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UNITED STATES INTERNATIONAL TRADE COMMISSION
wWashington, D.C.

Investigations Nos. 731-TA-92, 731-TA-95, 701-TA-195,
and 701-TA-196 (Final)

STAINLESS STEEL SHEET AND STRIP
FROM THE FEDERAL REPUBLIC OF GERMANY AND FRANCE
AND A .
STAINLESS STEEL SHEET AND STRIP AND PLATE
FROM THE UNITED KINGDOM

Determinations

On the basis of the record 1/ developed in the subject ihvestisations.
the Commission determines, pursuant to sections 735(b)(1l) and 705(b)(1) of the
Tariff Act of 1930 (19 U.S.C. §§ 1673d(b)(1) and 1671d(b)(1l)), that--

an industry in the United States is materially injured by
reason of imports of stainless steel sheet and strip 2/
from the Federal Republic of Germany (investigation No.
731-TA-92 (Final)) and France (investigation No. 731-TA-93
(Final)) which have been found by the Department of
Commerce to be sold in the United States at less than fair
value (LTFV);

an industry in the United States is not materially injured
or threatened with material injury, and the establishment
of an industry in the United States is not materially
retarded, by reason of imports of stainless steel:sheet
and strip from the United Kingdom (investigation No.
701-TA-195 (Final)) which have been found by the
Department of Commerce to be subsidized by that
Government; and

an industry in the United States is materially injured by
reason of imports of stainless steel plate 3/ from the
United Kingdom (investigation No. 701-TA-196 (Final))
which have been found by the Department of Commerce to be
subsidized by that Government. ‘

1/ The record is defined in sec. 207.2(i) of the Commission's Rules of
Practice and Procedure (19 CFR § 207.2(i)).

2/ For purposes of these investigations, stainless steel sheet is provided
for in items 607.7610, 607.9010, and 607.9020 of the Tariff Schedules of the
United States Annotated (1983) (TSUSA) and stainless steel strip is provided
for in items 608.4300 and 608.5700 of the TSUSA.

3/ For purposes of these investigations, stainless steel plate is provided
for in items 607.7605 and 607.9005 of the TSUSA.



Background
The Commission instituted investigation No. 731-TA-92 (Final) effective

December 17, 1982, following & preliminary determination by the Department of
Commerce that imports of stainless steel sheet and strip from the Federal
Republic of Germany were being, or were likely to be, sold in the United
States at LTFV. Investigation No. 731-TA-95 (Final) was instituted effective
December 9, 1982, following a similar determination by the Department of
Commerce concerning imports of stainless steel sheet and strip from France.
Investigations Nos. 701—TA-19S and 701-TA-196 (Final) were instituted
effective February 10, 1983, following preliminary determinations by the
Department of Commerce that imports from the United Kingdom of stainless steel
sheet and strip and stainless steel plate were being subsidized by the
Government of that country.

Notice of the institution of the Commission's investigations and of a
public hearing to be held in connection therewith was given by posting copies
of the notices in the Office of the Secretary, U.S. International Trade
Commission, Ucahington.’b.c.. and by publishing them in the Federal Register

as shown below:

Investigation No. Federal Register
731-TA-92 (Finsl):
Instituted January 5, 1983 (48 F.R. 538)
Hearing rescheduled--- February 24, 1983 (48 F.R. 7825)
731-TA-95 (Finael): ‘
Instituted--——-—ee—- January 5, 1983 (48 F.R. 539)
Hearing rescheduled--- February 24, 1983 (48 F.R. 7824)
701-TA-195 and 196 (Final): -
Instituted March 2, 1983 (48 F.R. 8876)

The hearing in connection with these investigations was held in
Washington, D.C. on May 4, 1983, and all persons who requested the opportunity

were permitted to appear in person or by counsel. )
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VIEWS OF THE COMMISSION

Our final determinations in these four investigations are part of a
series of antidumping and countervailing duty investigations involving
stainless steel and tool steel products. 1/ Two of the present investigations
concern less-than-fair-value'(LTFV) sales of stainless steel sheet and strip
imported from the Federal Republic of Germany and France; two concern
subsidized imports of stainless steel sheet and strip and stainless steel
plate from the United Kingdom.

In these views, we first discuss the question of like product and
domestic industry, concluding that there are two domestic industries. We then
Aexamine the condition of the industries, finding both to be materially
injured. Finally, we consider whether the necessary causal connection exists
between the condition of the domestic industries and the subject imports. 1In
making our determinations, the focus of our analysis is on causation because
material injury to the domestic industries is clearly present.

Based on this analysis, we conclude that the domestic stainless steel
sheet and strip industry is materiélly injured by LTFV imports of stainless
steel sheet and strip from the Federal Republic of Germany and France.
However, the domestic stainless steel sheet and strip industry is not
materially iniured by subsidized imports of stainless steel sheet and strip

from the United Kingdom. 1In addition, we conclude that the domestic stainless

_1/ See Hot-Rolled Stainless Bar, Cold-Formed Stainless Steel Bar and
Stainless Steel Wire Rod from Spain, Inv. No. 701-TA-176 through 178 (Final),
USITC Pub. No. 1333(1983); Certain Tool Steels from Brazil, Inv. No.
701-TA-187 (Final); Certain Tool Steels from the Federal Republic of Germany
701-TA-100 (Final); Hot-Rolled Stainless Steel Bar, Cold-Formed Stainless
Steel Bar, and Stainless Steel Wire Rod from Brazil, Inv. Nos. 701-TA-179
through 181 (Final). '
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steel plate industry is maferially injured by subsidized imports of stainless

steel plate from the United Kingdom.

Domestic industries

Section 771(4)(R) of the Tariff Act of 1930 defines the term "industry"
as "“the domestic producers as a whole of a like product or those producers
whose collective output of the like product constitutes a major proportion of
the total domestic production of that product." 2/ "Like product" is defined
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 under
this subtitle." 3/ The imported products that are the subject of these
investigations are: stainless steel sheet and strip imported from the Federal
Republic of Germany (Germany), France, and the United Kingdom, and stainless
steel plate imported from the United Kingdom. 4/

Stainless steel is an alloy steel which contains by weight less than 1
percent carbon and over 11.5 percent chromium. 5/ Varying types and amounts
of alloying elements, such as molybdenum and nickel, are added to the steel
depending upon the specific physical énd mechanical properties required.
American Iron and Steel Institute (AISI) grade numbers define these

properties. 6/

2/ 19 U.S.C. § 1677(4)(R).

3/ 19 U.S.C. § 1677(10).

4/ Stainless steel sheet, strip, and plate will be referred to as sheet,
strip, and plate.

5/ See report at A-8. . .

6/ Id. at A-10 & n. 1. Sheet and strip are available in a range of grades
from 200 grades, which have a high chromium content, to 300 and 400 grades.
These investigations have focused on 300 and 400 grades because they are
representative of the large majority of imports from these countries.
Although the differences in grade do not warrant separate like product
analysis, the Commission collected and compared pricing data for specific
grades since specific alloy content affects the price of a product. See
discussion infra at 12-13, 15-16.
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Sheet and strip are metallurgically identical and are generally produced
on the same machinery and in the same facilities. Both sheet and strip are
under 0.1875 inch in thickness and differ only in width. Manufacturers or
_service center customers often produce strip by slicing or slitting shéet into
strip. 7/

Sheet and strip are s§1d as a finished product in both hot-rolled and
cold-rolled forms. 1In contrast to carbon steel products, hot-folled sheet and
strip is used primarily in the production of cold-rolied products. 8/
Moreover, hot-rolled sheet and strip constituted only 4.2 percent of the
imports from Germany and 2 percent of imports from France during 1981. 9/
Thus, we find that sufficient distinctions do not exist between hot and
cold-rolled products to warrant separate like product treatment.

Plate is thicker than sheet and strip and is used in applications
requiring greater strength. Plate is used primarily in the production of
industrial equipment in the chemical, oil and gas-processing, and rubber
producing industries, 10/ whereas sheet and strip is used more extensively in
the production of consumer durable goods. 11/ Finally, the production process
for plate differs from that for sheet and strip. Plate is generally rolled
piece by piece on reversing mills, while sheet and strip.are rolled in coils

by a continuous rolling process. 12/

7/ 1d. at A-9.

8/ Id.

9/ Stainless Steel Sheet and Strip from West Germany, Inv. No. 731-TA-92
(Preliminary), USITC Pub. No. 1252 at A-6, A-9 Table 2 (1982); Stainless Steel
Sheet and Strip from France, Inv. No. 731-TA-95 (Preliminary), USITC Pub. No.
1264 at A-7, A-9 Table 2 (1982).

10/ Id. at A-12.

11/ Id. at A-63; Commission hearing transcript (TR) at 42, 47-48.

12/ Id. at A-12; petitioners' posthearing brief at 9, 10.
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U.s. firms manufacture all of the grades and specifications subject to
these investigations. 13/ Furthermore, within each grade and specification,
the imported and domestic products are essentially the same in terms of
metallurgical composition, sizes, and quality.

For these reasons, we conclude that there are two distinct like products,
stainless steel sheet and strip, and stainless steel plate, which are the
subject of these investigations. Thus, we find two separate domestic
industries, one consisting of the nine U.S. firms producing sheet and strip,
and a second domestic industry consisting of the twelve U.S. firms producing

plate. 14/

Condition of the domestic industries

Our examination of the condition of the respective domestic industries

reveals that the domestic producers of sheet and strip, and plate, are clearly
experiencing material injury. All of the important economic indicators show
the significantly weakened conditions»of these industries. During the course
of these investigations, as well as the recent section 201 investigation, 15/
the Commission has collected extensive information on these industries. We
base our analysis of these indicators on industry data for 1979 through the

first.quarter of 1983 when such data is available. The year 1979 was the last

13/ Report at A-15-A-17, A-62. Although Crucible, the domestic company
supplying Texas Instruments with grade 434 sheet, went out of business in
March 1982, grade 434 is manufactured in the United States and domestic
" manufacturers are currently being qualified as suppliers to Texas
Instruments. Id. at A-17, appx. D, A 95 See note 6, supra, for a discussion
of grade differences.

14/ Id. at A-14, A-17.

15/ Stainless Steel and Alloy Tool Steel, Inv. No. TA-201- 48, USITC Pub No.
1377 (1983). :
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one in which the domestic. industry exhibited a robust economic performance.
It also was the last full year in which import relief was in effect. 16/

Sheet and Strip industry--U.S. production of sheet and strip decreased

from 739,000 tons in 1979 to 580,000 tons in 1980, increased to 643,000 tons
in 1981, and declined sharply to 487,000 tons in 1982. 17/ This represents a
decline of 34 percent in production from 1979 to 1982. Capacity utilization
decreaséd from 81 percent in 1979 to 63 percent in 1980 and 66 percent in
1981. Despite a 12 percent reduction in capacity from 1981 to 1982, capacity
utilization declined to 56 percent in 1982. 18/ Shipments during 1979-1982
followed these same trends, as year-end inventories remained stable. 19/

Employment has fluctuated over the period under investigation. The
number of production and related workers decreased from 8,233 in 1979 to 6,929
in 1980, increased to 7,306 in 1981, and then declined to its lowest level of
6,531 workers in 1982. 20/ Although the rate of hourly compensation increased
over the period under investigation, total compensation paid is at its lowest
level in the last four years. 21/

The financial experience of the domestic industry has declined severely
from 1979 to 1982. Net sales fell to their lowest level in the last four
years in 1982. 22/ Operating profit declined from $173 million in 1979 to $56
million in 1980 and $17 million in 1981. 1In 1982 the domestic sheet and strip

industry reported an operating loss of $14 million. 23/

16/ Report at A-6.

17/ Id. at A-25 Table 6.

18/ Id. at A-25 Table 6, A-26.
19/ Id. at A-28-29.

20/ Id. at A-28 Table 10.

21/ Id. at A-31.

22/ 1d.

23/ Id. at A-37 Table 14, A-38.
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Plate industry--The domestic industry producing stainless steel plate is
also clearly experiencing material injury. U.S. production decreased from
143,000 tons in 1979 to 124,000 tons in 1980 and 122,000 tons in 1981.
Production declined further in 1982 to 96,000 tons. This represents a decline
of 33 percent in production from 1979 to 1982. Capacity utilization declined
from 62 percent in 1979 to 54 percent in 1980 and 53 percent in 1981. Despite
a 19 percent decrease in capacity from 1981 to 1982, capacity utilization
declined to 47 percent in 1982. 24/ Shipments during 1979-82 followed these
same trends, as year-end inventories remained stable. Shipments fell further
in January-March 1983 from the comparable period in 1982. 25/

Employment and hours worked have steadily declined throughout the period
from 1979 to 1982. 26/ Wages paid and total compensation paid to production
and related workers have also reached their lowest level in the last five
vears in 1982. 27/

The financial experience of the domestic stainless steel plate industry
has declined from 1979 to 1982. Net sales declined to their lowest level in
the last four years in 1982. 28/ Opérating profits decreased from $25 million
in 1979 to $24 milliom in 1980 and $15 million in 1981. The industry then

experienced an operating loss of $12 million in 1982. 29/

24/ In 1982, Crucible went out of business, thus capacity figures are lower
for 1982. Jones & Laughlin purchased the Crucible plants and equipment in
1983, thus platemaking capacity was increased for the first quarter of 1983.

25/ Id. at A-25 Table 6, A-28.

26/ Id. at A-30 Table 10.

/ Id. at A-31 Table 11.

8/ Id. at A-35.
Id. at A-35, A-36 Table 16.

S

2
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Effect of imports on the domestic industries

The focus of these investigations centers on the role that the subject
imports have had in creating the situation faced by U.S. producers. 30/ We
have found a sufficient causal nexus between imports and difficulties
experienced by the domestic industries with respect to LTFV imports of sheet
and strip from the FRG and France and subsidized imports of plate from the
United Kingdom. However, subsidized imports of sheet and strip from the
United Kingdom have not caused material injury to the domestic industry; nor
do they threaten to do so. In reaching these conclusions, we considered among
other factors, the volume of imports, underselling by imports, and lost sales
information. 31/ Furthermore, we have found it appropriate to analyze the

question of causation on an individual country basis. 32/ 33/

30/ There are many causes of injury to the domestic industries in these
investigations other than LTFV or subsidized imports. However, the
legislative history to sections 705 and 735 cautions against the Commission
weighing causes of injury. S. Rep. No. 249, 96th Cong., 1st Sess. 57, 74
(1979). The question is whether the subject imports have caused material
injury to the U.S. industry.

31/ Commissioner Stern also specifically considered the LTFV and subsidy
margins found by the Department of Commerce (Commerce) in evaluating the link
between material injury and the potentially unfair practices of dumping and
subsidization. See "Views of Paula Stern" in Carbon Steel Wire Rod from
Trinidad and Tobago, Inv. Nos. 731-TA-113-14 (Preliminary), USITC Pub. No.
1316 (1982) at 5-24, "

32/ Commissioner Stern does not believe it is appropriate to aggregate the
impact of subsidized imports with that of LTFV imports. The two potentially
unfair practices are covered by different statutes, one focusing on a
governmental action (provision of a subsidy), and the other on an essentially
private commercial decison (selling at less than fair value). These actions
differ in nature and may differ in their effect on the domestic industry.
Furthermore, their effects may be analyzed independently with the aid of the
respective margins provided- by Commerce.

33/ Chairman Eckes and Commissioner Haggart note that sufficient information
was developed in the course of these investigations to make determinations on
a case-by-case basis. They did not cumulate the impact of imports of sheet
and strip from the United Kingdom with that of imports from Germany and France
because imports from the United Kingdom were not a contributing cause of
material injury. 1In each investigation, they did consider imports from other
sources and their impact on the condition of the domestic industries as

factors and conditions of trade.
9
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Imports of sheet and strip from the Federal Republic of Germany--Total

imports of sheet and strip from Germany have increased both in absolute and
relative terms. Imports decreased from 3,844 tons in 1979 to 305 tons in 1980
and then increased to 15,489 tohs in 1981 and 19,884 tons in 1982. 34/ Market
penetration went from 0.5 percent in 1979 to less than 0.1 percent in 1980 and
then grew to 2.2 percent in 1981 and 3.5 percent in 1982. 35/ In addition,
importeks' inventories of sheet and strip increased substantially from 1981 to
1982, both absolutely and as a percentage of U.S. apparent consumption. 36/
Thus, it appears that these imports entered the U.S. market at a rate beyond
the ability of the importers to sell them, even at a substantial discount from
U.S. prices.

Importers provided pricing data for 1981 and 1982 on both 300 and 400
gr@de products. This information shows a consistent pattern of underselling
in all grades and sizes. 37/ For one grade, there were significant margins of
underselling throughout 1981 and 1982. For another grade, the margins were
large in 1981, but declined in 1982 as U.S. producers reduced prices at a
faster rate than did importers. 38/

With respect to lost sales, sixteen firms verified that they had
purchased sheet from Germany. These firms' responses show that the German
price was lower than the domestic price for 12 of the purchasing firms. 39/

These prices were lower for both 300 and 400 grade sheet. Four firms cited

34/ Report at A-53 Table 25. The Commission examined German import trends
for 1979 through the first quarter of. 1983. Although the penetration of
imports declined in 1983, a single quarter's data are not as reliable as the
overwhelming trends for the three preceeding years. Id. at A-56, Table 29.

35/ 1d. at A-56.

36/ Id. at A-47.

37/ Id. at A-67 Table 35, A-68 Table 36, A-69.
38/ Id. at A-69.
. at A-80.

w
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[
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price as the sole reason for purchasing German steel. Purchasers cited
quality, availability, and the desire to have an alternate source as other
reasons for their purchase of German sheet. 40/

Therefore, we conclude that the domestic stainless steel sheet and strip
industry is being materially iﬁjured by LTFV imports of stainless steel sheet

and strip from the Federal Republic of Germany.

Imports of sheet and strip from France--Imports from France increased

both in absolute and relative terms. Imports increased from 7,676 tons in
1979 to 21,522 tons in 1982, an increase of 180 percent. 41/ Market
penetration increased from 1.0 percent in 1979 to 1.1 percent in 1980 to 2.0

percent in 1981, and then nearly doubled to 3.8 percent in 1982. 42/

40/ Id. at A-80-A-83. Commissioner Stern notes that the LTFV sales on
German sheet and strip have caused material injury. Their weighted average
LTFV margin on sheet (which accounts for 98 percent of German imports of sheet
and strip) was found by Commerce to be 7.4 percent, a substantial figure when
compared with the margins of underselling. See report at A-7, A-67 Table 35,
A-68 & Table 36, A-69. ~

41/ Id. at A-56 Table 29.

42/ Id. A French producer, Ugine Gueugnon, argues that imports of 400
grades, which represent the majority of imports from France, are not injurious
to the domestic industry. It is claimed that the quality of 400 grades from
France is better than that of comparable domestic products. - However, any
quality differences have, by the testimony of Ugine Gueugnon, existed for many
years and therefore cannot account for the rapid increase in imports in 1981
and 1982; nor do they explain the substantial margins of underselling by these
imports during these years.

Ugine Gueugnon also argues that U.S. producers are seen by U.S.
purchasers as inconsistent sources of supply for 400 grades. U.S. producers
allegedly desire to supply these products only during periods of weak demand,
turning to more attractive products when demand picks up. This argument would
lead us to expect U.S production of 400 grades to increase in a poor year such
as 1982, while imports of these products declined. In fact, however, U.S
production of 400 grades declined sharply while imports from France increased.

Lastly, Ugine Gueugnon argues that sales of 434 cladding grade sheet to
Texas Instrument were not injurious because no U.S. producer was able to
supply this product to Texas Instrument, during much of 1982 and early 1983.
However, the substantial volume and upward trend of imports in other grades
nonetheless support an affirmative determination.

11
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Invent.ories of French sheet have also increased both absolutely and as a
percent of U.S. apparent consumption. 43/ Thus, as noted with respect to
imports from Germany, it appears that these imports have entered the U.S.
market faster in 1982 than the importers could sell them, despite substantial
price undercutting.

The Commission received price data for grade 430 for the period from 1980
through 1982. 44/ Data for grade 434 and the 300 grades was provided from
1981 through 1982. This information shows a consistent pattern of
underselling in all of the grades and specifications. 45/

Fourteen firms verified that they had purchased French stainless steel in
1981-1982. Twelve of the firms paid a lower price for the French product. In
addition to price, purchasers cited quality and availability as the reasons
for their decisions. 46/

Therefore, we conclude that the domestic stainless steel sheet and strip
industry is being materially injured by the LTFV imports of stainless steel

sheet and strip from France.

43/ Report at A-47.

44/ Counsel for importers argues that since the majority of French imports
are in the 400 grade series, the Commission should analyze the causation issue
on a grade by grade basis. The French, however, have not argued in the final
investigation, nor have we concluded, that each grade should be considered a
separate like product.

45/ Id. at A-70 Table 37, A-71 Table 38. Commissioner Stern notes that the
LTFV sales of French sheet and strip are causing material injury. The
weighted average LTFV margin on sheet (which accounts for 94 percent of French
imports of sheet and strip) was found by Commerce to be 4.3 percent, a
substantial figure when compared with the margins of underselllng See report
at A-7, A-70 Table 71, A-71 Table 38, A-72.

46/ Id. at A-83-86.

12
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Imports of sheet and strip from the United Kingdom--In contrast to the

LTFV imports from Germany and France, subsidized imports of sheet and strip
from the United Kingdom have remained stable at very low levels from 1981
through 1982. In absolute terms, imports decreased from 1,094 tons in 1979 to
643 tons in 1980 and then increased to 3,840 tons in 1981 and to 4,203 tons in
1982. 47/ Imports have reméined stable for the first quarter of 1983 as
compared with the corresponding period in 1982. 48/ Market penetration
increased from 0.1 percent in 1979 and 1980 to 0.6 percent in 1981 and then
remained essentially stable in 1982, increasing to 0.7 percent. 49/ 1In
addition, British Steel Corporation (BSC) does not maintain inventories. 50/
The Commission received pricing information for three products: 36" to
48" grade 304 sheet; 36" to 48" grade 316 sheet; and 60" grade 304 sheet. 51/
For 36" to 48" wide grade 304 sheet, the imported product oversold the
domestic product in late 1981 and 1982. Information on 36" to 48" grade 316
sheet indicates that the imported product undersold the domestic product in
1981. For the 60" grade 304 shget, the imported product undersold the
domestic product. 52/ However, the price of the imported 60" sheet was

approximately the same in most periods as the price of the imported 36" to 48"

47/ We note that an extended steel strike in the United Kingdom is reflected
in data for 1980.

48/ Id. at A-54 Table 29.

49/ 1d.

50/ Id. at A-62. BSC accounts for virtually all of the subject imports from
the United Kingdom.

51/ Id. at 72. During 1981 and 1982, a substantial portion of these imports
consisted of 60" wide sheet, which is produced by only one domestic firm,
Republic Steel Corporation (Republic). We have placed particular emphasis on
information regarding 60" sheet in our analysis of causation.

52/ 1d. at A-72-74.

13
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grade 304 sheet which was consistently higher than that of the domestic
product. The price of the domestic 60" sheet is substantially higher than the
U.S. price for the same product in widths of 36" to 48". 53/ The fact that
the imported 36" to 48" product oversells the comparable domestic product
while the imported 60" sheet undersells domestic 60" sheet is the result of
the difference in U.S. prices for these two products. There is nothing in the
record to account for the considerable difference in price between these
products.

