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likely to be significant than are parts or 
materials that are immediate inputs into 
the final product. 

Many commenters implicitly 
recognized this e.2.int. The Attorneys 
General, for example. suggested that raw 
materials be excl11ded from the 
calculation of foreign coment. 
suggesting that "a company that designs 
and manufacturers a plastic product 
entirely within the U.S.A. but uses 
petroleum from a foreign county. could 
fairly claim that the product was made 
in the U.S.A. with no forei n 
com_E2.nent parts · 94 Some other 
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the raw material is indigenous (and 
available in commercial quantities) in 
the United States. 

Qualified U.S. Origin Claims and 
"Assen1bled in USA". Few commenters 
directly addressed the use of qualified 
U.S. origin claims, although those that 
did commented favorably, suggesting 
that qualified claims can provide 
valuable information to consumers.97 
The Commission has always permitted 
marketers to use appropriately qualified 
claims where their products would not 
meet the standard for an unqualified 
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V. Issues Not Aclclressecl by the 
Enforcemen t Po licy Statement 

A. Origin: USA 

As explained above, in the Proposed 
Guides, the Com1nission sought 
comment on the use of a separate 
"lesser mark" for products that faced 
conOicting marking requirements when 
sold domesticaJly and exported. Several 
commenters praised the proposal as 
likely to save U.S. businesses, and 
consumers, money while others 
contended that such a mark was 
unnecessary and likely to confuse 
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