s Postconference Brief at 10.

31 Bedford’s Postconference Brief at 10.

32 CR/PR at I-11.



which can be spooled ***.33 The equipment required for the first step is ***.34 The second
step is a finishing step where the master roll is converted into twist ties, such as cut ties, gang
ties, or spooled ties.3> A separate machine cuts the master roll into separate ties, perforates
attached sheets of twist ties, or spools up individual strands.?® A bib tie or label tie requires an
additional processing step of printing the customer’s specific labelling on the bib or label before
attaching it to the finished twist tie.3’

Petitioner argues that twist ties manufactured in the United States are all manufactured
using similar types of machines, processes, and employee involvement.® It claims that it uses
the same equipment to produce the full range of twist ties that it manufactures.3® According to
Petitioner, all of its manufacturing lines are capable of running all of its products, with only a
few minor tooling changes required to make the change between products.*® The tooling is
built to be interchangeable across lines and, *** 41

Channels of Distribution. U.S. producers sold mainly *** during the January 1, 2017 -
March 31, 2020 period of investigation (“POI”).4? Petitioner states that domestically

manufactured twist ties are all sold in the same or similar channels of distribution in the United

33 CR/PR at I-11.

34 CR/PR at I-11.

35 CR/PR at I-11.

3 CR/PR at I-11 to I-12.

37 CR/PR at I-12.

38 Bedford’s Postconference Brief at 11.

39 Bedford’s Postconference Brief at 11.

40 Bedford’s Postconference Brief at Exhibit 1, p. 6.

41 Bedford’s Postconference Brief at Exhibit 1, p. 6.

42 CR/PR at Table 1I-2. U.S. producers’ shipments to distributors ranged from *** percent to ***
percent of total U.S. shipments, to end users ranged from *** percent to *** percent, and to retailers
ranged from *** percent to *** percent throughout the POI. /d.
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States.*? It claims to sell twist ties to both wholesalers and retailers, and does so for the full
range of twist ties that it manufactures.**

Interchangeability. The evidence indicates that twist ties are generally interchangeable.
Petitioner contends that twist ties manufactured in the United States are interchangeable as,
for example, one could use a garbage bag twist tie to close a dry cleaning bag or a produce twist
tie to close a garbage bag.*

Producer and Customer Perceptions. The evidence indicates that consumer perceptions
can vary based on the materials used and function of the twist tie. For instance, paper twist
ties allow for printing, which is essential for produce ties, while plastic or metallic paper twist
ties withstand water better than uncoated paper versions.*

Price. There is a range of prices for twist ties, depending on the type and the size of the
twist tie.*” Petitioner argues that twist ties from the United States are priced like the

commodity products that they are, where there is a range of prices depending on how much

3 Bedford’s Postconference Brief at 10.

44 Bedford’s Postconference Brief at 10.

4 Bedford’s Postconference Brief at 10. Most U.S. producers and importers reported that U.S.
and Chinese, U.S. and nonsubject, and Chinese and nonsubject twist ties are always or frequently
interchangeable. CR/PR at Table II-8.

4 CR/PR at I-9.

47 CR/PR at Table V-8. Per-unit prices for Products 1 and 2, which are cut tie products, ranged
from $*** per 1,000 twist ties to $*** per 1,000 twist ties. /d. In comparison, per-unit prices for
Products 3 and 4, which are produce tie products, ranged from $*** per 1,000 twist ties to $*** per
1,000 twist ties. /d.

Per-unit prices for Product 1, which is a 4 cut tie, ranged from $*** per 1,000 twist ties to $***
per 1,000 twist ties. /d. In comparison, per-unit prices for Product 2, which is a 7" cut tie with all other
specifications the same as Product 1, ranged from $*** per 1,000 twist ties to $*** per 1,000 twist ties.
Id.