Three purchasers which the Commission contacted stated that lower price
was the primary reason for their decision to buy British steel. Another
stated that favorable payment terms affected his decision and a fifth firm did
purchase sheet at prices slightly lower than domestic producers' prices. 54/
However, this information is outweighed by the small volume of imports, the
stability of import levels over the last two years, and the limited nature of
underselling by the imports.

With respect to threat of material injury, in addition to the above
factors, data concerning foreign production, capacity utilization, and exports
to the United States remained essentially unchanged in 1982. During this
period imports also remained at essentially the same levels. In the first
quarter of 1983, imports remained at the same level as in the corresponding

period of 1982.

53/ The only difference between the two products is width.

53/
__4/ _ue at 3-86.
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Thus, the domestic industry is not materially injured nor threatened with
material injury by reason of subsidized imports of stainless steel sheet and

strip from the United Kingdom.

Imports of plate from the United Kingdom--Unlike sheet and strip,

subsidized imports of plate from the United Kingdom play a significant role in
the U.S. market and have causéd material injury to the U.S. industry. Imports
of plate decreased from 610 tons in 1979 to 273 tons in 1980 and then
increased to 2,985 tons in 1981 and 3,607 tons in 1982. 55/ Market
penetration decreased from 0.4 percent in 1979 to 0.2 percent in 1980 and then
increased to 2.5 percent in 1981 and 3.4 percent in 1982. 1In 1982, the level
of plate imports was the highest since 1970. 56/

Imports of plate from the United Kingdom undersold the domestic product
in all four specifications for which BSC provided data. 57/ Underselling
occurred throughout 1980-1982 with the exception of one quarter in one
specification. 58/

The Commission contacted eight firms which had purchased British plate
and one firm which stated that it had used a price quote from BSC to negotiate
a more favorable price from a U.S. producer. 59/ Four firms gave price as the
primary reason for purchasing British plate. Two other firms stated that
favorable credit terms or the availablity of a refund of duties on its own

exports were the reason for its purchase. One firm stated that the primary

55/ Id. at A-56. & Table 29.

56/ Id. at A-87 & Table 30.

57/ Id. at A-75.

58/ Id. at A-76 Table 41, A-77 Table 42.
59/ Id. at A-87.
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reason that it purchased British plate was the availability of smaller tonnage

orders without paying a premium. 60/

Thus, we conclude that subsidized imports of stainless steel plate from
the United Kingdom are causing material injury to the domestic stainless steel

plate industry.

60/ Id. at A-87-88. Commissioner Stern notes that the subsidies provided by
the British government have had a role in enabling the imports of plate from
the United Kingdom to cause material injury. The subsidy for British Steel
Corporation which accounts for 99 percent of plate imports under investigation
was found to be 19.3 percent, a susbstantial figure when compared with the
margins of underselling. See report at A-8, A-75, A-76 Table 41, A-77 &
Table 42.

16



A-1

INFORMATION OBTAINED IN THE INVESTIGATIONS
Introduction

Stainless steel sheet and strip from West Germany (investigation No. 731-TA-92

Final))

On April 26, 1982, a petition was filed with the U.S. International Trade
Commission and the U.S. Department of Commerce by members of the Tool and
Stainless Steel Industry Committee (since renamed Specialty Steel Industry of
the United States) 1/ and the United Steelworkers of America. The petition
alleged that imports from West Germany of stainless steel sheet and strip,
provided for in items 607.7610, 607.9010, 607.9020, 608.4300, and 608.5700 of
the Tariff Schedules of the United States Annotated (TSUSA) are being, or are
likely to be, sold in the United States at less than fair value (LTFV) and
that an industry in the United States is materially injured, or is threatened
with material injury, by reason of imports of such merchandise. Accordingly,
effective April 26, 1982, the Commission instituted preliminary antidumping
investigation No. 731-TA-92 (Preliminary) under section 733(a) of the Tariff
Act of 1930 (19 U.S.C. § 1673b(a)) to determine whether there was a reasonable
indication that an industry in the United States was materially injured, or
was threatened with material injury, or the establishment of an industry in
the United States was materially retarded, by reason of the subject imports.
On June 10, 1982, the Commission determined that there was a reasonable
indication that an industry in the United States was materially injured or
threatened with material injury by reason of imports in that investigation (47
F.R. 27157).

On November 22, 1982, Commerce made a preliminary dumping determination
with respect to stainless steel sheet and strip from West Germany on the basis
of the best information available, which was the information contained in the
petition. On December 2, 1982, Krupp commenced an action in the Court of
International Trade to enjoin the Commerce Department from publishing its
preliminary determinations. The Court issued an order temporarily suspending
publication of the notice. The Court dismissed Krupp's action on December 13,
1982,

On December 17, 1982, Commerce published in the Federal Reqister its
preliminary determination that there was a reasonable basis to believe or
suspect that certain stainless steel sheet and strip products from West
Germany are being sold, or are likely to be sold, in the United States at LTFV
within the meaning of section 731 of the act (47 F.R. 56529, Dec. 17, 1982).
Effective that date, the Commission instituted investigation No. 731-TA-92
(Final), pursuant to section 735(b) of the act (19 U.S.C. § 1673d(b)), to
determine whether an industry in the United States is materially injured, or
is threatened with materially injury, by reason of imports of such merchandise
into the United States (48 F.R. 538).

1/ Petitioning firms included Allegheny Ludlum Steel Corp.; Armco, Inc.;
Carpenter Technology Corp.; Crucible Materials Group (Colt Industr@gs, Inc.);
Eastern Stainless Steel Co.; Guterl Special Steel Corp.; Jones & @éughlin
Steel, Inc.; Republic Steel Corp.; Universal-Cyclops Specialty Steel Division,
Cyclops Corp.; and Washington Steel Corp.



On February 3, 1983, upon request by West German exporters who accounted
for a significant proportion of exports, Commerce extended the period for its
final dumping determination by 60 days until May 2, 1983. The extension was
granted in accordance with section 735(a)(2)(A) of the Act (19 U.S.C. §
1673d(a)(2)(AR)) (48 F.R. 4864).

On May 2, 1983, Commerce made a final determination, in accordance with
section 735(a) of the act, that certain stainless steel sheet and strip
products from West Germany are being sold in the United States at LTFV within
the meaning of section 731 of the act. For a complete description of
Commerce's investigation and determination, see 48 F.R. 20459 in appendix A.

The Commission is required by statute to render its final injury
determination not later than 45 days after Commerce's final determination. 1/
In connection with the Commission's investigation, a public hearing was held
in the Commission's hearing room in Washington, D.C., on May 4, 1983. Notice
of the public hearing was duly given by posting copies of the notice in the
Office of the Secretary, U.S. International Trade Commission, Washington,
D.C., and by publishing the notice in the Federal Register on February 24,
1983 (48 F.R. 7825). 2/ 3/ The Commission voted on this investigation, as
well as those involving stainless steel sheet and strip from France and from
the United Kingdom, on June 2, 1983.

Stainless steel sheet and strip from France (investigation No. 731-TA-95)

(Final))

On May 10, 1982, a petition was filed with the Commission and the U.S.
Department of Commerce by members of the Tool and Stainless Steel Industry
Committee and the United Steelworkers of America. The petition alleged that
" imports from France of stainless steel sheet and strip, provided for in items
607.7610, 607.9010, 607.9020, 608.4300 and 608.5700 of the TSUSA, are being,
or are likely to be, sold in the United States at LTFV and that an industry in
the United States is materially injured, or is threatened with material
injury, by reason of imports of such merchandise. Accordingly, effective May
10, 1982, the Commission instituted preliminary antidumping investigation No.
731-TA-95 (Preliminary) under section 733(a) of the act (19 U.S.C. § 1673b(a))
to determine whether there was a reasonable indication that an industry in the
United States was materially injured, or was threatened with material injury,
or the establishment of an industry in the United States was materially
retarded, by reason of the subject imports. On June 24, 1982, the Commission
determined that there was a reasonable indication that an industry in the
United States was materially injured .or threatened with material injury by
reason of imports in that investigation (47 F.R. 28486).

1/ The Commission has set an administrative deadline of June 9, 1983, for
completion of this investigation.

2/ Copies of the Commission's and Commerce's notices regarding the
antidumping investigation of stainless steel sheet and strip from West Germany
are presented in app. A.

3/ A list of witnesses appearing at the public hearing is presented igxgpp.
B. B
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On December 9, 1982, Commerce published in the Federal Register a
preliminary determination that there was a reasonable basis to believe or
suspect that certain stainless steel sheet and strip products from France are
being, or are likely to be, sold in the United States at LTFV within the
meaning of section 731 of the act (47 F.R. 55404). Effective that date, the
Commission instituted investigation No. 731-TA-95 (Final), pursuant to section
735(b) of the Act (19 U.S.C. § 1673d(b)) to determine whether an industry in
the United States is materially injured, or is threatened with material
injury, by reason of imports of such merchandise into the United States (48
F.R. 539).

On January 13, 1983, upon request by French exporters who accounted for a
significant proportion of exports, Commerce extended the period for its final
dumping determination by 60 days until April 25, 1983. The extension was
granted in accordance with section 735(a)(2)(A) of the Act (19 U.S.C. §
1673d(a)(2)(A)) (48 F.R. 1529).

On April 29, 1983, Commerce published in the Federal Register its final
determination reached in accordance with section 735(a) of the act, that
certain stainless steel sheet and strip products from France are being sold in
the United States at LTFV within the meaning of section 731 of the act.

‘For a complete description of Commerce's investigation and determination, see
48 F.R. 19441, presented in appendix C.

The Commission is required to render its final injury determination not
later than 45 days after Commerce's final LTFV determination. 1/ 1In
connection with the Commission's investigation, a public hearing was held in
the Commission's hearing room in Washington, D.C., on May 4, 1983. Notice of
the public hearing was duly given by posting copies of the notice in the
- Office of the Secretary, U.S. International Trade Commission, Washington,
D.C., and by publishing the notice in the Federal Register on February 24,
1983 (48 F.R. 7824). 2/ 3/

Stainless steel sheet and strip and plate from the United Kingdom
(investigations Nos. 701-TA-195 and 196 (Final))

On October 7, 1982, a petition was filed with the Commission and the U.S.
Department of Commerce on behalf of members of the Specialty Steel Industry of
the United States and the United Steelworkers of America, pursuant to section
702 of the act (19 U.S.C. § 1671a), alleging that the U.S. stainless steel
sheet and strip and plate industries are being materially injured, or are
threatened with material injury, by reason of subsidized imports from the
United Kingdom of stainless steel sheet and strip, provided for in items
607.7610, 607.9010, 607.9020, 608.4300, and 608.5700 of the TSUSA, and plate,
provided for in items 607.7605 and 607.9005 of the TSUSA.

1/ The Commission has set an administrative deadline of June 9, 1983, for
completion of this investigation.

2/ Copies of the Commission's and Commerce's notices regarding the
antidumping investigation of stainless steel sheet and strip from France are
presented in app. C.

3/ A list of witnesses appearing at the public hearing is presentéd3in app.
B.
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Accordingly, effective October 7, 1982, the Commission instituted
countervailing duty investigations Nos. 701-TA-195 and 196 (Preliminary) to
determine, pursuant to section 703(a) of the act (19 U.S.C. § 1671b(a)),
whether there was a reasonable indication than an industry in the United
States was materially injured, or was threatened with material injury, or the
establishment of an industry in the United States was materially retarded, by
reason of the subject imports. On November 22, 1982, the Commission
determined, pursuant to section 703(a) of the act, that there was a reasonable
indication that an industry in the United States was materially injured or
threatened with material injury by reason of imports in these investigations
(47 F.R. 54180).

On December 17, 1982, Commerce declared these preliminary countervailing
duty investigations extraordinarily complicated and postponed its preliminary
determinations until not later than February 4, 1983 (47 F.R. 56527).

On February 10, 1983, Commerce issued its preliminary determination that
there was reason to believe or suspect that certain benefits which constitute
subsidies within the meaning of section 701 of the act are being provided to
manufacturers, producers, or exporters in the United Kingdom of stainless
steel sheet and strip and plate (48 F.R. 6146, Feb. 24, 1983). Accordingly,
the Commission instituted investigations Nos. 731-TA-195 and 196 (Final),
pursuant to section 705(b) of the act (19 U.S.C. § 1671d(b)), to determine
whether an industry in the United States is materially injured, or is
threatened with material injury, by reason of imports of such merchandise (48
F.R. 8876).

On April 27, 1983, Commerce published in the Federal Register its final
determination that certain benefits that constitute subsidies within the
meaning of secton 701 of the act are being provided to manufacturers, pro-
ducers, or exporters in the United Kingdom of stainless steel sheet and strip
and plate. For a complete description of Commerce's investigation and
determination, see 48 F.R. 19048, presented in appendix D.

The Commission is required to render its final injury determinations not
later than 45 days after Commerce's final subsidy determination. 1/ In
connection with the Commission's investigations, a public hearing was held in
the Commission's hearing room in Washington, D.C., on May 4, 1983. Notice of
the public hearing was duly given by posting copies of the notice in the
Office of the Secretary, U.S. International Trade Commission, Washington,
D.C., and by publishing the notice in the Federal Register on March 2, 1983
(48 F.R. 8876). 2/ 3/

1/ The Commission has set an administrative deadline of June 9, 1983, for
completion of these investigations.

2/ Copies of the Commission's and Commerce's notices regarding the
countervailing duty investigations of stainless steel sheet, strip, and plate
from the United Kingdom are presented in app. D.

3/ A list of witnesses appearing at the public hearing is presented ir‘dpp.
B.



Prior and Concurrent Investigations
Involving Stainless Steel

Current action under the Trade Act of 1974

Stainless steel sheet and strip and plate have been the subject of six
investigations under the Trade Act of 1974. The most recent investigation
involved a petition filed on behalf of the U.S. specialty steel industry
pursuant to section 301 of the Trade Act of 1974 (19 U.S.C. § 2411 (Supp. III
1979)). This petition, filed on December 2, 1981, alleged that the
Governments of Austria, Belgium, Brazil, France, Italy, Sweden, and the United
Kingdom had bestowed unreasonable and discriminatory subsidies on stainless
steel sheet and strip, plate, bar, wire rod, and alloy tool steel. The
petition further alleged that these subsidies violated the General Agreement
on Tariffs and Trade (GATT), (specifically arts. 8 and 11 of the Agreement on
Interpretation and Application of arts. VI, XVI, and XXII of the GATT), and
caused a dramatic increase in the import penetration of specialty steel
products, including stainless steel sheet, strip, and plate. These increased
imports allegedly bhurdened or restricted U.S. commerce and caused, or
threatened to cause, injury to the U.S. industry.

On the basis of the allegations contained in this petition and another
petition concerning Belgium, the United States Trade Representative (USTR)
initiated investigations with respect to all of the named countries except
Brazil. 1/ On November 16, 1982, the President issued a determination
directing the USTR to (1) request the Commission to conduct an expedited
investigation under section 201 of the Trade Act of 1974 with regard to the
five specialty steel products subject to the section 301 investigations, (2)
initiate multilateral and/or bilateral discussions aimed at the elimination of
all trade-distortive practices in the specialty steel sector, and (3) monitor
imports of specialty steel products subject to the section 201 proceeding. 2/

Pursuant to the President's determination under section 301(a)(2)(A) (19
U.S.C. § 2411(a)(2)(R)), the USTR requested that the Commission institute an
investigation under section 201 of the Trade Act of 1974.

The Commission instituted investigation No. TA-201-48, Stainless Steel
and Alloy Tool Steel, on December 9, 1982, and on March 24, 1983, determined
that certain stainless steel and alloy tool steel (including stainless steel
sheet and strip and plate) was being imported into the United States in such
increased quantities as to be a substantial cause of serious injury, or threat
thereof, to the domestic industry producing articles like or directly competi-
tive with the imported articles. 3/ The Commission voted on remedy on April
25, 1983, and the final report was sent to the President on May 6, 1983. 4/

1/ 47 F.R. 10107.

2/ 47 F.R. 51717.

3/ Commissioner Stern dissenting with respect to stainless steel plate.

4/ Stainless Steel and Alloy Tool Steel: Report to the Presidentaon
Investigation No. TA-201-48. . ., USITC Publication 13/7, 1983.




A-6

The remedies recommended by the Commission to the President for calendaf years
1983-85 are presented in the following tabulation:

Stainless steel sheet Stainless steel
and strip imports plate imports
restricted to-- restricted to--
Commissioners 8 percent of 10 percent of
Haggart and Stern consumption but consumption but
not less than not less than

62,900 tons per year 10,700 tons per year

Chairman Eckes 7.3 percent of 4.8 percent of
consumption but consumption but
not less than not less than

56,887 tons per year 5,919 tons per year

Prior actions under the Trggg Act of 1974

~ In January 1976, the Commission determined in investigation No. TA-201-5
that certain stainless steel and alloy tool steel products (bars, wire rods,
plate, and sheet and strip) were being imported into the United States in such
increased quantities as to be a substantial cause of serious injury, or threat
thereof, to the domestic industry producing articles like or directly competi-
tive with the imported articles. 1/ 1In June 1976, the President imposed
quotas on these items for a 3-year period. Subsequently, at the request of
the USTR, the Commission conducted two section 203 investigations into the
probable economic effect of modifying the import relief granted in June
- 1976. 2/ The President modified the relief granted in 1976 after both section
203 investigations. 3/ The Commission conducted a third section 203
investigation on stainless and alloy tool steel for the purpose of advising
the President as to the probable economic effect on the domestic industry of
the scheduled termination of import relief. 4/ The President extended the
temporary quantitative limitations through February 13, 1980. 5/ Import
relief terminated on February 14, 1980.

1/ Stainless Steel and Alloy Tool Steel: Report to the Pres1dent on
Investlgation No. TA-201-5, USITC Publication 756, 1976.

2/ Presidential Proclamations Nos. 4509 (1977) and 4559 (1978).

3/ Certain Alloy Tool Steel: Report to the President on Investigation No.
TA-203-2. . ., USITC Publication 805, 1977; Stainless Steel and Alloy Tool
Steel: Report to the President on Investigation No. TA-203-3. . ., USITC
Publication 838, 1977,

4/ Stainless Steel and Alloy Tool Steel: Report to the President on
Investigation No. TA-203-5. . ., USITC Publication 968, 1979.

5/ Presidential Proclamation No. 4665 (1979).

A-6
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Nature and Extent of Sales at LTFV
and of Subsidies

Stainless steel sheet and strip from West Germany (investigation No.
731-TA-92 (Final))

On May 2, 1983, Commerce made its final affirmative LTFV determination in
this investigation by comparing foreign-market value, based on home-market
sales, with the U.S. price. Commerce investigated Krupp, Thyssen, and VDM,
because these three companies manufacture and export virtually all the subject
products from West Germany to the United States. The investigation covered
the period from July 1, 1981, to March 31, 1982.

On the basis of its. calculations, Commerce found margins on sheet ranging
from 0.05 percent to 106.37 percent, with an overall weighted average of
7.4 percent. Margins for strip ranged from 0.07 to 243.72 percent, with an
overall weighted average of 2.98 percent. 1/ Sheet accounted for 97.5 percent

of 1982 imports of stainless steel sheet and strip from West Germany; strip
accounted for 2.5 percent.

Stainless steel sheet and strip from France (investigation No.
731-TA-95 (Final))

On April 29, 1983, Commerce published its final affirmative LTFV
determination in this investigation. For Usinor (Chatillon) and Peugot-Loire
and for certain sales by Ugine Gueugnon, Commerce calculated foreign-market
value based on home-market sales, which was then compared with U.S. price.

For other home-market sales of Ugine Gueugnon, Commerce found that sales were
made at less than cost over an extended period of time. Consequently, for

. these home-market sales of Ugine Gueugnon, Commerce used constructed value as
the basis for the foreign-market value. The constructed value is based on
costs of production reported by Ugine Gueugnon; these costs were for materials
and fabrication, including general, selling, and administrative expenses.
Since general expenses were below the 10-percent minimum, Commerce applied the
10-percent minimum to the costs reported; furthermore, Commerce used the
statutory 8-percent minimum profit because information submitted by
Ugine-Gueugnon indicated a profit less than that amount. On the basis of
these calculations, Commerce found margins on sheet from France ranging from
0.01 to 46.5 percent, with an overall weighted-average margin of 3.4 percent
(reduced from 3.6 percent 2/ on May 27, 1983). For strip, margins ranged from
0.1 percent to 55.3 percent, with an overall weighted average of 5.3 percent
(reduced from 6.5 percent 2/ on May 27, 1983). 3/ Sheet accounted for

94.3 percent of 1982 imports from France, and strip accounted for 5.7 percent.

1/ 48 F.R. 20459,
2/ 48 F.R. 19441 (Apr. 29, 1983), shown in app. C.
3/ 48 F.R. 25244 (June 6, 1983), shown in app. C.
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Stainless steel sheet and strip and plate from the United Kingdom
]

" (investigation Nos. 701-TA-195 and 196 (Final))

On February 4, 1983, Commerce issued preliminary countervailing duty
determinations in these cases. Programs found to confer subsidies were (1)
public dividend capital and new capital, (2) National Loans, Fund loans and
loan conversions, and (3) Iron and Steel Industry Training Board grants. 1/
Other programs, however, were preliminarily determined either not to
constitute subsidies or were not used in facilities producing the subject
merchandise. These programs are the Industrial Investment loans from the
European Coal and Steel Community, and Transportation Assistance. The
preliminary net subsidy found for British Steel Corp. was 19.31 percent ad
valorem on both stainless steel sheet and plate. Commerce preliminarily found
no subsidy on stainless steel strip manufactured by Arthur Lee and Sons, Ltd.
(Lee Steel); this company accounts for approximately 1 percent of sheet and
strip imports from the United Kingdom, and it does not produce or export plate
to the United States. All other producers, not excluded from these
determinations of stainless steel sheet and strip and plate, had net subsidies
of 19.31 percent.

On April 27, 1983, Commerce published its final subsidy determinations,
which were the same as those reported on the preliminary determinations. 2/

The Product

Description and uses

Stainless steel is an alloy steel which contains by weight less than
1 percent of carbon and over 11.5 percent of chromium (headnote 2(h)(iv),
subpt. A, pt. 2, schedule 6, of the TSUSA). It is manufactured by melting
scrap metal together with the appropriate amounts of alloying elements
(chromium, molybdenum, nickel, and so forth) in an electric furnace. The
molten metal is decarburized in argon-oxygen decarburization (AOD) vessels and
poured or cast into semifinished products (ingots, slabs, or sheet bars).
Stainless steel must meet certain special quality tests and requirements, and
the production of such steel requires exacting steelmaking practices and/or
extensive testing prior to shipment, or both.

In 1982, according to American Iron & Steel Institute (AISI) statis-
tics, stainless steel shipments accounted for 1.3 percent of all steel
shipments. In turn, approximately 65 percent of total shipments of stainless
steel products were composed of sheet and strip, and 11 percent were composed
of plate. Sheet and strip and plate together are called "flat-rolled"
products (as opposed to the "long products" (bar and rod)).

