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in the proprietary version of its case
brief. The following are some of the
non-proprietary points that the
petitioner raises: (1) The owner of IRCA
is also president and director to a sister
company of IRCT; and (2) the ESP
response was filed on behalf of IRCT by,
and the entire response was certified
only by, IRCT’s counsel.

DOC Position

We determined that the information
on the record, as verified by the
Department, does not satisfy the criteria
set forth in section 771(13) of the Act for
recognizing the U.S. sales as ESP
transactions. An analysis of the
individual criteria considered requires
reference to proprietary information and
is discussed in the proprietary version
of the concurrence memorandum, dated
May 1, 1995. Because we found that
IRCA does not act as IRCT’s principal or
agent, under 771(13), at least one of the
parties would have to own or control an
interest in the other, or some other
person or persons would have to own or
control sufficient interest in both, for
the Department to determine USP on the
basis of ESP data (see Small Business
Telephone Systems from Korea, 54 FR
53141 (1989) and/or Certain Forged
Steel Crankshafts from Japan, 52 FR
36984 (1987)). The Department
confirmed at verification that there was
no ownership or controlling interest
between IRCT and IRCA, and no
common ownership or controlling
interest by a third party. Therefore, we
have based the USP on purchase price.

Comment 3: Indirect Selling Expenses

The petitioner argues that, because
the respondent failed to provide the
Department with information
concerning additional indirect selling
expenses and storage charges incurred
in the United States, the Department
should use BIA to determine the
indirect selling expenses for the POI. As
BIA, the petitioner requests that the
Department rely on information in the
petition.

The respondent asserts that it did not
understate any selling expenses
incurred in the importation, storage, or
sale of furfuryl alcohol. The respondent
argues that the Department verified both
IRCT and IRCA with respect to these
expenses. Therefore, in the event the
Department makes its final
determination based on ESP, the
respondent argues that the Department
should calculate U.S. indirect selling
expenses on the information provided.
The respondent further states that many
of the indirect selling expenses that the
petitioner referenced simply do not
exist.

DOC Position

Based on the Department’s decision to
use the purchase price methodology,
this issue has been rendered moot.

Comment 4: Interest Rate

The petitioner argues that the
Department should use the appropriate
interest rate from IRCA’s response in
computing any credit expenses and
inventory carrying cost. The petitioner’s
argument is fully discussed in the
proprietary version of its March 29,
1995 case brief.

The respondent states that it is not
related to IRCA. However, should the
Department base its determination on
ESP sales, the respondent argues that
the Department should not use IRCA’s
interest rate. The respondent’s argument
is fully discussed in the proprietary
version of its case brief.

DOC Position

The use of the importers’s interest rate
in the calculation of credit expense and
inventory carrying cost for U.S. sales is
not at issue because the calculation of
USP is based on the purchase price
methodology. Therefore, the interest
rate used to calculate both expenses for
U.S. sales is based on IRCT’s short-term
borrowing experience. Because the U.S.
sales are made in U.S. dollars, the
interest rate used to calculate the credit
expense and inventory carrying cost is
the rate that IRCT incurs for its U.S.
dollar denominated short-term
borrowing for the POI (see Final
Determination of Sales at Less than Fair
Value: Disposable Pocket Lighters from
Thailand, 51 FR 14270, 14265 (March
16, 1995)).

Comment 5: Technical Service

IRCT contends that home market
“outside” technical service expenses are
directly related to specific sales, and are
properly deductible as direct selling
expenses.

DOC Position

This issue is moot because the
expenses were incurred on sales which
are not included in our final
calculations, having occurred at a level
of trade different than that of the U.S.
sales.

Comment 6: Home Market Sale Outside
the Ordinary Course of Trade

In its original sales listing, IRCT
categorized one home market sale as
outside of the ordinary course of trade.
IRCT states that the sale was
inadvertently reported as a normal sale
in the revised sales listing. IRCT states
that this sale was (1) a single isolated
trial sale for a different application, (2)

of a quantity far smaller than the
standard quantity sold for all other
home market sales, and (3) at a price
substantially higher than that charged to
IRCT’s regular customers.

DOC Position

We agree with the respondent.
Section 771(15) of the Act defines
“ordinary course of trade” as those
conditions and practices which are
“normal in the trade under
consideration.” The documents for this
sale were verified and the sale was
found to be an isolated, non-recurring
sale, and at a quantity inconsistent with
the standard quantity shipped.
Therefore, because the sale was not
normal in the trade under consideration,
we found it to be made outside the
ordinary course of trade under section
771(15) of the Act. Accordingly, we
have not included it in our margin
analysis.

Comment 7: Allocation of Indirect
Selling Expenses

IRCT argues that the Department
should use the revised allocation
percentages for unassigned indirect
selling expenses (e.qg., office rental,
phone, etc.) that were presented during
verification because these percentages
more accurately reflect the actual time
spent by the sales personnel.

The petitioner contends that this
revised allocation constitutes a
submission of untimely, unsupported
data in the middle of verification and,
therefore, should not be relied upon by
the Department.

DOC Position

Based on the fact that neither IRCT’s
original allocation nor its revised
allocation of indirect selling expenses
was supported by documentation,
neither was used in our final
determination. Instead, the Department
allocated these expenses based on the
quantity of furfuryl alcohol sold in the
domestic and export markets. Given the
lack of information, this was the most
reasonable allocation methodology
available (see concurrence
memorandum dated, May 1, 1995).

Comment 8: Corn Cob Costs

The petitioner asserts that the cost of
corn cobs, a primary direct material of
furfuryl and furfuryl alcohol, should be
calculated based on the respondent’s
actual corn cob expenses incurred
during the POI, rather than on the
annual weighted-average methodology
submitted by IRCT. Further, the
petitioner argues for the use of actual
expenses because the respondent’s corn
cob prices vary according to competitive