Per-unit prices for Product 3, which is an 8 produce tie, ranged from $*** per 1,000 twist ties
to $*** per 1,000 twist ties. /d. In comparison, per-unit prices for pricing product 4, which is a 10”
produce tie with all other specifications the same as Product 3, ranged from S$*** per 1,000 twist ties to
S*** per 1,000 twist ties. /d.
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metal is used and whether the tie is larger or whether there is printing involved, but there are
no dramatic differences in pricing for the range of twist ties that it produces.*®

Conclusion. Based on the record in the preliminary phase of these investigations, we
define a single domestic like product that is coextensive with the scope of these investigations.
All twist tie products share similar physical characteristics and end uses, are manufactured in
the United States using similar types of machines and manufacturing processes, are generally
interchangeable, and share similar channels of distribution. While consumers perceive some
differences in twist tie products and there are a range of prices based on the materials used,
function, and size of the product, there do not appear to be clear dividing lines between any of
the domestically produced twist tie products. Therefore, we define a single domestic like
product coextensive with the scope of these investigations, consisting of all domestically
produced twist tie products.*

Iv. Domestic Industry

The domestic industry is defined as the domestic “producers as a whole of a domestic
like product, or those producers whose collective output of a domestic like product constitutes
a major proportion of the total domestic production of the product.”>° In defining the domestic

industry, the Commission’s general practice has been to include in the industry producers of all

“8 Bedford’s Postconference Brief at 11-12.

9 In any final phase of these investigations, if any party intends to argue that the Commission
should adopt an alternative domestic like product definition(s), it should provide specific information in
its comments on the Commission’s draft questionnaires to allow the Commission to seek appropriate
information and data for its analysis. See 19 C.F.R. § 207.63(b).

19 U.S.C. § 1677(4)(A).
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domestic production of the like product, whether toll-produced, captively consumed, or sold in
the domestic merchant market.

We must determine whether any producer of the domestic like product should be
excluded from the domestic industry pursuant to Section 771(4)(B) of the Tariff Act. This
provision allows the Commission, if appropriate circumstances exist, to exclude from the
domestic industry producers that are related to an exporter or importer of subject merchandise
or which are themselves importers.> Exclusion of such a producer is within the Commission’s
discretion based upon the facts presented in each investigation.>?

The record in this preliminary phase indicates that there are two domestic producers of
twist ties accounting for the vast majority of U.S. production of twist ties: Bedford and T&T

Industries.>®> Domestic producer *** is subject to possible exclusion from the domestic industry

51 See Torrington Co. v. United States, 790 F. Supp. 1161, 1168 (Ct. Int’| Trade 1992), aff’d
without opinion, 991 F.2d 809 (Fed. Cir. 1993); Sandvik AB v. United States, 721 F. Supp. 1322, 1331-32
(Ct. Int’l Trade 1989), aff’'d mem., 904 F.2d 46 (Fed. Cir. 1990); Empire Plow Co. v. United States, 675 F.
Supp. 1348, 1352 (Ct. Int’l Trade 1987).

52 The primary factors the Commission has examined in deciding whether appropriate
circumstances exist to exclude a related party include the following:

(1) the percentage of domestic production attributable to the importing producer;

(2) the reason the U.S. producer has decided to import the product subject to investigation
(whether the firm benefits from the LTFV sales or subsidies or whether the firm must import in order to
enable it to continue production and compete in the U.S. market);

(3) whether inclusion or exclusion of the related party will skew the data for the rest of the
industry;

(4) the ratio of import shipments to U.S. production for the imported product; and

(5) whether the primary interest of the importing producer lies in domestic production or
importation. Changzhou Trina Solar Energy Co. v. U.S. Int’| Trade Comm’n, 100 F. Supp.3d 1314, 1326-31
(Ct. Int’l. Trade 2015); see also Torrington Co. v. United States, 790 F. Supp. at 1168.

53 CR/PR at llI-1. The petition lists two additional U.S. producers of twist ties, Hanscom, Inc.
(“Hanscom”) and Package Containers, Inc. (“PCI”). Petition at Exhibit 5. The Commission forwarded a
domestic producer questionnaire to PCI, but did not receive any response. See CR at llI-1. Petitioner
indicated that it reached out to *** several times in the past twelve months, but was not able to
ascertain the status of *** production operations in the United States. Bedford’s Postconference Brief
at Exhibit 3, p. 8. It estimates that, if *** remains in business, *** U.S. market share is less than one
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under the related party provision in the preliminary phase of these investigations because it
imported subject merchandise during the January 1, 2017 — March 31, 2020 POI.>% ***
accounted for *** to *** percent of total domestic production throughout the POI.>> It
imported *** twist ties from China in 2017 (the equivalent of *** percent of its domestic
production), *** twist ties from China in 2018 (the equivalent of *** percent of its domestic
production), and *** twist ties from China in 2019 (the equivalent of *** percent of its
domestic production).>® *** stated that it imported twist ties because ***,57 *** gperating
income to net sales ratio, at *** percent in 2019, was lower than the industry average of ***
percent.>®