1/ 48 F.R. 6146 (Feb. 10, 1983), shown in app. D.
2/ 48 F.R.

19048 (Apr. 27, 1983), shown in app. D. . A-8
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Stainless steel sheet and strip.--Stainless steel sheet and strip are
flat-rolled products produced by reheating semifinished stainless steel slabs
or sheet bars to a red-hot state in a reheating furnace, and passing them
through a series of reducing rolls in continuous (hot-strip) or hand mills.
In this process, the semifinished products are reduced in thickness and rolled
into coil form (hot band). The hot band is still considered a semifinished
product. The hot band is then annealed, either through a continuous or batch
anneal process, descaled, and further cold-rolled/reduced to obtain improved
surface and mechanical properties and lighter gages. The product may undergo
additional annealing, pickling, polishing, or buffing, depending on its
specifications. The finished coils are generally produced in widths from 24
to 60 inches. If a narrower width (strip) is desired, the finished coil is
slit into the specified size; the slitting is the last step in the
manufacturing process of strip.

Unlike carbon steel sheet and strip, stainless steel sheet and strip are
usually shipped as cold-rolled products. In 1982, hot-rolled sheet and strip
accounted for only 3 percent of U.S. producers' total shipments of stainless
steel sheet and strip.

Stainless steel sheet and strip are distinguished from other flat-rolled
products by their dimensions. The TSUSA defines sheets as "flat-rolled
products whether or not corrugated or crimped, in coils or cut to length,
under 0.1875 inch in thickness and over 12 inches in width," and strip as "a
flat-rolled product whether or not corrugated or crimped, in coils or cut to
length, under 0.1875 inch in thickness, and, if cold-rolled, over 0.50 inch
but not over 12 inches in width, or, if not cold-rolled, not over 12 inches in
width."

The industry and the TSUSA differ in their definitions of sheet and
strip. The industry defines strip as widths up to 24 inches and sheet as
above 24 inches in width. The TSUSA, on the other hand, defines strip as
widths up to 12 inches only; widths above 12 inches are classified in the
TSUSA as sheet. Because comparable data on imports and U.S. production are
not available, separate statistics for sheet and strip are not presented in
this report.

Further, domestic industry and TSUSA definitions for the chemical
composition of stainless steel also differ. The TSUSA requires chromium
content to exceed 11.5 percent for the product to be called stainless; the
U.S. industry requires only 10 percent chromium. A significant demand has
developed for less expensive (i.e., lower chromium) "stainless" products for
uses where high corrosion resistance, but no particular appearance
requirements, are called for (e.g., automotive exhaust system and catalytic
converter material). In response to this demand, the stainless steel industry
developed grade 409 steel, which generally contains 10.5 percent chromium and
costs less than higher chromium stainless steel. Grade 409 quickly became
popular and accounted for 12 to 17 percent of all stainless shipments during
1978-82. Grade 409 in widths less than 12 inches now falls in the
heat-resisting steel category of the TSUSA (4 to 11.5 percent chromium); in
wider sizes, it falls in the alloy steel category. Thus, grade 409 Atdinless
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is not included within the scope of these investigations, and statistical data
in this report for domestic producers have been adjusted to exclude operations
on this material whenever possible.

Depending on the amount and type of alloying elements added at the
melting stage, and depending on the annealing, rolling, and other
manufacturing processes used, stainless sheet and strip products have a wide
range of physical and mechanical properties, which are defined by AISI "grade"
numbers. Generally, 300 grades are high .in corrosion resistance, and 400
grades have an increased strength and/or a nicer appearance. 1/ Most
industries that use stainless sheet and strip use both 300 and 400 grades
(fig. 1). For example, the side panels of an appliance may be made of 300
grade stainless sheet and the visible front panels and trim of 400 grades;
automobiles require both 300 and 400 grade steels.

Uses of stainless steel include a very wide variety of consumer,
industrial, and defense 2/ products. Figure 1 lists some of the major uses of

stainless steels.

Although quality differences are sometimes alleged between imported and
domestically produced stainless steel sheet and strip, they are fungible
products when produced in the same grade and to the same specifications.
Stainless sheet and strip are sold in widths from 1 to 72 inches. The bulk of
the shipments are in 36- to 48-inch widths. Most widths are sold in coil
forms, although the wider sheets are sometimes sold in cut-to-length form.

1/ There are two essential factors to consider in the decision to purchase
stainless steels: corrosion resistance and strength of the alloy. Chromium
and nickel are added to stainless steels in order to provide corrosion
- resistance, and carbon is provided to strengthen the alloy.

In general, 200 and 300 grade stainless steel have higher chromium and
nickel content (above a combined 20 percent) and lower carbon content (below
0.15 percent) and are used in those applications where corrosion resistance is
paramount, such as in the food processing and oil- and chemical-processing
industries. .

On the other hand, 400 grade stainless steel (below grade 430) usually has
low chromium and nickel content (generally below a combined 16 percent) and
higher carbon content (generally 0.15 percent or over) and are used in those
applications where corrosion resistance is less important and strength is more
impgrtant, as in certain non critical automotive and aerospace structural
members. :

In many applications, increased strength, greater resistance to corrosion,
and mirror-finish appearance are all equally important. To satisfy this
demand, certain 400 grades (430 and above) are available. These grades all
have combined chromium and nickel content above 16 percent and high carbon
content, and are widely used as structural members in the aerospace industry
and in marine atmospheres, where both strength and resistance to corrosion
caused by harsh environments are critical. They are also used as visible trim
material on appliances, automobiles, and so forth.

2/ U.S. purchases of foreign stainless steel sheet and strip for use in
U.S.-produced military equipment are prohibited by the Specialty Metals A-10
Provision of the Defense Appropriations Act (Public Law 97-377, section 723).
The Administration has recently submitted legislation to Congress requesting
relief from the Specialty Metals Provision.
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FigurelsMajor lises For Various Grades of Stainless Steel
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Stainless steel plate.--The TSUSA defines plates as "flat-rolled
products, whether or not corrugated or crimped, in coils or cut to length,
0.1875 inch or more in thickness and, if not cold-rolled, over 8 inches in
width, or, if cold-rolled, over 12 inches in width. The manufacturing process
for stainless steel plate is similar to that of stainless steel sheet and
strip, i.e., it is hot-rolled from slabs and then usually annealed and
pickled. Stainless steel plate differs from sheet and strip in that it is
generally not cold-rolled before shipment.

Most stainless plate is sold in widths ranging from 48 to 96 inches.
However, some mills are able to produce nonstandard widths such as 120 and 130
inches. The most popular grades sold are 304 and 316. Because plate is
thicker than sheet and therefore more difficult to coil, most plate is sold in
cut-to-length form. Most mills cannot coil material thicker than one-quarter
inch. Two U.S. mills, however, can coil material up to one-half inch in
thickness.

Some of the principal uses of stainless steel plate are for industrial
equipment in the chemical, oil- and gas-processing, and rubber-producing
industries (tanks, pipes, heat exchangers, fuel liners, and so forth). In the
food-processing industry, plate is used for brewery tanks and equipment, wine
vats, milk-holding tanks, and so forth. 1In the pulp- and paper-processing
industries, plate is used for tanks and pipes.

U.S. tariff treatment

Imports of the stainless steel sheet and strip and plate subject to these
investigations are classified for tariff purposes under items 607.7610,
607.9010, 607.9020, 608.4300, 608.5700 (sheet and strip) and 607.7605 and
607.9005 (plate) of the TSUSA. The current column 1 (most-favored-nation)
rates of duty 1/ and column 2 duty rates 2/ are shown in table 1.

1/ The col. 1 rates are most-favored-nation (MFN) rates and are applicable
to imported products from all countries except those Communist countries and
areas enumerated in general headnote 3(f) of the TSUS.

2/ The rates of duty in col. 2 apply to imported products from those

Communist countries and areas enumerated in general headnote 3(f) of the TSUR. ,



Table 1.--Stainless steel sheet and strip and plate:
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U.S. rates of duty, by

TSUS or TSUSA items, as of Jan. 1, 1983
TSUSA item No. Rates of duty 1/
Article -
1978-79 1980-83 Col. 1 Col. 2
: : Sheet and strip :
608.8540 : 607.7610 : Stainless steel sheets, not : 9.5% ad val. 28% ad val.
: : pickled and not cold- T+ addi- + addi-
rolled, not coated or : tional tional
plated with metal, not clad: duties. duties.
608.8840 : 607.9010 : Stainless steel sheets, : 10% ad val. 0.2¢ per
(pt.-1979): : pickled but not cold- + addit- 1b + 28%
608.8841 : rolled, not coated or ;. tional ad val. +
(pt.-1978): plated with metal, not clad: duties. additional
608.8843 : : duties.
(pt.-1978):
608.8840 : 607.9020 : Stainless steel sheets, : 10% ad val. 0.2¢ per
(pt.-1979): : cold-rolled, not coated : + addi- 1b + 28%
608.8841 or plated with metal, not : tional ad val. +
(pt.-1978): clad : duties. additional
608.8843 duties.
(pt.-1978): : . : :
609.0720 : 608.4300 : Stainless steel strip, : 10.5% ad val.: 33% ad val.
: : over 0.01 but not over + addi- : + addi-
0.05 inch in thickness. tional tional
duties. duties.
609.0820 : 608.5700 : Stainless steel strip, : 11.5% ad val.: 33% ad val.
: : over 0.05 inch in thick- + addi- : + addi-
ness. tional tional
duties. duties.
: . Plate :
608.8510 : 607.7605 : Stainless steel plates, not : 9.5% ad val. 28% ad val.
: pickled and not cold- © + addi- + addi-
rolled, not coated or : tional tional
plated with metal, not clad: duties. duties.
608.8810 : 607.9005 : Stainless steel plates, pic- : 10% ad val. 0.2¢ per
: : kled. and not cold-rolled, "+ addi- 1b + 28%
not coated or plated with tional ad val. +
with metal, not clad duties. additional
duties.

1/ stainless steel sheet, strip, and plate are also subject to additional
cumulative duties of alloy contents as follows:

A-13



A-14

TSUSA item No. : : Additional duties

- : Article : -
1977-79 | 1980-83 : Col. 1 : Col. 2

607.01 : 606.00 : Chromium content over 0.2 : 0.1% ad val.: 1% ad val.
: : percent by weight. : :

607.02 : 606.02 : Molybdenum content over : 0.3% ad val.: 1% ad val.
: : 0.1 percent by weight. :

607.03 : 606.04 : Tungsten content over 0.3 : 0.4% ad val.: 1% ad val.
: . percent by weight. :

607 .04 ; 606.06 ; Vanadiun content over 0.1 ; 0.2% ad val.; 1% ad val.
: percent by weight. :

The rates of duty for imports of stainless steel sheet and strip and
plate, which are currently dutiable at column 1 rates ranging from 9.5 percent
to 11.5 percent ad valorem plus additional duties on alloy content, 1/ have
remained virtually unchanged since 1977. Imports of these items are not
eligible for duty-free treatment under the Generalized System of Preferences
(GSP), 2/ nor are least developed developing countries (LDDC's) granted
preferential rates of duty. 3/

U.S. Producers

U.S. producers of stainless steel sheet and strip

Nine U.S. firms are known to currently produce the stainless steel sheet
and strip subject to these investigations. Table 2 shows the domestic
producers and each firm's share of total U.S. shipments of stainless steel
sheet and strip in 1978-82.

1/ Schedule 6, pt. 2, subpt, B, headnote 4.

2/ The GSP, under title V of the Trade Act of 1974, provides duty-free
treatment for specified eligible articles imported directly from designated
beneficiary developing countries. GSP, implemented by Executive Order No.
11888 of Nov. 24, 1975, applies -to merchandise imported on.or after Jan. 1,
1976, and is expected to remain in effect until January 1985.

3/ The preferential rates of duty in the "LDDC" column reflect the full U.S.
Multilateral Trade Negotiations concession rates implemented without staging
for particular items which are products of least developed developing
countries, enumerated in general headnote 3(d) of the TSUSA. Where no rate of
duty is provided in the “LDDC" column for an item, the rate of duty provided
in col. 1 applies.
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Table 2.--Stainless steel sheet and strip: Percentage distribution of
U.S. producers' shipments, by firms, 1978-82 1/

* * * * * * »*

Source: Compiled from data submitted in response to questionnaires of the
U.S. International Trade Commission.

As indicated, domestic shipments of stainless steel sheet and strip are
highly concentrated, with the five largest producers, * % ¥  Domestic
production facilities are concentrated in Pennsylvania, Ohio, and Maryland.
Brief descriptions of some U.S. producers' plants follow.

Allegheny Ludlum melts and hot rolls at its Brackenridge, Pa., works and
subsequently cold-finishes at Brackenridge, New Castle, Ind. and West
Leechburg, Pa.

Jones & Laughlin's stainless steel melt shop is in Warren, Mich.; its
hot-strip mill is in Cleveland; and its cold-finishing facilities are in
Detroit (acquired from McLouth in July 1981) and Louisville, Ohio. 1/ On
February 23, 1983, Jones & Laughlin received approval from the Department of
Justice to proceed with the purchase of the assets at the Crucible plant in
Midland, Pa., which ceased operations in March 1982. Jones & Laughlin expects
to operate the electric furnaces, AOD refining vessel, and continuous caster,
but not, at least initially, the cold-rolling (finishing) facility at the
Crucible plant. Further processing will be performed at Jones & Laughlin's
cold-finishing facilities in Detroit and Louisville. The company announced
. that it would suspend stainless steel melting at its Warren, Mich., plant when
the Midland melt shop is started. Jones & Laughlin began melting at Midland
in April 1983. '

Armco has its stainless sheet and stripmaking facilities in Butler, Pa.
Washington Steel's melting and casting facilities are located in Houston, Pa.,
-and its hot-strip mill and cold-rolling facilities, in Washington, Pa.
Republic melts steel in Canton, Ohio, and in Chicago; it rolls slabs and makes
hot band in Cleveland and Warren, Ohio, on hot-strip mills; and has
cold-rolling facilities in Massillon, Cleveland, and Warren, Ohio.

Ability of U.S. producers to produce the imported sheet and
strip.--Purchasers' questionnaires indicate that most of the stainless steel
sheet and strip imported from France and West Germany consists of 304, 316,
430, and 434 stainless steel grades. U.S. purchases were asked to report such
purchase-transactions of imported stainless sheet and strip that occured
because there was no domestically produced merchandise available. In
telephone conversations with purchasers that reported such transactions the
Commission staff established that all 304 and 316 grade sheet and strip
purchased by these firms from West German suppliers could have been sourced
domestically. Purchasers' questionnaires indicated that of the 304 and 316
grades being imported, the 48-inch X 144-inch sheet was often imported in

A-lS

1/ Jones & Laughlin sold its Youngstown, Ohio, strip mill in November 1980.
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these transactions. Conversations with officials of those firms who purchased
imported sheet indicated that Allegheny Ludlum, Jones & Laughlin, and Republic
Steel could supply this material from stock.

Some importers of 430 and 434 grade stainless sheet stated in phone
conversations and in purchasers' questionnaires that their decision to import
was based on the inability or unwillingness of U.S. producers to supply this
material in sufficient quantity to meet their requirements. Two U.S.
purchasers advised that they could not buy domestic grade 430 in 36-, 48-, and
60-inch widths in 1981 and 1982; therefore, they imported from West Germany
* % % short tons in 1981 and * * % short tons in 1982. 1/ To counter these
and similar arguments made in the past, the domestic industry argues that it

has the ability and availability of capacity to produce all requested 400
grade stainless steel. 2/ 3/

Counsel for French and West German producers argued against cumulation on
the bases that French exports to the United States are primarily 400 grades
and West German exports are 300 grades. The foreign producers and U.S.
importers were asked to provide data on exports and imports to the United
States by grades. The following tabulation shows the responses:

The United Kingdom did not export 400 grade stainless steel to the United
States in 1978-82, and British Steel Corp. (BSC) has only recently begun
production of 400 grade for its home market. Previously, all 400 grades were
imported into England from primarily France and West Germany. 4/

The domestic industry's production of 300 and 400 grade stainless steel
sheet and strip is shown in the following tabulation 5/:

Percentage distribution of production

Year 300 grades 400 grades
1978~ 80 20
1979~ e 83 . 17
1980- - e . 86 14
1981 e 85 15

1982-=- - <mmcmmmmmm oo 89 11

1/ Data obtained from purchasers' questionnaires of the U.S. International
Trade Commission and from followup phone conversations between Vincent DeSapio
of the Commission staff and Messrs. ®* ¥ %, Mar. 29, 1983.°

2/ Transcript of the hearing, investigations Nos. 731-TA-92 (Final),
731-TA-95 (Final), and 701-TA-195 and 196 (Final), May 4, 1983, pp. 49 and 50.

3/ Petitioners' posthearing brief, p. 4. A

4/ BSC's posthearing brief, app. A, p. 6 and transcript of the hearirg!6pp.
103 and 194.

5/ Compiled from data submitted in response to questionnaires of the U.S.
International Trade Commission.
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The data in the previous tabulations and information received in
purchasers' questionnaires indicate competition among French, West German,
British, and domestic 300 grade stainless steel sheet and strip and among
French, West German, and domestic 400 grade stainless steel sheet and strip. |

The French producer Ugine-Gueugnon and Texas Instruments, a U.S.
purchaser of French stainless steel sheet, allege that no U.S. stainless stee!
sheet producer is able to supply grade 434 stainless sheet of the quality
required by this purchaser. Texas Instruments uses this product to make auto-
motive trim and notes increased concern by the automobile industry for high-
quality and price-competitive products (see related article from Fortune, May
16, 1983, presented in app. E). The U.S. producers of grade 434 sheet,
however, claim that they are able and willing to produce this product. The
Commission staff visited the plants that make and use this product and obtaine
information from the market participants. The findings are presented in
appendix F.

U.S. producers of stainless steel plate.--Twelve firms are known to have
produced stainless steel plate in the United States in 1982, % % ¥, Table 3
shows the major domestic producers and each firm's share of total U.S.
shipments of stainless steel plate in 1978-82.

Table 3.--Stainless steel plate: Percentage distribution of U.S.
producer's shipments, by firms, 1978-82

»* * * * »* »* *

Source: Compiled from data submitted in response to questionnaires of the
United States International Trade Commission. ’

Capital. expansions by U.S. producers of stainless steel sheet and strip,
and plate.-~-A number of stainless steel producers have recently completed or
embarked upon major capital-spending projects. Others have postponed such
projects. Allegheny Ludlum completed a * % % capital-spending program in 197¢
to add a continuous caster for sheet and stripmaking. A plan to spend an
additional * * ¥ to add another continuous caster for sheet and stripmaking
has been postponed pending an upturn in the demand for stainless steel. 1In
1980, Eastern Stainless Steel completed a * % * capital-spending program whict
increased flat-rolled stainless steel capacity by * * * percent * * ¥, Armco
spent nearly * ¥ % on increasing continuous casting capability at its Butler,
Pa., plant in 1982, but has no other announced expansion or modernization
plans due to low stainless steel demand. Washington Steel completed a
* % % expansion program in 1980, which included the addition of a continuous
caster that increased its casting capacity by % * % percent. Prior to that,
the last continuous caster was installed in the United States in 1974.

1/ See also petitioners' posthearing brief, invs. Nos. 731-TA-92, 95 (Final.
and 701-TA-195 and 196 (Final), p. 6.
A-17
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Washington Steel also added a hot-strip mill for the production of
stainless sheet and strip in 1976. Prior to that, the last U.S. hot-strip
mill for stainless sheet and strip was built in 1970. Carpenter had planned
the construction of a % * % hot-strip mill, which would have represented
a significant expansion and modernization (the average age of U.S. hot-strip
mills is about 21 years 1/) of the U.S. hot-rolling capacity; however, this
program has been postponed due to the deterioration of the stainless business.

U.S. industry representatives testified that the basic hot-strip mill
technology is not changing, and, thus, there is no need to build new hot-strip
mills. Most modernizations involve the addition of computerized controls that
significally improve the mill-operations (transcript of the hearing,
pp. 54-56).

U.S. Importers

Importers of stainless steel sheet and strip from West Germany

The net import file maintained by the U.S. Customs Service identified
* ® % importers of stainless steel sheet and strip from West Germany during
October 1980-September 1981, and * * % importers during October 1981-September
1982. 2/ The smaller importers are most often U.S. end users that purchase
directly from the foreign sources; however, the majority of stainless steel
sheet and strip imports, * % % shown in the following tabulation:

Approximate share of imports of
- Firm stainless steel sheet and strip
from West Germany

(percent)
Oct. 1980- Oct. 1981-

Sept. 1981 Sept. 1982

»* »* * »* * »* *

Importers of stainless steel sheet and strip from France

The net import file identified % % % importers of stainless steel sheet
and strip from France during October 1980-September 1981 and * * % importers
during October 1981-September 1982. Most of the importers, both large and

1/ The average age was calculated by weighing the ages of U.S. mills used
for specialty steel producing by their capacity. Age and capacity data were
published in 33 Metal Producing Magazine, January 1982, p. 68. :

2/ The net import file is kept on the Government's fiscal-year basis, i.e., A_jg
October-September.




small, are service centers/distributors. The following tabulation shows the
distribution of imports among the importers:

Approximate share of imports of
stainless steel sheet and strip

from France

(percent)
Firm Oct. 1980- Oct. 1981-
Sept. 1981 Sept. 1982
* * * * * »* »*

Importers of stainless steel sheet and strip from the United Kingdom

The net import file identified * % * importers of stainless steel sheet
and strip from the United Kingdom during October 1980-September 1981 and * * %
importers during October 1981-September 1982. The overwhelming majority of
imports were accounted for by BSC of Houston. % % ¥ The following
tabulation shows the distribution of imports:

Approximate share of imports of
stainless steel sheet and strip
from the United Kingdom

(percent)

Firm Oct. 1980- Oct. 1981-
Sept. 1981 Sept. 1982

Counsel for BSC compared BSC's corporate data with official U.S.
statistics and stated that there may be approximately 400 tons of non-BSC
imports included in the January-March 1983 official statistics, (transcript of
the hearing, pp. 168 and 169) The Commission staff obtained updated net
import files after the hearing, which covered January 1983. No new importer
from the United Kingdom was listed. Commission staff also contacted Lee
Steel, the only other producer of stainless sheet and strip in the United
Kingdom; Lee Steel's U.S. affiliate * * % in January-March 1983. 1/

Importers of stainless steel plate from the United Kingdom

The net import file identified * * * importers of stainless steel plate
from the United Kingdom during October 1980-September 1981 and * * * importers

1/ Telephone conversation of Messrs. Vastagh of the Commission staff and
Coward, executive vice president of Lee Steel, May 20, 1983.
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during October 1981-September 1982. British Steel accounts for virtually all
the imports, as shown in the following tabulation:

Approximate share of imports of
stainless steel plate from the
the United Kingdom

(percent)

Oct. 1980- Oct. 1981-
Sept. 1981 Sept. 1982

3

U.S. Market
Apparent U.S. consumption

Stainless steel sheet and strip.--Apparent U.S. consumption of stainless
steel sheet and strip fluctuated during 1978-82, as shown in table 4. It
reached a period high of 752,000 tons in 1979 and a period low of 563,000 tons
in 1980. Consumption in 1982 was 565,000 tons. Some industry members opine
that 1979 was the best year ever for the stainless steel industry or at least
as good as 1974 (transcript of the hearing, p. 51).

