GENERAL COMMENTS

This file provides documentation for the data contained in the file “Sunsets.xls.” The Uruguay Round Agreements (URA) led to requirement that all antidumping (AD) orders are reviewed by at least the 5th year of the initial AD order to determine if the AD order is still necessary to protect domestic producers from dumping.  While the U.S. provided reviews of AD orders, when requested by either a petitioner or subject foreign firm, there were many U.S. AD cases as of the implementation of the URA that had not had a review for more than 5 years – some stretching as far back as the 1970s.  This precipitated the need for the U.S. to process a large backlog of such cases in a short period of time beginning in 1999 in what were termed as “transitional” sunset reviews.  The text below details the variables in the accompanying database that document important information on these transition sunset reviews.  These data were collected by Benjamin Liebman while completing his Ph.D. in economics at the University of Oregon.  Dr. Liebman is currently a professor at St. Joseph’s University in Philadelphia, PA.  A copy of his paper analyzing these data, “ITC Voting Behavior on Sunset Reviews,” is available from Bruce Blonigen’s AD webpage. 
Although considerable care has been taken in compiling this database, complete accuracy of the data is not guaranteed.  Notification of any errors or omissions would be appreciated and can be sent to Prof. Blonigen at bruceb@uoregon.edu.
VARIABLE DESCRIPTIONS

1) Sort
This is a sequential ordering of the observations that keeps data sorted by ITC case number and then by firm identification number.

Source: My own construction
2) ITC_case  

The case number assigned by the USITC.  While this database lists these case numbers as a 6 digit number to aid sorting of the database by this variable, the USITC usually reports numbers in the following form: 731-TA-XXX.  For example, “731286” in the database is connected with USITC case 731-TA-286.  

Source: http://info.usitc.gov/oinv/sunset.nsf/.  

3) Product  

Product description.  These product descriptions are shortened for convenience and not official.  The USITC reports connected with each case (for those cases that reach at least the preliminary USITC decision stage) have more complete product descriptions.  

Source: http://info.usitc.gov/oinv/sunset.nsf/.  

4) Country
The investigated country from which the investigated products are imported.

Source: http://info.usitc.gov/oinv/sunset.nsf/.  

5) Decision  

The final outcome of the case, where A=affirmative, N=negative, NDR=No domestic reply, with NDR indicating cases that result in revocation of the AD duty due to insufficient response or interest by the US industry.
Source: http://info.usitc.gov/oinv/sunset.nsf/.  

6) D_Orig
The date that the antidumping order was first implemented.
Source: http://info.usitc.gov/oinv/sunset.nsf/.  

7) D_Init

The date that the sunset review was initiated.

Source: http://info.usitc.gov/oinv/sunset.nsf/.  

8) D_Ruling
The date of the sunset ruling.

Source: http://info.usitc.gov/oinv/sunset.nsf/.  

9) Age

The number of years the order was in place prior to the sunset review.
10) Sic87
The 1987 4-digit Standard Industrial Classification code(s).  This was constructed by concording TSUSA and HTS codes to the 1987 SIC code, which one can find in the NBER Import Trade Database.  

Note that some investigated products do not map into just one SIC code.  Often this is because the investigation affects not only a certain product, but parts of the product as well  (e.g., cases 426-428: Small Business Telephones).  Other times the product itself may be separate or as a component in another product. (e.g., case 469: Flat Panel Displays, which covers many SIC codes listed in note 2 below.)  From casual observation of the trade flows, it is often the case that the product itself (not its parts or products for which it is a part), comprises the majority of the trade volume.  Based on this I have starred (*) the SIC code(s) that pertain to the separate product.  You may want to map other variables to this data set using this starred SIC87 only or construct some (perhaps equally) weighted linear combination of the relevant SIC87 codes.  For a few of the cases with multiple codes, there is no starred code, because it’s not clear whether any one code is the primary source of the product’s trade volume.

Source: Federal Register notices and the NBER Import Trade Database.

11) Naics97
The 1997 6-digit North American Industrial Classification code. This was constructed by concording NAICS commodities with HTS and 1987 SIC codes.  The concordance between HTS and NAICS is available through the ITC’s commodity translation wizard while the concordance between SIC87 and NAICS97 is available from the US Census Bureau.  When a commodity is classified by more than one NAICS code, the code that most accurately captures the product under review is reported.  Missing classifications are denoted “NA”.
Source: http://dataweb.usitc.gov/scripts/commod_select.asp , http://www.census.gov/epcd/www/naicstab.htm.  

12) Orig_duty
Final weighted average duty; often used as the “all other” antidumping duty by the ITA.  U.S. AD cases lead to firm-specific duties for the foreign firms that represent a substantial portion of the investigated imported product.  This is not helpful if one has country-level, rather than firm-level, data.  However, a weighted average antidumping duty is also reported by the ITA, which is the average of the firm-specific margins weighted by each foreign firm’s share of the import volume from the investigated country.  Imports of any firm from the investigated country without an assigned firm-specific AD duty often must face this “all other” duty.  These are typically firms that account for a small volume of trade in the investigated product at the time of the case or firms that begin trade in the investigated product after the case concludes.  Thus, this “all other” AD duty can be used as a reasonable approximation for the “average” AD duty applied to trade flows from a foreign country.  Original duties for cases implemented before 1980 are not reported and are denoted “NA.”  Similarly, a handful of cases came under a suspension agreement in the original case and did not have an AD duty applied until later.  These are also noted as “NA”.
Source: Federal Register notices.  

13) Sunset_duty
Dumping margin predicted by the DOC, in the event that the order is cancelled.  In some cases, published reports reveal only a range of predicted dumping margins for different firms within targeted countries.  In other cases wherein firm-specific margins are presented along with predicted margins for “all other” firms, only the “all other” margin is reported.  Sunset duties for not assessed for “no domestic reply” cases
Source: ITC commissioner opinions at http://info.usitc.gov/oinv/sunset.nsf/.  
14) Partic
Whether the foreign industry under review participated in the sunset case.  In some cases, foreign industries participate only in the initial proceedings, but fail to respond adequately thereafter.  In such circumstances, the targeted industry is considered NOT to have participated sufficiently in the sunset review. 
Source: ITC commissioner opinions at http://info.usitc.gov/oinv/sunset.nsf/.  
15) Cumulate
Whether the majority of commissioners have chosen to assess the cumulated impact of imports in cases involving multiple countries under review.  
Source: ITC commissioner opinions at http://info.usitc.gov/oinv/sunset.nsf
16-22) C_Bragg, C_Miller, C_Crawford, C_Okun, C_Hillman, C_Koplan, C_Askey
Voting records for ITC commissioners on each case.  Cases for which there was “no domestic reply” led to automatic revocation of the AD duty and consequently required no vote by ITC commissioners.  Commissioners participating in transition sunset cases included Lynn Bragg, Marcia Miller, Carol Crawford, Deanna Okun, Jennifer Hillman, Stephen Koplan, and Thelma Askey. Normally, six commissioners vote on each case to continue (“1”) or cancel (“0”) the AD order.  In some cases, commissioners did not participate in the case and were absent during the final vote (“Absent”).  Also, Commissioner Crawford was replaced by Commissioner Okun in January of 2000.
Source: ITC commissioner opinions at http://info.usitc.gov/oinv/sunset.nsf