Given that *** domestic production far exceeded its volume of subject imports
throughout the POI, and its volume of subject imports declined during the POI, the data
indicate that *** principal interest lies in domestic production rather than importation. There
is no indication that its domestic production operations benefitted from its limited quantity of
imports of subject merchandise. Accordingly, we find that appropriate circumstances do not

exist to exclude *** from the domestic industry.

percent. Id. Petitioner believes that *** manufactured twist ties in the United States several years ago,
and that *** resells bags imported from China. Id. It believes that *** has about $*** in annual
revenues and that twist ties account for approximately 25 percent of its business. Id. Petitioner
estimates that *** U.S. market share is about five percent or less. Id.

54 CR/PR at lll-6. Petitioner requests that the Commission define a single domestic industry
consisting of all domestic producers of twist ties. Bedford’s Postconference Brief at 12.

> CR/PR at Table IlI-3.

6 CR/PR at Table llI-7. *** did not report importing any twist ties during January 1, 2019 —
March 31, 2019 (“interim 2019”) and January 1, 2020 — March 31, 2020 (“interim 2020”). Id.

57 See CR/PR at Table IlI-7.

8 CR/PR at Table VI-3.
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We consequently define the domestic industry to include all domestic producers of twist
ties within the scope definition. On the current record, this encompasses Bedford and T&T
Industries.

V. Negligible Imports

Pursuant to Section 771(24) of the Tariff Act, imports from a subject country of
merchandise corresponding to a domestic like product that account for less than 3 percent of
all such merchandise imported into the United States during the most recent 12 months for
which data are available preceding the filing of the petition shall be deemed negligible.>®

Based on data submitted in response to the Commission’s U.S. importer’s questionnaire,
subject imports from China accounted for *** percent of total U.S. imports of twist ties in the
12-month period (June 1, 2019 — May 31, 2020) preceding the filing of the petitions.®® Thus, we
find that subject imports from China are not negligible.

VI. Reasonable Indication of Material Injury by Reason of Subject Imports
A. Legal Standard

In the preliminary phase of antidumping and countervailing duty investigations, the
Commission determines whether there is a reasonable indication that an industry in the United

States is materially injured or threatened with material injury by reason of the imports under

5919 U.S.C. §§ 1671b(a), 1673b(a), 1677(24)(A)(i), 1677(24)(B); see also 15 C.F.R. § 2013.1
(developing countries for purposes of 19 U.S.C. § 1677(36)).

80 CR/PR at Table IV-3. Only one U.S. importer, ***, reported importing twist ties from a source
other than China during the 12-month period preceding the filing of the petitions; it reported importing
*E* twist ties from ***, *** U.S. Importer’s Questionnaire Response at II-3b, II-6a. Petitioner contends
that there is no other country that exports twist ties to the United States with any volume approaching
that of China. Bedford’s Postconference Brief at Exhibit 1, p. 14. It claims that there is a small volume
exported from the Netherlands and possibly from Mexico, but it has not identified any imports of twist
ties from Mexico. /d.
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investigation.®! In making this determination, the Commission must consider the volume of
subject imports, their effect on prices for the domestic like product, and their impact on
domestic producers of the domestic like product, but only in the context of U.S. production
operations.®? The statute defines “material injury” as “harm which is not inconsequential,
immaterial, or unimportant.”®? In assessing whether there is a reasonable indication that the
domestic industry is materially injured by reason of subject imports, we consider all relevant
economic factors that bear on the state of the industry in the United States.®* No single factor
is dispositive, and all relevant factors are considered “within the context of the business cycle
and conditions of competition that are distinctive to the affected industry.”®°