Shipments of sheet and strip were up by 3 percent in January-March 1983
from those in the corresponding period of 1982. The increased shipments are
attributed by industry members partly to improving economic activity and
partly to the rebuilding of depleted inventories. 1/ Stainless steel
shipments are historically higher in the first half of the calendar year
than in the second half (transcript of the hearing, pp. 29-31). Improvements
in the autombile, housing, and other consumer-goods industries would bring
about increased stainless steel sheet and strip consumption.

1/ Petitioners' posthearing brief, investigation Nos. 731-TA-92 and 95
(Final) and 701-TA-195 and 196 (Final), p. 10. A-20



Table 4.--Stainless steel sheet and strip and plate:

A-21

U.S. producers'

shipments, imports for consumption, exports of domestic merchandise and
apparent U.S. consumption, 1978-82, January-March 1982, and January-

March 1983
(In thousands of short tons)
\ : : Apparent
Shipments ‘ Imports : Exports . consumption
Period Sheet : . Sheet : : Sheet : : Sheet
and : Plate : and Plate and : Plate : and . plate
strip : . strip : . strip . _strip
1978-----~ 647 . 114 80 11 36 : 5 : 692 : 120
1979------ 743 . 146 . 61 : 7 : 52 12 . 752 141
1980--~~—- 609 : 124 . 37 3: 83 : 16 : 563 : 111
1981-~~~~-~ 665 : 122 71 : - 8 : 44 10 : 692 . 120
1982-- =~~~ 505 : 98 86 13 26 5 565 107
Jan.-Mar. : : : : : : :
1982-~--: 128 : 28 29 3 6 : 1 151 . 30
1983---~: 132 : 23 . 18 : 2 : 6 : 1 144 24

Source: 'Sheet and strip shipments, (AISI) data modified by'data obtéined in
response to questionnaires of the U.S. International Trade Commission to

exclude shipments of grade 409 products; plate shipments, AISI data; import
and export data compiled from official statistics of the U.S. Department of

Commerce (totals may not add due to rounding).

Stainless steel plate.--Apparent U.S. consumption of stainless steel

plate also fluctuated during 1978-82, as did that of sheet and strip.

The

fluctuation was not as great, however, because the plate industry serves the
capital-goods market as opposed to the consumer-goods markets. (transcript of
the hearing, p. 42). The yearly changes of apparent consumption are shown in
the following tabulation (in percent): '

Period

1978 t0 1979---==n-
1979 to 1980------ - 2
1980 to 1981------- 2.
1981 to 1982-----m- -1

Change in apparent U.S.

consumption of stainless steel--

Sheet and strip

N U
E V. W

Plate

1
-21.

O ™=
QO rs W N

-10.

Shipments oF-étainless plate were down by about 15 percent and plate
consumption was down by 20 percent in January-March 1983 compared with such

data for the corresponding period of 1982.

Since plate is used almost

exclusively in capital goods markets, the plate industry's recovery will be

tied to the recovery of such markets, which generally lag behind sheet and

strip's consumer markets by 6 to 9 months (transcript of the hearing, p. 48).
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s of distribution

the U.S. market, sales of stainless steel sheet and strip by domestic

~s and importers are made to end users directly or to steel service
'distributors, which in turn sell to end users.

The major markets for

ally produced stainless steel sheet and strip and plate in 1982 are
table 5. These markets are identified on the basis of periodic

g by U.S. producers to the AISI. The producers identify the major

-use.markets of those shipments that are sent by them directly to U.S.

;. Such shipments constitute only 51 percent of all sheet and strip

; and 48 percent of all plate shipments. On the basis of those data,
own in table 5, the largest single end-use markets for stainless

et and strip were the automotive and the appliances, utensils, and
ndustries, which accounted for 18 and 6 percent, respectively, of

11 purchases in 1982. The machinery and equipment market was the
rd-use market for plate in 1982, with 14 percent of the total.

ce centers/distributors accounted for 44 percent of the total for
strip and 47 percent of the total for plate shipments. Service

y material directly from the stainless steel producers and may

e material by cutting, forming, and coating according to customer
ions before reselling it to end users. These end users tend to be

ars, ones whose stainless needs are not large enough or predictable
wy directly from the producers in "mill-run" (around 10 tons or

:ities. The service centers do not keep records on what their

-Stainless steel sheet, strip, and plate: Percentage distribution
domestic producers' shipments to major U.S. markets in 1982

: Sheet
Market : and Plate
strip
ers/distributors------m—mveeeme : A4 a7
e e ot 1 : 18 : 1
_______________________________________ . 5 ¢ 3
dustrial equipment, and tools----: 3: 14
itensils, and cutlery----—---ceuee- : 6 : /7 -
-------------- RS 5 : 5
------------------------------------ 19 : 30
------------------------------------ 100 : 100
1" 0.5 percent.

piled from data of the American Iron & Steel Institute and from
stics of the U.S. Department of Commerce.
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customers produce from their stainless steel purchases. Accordingly, no data
are available as to the end-use markets for stainless steel sheet and strip

and plate sold by service centers. 1/

The U.S. stainless flat-rolled markets are concentrated in the Midwest
and Northeast, with only 5 to 10 percent of consumption estimated as taking
place on the west coast. Transportation costs to the West Coast are estimated
to represent about 5 to 6 percent of the average delivered cost of domestic
stainless steel (transcript of the hearing, pp. 39-41).

West German, French, and British stainless steel sheet and strip are
generally distributed through the same channels of distribution as domestic
products (transcript of the hearing, pp. 113-116).

The following tabulation shows the shares of stainless steel sheet and
strip shipments to service centers and directly to end users (in percent) 2/:

Share of shipments in 1982 to--

Service centers/

Source distributors End users
United States-—-——--- ———— 44 56
West Germany---——~=——woeee ) 1NN
France-—--——=—wmmme—-— —— W v
United Kingdom—- -m—rmmeee Wik HHH

Consideration of Material Injury to an
Industry in the United States

U.S. production, capacity, and capacity utilization

Capacity in this section refers to finishing capacity for flat-rolled
products (i.e., hot- or cold-rolling facilities and attendant annealing,
pickling and polishing facilities, but not melting, blooming, or casting
capacity). Because a company has a certain level of flat-rolled finishing
capacity does not imply that it necessarily also possesses equal or greater
casting and hot-rolling capacities. Although all U.S. stainless producers
have melt shops, they do not all have hot-strip mills, or blooming mills, both
of which are used in producing semifinished forms of stainless steel and both
of which require large capital investments that can only be justified by the
larger producers. That is why a smaller producer, such as Eastern Stainless,
does not have a hot-strip mill. Eastern melts its own steel and cast its own
slabs or ingots, but sends these semifinished products to a "converter," a
company with a hot-strip mill, for conversion into sheet bars or hot-bands
that are then returned to Eastern's finishing mills for flat-rolling into
sheets, strips, or plates.

1/ Ibid., p. 8.
2/ Source: for U.S. data: table 5; for all other data: questionndi¥es of
the U.S. International Trade Commission.
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Stainless steel sheet and strip.--Domestic producers' production
capacity, and utilization of that capacity for the products under
investigation are shown in table 6. U.S. producers' aggregate capacity to
manufacture stainless steel sheet and strip increased by 83,000 tons from 1978
to 1981, or by an average of 3 percent annually. In March 1982, before
Crucible ceased operations, aggregate production capacity for sheet and strip
producing (i.e., finishing capacity) stood at 977,000 tons. * % %, total U.S.
capacity as of January 1, 1983, was 817,000 tons per year, the lowest during
1978-82, or 8 percent below the 1978 level. Jones & Laughlin purchased
Crucible's assets and began to operate the melt shop and continuous caster in
mid-April 1983. Although J&L has neither manned nor announced whether or not
it will reactivate Crucible's finishing facilities, that finishing capacity
has been returned to the aggregate finishing capacity of the U.S. stainless
steel sheet and strip industry as of April 1, 1983 (table 6).
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Table 6.--Stainless steel sheet and strip and stainless steel plate: U.S. prodt
tion, practical capacity, 1/ and capacity utilization, 1978-82 and Apr. 1, 198:

Item ;1978 1 1979 | 1980 | 1981 | 1982 | "PC.

Stainless steel sheet and strip:
Production 2/ ) : : : : : :
1,000 short tons--: 679 : 739 : 580 643 : 487 : 3/

Capacity----==mmmmmmmmmmm do----: 886 : 914 : 928 : 969 :4/ 857 : 5/

Capacity utilization--percent--: 77 . 81 : 63 : 66 57 : 3/

Stainless steel plate:
Production 6/ : : : : : :
1,000 short tons--: 124 138 : 121 118 : 90 : 3/

Capacity—--——-—-mmmmmmmem do----: 221 : 222 : 223 : 224 :4/ 193 : 5/
Capacity utilization--percent—- 56 62 . 54 : 53 : 47 . 3/

1/ Practical capacity was deflned as the greatest level of output a plant can
achieve within the framework of a realistic work pattern. Producers were asked t
consider, among other factors, a normal product mix and an expansion of operatior
that would be reasonably obtained in their industry and locality in setting
capacity in terms of the number of shifts and hours of plant operation (generally
reported to be 144-160 hours per week, 50 weeks per year).

2/ Sheet and strip producers reparting to the Commission accounted for 95 perce
of all 1982 shipments that were reported by AISI.

3/ Not available.

4/ In March 1982, Crucible ceased operations. The company's reported productiy
sheet and strip capacity was * * % percent of the total U.S. industry's capacity,
its plate capacity was * * ¥ percent of the total industry's. The company reporte
production and shipments for the first quarter only, the plant was abandoned urti
Jones & Laughlin received approval from the U.S. Department of Justice to purchas
its assets, in late February 1983. Therefore only % % % percent of Crucible's
annual capacities are included in the data for 1982,

5/ In April, Jones and Laughlin reactivated portions of the Crucible plant.
Although that plants finishing capacity has been neither manned nor reactivated t
J&L, its capacity has been returned in these data to that of the U.S. industry's
total, consistent with the Commission's definition of capacity, which takes
physical plant into account rather than employment levels. The prehearing report
stated lower U.S. capacity as of Jan. 1, 1983, i.e., prior to J&L's taking
possession of the physical plant.

6/ Plate producers reporting to the Commission accounted for 93 percent of all
1982 stainless steel plate shipments that were reported by the AISI. These are t
producers that submitted usable data for calculating capacity utilization rates.

Source: Compiled from data submitted in response to questionnaires of the Unit
States International Trade Commission.
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Production data for January-March 1983 are not available. If shipments
are used as a proxy for production, U.S. producers' capacity utilization data
were as follows (in percent):

Stainless steel sheet Stainless steel
and strip plate
1978~ —mm e ———————— 73 52
1979 mmm e 81 66
1980~ = m e 66 57
1981 - 69 54
1982 e 59 51
January-March 1983------ 60 45

Capacity utilization for stainless steel sheet and strip increased from
77 to 81 percent during the last two quota years (1978 and 1979). As a result
of a 24-percent drop of production from 1981 to 1982, however, capacity
utilization dropped from 66 percent in 1981 to 57 percent in 1982, despite the
12-percent reduction in total capacity. Although calculated capacity
utilization was only 81 percent in 1979, the industry apparently operated at
or near capacity that year (transcript of the hearing, p. 52). Concurrent
with and following the good years of 1978 and 1979, the industry installed
significant melting and casting capacities that required 2 to 3 years before
reaching their full producing potential in 1981 to 1983. Thus, although
finishing capacity did not appreciably increase from 1981 to 1983 (table 6),
according to testimony, the melting capacity has increased and its cost
effectiveness has improved (transcript of the hearing, p. 52). Investments
were made in computerized process control of the melting operations, which are
_significant because during melting, about 45 percent of the value of stainless
steel is added (transcript of the hearing, p. 35).

Table 7 indicates the major capacity changes for each of the reporting
U.S. stainless steel sheet and strip producing companies during 1978-82.
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Table 7.--Stainless steel sheet and strip: Major changes in producing
capacities of U.S. producers, 1978-82

Source: Compiled from data submitted in response to questionnaires of the
United States International Trade Commission.

A-27



A-28

Stainless steel plate.--Total production capacity for U.S. stainless
plate has been virtually unchanged since 1978 (221,000 tons per year in 1978
and 224,000 tons per year in 1981) (table 6). * % % As of April 1, 1983,
J&L owned Crucible's total physical plants and equipment, and its platemaking
capacity was added back to the U.S. aggregate as of that date.

Table 8 shows total U.S. production of stainless steel plate, which
remained relatively stable from 1978 to 1981, and then dropped from 125,000
tons in 1981 to 96,000 tons in 1982, or by 22 percent. This drop in
production was greater than the decrease in capacity (caused by Crucible's
going out of business) and caused capacity utilization by the U.S. industry to
decrease from 53 percent in 1981 to 47 percent in 1982 (table 6).

Table 8.--Stainless steel plate: Total U.S. production, 1978-82

(In thousands of tons)

Year : U.S. production 1/
1978w e e 127
1979~ e e ————— : 143
1980w e e s : 127
1981 - mmm e memn e S S : 123
1982 m mmm o e : 96

1/ Producers submitting data accounted for 100 percent of plate shipments in
1982.

Source: Compiled from data in response to questionnaires of the United
States International Trade Commission.

U.S. producers' shipments 1/

The following tabulation shows U.S. producers' shipments of stainless
steel sheet and strip and stainless steel plate:

Sheet and strip shipments - Plate shipments

: Quantity Change Quantity Change
Period (1,000 tons)- (percent) (1,000 tons) (percent)
1978 mmmmmimemm = 647 N/A 114 N/A
1979-~m=mmmmmma= 743 15 146 28
1980~ «wmmmmememmme 609 -18 124 -15
1981~-mwmmmmmr o= 665 9 122 -2
1982~ mmmmmmmmm= 505 -24 98 -20
Jan.-Mar. -~

1982+ mmwmwmmn 128 N/A 28 n/A o A28

1983~ mwm v mem 132 3 23 -18

1/ Shipments to domestic or foreign service centers and end users. Shipments

do not include intercompany or intracompany shipments or shipments of grade
ANQ nrArdii~ke
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Shipments of sheet and strip increased from 647,000 tons in 1978 to
743,000 tons in 1979, or by 15 percent; some industry sources call 1979 their
best year ever. Production decreased in 1980 by 18 percent; rose again in
1981, and then fell by 24 percent in 1982. Shipments of stainless steel plate
also increased from 1978 to 1979, but fell each succeeding calendar year and
continued to fall through January-March 1983. Shipments of both products
reached period lows in 1982. : ‘

U.S. producers' inventories

Although end users and service centers/distributors perform much of the
inventory function in the domestic market for stainless steel products,
end-of-period inventories reported by U.S. producers in response to the
Commission's questionnaires were significant, as shown in table 9. These
inventory levels are similar to the inventory levels of the 1970's.

Table 9.--Stainless steel sheet and strip and stainless steel plate:
U.S. producers' 1/ year-end inventories, 1977-82

Ttem © 1977 1978 © 1979 © 1980 1981 - 1982

Stainless steel sheet
and strip : : : : : :

1,000 tons--: 169 . 184 . 178 . 160 : 158 157

Days' supply in : N/A 99 96 : 107 94 120
inventory 2/---=--- : : : : : :

Stainless steel plate

1,000 tons--: 16 - 19 18 21 19 18
Days' supply in : : : : :
inventory----——-—--- : N/A 55 50 : 64 : 57 . 69

1/ Producers reporting accounted for about 95 percent of 1982 shipments
reported by AISI.

2/ Based on all shipments of the previous period except intercompany
shipments.

Source: Compiled from data submitted in response to questionnaires of the
United States International Trade Commission.

There are no data available on the levels of inventories held by service
centers; petitioners believe that the service centers generally avoid holding
large inventories in case of a sudden drop in demand, as happened in 1975. 1/

1/ Petitioners' posthearing brief, p. 10. 420
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U.S. employment, wages, and productivity

Data on U.S. producers' employment and wages are presented in tables 10

and 11.
but one plate producer.
industry shipments.

* * W,

The reporting producers include all sheet and strip producers and all
This producer, * % % percent of total

The increases of labor productivity (in table 10) in the

production of sheet and strip is explained partly by technological
improvements made during the period. 1/ It may also be partly explained by
the general theory that, in a contraction phase, industries are characterized

Table 10.--Production and related workers employed in U.S. producers'
establishments producing stainless steel sheet and strip and plate, 1/
hours paid to production and related workers, 2/ and labor productivity, 3/

1978-82
Employment of Hours paid
production to production Labor
and related and related roductivit
workers workers P y
Year producing-- producing--
: St:;:éﬁss ; Stainless ;Stai:é:is ;Stainless;Stztgiﬁss; Stainless
: . steel : steel steel
: sheet and late : sheet late - -sheet late
strip P ‘and strip P ‘and strip:; P
: --Number of persons-- : --Thousand hours-- : ~--Tons per hour---
1978~ ~emmmmm 8,029 1,744 : 16,296 : 3,666 : 0.042 :  0.035
1979- - 8,233 . 2,011 : 16,596 : 4,362 . 0.045 0.033
1980---~—mmum 6,929 : 1,874 : 12,581 : 3,748 : 0.046 0.034
1981-- - mmemme 7,306 : 1,814 : 13,332 : 3,564 : 0.048 : 0.035
1982-----mm-- 6,531 : 1,542 . 9,830 : 2,740 . 0.050 : 0.035

1/ U.S. producers submitting usable data accounted for 95 percent of total
shipments of stainless steel sheet and strip and for 97 percent of total
shipments of stainless steel plate that were reported by the American Iron &

Steel Institute in 1982.

2/ Includes hours worked plus hours of paid leave time.

3/ Production per hours worked.,

Source: Compiled from data submitted in resbonse to questiannaires of the
United States International Trade Commission and from shipments in table 4.

1/ Id., p. 8-9.
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Table 11.--Wages and total compensation 1/ paid to production and related
workers producing stainless steel sheet and strip and plate, hourly
compensation, and unit labor costs, 1978-82

Wages paid : Total compensa- :

to production : tion paid to Hourl Unit
and related : production and : com ensazion labor
: workers . related workers P costs
Year producing-- : producing-- : : : .
P Yealn  stain-’ SERI gpajn. ©SRAIN gegind SEAINC stain-
Pless i oyoes G less less : less less - less less
. steel . steel : . steel : . steel
: . steel steel © steel  steel
: sheet late sheet |, late sheet late’ sheet late
: & strip: P :& strip! P & strip P . & strip: P
N Million dollars-------- : : ! ----Per ton----
1978--—-~- : 184 : 40 : 241 : 50 :$14.79 :$13.64 : $354 :  $393
1979--~-~- : 208 : 53 : 265 : 66 : 15.97 : 15.13 : 359 462
1980~--~-~~ : 178 51 : 237 66 : 18.84 . 17.61 . 409 : 520
1981----—- : 208 : 53 . 281 : 69 : 21.08 : 19.36 : 437 . 561

1982-~---- : 169 42 . 235 : 58 : 23.91 @ 21.17 : 483 604

1/ The difference between total compensation and wages is an estimate of
workers' benefits.

2/ U.S. producers submitting usable data accounted for 95 percent of total
shipments of stainless steel sheet and strip and for 97 percent of total
shipments of stainless steel plate that were reported by the American Iron &
Steel Institute in 1982.

Source: Compiled from data received in response to questionnaires of the
United States International Trade Commission. ‘

by increased cost consciousness of management under the increasing profit
squeeze; the employees that remain after lay offs place more value on their
jobs when the jobs are scarce; voluntary turnover drops, and, as a result,
productivity generally starts upward before aggregate demand begins to
increase. 1/

Stainless steel sheet and strip.--Employment trends followed those of
shipments, reaching a period high of 8,233 persons in 1979, and a period low
of 6,531 in 1982. Not only has the number of persons employed declined since
1979, but the average number of hours paid per person has shown an even greater
decline, as shown in the following tabulation:

1/ John W. Kendrick, "Understanding productivity," The Johns Hopkins
University Press, 1977, pp. 87-88.

A-31



A-32

Average number

of hours paid

per production and

Year related worker
1978—— - 2,029
1979 e 2,016
1980-- -mmm e e 1,816
1981 -mmmm e 1,825
1982 e e e 1,505

Average hours worked declined from about 2,000 hours per year in 1978 and

1979, to 1,505 in 1982, or by about 25 percent over the period.

Stainless steel plate.--The number of production and related workers

producing stainless steel plate fell each year from a period high of 2,011 in
1979 to a period low of 1,542 in 1982, and, average hours worked reached a
period low in 1982, as shown in the following tabulation:

U.S. exports

u.s.
5.1
4.4

t
t

Average number of

hours paid per
production and

Year . related worker
£/ R — 2,102
1979--mmmmm e 2,169
(1.1 S —— 2,000
1981 - e 1,965
11} IR ———— 1,777

Exports of stainless steel sheet, strip, and plate, as reported by the
Department of Commerce, are shown in table 12.
0 13.6 percent of U.S. producers shipments of sheet and strip, and from
0 12.9 percent of U.S. producers' shipments of plate during 1978-82.

Exports fluctuated from
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Table 12.--Stainless steel sheet and strip and plate: U.S. exports and
ratio of exports to U.S. producers' shipments, 1978-82

‘Stainless steel sheet & strip . Stainless steel plate
. Ratio of : : Ratio of
Period
: :exports to U.S.: .. exports to U.S.
: U.S. exportg : producers ' U.s. exports: producers '
: _shipments : shipments
1,000 tons : Percent : 1,000 tons Percent
1978w mmmmmmm : 36 : 5.6 5 4.4
1979--—~==rmmms : 52 . 7.0 12 8.2
1980-----=---- : 83 13.6 16 : 12.9
1981-mmmmmmmme : a4 6.6 10 : 8.2
1982 e : 26 5.1 5 . 5.1
Jan.-Mar.-- : : :
1982-------- : 6 : 4.7 1 3.5
1983—-wemmam : 6 : 4.5 1: 4.3

Source: Compiled from official statistics of the U.S. Department of
Commerce, AISI data, and data submitted in response to questionnaires of
the U.S. International Trade Commission.

Major export markets for U.S. stainless flat-rolled products were Canada,
Mexico, and Taiwan. It appears that the major export markets are those
countries where U.S. companies have either manufacturing subsidiaries or
contract manufacturing. The following tabulation shows the shares of U.S.
stainless flat-rolled exports received by the major export markets (in
percent): :

Stainless steel Stainless steel plate
sheet and strip -

Market 1980 1/ 1982 2/ 1980 1/ 1982 2/

Canada-------~-~~ 20 49 19 25
Mexico---—----~--~ 53 15 53 16
United Kingdom-- 3 3 3 1
Taiwan------=--- 4 11 3/ 11
Venezula-------- 2 1 3 6
Hong Kong---w~=-= 2 2 3/ ) 3
Pakistan--~----- 2 4 5 8
West Germany---- 1 2 1 3/
France---=-==w== 0.5 3/ 3/ 3/
All other--—-- .- 12 12 14 29
Total---~--- 100 100 100 100
1/ Highest of the periods for which data are presented in this report.
2/ Lowest of the period presented.
3/ Less than 0.5 percent. A33

Source: Compiled from official statistics of U.S. Department of Commerce.
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U.S. exports of stainless sheet and strip reached a period high in 1980
of 83,000 tons, and then declined to a period low of 26,000 tons in 1982.
U.S. exports of stainless plate reached a period high of 16,000 tons in 1980
and then decreased to 5,000 tons in 1982.

