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any home market sale prices should be
excluded as unrepresentative. Wieland
has not argued or demonstrated that
some of its home market sales are
outside the ordinary course of trade or
are, for some other reason, inappropriate
as the basis of FMV.

While Wieland has alleged that there
is a danger that price differences for
identical merchandise comparisons
might result from changes in commodity
prices of components, it has not
demonstrated that such price
fluctuations should affect the model-
match methodology.

In the statutory definition of such or
similar merchandise (section 771(16) of
the Act) there is a clear preference for
matching U.S. sales to home market
merchandise which is composed of the
same materials, before resorting to
comparisons to less similar
merchandise. Our approach reflects this
preference; the respondent’s approach
would ignore it. We are not permitted to
ignore contemporaneous sales of
identical merchandise. Wieland’s
suggested approach simply does not
conform to the requirements of the
antidumping law and regulations.

The risk of price differences caused
by changes in the prices of commodities
used as components is not unique to
this proceeding but is inherent in price
comparisons in many industries. That
risk has not heretofore served as
justification for omitting comparisons of
U.S. sales to contemporaneous home
market sales of identical or most similar
merchandise. Yet the respondent’s
approach would make comparisons to
identical or most similar merchandise
impossible, by defining models so
broadly that all comparisons would
potentially include similar merchandise
as well as identical merchandise (and
would thus be subject to adjustments for
differences in alloy values under 19 CFR
353.57(b)). But this grouped-alloy
approach would not be warranted by the
regulations cited above or by the facts of
this review; using exact alloy
comparisons, we were able to match a
substantial portion of U.S. sales to home
market merchandise of identical alloys,
and all the remaining U.S. sales with
home market merchandise containing
one of the three most similar alloys.

Comment 3: Wieland states that the
Court of International Trade (CIT),
addressing the model-matching issue in
remanding the final results in the first
administrative review, did not require
the Department to abandon the use of
two alloy groups, but merely asked the
Department to articulate the reasons
why it did not use the exact-alloy
method. See Hussey Copper Ltd., v.

United States, 834 F. Supp. 413 (CIT
1993).

Department’s Position: As explained
in our response to Comment 2 above,
the Department has concluded that the
exact-alloy matching methodology more
closely follows the statute, which
requires us to make comparisons of
identical merchandise, when this is
possible, before making comparisons
with similar merchandise.

Comment 4: The petitioners request
that the Department alter the hierarchy
of traits used in matching U.S. sales to
home market sales. In particular, the
petitioners ask the Department to place
alloy in the third position, instead of the
fifth position. According to the
petitioners, alloy was placed in the third
position in certain other brass sheet and
strip cases, and alloy specifications are
more important to customers than gauge
and width differences.

Department’s Position: The
petitioners argue that the model-match
methodology used in this review is a
departure from the methodology used in
reviews of brass sheet and strip from
other countries. In fact, although there
are many similarities in the
methodologies used in the various brass
sheet and strip cases, they are not
identical. Because the facts of each case
are distinct from those of other cases,
different hierarchies are applied to the
criteria to define home market sales of
the most similar merchandise.

In this review, as in preceding
reviews under this order, the
Department used five criteria to define
models in order to compare sales: Form,
coating, gauge, width, and alloy. For
those U.S. sales for which we did not
find sales of identical home market
merchandise, we determined that the
most similar home market merchandise
for comparison purposes was
merchandise which was identical in
form, coating, gauge, and width, and
similar in alloy content. Therefore, we
used specific programming instructions
to search for contemporaneous home
market sales of merchandise which was
identical except for alloy. Thus, the only
criterion for which we considered
differences was alloy, no matter what
the order of the criteria as listed in the
program. Consequently, we do not agree
with the petitioner’s suggestion that we
change the ordering of the criteria in a
search for similar merchandise.

Concerning the question of whether
alloy is more important to customers
than gauge and width specification, as
the petitioners allege, we note that
Wieland states in its February 23, 1995
Rebuttal Brief (p. 3) that ‘‘generally
customers must have very precise
gauges and widths to serve their

particular purpose and to use with their
particular equipment, and no gauge or
width substitutes would be acceptable’’.
Notwithstanding the petitioners’
allegation, there is nothing in the record
of this review to confirm or support the
petitioners’ suggestion that customers
have less flexibility in alloy than in
gauge and width specifications, which
typically have narrow tolerances
reflecting the customers’ machining or
assembly requirements. Thus, the
petitioners’ assertion that alloy is more
important than gauge and width to the
respondent’s customers is without
foundation in the record of this review.

Therefore, we have determined for
these final results to use the model-
matching methodology used for the
preliminary results.

Differences in Average Order Size
Comment 5: Defending its claim for

adjustments in price to reflect the
different average order sizes of its U.S.
sales, Wieland contests our preliminary
finding that it has not demonstrated a
relationship between order size and
price. In support of the claimed
adjustment, Wieland cites the price lists
in its questionnaire responses, the
Department’s verification report in the
1991–1992 administrative review,
section 773(a)(4)(A) of the Act, and the
regulations (19 CFR 353.55).

In rebuttal, the petitioners point to the
Department’s disallowance in the first
review, as upheld by the CIT,
concerning the same cost adjustment
claim for different order sizes. The
petitioners also note Wieland’s failure to
show that it met the regulatory
requirement for such an adjustment, i.e.,
that Wieland must show that it ‘‘granted
quantity discounts of at least the same
magnitude on 20 percent or more of
sales of such or similar merchandise
* * *’’ (19 CFR 353.55(b)(1)).

Department’s Position: We disagree
with the respondent. The regulations do
not allow for adjustments to price based
merely on claimed differences in per-
pound costs according to order size. The
adjustments allowed are only for
differences in price or discounts for
different quantities produced. The
regulations (19 CFR 353.55(b)(2))
provide for adjustments if ‘‘the producer
demonstrates * * * that the discounts
reflect savings specifically attributable
to the production of the different
quantities.’’ In its questionnaire
response Wieland complied in part, by
showing the savings, in the form of
differences in per-kilogram costs for
processing different order quantities.
But Wieland did not place on the record
any evidence of quantity discounts
actually given, or information showing