Although the statute requires the Commission to determine whether there is a
reasonable indication that the domestic industry is “materially injured or threatened with
material injury by reason of” unfairly traded imports,®® it does not define the phrase “by reason
of,” indicating that this aspect of the injury analysis is left to the Commission’s reasonable
exercise of its discretion.®’ In identifying a causal link, if any, between subject imports and
material injury to the domestic industry, the Commission examines the facts of record that

relate to the significance of the volume and price effects of the subject imports and any impact

6119 U.S.C. §§ 1671b(a), 1673b(a).

6219 U.S.C. § 1677(7)(B). The Commission “may consider such other economic factors as are
relevant to the determination” but shall “identify each {such} factor ... and explain in full its relevance to
the determination.” 19 U.S.C. § 1677(7)(B).

6319 U.S.C. § 1677(7)(A).

6419 U.S.C. § 1677(7)(C)(iii).

6519 U.S.C. § 1677(7)(C)(iii).

19 U.S.C. §§ 1671b(a), 1673b(a).

7 Angus Chemical Co. v. United States, 140 F.3d 1478, 1484-85 (Fed. Cir. 1998) (“{T}he statute
does not ‘compel the commissioners’ to employ {a particular methodology}.”), aff'g, 944 F. Supp. 943,
951 (Ct. Int’l Trade 1996).
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of those imports on the condition of the domestic industry. This evaluation under the “by
reason of” standard must ensure that subject imports are more than a minimal or tangential
cause of injury and that there is a sufficient causal, not merely a temporal, nexus between
subject imports and material injury.®®

In many investigations, there are other economic factors at work, some or all of which
may also be having adverse effects on the domestic industry. Such economic factors might
include nonsubject imports; changes in technology, demand, or consumer tastes; competition
among domestic producers; or management decisions by domestic producers. The legislative
history explains that the Commission must examine factors other than subject imports to
ensure that it is not attributing injury from other factors to the subject imports, thereby
inflating an otherwise tangential cause of injury into one that satisfies the statutory material

injury threshold.®® In performing its examination, however, the Commission need not isolate

8 The Federal Circuit, in addressing the causation standard of the statute, observed that “{a}s
long as its effects are not merely incidental, tangential, or trivial, the foreign product sold at less than
fair value meets the causation requirement.” Nippon Steel Corp. v. U.S. Int’l Trade Comm’n, 345 F.3d
1379, 1384 (Fed. Cir. 2003). This was further ratified in Mittal Steel Point Lisas Ltd. v. United States, 542
F.3d 867, 873 (Fed. Cir. 2008), where the Federal Circuit, quoting Gerald Metals, Inc. v. United States,
132 F.3d 716, 722 (Fed. Cir. 1997), stated that “this court requires evidence in the record ‘to show that
the harm occurred “by reason of” the LTFV imports, not by reason of a minimal or tangential
contribution to material harm caused by LTFV goods.”” See also Nippon Steel Corp. v. United States, 458
F.3d 1345, 1357 (Fed. Cir. 2006); Taiwan Semiconductor Industry Ass’n v. U.S. Int’l Trade Comm’n, 266
F.3d 1339, 1345 (Fed. Cir. 2001).

9 SAA at 851-52 (“{Tthe Commission must examine other factors to ensure that it is not
attributing injury from other sources to the subject imports.”); S. Rep. 96-249 at 75 (1979) (the
Commission “will consider information which indicates that harm is caused by factors other than less-
than-fair-value imports.”); H.R. Rep. 96-317 at 47 (1979) (“in examining the overall injury being
experienced by a domestic industry, the ITC will take into account evidence presented to it which
demonstrates that the harm attributed by the petitioner to the subsidized or dumped imports is
attributable to such other factors;” those factors include “the volume and prices of nonsubsidized
imports or imports sold at fair value, contraction in demand or changes in patterns of consumption,
trade restrictive practices of and competition between the foreign and domestic producers,
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the injury caused by other factors from injury caused by unfairly traded imports.”® Nor does the

IlI

“by reason of” standard require that unfairly traded imports be the “principal” cause of injury
or contemplate that injury from unfairly traded imports be weighed against other factors, such
as nonsubject imports, which may be contributing to overall injury to an industry.”? It is clear
that the existence of injury caused by other factors does not compel a negative
determination.”?