Except for Canada, the U.S. stainless steel producers generally export to
nonindustrialized countries where no local stainless production exists. U.S.
exports also tend to rise during periods when world demand is high, e.g., in
1980. U.S. industry representatives further testified that once a local
industry is established (e.g., Mexico in 1982), exports from the United States
are no longer in demand. A small portion of U.S. exports are of types of
steel that are not produced in the receiving country (transcript of the
hearing, pp. 37-38).

The following tabulation indicates that the United States exports a much
smaller share of its production than the countries under investigation, as
compiled from data in tables 4, 6, and 22-24 of this report:

Percent of production exported
to all destinations
Stainless steel sheet and strip

Exporter 1979 1980 1981 1982
United States------- 7 14 7 5
West Germany-------- 58 51 53 1/
France----—=-receuax 1, 57 61 54
British Steel Corp-- ¢ 2/ Wk e e

Stainless steel plate

United States———w=——- 9 13
British Steel Corp--- #%% 2/

io
i

/ Not available.
/ 3-month strike from early January to early April.

1
2

Comparisons of U.S. imports and U.S. exporés as a share of U.S.
producers' shipments of stainless steel sheet and strip and plate presented in
the following tabulation (in percent):

Stainless sheet and strip Stainless plate
U.s. uU.s. U.s. U.s.
© imports exports imports exports
1978-=----- 12.4 5.6 9.6 4.4
1979 mem 8.2 7.0 4.8 8.2
1980-- -~~~ 6.1 13.6 2.4 12.9 534
1981--wuu= 10.7 6.6 6.6 8.2
1982-~-—=~= 17.0 5.1 13.3 5.1
Jan.-Mar . --
1982-----~ 22.7 4.7 10.7 3.5
1983----~ 13.6 4.5 R 7 A2
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The United States was a net importer of sheet and strip in 1978, 1979,
1981, 1982, and in January-March 1983, but a net importer of stainless plate
only in 1978 and 1982 and in January-March 1983.

Financial experience of U.S. producers

Overall stainless steel operations.--Fourteen producers of stainless
steel products provided the Commission with financial data relative to their
overall stainless steel operations. These producers together accounted for 92
percent of U.S. producers' shipments of stainless steel products in 1982.
These data are presented in table 13,

Aggregate net sales for overall stainless steel operations fell from
$2.6 billion in 1979 to $2.3 billion in 1980, and then rose to $2.5 billion in
1981. Net sales in 1982 dropped by 27 percent to $1.8 billion compared with
sales in 1981, and by 11 percent compared with sales of $2.0 billion in 1978.

Aggregate operating profit increased from $180 million in 1978 to
$278 million in 1979, or by 54 percent, and dropped sharply thereafter to
$147 million in 1980 and $97 million in 1981. The stainless steel industry
reported an aggregate operating loss of $53 million in 1982. The ratio of
operating profit to net sales paralleled the trend in dollar profits by
increasing from 9.0 percent in 1978 to 10.9 percent in 1979 and then declining
to 6.3 percent in 1980 and 4.0 percent in 1981. The operating loss was
3.0 percent of net sales in 1982. The number of firms reporting operating
losses during 1978-81 fluctuated hetween one in 1979 and five in 1981. In
1982, 10 out of 14 reporting firms sustained operating losses on their overall
stainless steel operations.
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Table 13.--Selected financial data of 14 U.S. producers on their overall
stainless steel and/or stainless steel products operations, 1/
1978-82 2/

Item T 1978 0 1979 © 1980 | 1981 | 3/ 1982
Net sales------- million dollars--: 1,995 : 2,555 : 2,346 : 2,451 : 1,785
Cost of goods sold---=----- do----: 1,714 . 2,161 : 2,078 : 2,211 : 1,706
Gross profit-----—-ceee———q do----: 281 : 394 . 268 : 240 79
General, selling, and administra-: : : : :
tive expenses-million dollars--: 101 : 116 : 121 : 143 132
Operating profit or (loss)-do----: 180 : 278 147 97 : (53)
Other income or (expense) 4/ : : : : :
do----: 2 . (14) (18) :  (22) : (24)
Net profit or (loss) before : : : : :
income taxes-------—=—--- do----: 182 : 264 . 133 75 (77)

Depreciation and amortization
expense included above 5/ o : : : :
million dollars--: 38 : 42 . 43 . 47 . 45
Cash flow or (deficit) from : : : :
operations 5/~------------ do-~--: 220 : 306 : 176 : 122 (32)
As a share of net sales: : : : : .
Gross profit or (loss)

percent--: 14,1 . 15.4 11.4 9.8 : 4.4
Operating profit or (loss) : : : : .

do--~~: 9.0 : 10.9 : 6.3 : 4.0 : (3.0)

Net profit or (loss) before : : : : :
income taxes-----—-- percent--: 9.1 : 10.3 : 5.7 : 3.1 (4.3)

Number of firms reporting opera- : : : : :
ting losses—————mmmmm e : 2 . 1 3 : 5 : 10

Number of firms reporting net : : : :
108S@8—~mmm e : 2 1: 4 5 : 11

1/ 14 firms reporting, accounting for 92 percent of U.S. shipments in 1982.
Data reported in this table represent stainless steel operations only.

2/ Al Tech reported data on its fiscal year ending Mar. 31 of 1978-80 and on
a calender year basis for 1981 and 1982. Washington and Eastern reported data
on their fiscal year ending Feb. 28, and July 1, respectively. All other
producers reported data on a calender-year basis.

3/ Crucible reported data for its Midland, Pa., plant for the first 3 months
of 1982 because of its management decision to dispose of-that plant.

4/ U.S. Steel and Jones & Laughlin did not provide interest expense and
other income or expense for 1978-82.

5/ U.S. Steel and Jessop did not report depreciation expense for 1978-82.
Hence, depreciation and amortization expense and cash flow or deficit from
operations are somewhat understated.

Source: Compiled from data submitted in response to questionnaires of the
U.S. International Trade Commission.
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Stainless steel sheet and strip operations.--Financial data on stainless
steel sheet and strip operations were received from 10 producers, accounting
for 95 percent of U.S. producers' shipments in 1982 that were reported by the
AISI. These data are presented in table 14.

Table 14.--Selected financial data of 10 U.S. producers on their stainless
steel sheet and strip operations, 1/ 1978-82 2/

Item . 1978 . 1979 . 1980 . 1981 . 3/ 1982
Net sales------- million dollars--: 1,099 : 1,393 : 1,203 : 1,313 : 966
Cost of goods sold--~=—=w-- do-—=: 951 : 1,174 : 1,103 : 1,242 : 933
Gross profit--—-wm—cem—we——aq do----: 148 219 100 71 33
General, selling, and administra-: : : :
tive expenses-million dollars--: 40 . 46 . 44 : 54 47

Operating profit or (loss)-do----: 108 : 173 : 56 17 (14)
Other income or (expense) 4/ : : : : , :

do----: 2 . (4): 3): (6): (5)
Net profit or (loss) before : : : :

income taxes---------—--- do----: 110 : 169 : 53 : 11 (19)
Depreciation and amortization : : : :
expense included above 5/ : : : : :
million dollars--: 23 24 : 25 : 27 . 22
Cash flow or (deficit) from : : : :
operations 5/------- memm=dQ= 133 : 193 : 78 38 3
As a share of net sales: : : : : :
Gross profit or (loss)

percent--: 13.5 : 15.7 : 8.3 : 5.4 : 3.4

Operating profit or (loss) 6/ : : : :
do--—-: 9.8 : 12.4 4.7 : 1.3 (1.4)

Net profit or (loss) before : : : : :
income taxes-------- percent--: 10.0 : 12.1 : 4.4 : 0.8 : (2.0)

Number of firms reporting opera- : : : : :
ting and net losses-----—=——e-- : 1 1: 3: 4 5

1/ 10 firms reporting, accounting for 95 percent of U.S. shipments in 1982

2/ Washington and Eastern reported data on their fiscal year ending Feb. 28
and July 1, respectively. All other producers reported data on a calendar
year basis.

3/ Crucible reported data for its Midland, Pa., plant for the first 3 months
of 1982 because of its management decision to dispose of that plant.

4/ U.S. Steel and Jones & Laughlin did not provide interest expense and
other income or expense for 1978-82.

5/ U.S. Steel and Jessop did not report depreciation expense for 1978-82.
Hence depreciation and amortization expense and cash flow or deficit from

operations are somewhat understated.
6/ % * *,

Source: Compiléd from data submitted in response to questionnaires of the

s
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Net sales of stainless steel sheet and strip increased by 27 percent,
from $1.1 billion in 1978 to $1.4 billion in 1979, before dropping to $1.2
billion in 1980. Such sales amounted to $1.3 billion in 1981 and then dropped
by 26 percent to $966 million in 1982,

Operating profit increased by 60 percent from $108 million, or
9.8 percent of net sales, in 1578 to $173 million, or 12.4 percent of net
sales, in 1979. Operating profit then fell sharply to $17 million, or 1.3
percent of net sales, in 1981, or by 84 percent compared with operating profit
in 1978. The 10 U.S. producers reported an aggregate operating loss of $14
million, or 1.4 percent of net sales, in 1982, Table 15 shows the rank in
sales and operating profit margins of the 8 largest U.S. producers of the
stainless sheet and strip products subject to these investigations. Two of
these firms sustained losses in 1980, three in 1981, and four in 1982,

Table 15.--Stainless steel sheet and strip: Selected U.S. producers'
rankings in size of sales and operating profit margins, 1978-82 1/

Producer & 1978 © 1979 © 1980 © 1981 © 1982
' :Rank : Oper- :Rank : Oper- :Rank : Oper- :Rank : Oper- :Rank : Oper-
:in : ating : in : ating : in : ating : in : ating : in : ating
:sales: profit:sales: profit:sales: profit:sales: profit:sales: profit

1/ % % %,

Source: Compiled from data submitted in response to questionnaires of the
United States International Trade Commission.

Stainless steel plate operations.--Financial data on stainless steel
plate operations were received from nine producers, accounting for 99 percent
of U.S. producers' shipments in 1982. These data are presented in table 16.

Net sales of stainless steel plate increased by 54 percent, from
$212.0 million in 1978 to $326.2 million in 1981. Most of the increase in net
sales occured in 1979. 1In 1982, net sales dropped by 32 percent, to
$223.5 million, compared with net sales in 1981.

Operating profit increased from $13.8 million, or 6.5 percent of net
sales, in 1978 to $24.7 million, or 8.2 percent of net sales, in 1979.
Thereafter, operating profit declined, despite a nominal increase in net
sales, to $15.1 million in 1981, and then turned into operating losses of
$12.5 million in 1982. The ratio of operating profit or loss to net sales
fell from a positive 8.2 percent in 1979 to a negative 5.6 percent in 1983.38
Gross profit margins and net profit or loss margins before income taxes
followed the same trend as did the operating profit margins.
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Table 16.--Selected financial data of 9 U.S. producers on their
stainless steel plate operations, 1/ 1978-82 2/

Item 1978 1979 1980 1981 | 3/ 1982
Net sales-------—- 1,000 dollars--:211,967 :299,865 :304,164 :326,229 : 223,465
Cost of goods sold----- ~---d0-~---:189,099 :262,775 :267,068 :295,197 : 220,034
Gross profit-----—---—cee--o do----: 22,908 : 37,090 : 37,096 : 31,032 : 3,431
General, selling, and administra-: : : :
tive expenses---1,000 dollars--:_ 9,129 : 12,420 : 13,319 : 15,891 : 15,920
Operating profit or (loss)-do----: 13,779 : 24,670 : 23,777 : 15,141 : (12,489)
Other income or (expense) 4/ : : : : :
do----:_(2,593): (3,673): (5,745): (7,135): (6,716)
Net profit or (loss) before : : : : :
income taxes---~---~------- do----: 11,186 : 20,997 : 18,032 : 8,006 : (19,205)
Depreciation and amortization : : :
expense included above 5/ : : : : :
1,000 dollars--:__ 3,542 : 3,686 : 3,635 : 3,124 : 3,439
Cash flow or (deficit) from : : :
operations 5/------=-=w--do~--~: 14,728 . 24,683 : 21,667 : 11,130 : (15,766)
As a share of net sales: : : : : :
Gross profit or (loss) : : : : :
percent--: 10.8 : 12.4 . 12.2 . 9.5 : 1.5
Operating profit or (loss) : : : :
do---—- 6.5 : 8.2 : 7.8 : 4.6 : (5.6)
Net profit or (loss) before : : : :
income taxes-------- percent--. 5.3 : 7.0 : 5.9 : 2.5 (8.6)
Number of firms reporting opera- : : : : :
ting losses—-=—mm-mmmmm e : 1 0: 1 2 5
Number of firms reporting net : : : :
l085@8 e e : 2 0. 2 2 . 6

1/ 9 firms reporting, accounting for 99 percent of U.S.
2/ Washington and Eastern reported data on their fiscal

and July 1, respectively. All other producers reported data on a

calendar-year basis.

shipments iﬁ 1982.
year ending Feb. 28

3/ Crucible reported data for its Midland, Pa., plant for the first 3 months
of 1982 because of its management decision to dispose of that plant.
4/ U.S. Steel and Jones & Laughlin did not provide interest expense and
other income or expense for 1978-82.
5/ U.S. Steel and Jessop did not report depreciation expense for 1978-82.
Hence, depreciation and amortization expense and cash flow or deficit from
operations are somewhat understated.

Source: Compiled from data submitted in response to questionnaires of the
U.S. International Trade Commission.
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Table 17 shows rankings in terms of plate sales and operating profit
margins for the 8 largest U.S. producers of the stainless plate products

subject to these investigations. None of these producers suffered operating

losses during 1979-80. One producer sustained operating losses in 1981, and
four producers sustained operating losses in 1982.

Table 17.--Stainless steel plate: The 8 largest U.S. producers' rankings
in terms of sales and operating profit margins, 1978-82

Producer 1978 © 1979 1980 1981 1982
:Rank : Oper- :Rank : Oper- :Rank : Oper- :Rank : Oper- :Rank : Oper-
:in : ating : in : ating : in : ating : in : ating : in : ating
:sales: profit:sales: profit:sales: profit:sales: profit:sales: profit

1/ * % %

Source: Compiled from data submitted in response to questionnaires of the
United States International Trade Commission.

Flat-rolled stainless steel products.--Financial data on stainless
flat-rolled products were received from 12 producers, accounting for about

96 percent of U.S. producers' shipments in 1982. These data are presented in
table 18.
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Table 18.--Selected financial data of 12 U.S. producers on their flat-rolled
stainless steel products (sheet, strip, and plate combined) operations, 1/

1978-82 2/
Item 1978 1979 1980 1981 | 3/ 1982
Net sales------- million dollars--: 1,311 : 1,693 : 1,507 : 1,639 : 1,189
Cost of goods sold---~—-==- do~---: 1,140 : 1,437 : 1,370 : 1,537 : 1,153
Gross profit----—-c—veeee-- do----: 171 : 256 : 137 102 : 36
General, selling, and administra-: : : : :
tive expenses-million dollars--: 49 . 58 . 57 70 . 63
Operating profit or (loss)-do----: 122 198 : 80 : 32 . (27)
Other income or (expense) 4/ : : : : :
do----: a): (8): (9): (13): (11)
Net profit or (loss) before C o : : :
income taxes---=—=—-m==-- do----: 121 190 : 71 19 : (38)
Depreciation and amortization : : : :
expense included above 5/ : : : : :
million dollars--: 27 28 : 29 : 30 : 25 _
Cash flow or (deficit) from : : : :
operations 5/------=-=e-= do--~-: 148 : 218 : 100 : 49 : (13)
As a share of net sales: : : : : :
Gross profit or (loss) : : ' : :
percent--: 13.0 : 15.1 : 9.1 : 6.2 . 3.0
Operating profit or (loss) : : : :
do----: 9.3 : 11.7 5.3 : 2.0 : (2.3)
Net profit or (loss) before : : : :
income taxes-------- percent--: 9.2 : 11.2 4.7 . 1.2 (3.2)
Number of firms reporting oper- : : : :
ating losses—-———=rmremmmmie ey 2 1 2 4 7
Number of firms reporting net : : :
losses—————m e - 2 1: 4 : 4 7

1/ Reporting firms together accéunted fo} 96 percént of U.é. shipmeﬁts in

1982.

and July 1, respectively. All other producers reported data on a

calendar-year basis.

2/ Washington and Eastern reported data on their fiscal yeaf ending Feb. 28

3/ Crucible reported data for its Midland, Pa. plant for only the first 3
months of 1982 because of its management decision to dispose of that plant.
4/ U.S. Steel and Jones & Laughlin did not provide.interest expense and

other income or expense for. 1978-82.

5/ U.S. Steel and Jessop did not report depreciation expense for 1978-82.
Hence, depreciation and amortization expense and cash flow or deficit from

operations are somewhat understated.

Source: Compiled from data submitted in response to questionnaires of the

U.S. International Trade Commission.
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Net sales of these flat-rolled products increased by 29 percent, from
$1.3 billion in 1978 to $1.7 billion in 1979, before dropping to $1.5 billion
in 1980. Such sales amounted to $1.6 billion in 1981 and then dropped by 27
percent to $1.2 billion in 1982,

Operating profit increased by 62 percent from $122 million, or 9.3
percent of net sales, in 1978 to $198 million, or 11.7 percent of net sales,
in 1979. Operating profit then declined precipitously to $32 million, or 2.0
percent of net sales, in 1981, or by 74 percent compared with the operating
profit in 1978. Twelve U.S. producers reported an aggregate operating loss of
$27 million, or 2.3 percent of net sales, in 1982. Gross profit margins and
pretax net profit margins followed the same trend as did the operating profit
margins. Seven firms out of the 12 sustained operating losses in 1982,
compared with 4 firms in 1981, 2 firms in 1978 and 1980, and 1 firm in 1979.

Table 19 presents the shares of total net sales and operating profit or
loss on all stainless steel operations that are accounted for by sheet and
strip and plate. During 1978-82, stainless steel sheet and strip revenues
were the highest among all products, and all flat-rolled products combined
(sheet, strip, and plate) accounted for over 72 percent of total revenues of
all products. The share of flat-rolled products in the total operating profit
peaked at about 80 percent in 1979 and then started declining, dropping to 42
percent in 1981, The flat-rolled products' operating losses accounted for
over 50 percent of the total operating losses of all products in 1982.

Table 19.--Stainless steel products: Percentage distribution of net
sales and operating profit or loss, by types, 1978-82

Item © 1978 ° 1979 © 1980 1981 . 1982

Net sales:
Stainless steel:

N W
N -
—
w
w

Sheet and strip---—===cwecaaa- 6 61.9 : 57.4 . 59.8 . 60.4
Plate—mmwm e e e 12.2 .3 14.5 . 14.8 : 14.0
Flat-rolled, subtotal------ 75.3 75.2 ;.  71.9 : 74.6 : 74.4
Long products 1/---------=- 2.7 - 24.8 1 28.1 : 25.4 : 25.6
Total---——mmm e 100.0 : 100.0 : 100.0 : 100.0 : 100.0

Operating profit or (loss): : : :

Stainless steel: : : : :
Sheet and strip-------=--=~-- 69.2 : 69.5: 41.5: 22.4: (28.0)
Plat@-—=r=m—mcm e e e : 9.0 : 10.0 :  17.8 : 19.7 : (24.0)
Flat-rolled, subtotal------ :__78.2 . 79.5 : 59.3 : 42.1 : (52.0)
Long products-—=-—wmmmamm———— : 21.8 : 20.5 :  40.7 . 57.9 : (48.0)
Total-~ e : 100.0 : 100.0 : 100.0 : 100.0 : 100.0

1/ Bar and rod.

A-42
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Investment in productive facilities

Data provided by U.S. producers on their investment in productive
facilities employed in the production of all stainless steel, stainless steel
sheet and strip, and stainless steel plate are presented in table 20,

Investment in stainless steel sheet and strip facilities, valued at
original cost, increased from $535.7 million in 1978 to $654.7 million in
1982, or by 22 percent. The book value of these facilities increased by
$59.2 million during this period. Stainless steel plate investment increased
from $62.8 million in 1978 to $87.6 million in 1982, valued at original cost.
The book value increased by $8.7 million from 1978 to 1982.

To provide an additional measure of profitability, the ratios of
operating profit or loss to original cost and book value of fixed assets are
also presented in table 20.

Table 20.--Investment in productive facilities by U.S. producers for
their operations producing stainless steel, 1978-82

Item ‘ o 1978 o 1979 . 1980 ¢ 1981 1982
Stainless steel: 1/ : : : :
Original cost---1,000 dollars--: 987,659 :1,068,977:1,132,738:1,236,669 :1,312,55t
Book value-~--=-memmomeeem do----; 449,638 : 495,679: 520,194: 612,608 : 644,68¢
Ratio to operating profit or : : : :
(loss) of-- : : : : :
Original cost------- percent--: 17.3 : 24.9 : 11.9 : 7.0 : (3.3
Book value----—-—cceuu- do--~-: 38.0 : 53.7 : . 26.0 : 14.2 . (6.7
Stainless steel sheet : : : :
and strip: 2/ : : : : :
Original cost---1,000 dollars--: 535,679 : 558,027 : 574,809 : 642,447 : 654,6/:
Book value---===vemmemen do---~: 220,960 : 231,095 : 230,317 : 283,451 : 280,2(
Ratio to operating profit or : : : :
(loss) of-- : : : : :
Original cost------- percent--: 17.0 27.3 : 8.1 : 0.8 : 3.1
Book value------=-ce--- do-—wm: 41.3 : 65.9 : 20.1 : 1.7 (7.3
Stainless steel plate: 3/ : : : : :
Original cost---1,000 dollars--: 62,832 : 67,803 : 73,802 : 80,735 . 87,578
Book value--~—-mmmemmmen do----: 30,080 : 31,657 : 33,365 : 37,222 . 38,799
Ratio of operating profit or : DT : :
(loss) to-- Lol : : : :
Original cost-------percent--: 13.2 : 31.3 : 29.6 : 14.0 (9.8
Book value--ww-meweanedQmmm=: 27.6 : 67.0 65.4 : 30.4 : (221
1/ Data provided by 12 U.S. producers.
2/ Data provided by 7 U.S. producers,
3/ Data provided by 6 U.S. producers.
Source: Compiled from data submitted in response to questionnaires of the U.S.
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These ratios for both stainless steel sheet and strip and plate followed
the same trend as did the ratios of operating profit or loss to net sales.
Original cost and book-value calculations are somewhat distorted by the time
period during which the investments were made.

Capital expenditures and research and developmeht

All stainless steel products.--Eleven domestic producers' capital
expenditures in connection with their stainless steel operations are presented
in the following tabulation:

Capital
expenditures
1978 mmm e m e $ 54,051,000
1979 mmmmmmm e o e 71,681,000
1980~ ==~=mmm == mmm e 83,688,000
(-] 135,400,000
-] /S —— 88,065,000

Total capital expenditures rose from $54.1 million in 1978 to
$135.4 million in 1981 and then dropped to $88.1 million in 1982. % % %, The
size of Carpenters' planned (postponed from 1983 to 1988) $400 million capital
expenditure can be fully appreciated when viewed in comparison with capital
expenditures of the whole stainless steel industry during 1978-82.