Assessment of whether material injury to the domestic industry is “by reason of” subject
imports “does not require the Commission to address the causation issue in any particular way”

as long as “the injury to the domestic industry can reasonably be attributed to the subject

imports.””3 The Commission ensures that it has “evidence in the record” to “show that the

developments in technology and the export performance and productivity of the domestic industry”);
accord Mittal Steel, 542 F.3d at 877.

0 SAA at 851-52 (“{Tthe Commission need not isolate the injury caused by other factors from
injury caused by unfair imports.”); Taiwan Semiconductor Industry Ass’n, 266 F.3d at 1345 (“{T}he
Commission need not isolate the injury caused by other factors from injury caused by unfair imports ... .
Rather, the Commission must examine other factors to ensure that it is not attributing injury from other
sources to the subject imports.” (emphasis in original)); Asociacion de Productores de Salmon y Trucha
de Chile AG v. United States, 180 F. Supp. 2d 1360, 1375 (Ct. Int’l Trade 2002) (“{t}he Commission is not
required to isolate the effects of subject imports from other factors contributing to injury” or make
“bright-line distinctions” between the effects of subject imports and other causes.); see also Softwood
Lumber from Canada, Inv. Nos. 701-TA-414 and 731-TA-928 (Remand), USITC Pub. 3658 at 100-01 (Dec.
2003) (Commission recognized that “{i}f an alleged other factor is found not to have or threaten to have
injurious effects to the domestic industry, i.e., it is not an ‘other causal factor,’ then there is nothing to
further examine regarding attribution to injury”), citing Gerald Metals, 132 F.3d at 722 (the statute
“does not suggest that an importer of LTFV goods can escape countervailing duties by finding some
tangential or minor cause unrelated to the LTFV goods that contributed to the harmful effects on
domestic market prices.”).

1S, Rep. 96-249 at 74-75; H.R. Rep. 96-317 at 47.

2 See Nippon Steel Corp., 345 F.3d at 1381 (“an affirmative material-injury determination under
the statute requires no more than a substantial-factor showing. That is, the ‘dumping’ need not be the
sole or principal cause of injury.”).

3 Mittal Steel, 542 F.3d at 876 & 78; see also id. at 873 (“While the Commission may not enter
an affirmative determination unless it finds that a domestic industry is materially injured ‘by reason of’
subject imports, the Commission is not required to follow a single methodology for making that
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harm occurred ‘by reason of’ the LTFV imports,” and that it is “not attributing injury from other
sources to the subject imports.”’* The Federal Circuit has examined and affirmed various
Commission methodologies and has disavowed “rigid adherence to a specific formula.””>

The question of whether the material injury threshold for subject imports is satisfied
notwithstanding any injury from other factors is factual, subject to review under the substantial
evidence standard.”® Congress has delegated this factual finding to the Commission because of
the agency’s institutional expertise in resolving injury issues.””

B. Data Issues

There are a number of data issues in the preliminary phase of these investigations,
including the appropriate method to ascertain the most accurate import data’® and the
appropriate unit of measure for collecting data on twist ties (e.g., weight (pounds), length

(feet), or units (twist ties)).

determination ... {and has} broad discretion with respect to its choice of methodology.”) citing United
States Steel Group v. United States, 96 F.3d 1352, 1362 (Fed. Cir. 1996) and S. Rep. 96-249 at 75. Inits
decision in Swiff-Train v. United States, 793 F.3d 1355 (Fed. Cir. 2015), the Federal Circuit affirmed the
Commission’s causation analysis as comporting with the Court’s guidance in Mittal.

74 Mittal Steel, 542 F.3d at 873 (quoting from Gerald Metals, 132 F.3d at 722), 877-79. We note
that one relevant “other factor” may involve the presence of significant volumes of price-competitive
nonsubject imports in the U.S. market, particularly when a commodity product is at issue. In
appropriate cases, the Commission collects information regarding nonsubject imports and producers in
nonsubject countries in order to conduct its analysis.

7> Nucor Corp. v. United States, 414 F.3d 1331, 1336, 1341 (Fed. Cir. 2005); see also Mittal Steel,
542 F.3d at 879 (“Bratsk did not read into the antidumping statute a Procrustean formula for
determining whether a domestic injury was ‘by reason’ of subject imports.”).

76 We provide in our discussion below a full analysis of other factors alleged to have caused any
material injury experienced by the domestic industry.

7 Mittal Steel, 542 F.3d at 873; Nippon Steel Corp., 458 F.3d at 1350, citing U.S. Steel Group, 96
F.3d at 1357; S. Rep. 96-249 at 75 (“The determination of the ITC with respect to causation is ... complex
and difficult, and is a matter for the judgment of the ITC.”).

8 CR/PR at IV-2 n.4.
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Petitioner reported that twist tie imports entered under numerous Harmonized Tariff
Schedule (“HTS”) statistical reporting numbers, but that the “primary” HTS numbers were
8309.90.0000 and 5609.00.3000.”° However, both of these HTS numbers are basket categories
that appear to include significant quantities of out-of-scope merchandise; import volume as
reported by importer questionnaire responses was equivalent to approximately 1.2 percent of
total imports under those two HTS numbers.2% Thus, we do not rely on official import statistics
to measure imports of twist ties.

Petitioner provided estimates of the total U.S. market by value as $*** in 2017, $*** in
2018, and S*** in 2019, with the value of subject imports estimated at $*** in 2017, $*** in
2018, and $*** in 2019.8! The Commission received questionnaire responses from most of the
importers identified in the petition.8? Importer questionnaire responses placed subject import
volume at *** twist ties in 2017, *** twist ties in 2018, and *** twist ties in 2019, with subject
import values at $*** in 2017, $*** in 2018, and $*** in 2019.83 Thus, the overall subject
import values obtained from importer questionnaire responses are *** than Petitioner’s

estimates.?*

79 See Petition at 11-12; Bedford’s Postconference Brief at 28.

80 See Questionnaire Importer Coverage 2019 Worksheet, EDIS Doc. #715973.

81 Bedford’s Postconference Brief at Exhibit 3, Exhibit GEN-S5; see also Petition at 7-8, Exhibit 13
(estimates based on ***),

82 Compare Petition at Exhibit 7 with CR/PR at Table IV-1.

83 CR/PR at Table E-1.

8 Compare CR/PR at Table E-1 with Petitioner’s subject import value estimates described above.
Specifically, whereas the importer questionnaire responses placed subject import values at $*** in
2017, $*** in 2018, and $*** in 2019, Petitioner estimates subject import value at $*** in 2017, $*** in
2018, and $*** in 2019. Petitioner’s Postconference Brief at Exhibit 3, Exhibit GEN-S5.
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The record includes only one foreign producer questionnaire response, from Hongda;
this foreign producer was cited several times in the petition.®> Hongda estimates that it
accounted for approximately *** percent of all twist tie exports to the United States from China
and approximately *** percent of overall production of twist ties in China in 2019.%° Hongda
reported in its foreign producer questionnaire response that its subject exports from China to
the United States were *** twist ties in 2017, *** twist ties in 2018, and *** ties in 2019; thus,
its reported exports each year were *** the number of twist ties reported by responding
importers.®’

Due to the limitations of the available data sources, we constructed the value of subject
imports by applying the AUVs from the importer questionnaire responses to Hongda’s export
quantities, and combined this with total U.S. shipments by value reported by domestic
producers to calculate estimated apparent U.S. consumption by value for each full year of the
POI. This methodology resulted in apparent U.S. consumption (by value) data very close to the
total U.S. market value estimates of Petitioner.® In light of the foregoing, for the purposes of
these preliminary determinations, we use Hongda’s export quantities and the AUVs from
importer questionnaire responses to estimate subject import volume and value as the best
information available on this record. In any final phase of these investigations, we intend to

further examine the best methodology for measuring import volumes and value. As part of

85 See Petition at 14, 17, 29, and Exhibit 10.

8 CR/PR at VII-3.

87 Compare Hongda’s Foreign Producers’ Questionnaire Response at |I-8 with importer
questionnaire responses’ subject import volume described above. Hongda’s foreign producer
guestionnaire response did not include values for its reported exports.