Stainless steel sheet and strip.--Capital expenditures and research and
development expenses of seven domestic producers'; accounting for
* % % percent of 1982 shipments, in connection with their stainless steel
sheet and strip operations are presented in the following tabulation:

Ratio of capital expenditures

on sheet and strip to Research and
Capital capital expenditures on development
expenditures all stainless products expenses
(1,000 dollars) (percent) (1,000 dollars)

1978---—=~- 20,490 38 3,850
1979------= 18,018 25 4,231
1980------- 28,420 - 34 . 5,174
1981------- 68,501 51 5,690

1982-- -~~~ 18,063 21 4,598

Total capital expenditures increased from $20.5 million in 1978 to
$68.5 million in 1981 and then fell to $18.1 million in 1982. The large
increase in total capital expenditures in 1981 reflects the acquisition of the
Detroit plant for about * % % by Jones & Laughlin and installation of a new
anneal-and-pickle line and a new cold-rolling facility for. producing sfﬁg less
steel sheet at a cost of about * ¥ % by Eastern. Research and development
expenditures increased steadily from $3.9 million in 1978 to $5.7 million in
1981, and then dropped to $4.6 million in 1982.
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Stainless steel plate.--Capital expenditures of five domestic producers,
accounting for * % % percent of 1982 shipments, and four producers' research

and development expenses relative to their stainless steel plate operations
are presented in the following tabulation:

Ratio of capital
expenditures on
plate to capital

. expenditures on Research and
Capital all stainless development
expenditures products expenses

(1,000 dollars) (percent) (1,000 dollars)
1978~~~ —mmmmm 2,256 4 196
(Y4 JE——— 3,102 4 268
1980--~——m=mnm 4,411 5 450
(-1 ) P —— 5,315 4 651
1982-~wmwmmw=m 3,594 4 506

The plate industry's share of total stainless steel capital expenditures
has remained very stable as opposed to the share held by sheet and strip,
which fluctuated between 21 and 51 percent (see previous tabulation). Total
capital expenditures increased steadily from $2.3 million in 1978 to
$5.3 million in 1981, and then fell to $3.6 million in 1982. Total reported
research and development expenditures increased from $196,000 in 1978 to
$651,000 in 1981, but then declined to $506,000 in 1982.

Capital investment projects

Ten U.S. producers of specialty steel reported specific capital invest-
ment projects undertaken to compete with imports. The capital investment
projects were primarily aimed at cutting costs, and only two firms undertook
projects which would result in significant increases in production capacity.
Another firm stated that it has delayed an investment project which would
significantly increase its capacity because of import competition.

Major investment projects aimed at cutting costs and increasing
efficiency include investments in additional AOD and continuous-casting
equipment. Other efforts include investments to decrease energy costs and cut
raw material and labor costs through computerization of the melting and
rolling processes (transcript of the hearing, 52 and 53).

Most capital investment projects envisioned by the specialty steel
industry involve the modernization of existing equipment and small additions
to melting, refining, and rolling facilities in order to provide a better
balance between melt-shop and rolling-mill capacities. Except for the delayed
* % % million project by Carpenter Technology, Inc., for an additional
hot-strip mill, no major investment projects to expand stainless-steel-
producing capacities were reported.
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Impact of imports on U.S. producers' growth, investment, and ability to raise
capital

The Commission requested U.S. producers to describe and explain the
actual and potential negative effects, if any, of imports of the products
subject to these investigations on their firms' growth, investment, and
ability to raise capital. Their responses are presented in appendix G.

Consideration of the Threat of Material Injury
to an Industry in the United States

In its examination of the question of the threat of material injury to an
industry in the United States, the Commission may take into consideration such
factors as the trends of allegedly subsidized or LTFV imports, the rate of
increase of U.S. market penetration by such imports, the amounts of such
imports held in inventory in the United States, and the capacity of producers
in the subject foreign countries to generate exports (including the
availability of export markets other than the United States). A discussion of
the trends of imports of stainless steel sheet and strip and plate and of
their U.S. market penetration is presented in the section entitled
"Consideration of the Causal Relationship Between Alleged Material Injury or
the Threat Thereof and Subsidized or LTFV Imports." Discussions of importers'
inventories and foreign producers' capacity to generate exports follow.

U.S. imparters' inventories

Importers (companies that control the steel as it crosses the U.S.
border) generally hold less inventory of stainless steel products than
domestic producers or domestic distributors. Importers often operate as
agents/brokers, although some buy on their own account. When an importer acts
as an agent, it generally does not inventory the product; moreover, it often
does not even pay the foreign producers/exporters until the U.S. purchaser has
paid them. In those cases, the costs of longer credit terms and of
consignment arrangements are borne not by the importers, but by the foreign
producers/exporters. The commission of the agent/importer is generally about
5 percent. -

When the importer buys on its own account, it will keep inventories of
its own. The major importers that do buy on their own account and keep
inventories of the foreign-produced stainless steel sheet and strip and plate
subject to these investigations are-generally affiliated with or fully owned
by the foreign producers/exporters,

Much of the total inventory of imported products is held by local
distributors/service centers. Such data are not included in the figures below
with the exception of one U.S. end user, * % %,

Stainless steel sheet and strip.--End-of-period inventories of the
principal importers are shown in table 21. Their inventories from all
countries decreased from 1978 to 1980 and then rose in 1981 and 1982, A-46
generally following the trends of total imports of stainless steel and strip.
The rate of inventory buildup from 1980 to 1982, and particularly from 1981
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Table 21.--Stainless steel sheet and strip: End-of-period inventories of
importers from all sources and of principal importers from selected sources,
1978-82

* * * * * * *

Source: Data submitted on questionnaires of United States International
Trade Commission.

to 1982, is much greater than the corresponding increase of imports. Such
inventories more than tripled from * % % tons at end of 1981 to * % * at the

end of 1982,

Inventories of importers of stainless steel sheet and strip from West
Germany increased from * % % over those of the previous year.

Inventories of importers of sheet and strip from France increased
from * % %,

Stainless steel plate.--End-of-year inventories of stainless plate from
all countries and from the United Kingdom, as reported by importers responding
to the Commission's questionnaire, are shown in the following tabulation:

Similar to stainless steel sheet and strip, importers' total inventories
of stainless steel plate also increased * * ¥,

The following tabulation shows the ratio of U.S. importers' inventories
of stainless steel sheet and strip to apparent U.S. consumption:

Foreign Producers

West German producers' capacity to generate exports and the availability
of export markets other than the United States.--The West German stainless
steel sheet and strip industry consists of three major producers and five
smaller producers. The three major producers are Krupp Stahl AG, Thyssen
Edelstahlwerke AG, and Vereinige Deutsche Metallwerke (VDM). These companies,
which account for the bulk of West German stainless steel sheet and strip
production, also produce numerous other stainless steel products. Krupp
produces plate, bar, and wire; Thyssen produces plate, bar, tube, wire rod,
and wire; and VDM produces plate, tube, and wire.
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In August 1981, the West German Government approved a $558 million aid
package for its domestic steel industry. The aid package, which is to run
from 1982 to 1985, included a plan under which steel companies that planned
major restructuring and modernization programs could be eligible for grants
equal to 10 percent of the investment cost. The West German Government
specified that although restructuring would be permitted, expansion of
steelmaking capacity would not.

In January 1983, Krupp Stahl and Thyssen Edelstahlwerke began talks on
the establishment of a joint company combining their specialty steel opera-
tions. The combination of these companies, with combined output of around
500,000 short tons per year would create the world's largest stainless steel
producer; together, these companies account for 90 percent of West Germany's
stainless steel production. The companies said that the merger would be aimed
at improving their ability to compete internationally in the stainless steel
market, and not at achieving a reduction in capacity. Both Krupp and Thyssen
have filed applications in Bonn for state assistance with their investment
plans.

Data on West German production, capacity, and capacity utilization for
the products subject to these investigations are presented in table 22.
Aggregate West German production of stainless steel products declined
during 1980-82 (table 22).

Table 22.--Certain stainless steel products 1/: West German production,
capacity, capacity utilization, and exports, 1979-82

Item o 1979 ) 1980 ©1981 T 1982
Production---~===mw-w- short tons--: 435,487 : 459,743 : 438,795 : 429,580
Capacity-—------==mmmmme e do----: 698,000 : 698,000 : 698,000 : 698,000
Capacity utilization----- percent--: 62 : 66 : 63 : 62
Exports to-- : : : :

United States------- short tons--: 1,987 779 : 17,000 : 23,000
Western Europe 2/------~--do----: 174,704 : 189,778 : 161,311 : 3/
All other---------—ccmen do----:___ 77,059 : 45,432 : 53,666 : 3/

Total exports------=--=- do----: 253,750 : 235,989 : 231,977 . 244,680

1/ Includes hot- and cold-rolled sheet, plate, hoop, and strip.

2/ Includes France, Belgium, Luxembourg, Netherlands, Italy, United Kingdom,
Ireland, Denmark, Greece, Norway, Sweden, Finland, Switzerland, Austria,
Portugal, Spain, Yugoslavia, and Turkey.

3/ Not available.

Source: Production, obtained from U.S. Department of State; total 1980
export data, obtained from World Stainless Steel Statistics, 1981 edition.
Export data for 1981 and 1982, estimated by staff of the U.S. Internatiogg1
Trade Commission. Capacity, obtained from Stainless Steel: An International
Survey and Directory, 1982 Edition.
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Data on West Germany's exports of stainless steel sheet and strip alone
are also not available; however, exports of certain flat-rolled products 1/
increased 1.7 percent, from 235,989 tons in 1980 to 244,680 tons in 1982.
West German exports to Western Europe declined 15 percent, from 189,778 short
tons in 1980 to an estimated 161,311 short tons in 1981; West German exports
to the United States increased from 779 short tons in 1980 to an estimated
23,000 short tons in 1982. The United States accounted for less than
1 percent of West German exports in 1980, but over 9 percent of these exports
in 1982.

French producers' capacity to generate exports and the availability of
export markets other than the United States.--According to information
provided by the U.S. Department of State, there are three known French
producers of stainless steel sheet and strip: Ugine-Gueugnon, Peugeot Loire,
and the Chatillon Division of Usinor. Ugine-Gueugnon produces numerous
stainless steel products and was the principal exporter of French stainless
steel sheet and strip during 1980-1982. Peugeot Loire is a small producer of

"cold-rolled sheet and strip, and Chatillon produces slabs and cold-rolled
sheet. Total French stainless capacity is about half of total U.S. capacity.

In June 1982, the French Government announced a $4.3 billion aid plan for
the country's nationalized steel industry to be made available between 1982
and 1985. 2/ Approximately $2.5 billion will be used as direct investments in
plant modernization. Another $900 million will be provided to steelmakers in
the form of capital and as funds to help reduce company debt. A portion of
this sum was dedicated to expanding and upgrading specialty steel facilities.
Government officials indicated that spending for steel production facilities
is to be completed by mid-1985, in time to meet the cutoff date set by the
European Community (EC) Commission on Government-financed aid to member
nation's steel industries. The Government is also studying projects for the
expanded use of electric-arc furnaces. In December 1982, the French
Government granted Sacilor and Usinor, the nation's two largest steelmakers, a
sum of $942 million to modernize steelmaking operations in both the carbon and
specialty steel sectors.

France's production of stainless steel sheet and strip declined by
12 percent, from 330,974 short tons in 1979 to 290,114 short tons in 1982.
Utilization of France's capacity to produce stainless steel sheet and strip
also declined, from 68 percent in 1979 to 60 percent in 1982. As shown in
table 23, France exported 54 to 59 percent of the stainless steel sheet and
strip it produced during this period. Total exports declined 14 percent, from
182,532 short tons in 1979 to 156,739 short tons in 1982. However, exports to
the United States increased 482 percent, from 3,408 short tons in 1979 to
19,835 short tons in 1982; exports to EC countries declined 55 percent from
95,777 short tons in 1979 to 43,358 short tons in 1982,

1/ Includes hot- and cold-rolled sheet, plate, hoop, and strip.

/
2/ American Metal Market, June 11, 1982.
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Table 23.--Stainless steel sheet and strip: France's production, capacity,
capacity utilization, and exports, 1979-82 :

Item : 1979 1980 1981 . 1982
Production---==-m=mmamn short tons--: 330,974 : 325,493 : 279,124 : 290,114
Capacity--~----==-—memmemmee e do----: 486,000 : 486,000 : 486,000 : 486,000
Capacity utilization------ percent---: 68 : 67 : 57 : 60
Exports to-- : : : :

United States-------- short tons--: 3,408 : 6,853 : 18,164 : 19,835
European Community--------- do-~---: 95,777 . 93,422 67,953 : 43,358
All other-————emecmeaeee e do--=~: 83,347 : 85,473 : 77,463 : 93,546

Total exports----—~—---m-- do----: 182,532 : 185,748 : 163,580 : 156,739

Source: Production and export data, obtained by the U.S. Department of
State from the French Stainless Producers' Assocation. Capacity, obtained
from Stainless Steel: An International Survey and Directory, 1982 ed.

Counsel for Ugine-Geugnon argues that Ugine's 1982 capacity was lower due
to a reduction of work-force. A similar argument was made first by counsel
for BSC; therefore, it is discussed in more detail in connection with BSC's
capacity in the next section. A representative of Ugine testified that its
rolling capacity has remained unchanged for about 10 years, and that they
employ only enough people to use about two-thirds of their total capacity. He
further stated that if the market improved, Ugine could produce more than it
does now (transcript of the hearing, p. 81).

United Kingdom producers' capacity to generate exports and the
availability of export markets other than the United States.--Sources of
supply for the stainless steel sheet and strip and plate consumed in the
United Kingdom are shown in the following tabulation: 1/

* * »* * * * *

BSC improved and upgraded its facilities in the late 1970's and early
1980's and developed new capability to produce 400 grade steel in an effort to
recapture home-market sales from imports from France and West Germany
(transcript of the hearing, p. 194). The Government-owned British Steel Corp.
had capacity to produce 182,000 tons of stainless sheet and strip and 52,000
tons of stainless plate in 1982. When compared with U.S. stainless steel
producers, BSC would rank as the third largest sheet and strip producer and
the largest plate producer.

Approximately $4.5 billion was spent on new equipment for BSC during
1975-80. 1/ 1In February 1981, the British Government announced the granting
to British Steel Corp., for both carbon and specialty operations, a subsgg%

1/ Business Week, May 5, 1980, p. 49.
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equivalent to $1.96 billion through March 1982. 1In addition, the Government
announced that it would forgive debts of $7.81 billion. In return, BSC
offered a survival plan for the company which calls for large-scale
dismissals, plant closures, and general corporate reorganization. In June
1982, the British Government cut the amount of subsidy to British Steel for
fiscal 1982 to the equivalent of $650 million.

According to data provided to the Commission by counsel for BSC, that
company's production of stainless steel sheet and strip * * % in 1982. 1/
However, utilization of BSC's capacity to produce stainless steel sheet and
strip ¥ ¥ % in 1982, This resulted from increased stainless sheet and strip-
making capacity during this period. BSC exported an average of * ¥ ¥ percent
of the stainless steel sheet and strip it produced during 1979-82. The major
export market was the EC, which accounted for % ¥ % percent of exports in 1979
and * % ¥ percent of exports in 1982. Exports to the United States % * % in
1981, but declined to ¥ % * in 1982. The share of BSC's stainless steel sheet
and strip exports destined for the United States % ¥ * in 1981 and * * % in

1982.

BSC's production of stainless steel plate * % % in 1982, or by
* % % percent. Utilization of BSC's capacity to produce stainless steel plate
* % % in 1982. Unlike stainless steel sheet and strip, however, % % %
capacity utilization over the period resulted principally from ¥ % % as BSC's
capacity to produce the product * % % from 1979 to 1982 (table 24).

Table 24.--Stainless steel sheet and strip and stainless steel plate: British
Steel Corp.'s production, capacity, capacity utilization, and exports,
1979-82

Source: Compiled from information submitted by counsel for British Steel
Corp.

Counsel for BSC argued that the manned capacity (which is lower than
physical plant capacity) should be used for calculation of BSC's capacity
utilization. 1In these investigations, capacity has been defined as being
generally independent of employment levels; this practice was applied to the
U.S. industry data presented earlier and is also applied to the calculation of
BSC's capacity data presented above.

BSC's * % ¥ export market for stainless steel plate was the European
Community. Exports to the United States * % % between 1979 and 1981, with the
share of BSC's stainless steel plate exports destined for the United States
* ¥ % to percent in 1982,

1/ Data concerning British Steel Corp. for 1980 are affected by a 3-month
steel strike in the early part of the year.
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The BSC strike lasted from early January to early April 1980. As shown
in table 24, BSC exported * * * quantities of both sheet and plate products to
the United States during the year before the strike and in the strike year.
Plate exports ¥ * % in 1981 and 1982.

Outlook for the stainless steel market in the EC

According to petitioners' testimony, aggregate economic growth in the EC
is expected to be approximately 0.4 percent in 1983; the levels of growth in
the United Kingdom and France are expected to be at the same level as the
aggregate, but West Germany's gross domestic product is expected to decline
(transcript of the hearing, p. 18). Counsel for Peugeot-Loire shared the
modest optimism with respect to France (transcript of the hearing, p. 111).
Ugine's representative was less optimistic and predicted that the European
market would go down (transcript of the hearing, p. 81). Exports to the
United States by the countries under investigation were countercyclical to the
level of demand in the EC. In 1980, the demand in the EC and in other world
markets was high, and exports to the United States were lower than in the
following years, when the EC steel market deteriorated and exports to the
United States by the countries under investigation increased while their
exports to the EC markets declined (tables 22, 23, 24, and transcript of the
hearing, p. 128)

Consideration of the Causal Relationship Between Subsidized or LTFV
Imports and the Alleged Injury

Imports from all sources; trends of imported quantities

Petitioners testified during the public hearing that although different
foreign producers "target" different product lines and different grades of
steel within those product lines, all of the producers and countries under
investigation emphasize the so-called commodity grades (transcript of the
hearing, p. 9). The Commission's purchasers' questionnaires tend to confirm
this statement; responses indicated that imported steel rarely competes for
business in the noncommodity grades.

As the U.S. market improved and consumption increased from 1978 to 1979,
reaching 1974 levels in 1979 (transcript of the hearing, p. 51), total imports
decreased. Imports from West Germany and France also decreased. Sheet and
strip from the United Kingdom increased, but plate imports decreased. From
1979 to 1980, total U.S. imports continued to decrease as world markets
strengthened. 1In 1981, imports from all three countries began to increase
again and reached record levels in 1982, while U.S. producers' shipments and
U.S. consumption were at or near their lowest levels (tables 4 and 25).

Stainless steel sheet and strip.--Total imports of the subject products
from all sources averaged 71,867 tons during 1970-75. During the quota years
1976-79, they averaged 72,628 tons. By 1980, imports declined to less than
half of their 1978 level, but they rose in 1982 to 85,914 tons, the highest
level since 1978 (table 25). The 1979-82 period includes the highs and lows
of both imports and shipments; average imports during ithis period were
61,101 tons.
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Table 25.--Stainless steel sheet and strip: U.S. imports for consumption, by
selected sources, 1978-82, January-March 1982, and January-March 1983

(In short tons)

Period ; G::;;ny ;. France ; :?;;ggm All other ; Total

1978- e : 8,558 9,113 .~ 906 61,866 : 80,443
1979~ —mmmmmim e : 3,844 . 7,676 : 1,094 . 48,685 61,299
1980-- e : 305 . 6,187 : 643 30,084 37,219
1981--—mrmem e : 15,489 : 13,805 : 3,840 : 37,497 70,631
1982-- e m = 19,884 21,522 4,203 . 40,305 : 85,914
Jan. -Mar. -- : : : : :

1982~ -mmm = 7,001 6,194 2,237 . 13,190 : 28,622

1983~~~ e : 747 4,541 2,228 : 10,065 17,581

Source: Combiled from o?Ficial statistics of the.U.S. Departmént of
Commerce.

Total imports of sheet and strip increased by 90 percent from 1980 to
1981 and by 21 percent from 1981 to 1982. Imports from all sources in
January-March 1983 fell by 39 percent from those in the corresponding period
of the previous year.

As the 1982 end-of-year inventories of importers % % %, the drop of
imports in the first 3 months of 1983 may indicate the drawing on those
inventories rather than a decrease in foreign stainless steel sheet and strip
participation in the U.S. market. For example, imports from France and West
Germany were sharply down in January-March 1983, and importers from these two
countries reported * % % inventories in 1982; imports from the United Kingdom,
whose importers had almost no inventory at the end of 1982, remained virtually
unchanged in January-March 1983.

Suspension of liquidation and requirements of cash deposits as a result
of Commerce's preliminary determinations took effect on the dates shown in the
following tabulation:

Preliminary
Country Effective date Margins
(percent)

West Germany------- Dec. 17, 1982 : 27 to 43

France--~-----=~--~ Dec. 9, 1982 5.5 to 18
United Kingdom----- Feb. 10, 1983 19.31

Table 26 shows the distribution of imports of stainless steel sheet and
strip, by principal sources. In 1982, France was the largest supplier, West
Germany, the second largest, and the United Kingdom, the seventh, behind
Japan, Spain, Canada, and Sweden. Total imports from all sources 3?5?
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Table 26.--Stainless steel sheet and strip: U.S. imports for consumption,
by principal sources, 1978-82, January-March 1982, January-March 1983

(In short tons)

Period : G:ﬁ;;ny ; France ; ggggggm; Japan ; Spain ; Canada
1978~ ~=mmmmmu m—————— 8,558 : 9,113 : 906 : 40,048 : - 8,502
1979-- ~mmmm e » 3,844 : 7,676 : 1,094 : 35,260 : 15 : 2,387
1980-~—=wmmmm e e : 305 : 6,187 : 643 : 15,365 : 96 6,794
1981--——==emm —————— . 15,489 : 13,805 : 3,840 : 14,287 : 5,003 : 6,493
1982- -~~~ e : 19,884 : 21,522 : 4,203 : 13,053 : 8,387 : 5,271
January-March-- : : : : : :
1982----- mm———————— : 7,001 : 6,194 : 2,237 : 4,310 : 1,979 1,155
1983-—mmmmm e e : 747 : 4,541 : 2,228 : 4,376 : 2,834 . 868
: . South : Belgium : _. : ALl :
Sweden : Korea : & Lux'g :AFlnland other Tatal
1978 -m e e . 8,931 : 2,468 : 306 1,196 : 415 : 80,443
1979~ memmmma e w==: 7,079 : 1,354 : 122 1,412 1,056 : 61,299
1980-- - -—— e e o . 4,801 : 66 : 1,188 : 1,690 : 85 : 37,219
1981 - e e --=: 2,926 : 3,062 : 1,484 3,592 : 650 : 70,631
1982--mmmm e . 4,488 : 2,998 : 2,552 : 1,924 1,633 : 85,914
January-March-- : : : : : :
1982-- -~mwmmremeewt 1,824 ;1,337 1,612 : 677 : 296 : 28,622
1983 -~ mmmm e 711 : 523 154 : 189 : 410 : 17,581

Source: Compiled from official statistics of the U.S. Department of
Commerce.

than doubled, from 37,219 tons in 1980 to 85,914 tons in 1982; the increase of
imports of stainless steel sheet and strip from the three countries under
investigation accounted for 79 percent of the increase of total imports. 1In
1982, the combined imports from West Germany, France, and the United Kingdom
represented 53 percent of the total imports (France, 25 percent; West

Germany, 23 percent; United Kingdom, 5 percent).