8 Compare CR/PR at Table IV-5 (apparent U.S. consumption by value of $*** million in 2017,
S***in 2018, $*** in 2019) with Petitioner’s total U.S. market estimates described above.
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that effort, we invite parties, in their comments on the draft questionnaires, to offer any
suggestions to improve import coverage, including identifying any importers or foreign
exporters of twist ties missing from the data collection in the preliminary phase of these
investigations.

Additionally, for purposes of these preliminary determinations, we used units (twist ties)
as our unit of measure for quantity. However, for any final phase of these investigations, we
intend to further consider the appropriate unit of measure for collecting data on twist ties (e.g.,
weight (pounds), length (feet), or units (twist ties)). We also invite parties, in their comments
on the Commission’s draft questionnaires for any final phase of these investigations, to provide
comments on the most appropriate unit of measure.

C. Conditions of Competition and the Business Cycle

The following conditions of competition inform our analysis of whether there is a
reasonable indication of material injury by reason of subject imports.

1. Demand Conditions

U.S. demand for twist ties depends on the demand for products that use twist ties in
their packaging or downstream products.?° Reported end uses include packaging ties for
bundles of produce and bakery items, bundling ties for computer and TV cords, closing ties for
dry cleaning and garbage bags, and nose wires for facemasks.®® Twist ties account for a small

share of the cost of the end-use products in which they are used.®?

8 CR/PR at II-5.

% CR/PR at II-5.

91 CR/PR at II-5. For end uses such as packaging for products and produce, cost shares ranged
from 1 to 6 percent of total cost. /d.
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Most market participants reported no change in U.S. demand for twist ties since January
1, 2017.%? Apparent U.S. consumption of twist ties decreased from *** twist ties in 2017 to ***
twist ties in 2018 and to *** twist ties in 2019.%3

2. Supply Conditions

During the POI, the domestic industry was the largest source of supply in the U.S.
market. Its share of apparent U.S. consumption was *** percent in 2017, *** percent in 2018,
and *** percent in 2019.%

Subject imports were the second largest source of supply in the U.S. market. Subject
imports’ share of apparent U.S. consumption was *** percent in 2017, *** percent in 2018, and

*** percent in 2019.%°

92 CR/PR at Table II-5. Petitioner claims that there was an increase in demand for twist ties used
as the nose wire in facemasks in the second quarter of 2020 in response to the COVID-19 pandemic. It
claims this increase will likely only be temporary as production of facemasks is moved back overseas and
U.S. manufacturers switch back to products that they traditionally manufacture. See Bedford'’s
Postconference Brief at 27-28, Exhibit 1, p. 9. U.S. importer *** reported that twist ties for produce
packaging are slowly being replaced with other packaging solutions that allow for greater traceability
and that demand has shifted towards more recyclable solutions. See *** U.S. Importer’s Questionnaire
Response at IlI-14. In any final phase of these investigations, we intend to further examine demand
trends for the different end uses of twist ties, including the impact of COVID-19 on the demand for twist
ties used as nose wires in facemasks, as well as demand trends for produce packaging.

% CR/PR at Table IV-5. Apparent U.S. consumption was lower in interim 2020, at *** twist ties,
than in interim 2019, at *** twist ties. /d.

9 CR/PR at Table IV-5. The domestic industry’s share of apparent U.S. consumption was higher
in interim 2020, at *** percent, than in interim 2019, at *** percent. /d. Petitioner reported that it ***,
CR/PR at Table 1l1-2.

% CR/PR at Table IV-5. Subject imports’ share of apparent U.S. consumption was lower in
interim 2020, at *** percent, than in interim 2019, at *** percent. I/d. Foreign producer Hongda
reported that the decrease in its exports to the United States in 2019 was due to ***. CR/PR at VII-4,
n.6. Hongda also reported that its lower exports to the United States in interim 2020 resulted from ***,
CR/PR at VII-4 n.7. Petitioner alleges that Hongda and other Chinese manufacturers have gained
business in the U.S. facemask nose wire market, and that imports of Chinese twist ties for facemask
production in the United States are being reported under HTS numbers different than those normally
used for twist ties. Bedford’s Postconference Brief at 28, Exhibit 1, p. 9.
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Nonsubject imports were the smallest source of supply to the U.S. market. Nonsubject
imports were not present in the market in 2017 or 2018, and their share of apparent U.S.
consumption was *** percent in 2019 and *** percent in 2020.%® Only one responding U.S.
importer reported importing nonsubject imports during the POI; these imports were from
***.97