Stainless steel plate.--Total imports of stainless steel plate from all
sources averaged 12,900 tons during 1970-77. 1In 1978, these total imports
were 11,411 tons; they fell drastically during the next 2 years, reaching
2,976 tons in 1980--less then half . the level of the next lowest import level
during the 1970's. As shown in table 27, the increases in imports in 1981 and
1982 where even sharper than the declines in the previous 2 years. In 1982,

- imports of stainless steel plate reached their highest levels since 1976, at
13,268 tons. ‘ :
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Table 27.—-Stain1ess steel plate:

sources, 1978-82, January-March 1982, and January-March 1983

(In short tons)

U.S. imports For consumption, by principal

Period ; 32;;§gm : Gzi;:ny; Japan ; Canada; Sweden ; Spain
1978---—mm e e 2,679 : 1,631 : 5,467 : 33 : 1,115 : -
1979~ e e e m e e e © 610 : 340 : 4,114 : 7 . 1,270 : -
1980-- - cmm e e 273 140 : 1,325 : 133 : 635 -
1981 -mm i e e e 2,985 : 1,422 : 803 : 29 631 : 50
1982-- -~ e oo o 3,607 : 6,261 : 1,505 : 432 : 785 255
January-March-- : : : :

1982-—-mmmm e 1,097 1,253 : 582 : 19 ¢ 138 64

1983 - e e e 354 829 : 589 : 4 : 110 : 46

_africa . France g0, lq.Austrial (. | Total

1978~ mm e m e 335 75 - 3 73 : 11,411
1979w e 622 . - 34 . 8 : 27 . 7,032
1980-——— o 112 : - 352 - 5: 2,976
1981 e : 152 . 1,469 : 110 : 89 . 11 7.750
1982 - e e e e e 173 . 141 70 34 5 : 13,268
January-March-- : : : : :

1982 mmir e e e 71 47 . - 10 : - 3,280

1983 m e 227 . 42 - 45 - 2,246

Source: Compiled from official statistics of the U:S. Depa}tment oF'

Commerce.

Rates of change in imports of stainless steel sheet and strip and

plate.--During 1978-82, import trends of sheet and strip and of plate showed
no relationship to apparent U.S. consumption trends and an inverse

relationship to U.S. exports (table 28).

Table 28.--Stainless steel sheet and strip and plate:

apparent U.S. consumption, imports, and exports, 1/ 1979-82

Annual changes in

(In percent)
Apparenttq.s. : U.S. imports U.S. exports
Period ; Sheezogzgwp ~an : Sheet and: :Sheet and:

strip Plate strip Plate strip - Plate
1978 t0 1979 -wnmm: 9 . 18 _24 - ~36 a4 ;140
1979 to 1980-- v mmu: =25 =21 -40 -57 60 : 33
1980 to 1981-—mnm 23 8 : 92 . 167 : -44 -38
-41 -50

1981 to 1982w = -18 :

-12

21 63 :

1/ Percentage change from previous year; previous year used as base/fob

percentage calculation,

Source:

Based on data in table 4 of this report.
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As shown in the U.S. export section, the recipient countries of the
majority of U.S. sheet, strip, and plate exports were different from the
countries that are the chief sources of U.S. imports of the same products.

Market penetration

Stainless steel sheet and strip.--Market penetration of imports from
France was stable during 1978-80, although consumption and shipments
fluctuated (table 29). In 1981, penetration increased from 1.1 to 2.0
percent, and it almost doubled to 3.8 percent in 1982.

Market penetration of imports from West Germany increased to 2.2 percent
in 1981, and further increased to 3.5 percent in 1982. West Germany and
France together accounted for 48 percent of all imports from all countries in
1982.

Table 29.--Stainless steel sheet and strip: U.S. imports for
cqnsumption, 1978-82 :

\ : West : United :
Period : France Germany : Kinadom : All other : Total
Quantity (short tons)
1978—mcmmmmmeei 9,113 8,558 : 906 61,866 : 80,443
1979 =i 7,676 : 3,844 1,094 . 48,685 : 61,299
1980-- ~ == =cem : 6,187 . 305 : 643 30,084 37,219
1981l -~ : 13,805 : 15,489 : 3,840 : 37,497 . 70,631
1982~ ~emm : 21,522 . 19,884 : 4,203 40,305 85,914
Jan.-Mar. -- : : : : :
1982~ : 6,194 : 7,001 : 2,237 13,190 : 28,622

1983~ ~mmmmt 4,541 . 747 . 2,228 . 10,065 : 17,581
: Ratio of imports to apparent U.S. consumption (percent)

1978-- v m e 1.3 1.2 0.1 : 9.0 11.6
1979-= -~ ——m e 1.0 .9 1 6.5 8.2
1980-- -~ mmmmemen 1.1 10 N 5.3 : 6.6
1981 -—---emem 2.0 2.2 .6 5.4 10.2
1982-- - meme 3.8 3.5 : 7 7.1 15.2
Jan.-Mar. -- : - : : :
1982--~—-mmmmum 4.1 : 4.6 1.5 : 8.7 : 18.9
1983 -——meeem 3.1: 1.5 : 7.0 : 12.2

0.5 :

Source: Compiled from official statistics of the U.S. Department of
Commerce, from data of the American Iron & Steel Institute, and from data
submitted in response to questionnaires of the United States International
Trade Commission.
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Market penetration of imports from the United Kingdom also held steady in
1978-80, but it increased from 0.1 percent in 1980 to 0.6 percent in 1981.
From 1981 to 1982, penetration stabilized again.

Stainless steel plate.--Import penetration for imports from the United
Kingdom followed the same trend as imports from the other countries, as shown
in table 30. The rate of increase of import penetration from 1981 to 1982
from the United Kingdom, however, is lower than that of other countries;
nevertheless, the level of imports from the United Kingdom in 1982 was the
highest since 1970.

Table 30.--Stainless steel plate: U.S. imports for consumption from the
United Kingdom and from all countries, 1978-82, January-March 1982, and
January-March 1983

:Imports from all :

Period : United Kingdom . other countries : Total
Quantity (short tons)

1978=- mmmm o m | 2,679 : 8,732 : 11,411
1979 i e mm e = : 610 : 6,422 : 7,032
1980 e 273 2,703 : 2,976
1981 mmmmr e mm e o : 2,985 : 4,765 : 7,750
1982+ - mm e m e e e e 3,607 : 9,661 : 13,268
January-March-- o : :

1982w rrm o 1,097 : 2,183 : 3,280

2] P 354 : 1,892 : 2,246

Percent of total apparent U.S. consumption

y L 74 D

2.2 7.3 : 9.5
1979w mm e e e e | 0.4 4.6 : 5.0
1980~- - mm s e 0.2 2.4 2.7
1981--~--=uum e - : 2.5 4.0 : 6. 5
1982 e 3.4 : 9.0 : 12.4
January-March-- : :
1982--- e 3.7 : 7.3 : 10.9
1983--——mm e e 1.5 : 7.9 : 9.4

Source: Compiled from o?Ficial statistics of the U.S. Department of
Commerce and from data of the American Iron & Steel Institute.

Quarterly penetration rates for stainless plate are presented in table 31.
Quarterly imports and penetration rates of plate from the United Kingdom
declined in 1982. Such imports also declined to 354 tons in January-

March 1983 from 1,097 tons in the corresponding period in 1982.
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U.S. imports for consumption from the

United Kingdom and from all other sources, by quarters, January 1980-

March 1983
Period . United Kingdom All other Total
Quantity (short tons)

1980: : : :
January-March-------~--- : 62 : 1,288 : 1,350
April-June--—=m-cmmmean 60 : 696 : 756
July-September---------- : 61 : 476 : 537
October-December---—---- : 90 : 242 332

1981: : : :
January-March-----—-—----: 392 405 . 797
April-June----- ———————— : 885 1,382 : 2,267
July-September------=--~ : 1,051 : 1,191 : 2,242
October-December---- v 657 1,787 2,444

1982: : : :
January-March-——-—=-=w--- : 1,097 : 2,183 3,280
April-June--=ww—remmee; 1,532 1,790 : 3,322
July-September---------- : 588 3,531 : 4,119
October-December-- -~ 390 : 2,157 . 2,547

1983: : : :
January-March---——-——w—-- 354 : 1,892 : 2,246

Percent of total apparent U.S. consumption

1980: : :
January-March--- —--—ceu- .2 4.4 ;. 4.6
April-June----=~=mwem-ae .2 2.3 . 2.5
July-September—- - mmw 2 1.8 : 2.0
October-December---- - | 3 .9 1.2

1981: : : :
January-March---—-«-w---x : 1.4 1.4 2.8
April-June- «=mo s 2.4 . 3.7 6.1
July-September-----—.---: 3.5 : 4.0 : 7.5
October-December--- ——=--: 2.6 : 7.1: 9.7

1982: : : :
January-March---=--=ece- 3.7 . 7.3 : 10.9
April-June---w=wmeuenee 5.3 : 6.1 : 11.4
July-September--.—-- —w——- : 2.4 14.1 16.5
October-December--------: 1.7 9.5 11.1

1983: : : :
January-March-—----- - : 1.5 7.9 . 9.4

Source: Compiled From official statistics of the U.S. Department of
Commerce and from data of the American Iron & Steel Institute.
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Comparison of stainless steel sheet and strip with stainless steel
plate.--Import penetration trends of stainless sheet and strip, as measured by
the ratio of U.S. imports to apparent U.S. consumption, have been very similar
to the import penetration trends of stainless steel plate, as shown in
table 32.

Table 32.--Stainless steel sheet and strip and plate: Ratio of U.S. imports
to U.S. producers' shipments and to apparent U.S. consumption, 1978-82

(In percent)

Ratio of U.S. imports to : Ratio of U.S. imports to
Year U.S. producers' shipments : apparent U.S. consumption
:Stainless steel: Stainless  :Stainless steel: Stainless
: _sheet & strip : steel plate : sheet & strip : steel plate
)4 T 12.4 9.6 : 11.6 : 9.2
1979 e me e e e e = 8.2 : 4.8 : 8.2 : 5.0
1980+ o e 6.1 : 2.4 6.6 : 2.7
1981 - i e} 10.7 : 6.6 : 10.2 : 6.7
1982-- e m e 17.0 : 13.3 : 15.2 : 12.1

Source: Compiled from data submitted in response to questionnaires of the
United States International Trade Commission, from data of AISI, and from
official statistics of the U.S. Department of Commerce.

For sheet and strip, import penetration fell from 11.6 percent in 1978 to
a period low of 6.6 percent in 1980. However, since 1980, import penetration
increased rapidly, and by 1982, it had more than doubled to 15.2 percent.

For plate, import penetration fell to a period low of 2.7 percent in 1980
and then more than quadrupled by 1982 to 12.1 percent. The average import
penetration rate during 1978-82 was 7.2 percent.

Imports from West Germany

West Germany was the largest source of imports of stainless steel sheet
and strip in 1981; it fell to the second largest, behind France, in 1982.
Counsel for producers of West German stainless steel sheet and strip contend
that the increase in imports of such material in the last quarter of 1981 and
the first quarter of 1982 was the result of a miscalculation of the strength
of the U.S. market which occurred in mid-1981. To support their contention
that imports from West Germany would decline in the remainder of 1982, counsel
submitted data on orders placed with West German producers in January-March
1982 by the two largest U.S. importers of West German material (1,240 short
tons), as well as anticipated imports by these firms in April-December 1982
(3,460 short tons).

Actual imports from West Germany were 12,883 tons in April-December 1982,
as shown in table 33.
A-59
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Table 33.--Stainless steel sheet and strip: U.S. imports for consumption,
by selected sources and by quarters, January 1980-March 1983

(In short tons)

Period G:i;;py . France | g?;;ggm All other ; Total
1980: : : : : :
Jan.-Mar----- : 35 . 1,799 : 63 : 10,542 : 12,439
Apr.-June-- ~-. 132 ¢ 1,835 : : 77 . 7,278 9,322
July-Sept----: 81 1,137 255 5,846 7,319
Oct.-Dec----- : 57 . 1,416 : 248 . 6,418 8,139
1981: : : : : :
Jan.-Mar----- : 1,173 2,427 : 482 6,224 10,306
Apr.-June----: 3,197 . 3,018 . 941 : 9,716 : 16,872
July-Sept---~: 6,187 : 4,490 1,110 : 8,848 20,635
Oct.-Dec---~-~ : 4,932 3,870 : 1,308 : 12,708 : 22,818
1982: : : : : :
Jan.-Mar----- ; 7,001 : 6,194 : 2,236 13,191 : 28,622
April-June---: 3,910 : 4,031 : 971 . 7,426 . 16,338
July-Sept-——--: 7,035 : 4,477 . 313 . 9,878 : 21,703
Oct.-Dec.——--: 1,938 : 6,820 : 683 : 9,810 : 19,251
1983: : : : : :
Jan.-Mar ., ----: 4,541 . 747 2,228 10,065 17,581

Source: Compiled from official statiétics of the U.S. Departmeﬁt of
Commerce and from data of the American Iron & Steel Institute.

Counsel for Krupp emphasizes in its posthearing brief the sharp decline
of imports from West Germany in January-March 1983 and suggests again that
there will be less than 3,000 tons of such imports in all of 1983. 1/ As a
result of Commerce's preliminary finding on December 17, 1982, imports from
West Germany in January-March 1983 were not being liquidated and were subject
to a cash deposit or bond in the amount of 27 to 43 percent, which may also
have had a chilling effect on the volume of imports (transcript of hearing,

. pp. 136 and 137).

No quality differences were alleged by counsel for importers between West
Germany and U.S. stainless steel sheet and strip in either the 300 grades or
the 400 grades.

1/ Posthearing brief of Krupp, investigation No. 731-TA-92 (Final), pg;&f.
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Imports from France

France was the third largest foreign supplier of stainless steel sheet
and strip to the United States in 1981, and the largest in 1982. Imports from
France declined slightly, from 7,676 tons in 1979 to 6,187 tons in 1980, and
then increased to 13,805 tons in 1981, and further increased, by 56 percent
to 21,522 tons in 1982,

Counsel for French producers stated at the Commission staff conference
that the high levels of imports from France in 1981 and January-March 1982
were due to the miscalculation of the expected performance of the U.S.
economy. He further stated that due to the 14- to 20-week leadtime, the
French producers cannot quickly react to changes in the marketplace. 1/ As
shown in table 33, quarterly imports in 1982 decreased by 35 percent from
January-March to April-June; they increased, however, by 11 percent from
April-June to July September and by 52 percent from July-September to
October-December.

One of the products imported from France, grade 434 stainless sheet for
Texas Instruments, is claimed by both counsel for French producers and by
Texas Instruments not to be available from domestic sources in the quality
required by the purchaser. Domestic producers assert their ability and
willingness to produce same (app. F). Imports of this product represented
* K R,

French exporters claim that the French 400 grade products have a
consistently better quality because they, particularly Ugine, concentrate in
those grades, whereas the domestics are "in and out" of these grades
(transcript of the hearing, 85 and 86). Ugine's representative stated that
his company is one of the world's leading producers of 430 and 434 grades
(transcript of the hearing, p. 80) and although their production methods are
the same, their quality is better.

French exporters also claim that they consistently provide sufficient
quantities of the 400 grade steels for their U.S. customers, whereas U.S.
producers do not always assure adequate supply of the market. 2/

Petitioners claim that decreasing U.S. production of 400 grades was due
to severe price competition from imports, and that U.S. producers have served
and can serve the 400 grade market. 3/ 4/

1/ Transcipt of the Commission staff conference, investigation No. 731-TR-95

(Preliminary), pp. 83 and 84.
2/ Ugine's posthearing brief, investigation No. 731-TA-95 (Final), p. 4.
3/ Petitioners' posthearlng brief, pp. 4-6.
4/ See also discussion in the U.S. Producers section of this report.
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Imports from the United Kingdom

From June 1976 to February 1980, imports of stainless steel sheet, strip,
and plate, as well as other stainless steel products, were subject to
quantitative restrictions. These restrictions, as well as the 3-month strike
against British Steel Corp. in early 1980, may have suppressed the level of
stainless steel imports from the United Kingdom during this period.

However, imports of both stainless sheet and strip and of stainless plate
increased from 1981 to 1982, by 9 and by 21 percent, respectively. Imports of
sheet and strip continued their increase in January-March 1983, when they
surpassed 50 percent of the entire previous year's imports (table 25).

With respect to sheet and strip, BSC's counsel stated that importers of
United Kingdom stainless steel sheet and strip generally concentrate sales
in 60-inch stainless steel cold-rolled sheet, a product which can only be made
by Republic Steel Corp. in the United States. 1/ A representative of Republic
stated in the petitioner's postconference statement that it possessed
sufficient capacity to supply the entire U.S. demand for this product. 2/
Republic's representative later added that demand for the 60-inch sheet
accounts for only about 2 percent of the total sheet and strip demand and it
is quite predictable from a scheduling standpoint. This Republic employee,
however, also admitted that they prefer to sell coil-size orders (10 to
12 tons), do not ship less than half-coil orders, and do not inventory the
finished product. 3/ BSC does not keep inventories either. Two purchasers of
60-inch stainless steel sheet from the United Kingdom were also contacted by
the Commission staff. These purchasers were identified by counsel for BSC at
the Commission staff's request. It was learned that besides BSC and Republic,
60-inch sheet is supplied to the U.S. market from West Germany, Sweden,
Finland, and France. One of the purchasers stated that the need for less than
coil-size orders and need for quick delivery are not the reasons for
purchasing foreign 60-inch wide sheet. Rather, the reasons are the need to
establish alternate sources besides the single U.S. producer, the easier
availability of certain sizes from BSC, and even more importantly, to buy at
lower prices. The second purchaser stated that price is its main reason for
buying British 60-inch wide sheet, although sometimes it needs smaller than
half-coil orders as well. 4/ * %* % the greater availability of special alloys
and BSC's particular responsiveness to the needs of their customers are also
reasons to buy 60-inch wide sheet from BSC. (transcript of hearing, p. 170).
Counsel for the BSC reported that 60-inch sheet accounted for 77 percent of
BSC's sales of stainless steel sheet in 1979, 100 percent in 1980, 40 percent
in 1981, and 52 percent in 1982.

1/ Postconference submission of British Steel Corp., pp. 7 and 8.

2/ Postconference submission of petitioners, exhibit A.

3/ Telephone conversation between Stephen Vastagh of the U.S. International
Trade Commission and Republic spokesman, Mar. 31, 1983,

4/ * % %,
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Counsel for BSC stated in a post postconference submission that imports
of stainless steel plate from the United Kingdom are concentrated in the 316
(molybdeum bearing) grades, for which U.S. producers allegedly maintain
artificially high prices. 1/ Petitioners dispute such contentions, asserting
that the cost of producing stainless steel plate, including grade 316 plate,
has risen significantly since 1979. 2/ Additional discusssion of this issue
is contained in the pricing section below.

Counsel for BSC suggesied that the Commission evaluate trends in
quantities of stainless steel sheet, strip, and plate imports from the United
Kingdom not on a calendar-year basis, but from April to March because of
lingering effects of the 1980 strike in January-March 1981 (transcript of
hearing, p. 162). Such data may be examined in tables 31 and 33.

Counsel for BSC introduced the concept of cost of purchase vs. purchase
price in connection with the leadtime for BSC's sales, maintaining that other
costs associated with its long leadtimes offset the lower price of the BSC
steel. 3/ Petitioners counter by questioning why any firm would pay more to
receive delivery later. 4/

Prices of stainless steel sheet and strip

Demand factors affecting price.--Demand for stainless steel sheet and
strip 5/ depends on the level of business activity in user industries. The
automotive sector is the largest single user, accounting for 18 percent of
sheet and strip purchases in 1982. Other large user markets include
machinery, industrial equipment, tools and electrical equipment, construction
and contractors' products, and appliances, utensils and cutlery. Compared
with other stainless steel products (plate, bhar, and rod), sheet and strip are
used more extensively in consumer durable-goods industries. 1In 1982,

44 percent of U.S.-produced sheet and strip reached users through service
centers/distributors rather than directly from the mill. 6/

Changes in the market for stainless steel are demonstrated by indexes of
business activity. A business activity index often used as an indicator of
aggregate demand for stainless steel is the index of industrial production for
durable manufactures. 7/ The index, presented in the following tabulation
compiled from the Bureau of Labor Statistics index of industrial production of
durable manufactures, shows that industrial production steadily decreased from
January-March 1979 to July September 1980 by 11.8 percent. The index of

1/ BSC's postconference brief, investigations Nos. 701-TA-195 and 196
(Preliminary), pp. 9-11. ’ ‘

2/ Petitioners' postconference brief, investigations Nos. 701-TA-195 and 196
(Preliminary), pp. 6 and 7.

3/ BSC's prehearing brief, p. 12; posthearing brief, pp. 6 and 7.

4/ Petitioners' posthearing brief, p. 1.

5/ In the remainder of this section, all references to sheet and strip will
mean stainless steel sheet and stainless steel strip.

6/ Table 5 above.

7/ Because there are diverse markets for sheet and strip, a differenss
business activity indicator should ideally be used for each market for
stainless steel.
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production increased from 88.2 in July-September 1980 to 96.9 in April-June
1981, or by 8.7 percent, before declining to 81.1 in October-December 1982, or
by 15.8 percent from the April-June 1981 level.

Index
Period (Jan.-Mar. 1979=100.0)

1979:

January-March---——=—m e m o 100.0

April-June-—-—==— = e e 99.3

July-September-- == e e 98.8

October-December--------=ee e m e e 98.5
1980:

January-March--—---= oo e 97.7

APril-June- - —- o e e 90.7

July-September-~—-—=——cmm e 88.2

October-December-—~—————m-mmmmm e 93.8
1981:

January-March-————-— e e 95.7

April-June-----—me-memmeeee - o o 96.9

July-September—- ——— oo e 96.6

October-December—-—-——«w—mcme e e - 91.1
1982:

January-March-——-—=———=—comm e e 86.9

April-June--—-——m e e 85.4

July-September----------- T ettt 84.5

October-December——————=—cammam e 81.1
1983: January-March-----w-=--mmemeememe e 83.8

An increase or decrease in the business activity of user industries has
generally resulted in a correspondingly greater increase or decrease in
stainless steel consumption. 1/ Testimony indicated that this could be due to
changes in inventory positions between producers and distributors or end
users. 2/ 1In a recessionary market, stainless steel purchasers may
postpone the replacement of stainless steel inputs by drawing down existing
inventories.

U.S. producers' prices.--U.S. producers of stainless steel sheet and
strip publish list prices on an f.o.b. mill basis. Base prices depend on the
alloy content of the stainless steel, with chromium a necessary addition, and
nickel and molybdenum two metals which are often added. There are extra
charges for sheet and strip cut to length rather than coiled, for nonstandard
widths, for special edging, for smaller quantities, and for packaging. Actual
market prices may vary from list prices, depending on market conditions.