3. Substitutability and Other Conditions

The current record indicates that there is a moderate-to-high degree of substitutability
between domestically produced twist ties and subject imports. The degree of substitutability
depends on such factors as relative price, quality, conditions of sale (such as lead times
between order and delivery dates), reliability of supply, and product services.®® Both
responding U.S. producers and most importers reported that domestically produced twist ties
and subject imports are always or frequently interchangeable.®® Two importers reported that
domestically produced twist ties and subject imports are only sometimes interchangeable and

cited tolerances and customer specifications as factors that limit interchangeability.'®® U.S.

% CR/PR at Table IV-5.

9 CR/PR at IV-3 n.7. Petitioner claims that nonsubject imports may have been sourced from the
Netherlands, Japan, and Mexico, but estimates each source country to have accounted for a share of 1
percent or less of apparent U.S. consumption. Bedford’s Postconference Brief at Exhibit 1, p. 20.

% CR/PR at II-6 to II-7.

9 CR/PR at Table II-7. Four of the six responding importers reported that the domestic like
product and subject imports were always or frequently interchangeable. Id.

100 CR/PR at II-8.
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importer *** reported that the interchangeability of a twist tie is determined by quality control
rather than country-of-origin.1%!

Price is an important factor in purchasing decisions. Purchasers responding to the
Commission’s lost sales/lost revenue survey identified price, along with quality, customer
service, lead/delivery time, food safety, packaging, and source, as the main factors affecting
their purchasing decisions for twist ties.}®> When asked to report the top three factors
considered in their purchasing decisions, responding purchasers most frequently cited price (4
firms), followed by quality (3 firms), customer service (2 firms), and lead time/delivery time (2
firms).1%3 When asked how often differences other than price were significant in the sales of
domestically produced twist ties and subject imports, U.S. producers and importers gave mixed

responses.’® Both responding U.S. producers indicated that differences other than price were

frequently or sometimes significant, while two responding importers indicated that differences

101 x*% |J S, Importer’s Questionnaire Responses at 111-20.

102 CR/PR at II-7.

103 CR/PR at Table 1I-6. Quality was the most frequently cited first-most important factor (2
firms), followed by price/cost (1 firm) and customer service (1 firm). Id. Price was the most frequently
cited second-most important factor (2 firms), followed by quality (1 firm) and customer service (1 firm).
Id. Lead time/delivery time was the most frequently cited third-most important factor (2 firms),
followed by price/cost (1 firm). /d.

104 See CR/PR at 11-9.
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other than price were always significant, two indicated that they were frequently significant,
and two indicated that they were sometimes significant.1%

Twist ties are generally produced from stainless steel or galvanized steel wire, paper,
and/or plastic.1°®¢ Raw materials as a share of the domestic industry’s cost of goods sold
(“COGS”) decreased from *** percent in 2017 to *** percent in 2018 and *** percent in
2019.1%7 Both responding U.S. producers reported that raw material prices had increased since
2017.1%8 |n addition, both responding U.S. producers reported that the imposition of Section
232 tariffs on steel imports *** 100 Three of the five responding importers reported that the
Section 232 tariffs led to an increase in raw material costs, while two indicated no change in

raw material costs.'® Two responding importers indicated that there was a corresponding

105 CR/PR at Table 1I-8. Petitioner contends that the main determinant in the decision-making
process for U.S. purchasers of twist ties is price, but concedes that its customers also make their
purchasing decisions based on quality, customer service, lead times, and responsiveness to
documentation requests. See Bedford’s Postconference Brief at 19, Exhibit 1, p. 11.

Importers *** and *** both concede that price is an important factor but cite other factors as
important as well, such as product quality, printing capability, lead time, continuity of supply, product
availability and offerings, customer service, ability to service smaller orders, and level of trust between
supplier and purchaser. See *** U.S. Importer’s Questionnaire Response at I1I-16 and 11-21; *** U.S.
Importer’s Questionnaire Response at 11I-21. While we find that price is an important factor in