1/ Preliminary regression analyses for investigation No. TA-201-8 show that
business activity elasticities for the specialty steel industry range from 1.6
to 1.8. This means that a l-percent increase or decrease in the business
activity of specialty steel user industries would lead to a 1.6- to
1.8-percent increase or decrease in stainless steel consumption. A-64

2/ Transcript of the conference, investigation No. 731-TA-92 (Preliminary),
May 17, 1982, pp. 108 and 109.
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The Commission requested data on average net selling prices for specific
stainless steel sheet and strip products from domestic producers and from
importers. The Commission asked domestic producers and importers for their
average net selling prices for specific types of stainless steel sheet and
stainless steel strip. Price data on stainless steel sheet were received from
six domestic producers for five sample specifications of sheet. For four of
the five specifications, U.S. producers' prices declined from January-March
1980 to October-December 1980 by an average of 7 percent for sales to service
centers/distributors (table 34). 1/ The price decline was greatest for grade
316 sheet and strip, which declined from $3,898 to $3,396 per ton, or by
13 percent, during 1980. The grade 430 sheet and strip prices declined from
an average of $1,754 per ton to $1,689 per ton, or by 4 percent, over the
period. The price of 60-inch wide grade 304 sheet * % %,

Table 34.--Stainless steel sheet and strip: Weighted-average net selling
prices by U.S. producers for sales to service centers/distributors, by
grades, and by quarters, 1980-82

(Dollars per ton)

. . AISI . AISI
: 36 through 48 inches wide . grade : grade
Period : AISI : AISI : AISI : 304, 1430, 12
. grade : grade : grade :60 inches:to under
304 . 316 . 430 ; wide 1/ :24" wide
1980: : : : : :
January-March-——~-= - -—: $1,759 $3,898 :  $1,754 : ek . §1,786
APril-June- - m e 1,718 3,749 1,768 : AR 1,672
July-September--- - ---=: 1,667 : 3,630 : 1,752 : L 1,815
October-December-----: 1,636 : 3,396 : 1,689 : Lz I 1,722
1981: : : : : :
January-March———-—--—-—-- 1,698 : 3,499 . 1,800 : e 1,772
April-June-----=mmeew-a: 1,728 3,399 . 1,765 L 1,865
July-September-—--——-=--: 1,775 . 3,173 : 1,869 L 1,976
October-December--=—-w--: 1,733 . 3,037 . 1,900 : LI 1,981
1982: : : : : :
January-March-—---—=-wa-: 1,642 : 2,767 : 1,939 . Ll L 1,869
April-June—-— = =wm e e 1,580 : 2,600 : 1,829 Lt s N 1,825
July-September-——----w-=: 1,607 : 2,501 : 1,815 : Lzt 1,940
October-December-- - —....: 1,539 : 2,417 1,618 : Lt N 1,795

1/ These prices are for'thé only U.é. producer'of this préduct, Repdblic
Steel.

Source: Compiled from data submitted in response to questionnaires of the
U.S. International Trade Commission.

1/ Since U.S. producers provided prices primarily for sales to service
centers/distributors, and importers provided prices only for sales to service
centers/distributors, only price competition in this market will be
discussed. The exceplion is price competition in the 434 claddable strip
market, which will bhe discussed separately.
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With the improvement in business activity in 1981, U.S. producers' prices
for four of the five specifications also improved. Prices of 430 sheet and
strip increased throughout 1981, and the average 1981 price was 10 percent
higher than the average 1980 price for the various sizes of this grade. The
price of the 60-inch wide grade 304 sheet % % ¥, The price of 36-inch through
48-inch wide grade 304 sheet increased from $1,698 per ton in January-March
1981 to $1,733 per ton in October-December 1981. The price of grade 316 sheet
improved slightly in January-March 1981, but in general, such price continued
the decline that began in 1980. The average 1981 price for 316 sheet was 11
percent lower than that in 1980.

Business activity began to decline in July-September 1981, and domestic
producers' prices also began to decline in late 1981 and declined through the
end of 1982. The price of 36-inch through 48-inch wide grade 430 sheet
declined from $1,939 per ton in January-March 1982 to $1,618 per ton in
October-December 1982, or by 17 percent. The price of 12-inch to 24-inch wide
grade 430 strip declined from $1,981 per ton in October-December 1981 to
$1,795 per ton in October-December 1982, or by 9 percent. The price of grade
316 sheet declined from $3,173 per ton in July-September 1981 to $2,417 per
ton in October-December 1982, or by 24 percent. The price of 60-inch wide
grade 304 sheet * % %, The price of 36-inch through 48-inch wide grade 304
sheet declined from $1,775 per ton in July-September 1981 to $1,539 per ton in
October-December 1982, or by 13 percent.

U.S. producers testified that their stainless steel sheet and strip
prices had declined some in January-March 1983 compared with October-
December 1982 prices. However, they also testified that demand for sheet and
strip had improved in early 1983, and import prices had stabalized (transcript
of hearing, p. 47).

Prices of imports from West Germany.--Prices of stainless steel sheet and
strip imported from West Germany were provided by three importers that
together accounted for about * % % percent of sheet and strip imports from
West Germany in 1982. Two of the importers, Krupp and Phillip Overseas,
compete with U.S. producers mostly in sales to service centers. The other
importer, Thyssen, which accounted for about * % % percent of these imports in
1982, is itself also a service center/distributor in the United States and
sells mostly to end users. Thus, Thyssen competes with U.S. producers in
sales to some larger end users and also competes with other service centers in
the smaller end-user market. In addition to importing sheet and strip, Thyssen
also purchases substantial amounis.of sheet and strip from U.S. producers and
resells same to smaller end users. % ¥ ¥, For these reasons, Thyssen's sales
prices cannot be compared directly with U.S. producers' sales prices, and the
price data in tables 35 and 36 are for sales by Krupp and Phillip Overseas
only.
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Table 35.--Stainless steel sheet and strip: Weighted-average net selling prices for sales
service centers/distributors by U.S. producers and by importers of grade 430 sheet and st
from West Germany, and margins of underselling, by quarters, 1980-82

AISI grade 430, : AISI grade 430,
36 _through 48 inches wide : 12 through under 24 inches wide
Period United | West : Margins of . United :Gefzzﬁ : Margins of
States | Germany 1/. underselling . States : 1/ y : undersellir
: Per ton : Per ton : Per ton : Percent: Per ton : Per ton: Per ton: Perce

1980: : : : : : : : :
Jan.-Mar--: $1,754 2/ : - - $1,786 : 2/ -
Apr.-June-: 1,768 : 2/ : - - 1,672 : 2/ -
July-Sept-: 1,752 : 2/ : - - 1,815 : 2/ -
Oct.-Dec--: 1,689 : 2/ : - - 1,722 : 2/ -

1981: : : : : : : : :
Jan.-Mar--: 1,800 : ki bl ol 1,772 2/ -
Apr.-June-: 1,765 : Ll I kol I HHR 1,865 @ 2/ -
July-Sept-: 1,869 : Lt I Lt A L 1,976 : 2/ : -
Oct.-Dec--: 1,900 : 2/ - - 1,981 : 2/ -

1982: : : : : : : :
Jan.-Mar--: 1,939 : L N it Lol N 1,869 : 2/ -
Apr.-June-: 1,829 : Lia IR L IR L3 1,825 : L2 2 I
July-Sept-: 1,815 Ll N L N Lt 1,940 L Lapat
Oct.-Dec--: 1,618 : b L N Ll 1,795 ¢ 2/ -

1/ Prices of West German imports represent sales only by Krupp and Phillip Overseas.
Thyssen's sales prices are not comparable as explained in the text above.
2/ Not available.

Source: Compiled from data submitted in response to questionnaires of the U.S.
International Trade Commission.
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Table 36.--Stainless steel sheet and strip: Weighted-average net selling
prices for sales to service centers/distributors by U.S. producers, and by
importers of grade 316 sheet from the West Germany, and margins of under-
selling, by quarters, 1980-82

AISI grade 316,
36 through 48 inches wide

Period

United : West : Margins of
States . Germany 1/ *  underselling
. ---Per ton--- : ---Per ton--- . Per ton : Percent
1980: : : : :
January-March-----———-- : $3,898 : 1/ : - -
April-June-----——-=-m-- : 3,749 : 1/ : - -
July-September—--——-e-- : 3,630 : 1/ : - -
October-December------- : 3,396 : 1/ : - -
1981: : : : :
January-March-------—--- : 3,499 L Lo L
April-June----———-meuu- : 3,399 : 1/ : -
July-September-—-—--w-w- : 3,173 Lz - -
October-December- - -~ : 3,037 : 1/ : - -
1982: : : : :
January-March-----~=---: 2,767 : L I L KR
April-June----==-=wmm-- : 2,600 : Laar S i Li
July-September----~---- : 2,501 : 1/ : -
/ -

October-December---—---- : , 2,417

1/ Not available.

Source: Compiled from data submitted in response to questionnaires of the
U.S. International Trade Commission.

Prices of stainless steel sheet from West Germany were provided only for
1981 and 1982, 1/ The price for the 36-inch through 48-inch wide grade 430
specification * * % per ton in January-March 1981 to * * % per ton in
April-June 1981. The price for this specification * % % per ton in
July-September 1981 and * * * through April-June 1982. This price % % % in
the last half of the year, to * % % per ton in July-September 1982 and to
* % % per ton in October-December 1982. Prices for the 12- to 24-inch grade
430 specification were provided for only two quarters in 1982, and were
* % % per ton in April-June 1982 and * ¥ % per ton in July-September 1982.
The prices for the grade 316 specification * * % per ton in January-March
1981 to * * * per ton in April-June 1982, or by * * % percent. Price data
supplied by a purchaser showed that in July-September 1982, grade 316 prices
had * % ¥ per ton.

1/ Price data for 1980 are expected to be sparse since total imports of

sheet and strip from West Germany in 1980 were only 306 short tons. s
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Prices of stainless steel sheet imported from West Germany were
consistently lower than U.S. producers' prices. For the 36- through 48-inch
wide grade 430 specification, the margin of underselling averaged * * ¥, For
the 12- to 24-inch wide grade 430 specification, the margin of under-
selling averaged * * % in the two quarters for which price data were
provided. For the grade 316 specification, the margin of underselling
averaged * * %, The decrease in the margin of underselling in 1982 was
primarily attributable to the decrease in the U.S. producers' price.

Prices of imports from France.--Price data were received from two
importers for sales to service centers/distributors 1/ of French stainless
steel sheet and strip. These importers accounted for over % % %* percent of
imports of French stainless steel sheet and strip from 1979 to 1982. A
complete price series for 1980-82 was available only for 36-inch through
48-inch wide grade 430 sheet. These prices * * % per ton in January-March
1980 to * * % per ton in January-March 1981, or by * #* %, With the exception
of an * * * in January-March 1982, prices for this specification * % % per ton
in October-December 1982 (table 37). In contrast, importers' prices for
12-inch to 24-inch wide grade 430 strip generally * * * although prices in the
middle two quarters of 1982 were * * ¥ than prices in the first or fourth
quarters of that year. 2/ 3/

Importers' prices for the other specifications were available far 1981
and 1982. Importers' prices for grade 316 sheet * % % per ton in January-
March 1981 to * % % per ton in April-June 1982, or by * * ¥ percent (table 38).
Importers' prices for 60-inch wide grade 304 sheet declined in 1982 to an
average of * % * per ton, compared with an average of % % % per ton in 1981.

1/ Importers provided no price data for sales of sheet and strip to end
users. In 1982, % % % percent of sales from the importers were to service
centers/distributors.

2/ Approximately 80 percent of French exports of sheet and strip to the U.S.
market are in the 400 series grades.

3/ Price data collected from purchasers indicated that import prices for
this specification more generally fall in the % % % per ton range.
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Table 37.--Stainless steel sheet and strip:
service centers/distributors by U.S. producers and by importers of grade 430 sheet and strip
from France, and margins of underselling, by quarters, 1980-82

Weighted-average net selling prices for sales to

AISI grade 430,

AISI grade 430,

36_through 48 inches wide

12 through under 24 inches wide

Period " United France Margin of United : France : Margins of
' States underselling States : : underselling
. Per ton : Per ton : Per ton : Percent: Per ton . Per ton: Per ton: Percent
1980: : : : : : : : :
Jan.-Mar--: $1,754 : L Ll i K $1,786 @ 1/ - -
Apr.-June-: 1,768 : Lt Lt Lt 1,672 . L Lt L
July-Sept-: 1,752 : L L L 1,815 : 1/ - -
Oct.-Dec--: 1,689 : oee ohe e 1,722 : 1/ - -
1981: : : : : : : :
Jan.-Mar--: 1,800 : L3 Ll e 1,772 : A/ - -
Apr.-June-: 1,765 : L Lt i 1,865 Lt Lazaz N FHn
July-Sept-: 1,869 : Lz N Ly L 1,976 : WOk L R *H%
Oct.-Dec--: 1,900 : Lz L R 1,981 L2 B L ¥
1982: : : : : : : :
Jan.-Mar--; 1,939 L r L N W 1,869 : L L Eaka L N NN
Apr.-June-: 1,829 : xne Ll LU 1,825 : Lras N Lk L
July-Sept-: 1,815 : Lt I R L N 1,940 : Lzt Erar SN W
Oct.-Dec--: 1,618 : Lt Ltat BN Ltz N Lras N Lt N LR

1,795 :

1/ Not available.

Source: Compiled from data submitted in response to questionnaires of the U.S.
International Trade Commission.
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Table 38.--Stainless steel sheet and strip: Weighted-average net selling prices for sales |
service centers/distributors by U.S. producers, and by importers of grade 304 and 316 shes
from France, and margins of underselling, by quarters, 1980-82

AISI grade 316,

36_through 48 inches wide AISI grade 304, 60 inches wide

Period . : . : . : : .
© United Margin of © United : : Margin of
‘States 1/. France underselling . States France : undersellin
. Per ton : Per ton : Per ton : Percent: Per ton : Per ton: Per ton: Percer
1980: : : : : : : : :
Jan.-Mar--: $3,898 : 2/ : - - *ex . 2/ -
Apr.-June-: 3,749 : 2/ : - - W 2/ -
July-Sept-: 3,630 : 2/ : - - W o 2.2 3
Oct.-Dec--: 3,396 : 2/ : - - L i Lz Lt I 3
1981: : : : : : : : :
Jan.-Mar--: 3,499 : Hie L A L1 L2 L LU )
Apr.-June-: 3,399 : lada i N Ltz BN *ie B L2 1 I HHN - )
July-Sept-: 3,173 : L N L A L Lt i N R )
Oct.-Dec--: 3,037 : Lp ot R Lot SN e kot ks ?
1982: : : : : : : : :
Jan.-Mar--: 2,767 . bt N Lt B Lt d N Lt s BN *HR Lt )
Apr.-June-: 2,600 : L L e LL L LU LG L )
July-Sept-: 2,501 : 2/ : - - Laid L i Lot ?
Oct.-Dec--: 2,417 : 2/ : - - Li L R *AR Li )

1/ These prices represent sales from the only U.S. producer of this product, Republic Stee
2/ Not available.

Source: Compiled from data submitted in response to questionnaires of the U.S.
International Trade Commission.
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With a few exceptions, importers' prices were * % ¥ than U.S. producers'
prices for sales to service centers/distributors. Margins of underselling
were generally greater for the grade * * % although the imported product was
* % % for the 12- to 24-inch specification in October-December 1982. The
margin of underselling averaged * * * in 1982 for the grade 430, 36- through
48 inch specifications. These margins were % % % in October-December 1982,
primarily because U.S. producers' prices declined significantly in that
quarter. For the grade 304 (60-inch) and 316 specifications, the margin of
underselling averaged % * ¥, '

Prices of grade 434 cladding sheet.--Prices provided by Texas
Instruments, the major end user of this product, are presented below for
October-December 1981 and for 1982. The delivered price of the French product
was * % % per ton throughout the period. The price of this material supplied
by Crucible was * * * per ton in October-December 1982 and in January-March

1981. The price declined to * % % per ton for the rest of the year, as shown
in the following tabulation:

The imported product was * * % percent, lower priced than the

U.S.-produced steel through most of 1982. In addition, Texas Instruments
* % X,

Prices of imports from the United Kingdom.--The most complete price
series for stainless steel sheet imported from the United Kingdom was provided
for 60-inch wide grade 304 sheet. 1/ The importer's price for this product
* % % (table 39). The importer's price ¥ * %, Prices for 36- through 48-inch
wide grade 304 sheet were provided only from July-September 1981. The price
for this specification * * % per ton in July-September 1981 to * % % per ton
in October-December 1982, or by % % % percent. Prices for the grade 316
specification were provided only for 1981. During this year, prices * * % per
ton in January-March 1981 to % % % per ton in October-December 1981, or by
* % % percent (table 40).

Stainless steel sheet imported from the United Kingdom was * % % priced
than U.S. sheet for the 60-inch wide grade 304 specification and the 36- and
48-inch wide grade 316 specification. Margins of underselling ranged from
* % % for the 60-inch wide grade 304 sheet, and averaged * * % in 1982. The
importer's prices for the grade 316 specification were an average of
* % * than U.S. producers' prices in 1981. Margins of underselling generally
* % % since U.S. producers' prices declined at a faster rate than the
importer's prices.

1/ Prices were collected for five specifications of stainless steel sheet
and strip. However, there were no imports of grade 430 sheet and strip from A_7»
the United Kingdom, and therefore, only prices of the three 300 series
specifications are discussed.
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Table 39.—-Stain1ess steel sheet and strip: Weighted-average net selling prices for sales to
service centers/distributors by U.S. producers and by importers of grade 304 sheet from the

United Kingdom, and margins of underselling, by quarters, 1980-82

AISI grade 304,

AISI grade 304,

36 _through 48 inches wide

60 inches wide

Period United | United Margin of United " United | Margin of
States | Kingdom underselling States 1/ .Kingdom | underselling
. Per ton : Per ton . Per ton . Percent: Per ton : Per ton: Per ton: Percent
1980: : : : : : : : :
Jan.-Mar--: $1,759 : 2/ - e o 2/ - -
Apr.-June-: 1,718 : 2/ - L L S s 196
July-Sept-: 1,667 : 2/ - - iz Lasar BN L A
Oct.-Dec--: 1,636 : 2/ - - w2/ - -
1981: : : . : :
Jan.-Mar--: 1,698 : 2/ - - i N Ll *R b
Apr.-June-: 1,728 : 2/ - - Lot N Lot N Lt I Ll
July-Sept-: 1,775 : ki e i wee . 2/ - -
Oct.-Dec--: 1,733 : L N R Lt N Lt N Lt N i1 ¥
1982: : : : : : : :
Jan.-Mar--: 1,642 . Lt L N L N Laias N Lz Lo N K
Apr.-June-: 1,580 : L Ltz BN Ltz BN AR R L akard
July-Sept-: 1,607 : ot Eatat N Lt L B Lt L I L L L L A
1,539 : bt Lt WNX 6% . Lot HHe K

Oct.-Dec--:

1/ These prices are for sales from the only U.S. producer of this product, Republic Steel.
2/ Not available.

Source: Compiled from data submitted in response to questionnaires of the U.S.
International Trade Commission.
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Table 40.--Stainless steel sheet and strip: Weighted average net selling
prices for sales to service centers/distributors by U.S. producers, and by
importers of grade 316 sheet from the United Kingdom, and margins of under-
selling, by quarters, 1980-82

AISI grade 316,
36 through 48 inches wide

Period : United °  United ' Margins of
: States : Kingdom © underselling
Per ton Per ton : Per ton : Percent
1980: : : : :
January-March---------- : $3,898 1/ : - -
April-June------==v—=mv : 3,749 : 1/ : - -
July-September-—-----~--: 3,630 : 1/ : - -
October-December------- : 3,396 : 1/ : - -
1981: : : : :
January-March-- —-=—---~ : 3,499 Erar WK *HK
April-June-----==m=mw-a : 3,399 : Lo Lt NN
July-September-—.-——waw- : 3,173 ¢ L L R
October-December ----~---: 3,037 : Laar >N AN
1982: : : : :
January-March - --—-m--=: 2,767 : 1/ : - -
April-June- —--w-m—mmwe -t 2,600 : 1/ : - -
July-September- ----~ - - - 2,501 : 1/ : - -

October-December--------: 2,417 1/ : - -

1/ Not available.

Source: Compiled from data submitted in response to quéstionnaires of the
U.S. International Trade Commission.

Importer's prices were consistently * ¥ % than U.S. producers' prices for
the 36- and 48-inch wide grade 304 specification. In 1982, this specification
of imported sheet sold for an average of % * ¥ the average domestic price of
$1,589 per ton.

Prices of stainless steel plate

U.S. producers and BSC provided price data for four specifica-
tions of stainless steel plate for sales to service centers/distributors
(tables 41 and 42). U.S. producers' prices for all specifications remained
relatively steady in 1980, at an average price of $1,916 per ton for the two
grade 304 specifications and at an average price of $3,264 per ton for the
grade 316 and 316L specifications. U.S. producers' prices than increased
through the second or third quarter of 1981, before generally declining in
1982. U.S. producers' prices were an average of 11 percent lower in 1982 than
in 1981. U.S. producers testified that their stainless steel plate prices
have continued to decline in 1983, the decline being much more dramatic than
for stainless steel sheet. 1In the past, this has been the result of the fact
that plate is used more in the capital goods industry, which would ten%‘gg lag
the improvement in the durable-goods sector which began in early 1983 '
(transcript of hearing, p. 47).
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Table 41.--Sta1.. 2l plate: Weighted-average net selling prices for sales to service
centers/distriburx. Jy U.S. producers and by importers of grade 304 plate from the Unitec

Kingdom, and margins of underselling, by quarters, 1980-82

AISI grade 304, : AISI grade 304,
: 1/4 inch thick : 1/2 inch_thick
Period ynited ' uUnited . Margin of ' United ° United ' Margin of
" States | Kingdom | underselling ! States " Kingdom: underselline
. Per ton: Per ton : Per ton : Percent: Per ton . Per ton: Per ton: Percer
1980: : : : : : : : :
Jan.-Mar---: $1,913 : L L L $1,897 : e L 3
fipr.-June--: 1,953 : oae Lt Lot 1,853 : 1/ -
July-Sept-~: 1,924 : 1/ : - - 1,884 : 1/ -
Oct.-Dec---: 1,947 : L2 N Lr L L 1,884 : L Lz B L
1981: : : : : : : :
Jan.-Mar---: 2,019 : L HH L 1,963 : L A 3
Apr.-June--: 2,074 . i N L Lt 2,038 : L N L 3
July-Sept--: 2,106 : L L L 2,080 : L L2 3
Oct.-Dec---: 2,077 : Lt s N Lt AR 2,023 L L B 3
1982: : : : . : :
Jan.-Mar---; 1,552 . L2 N W% Lar i 1,950 : b Lt 3
Apr.-June--: 1,774 : Lt N LN Lt 1,912 : i I X L
July-Sept--: 1,917 : Ep s g L 1,862 : L o L 3
*e% Lt A M 1,848 e X )

Oct.-Dec---: 1,913 .

1/ Not available.

Source: Compiled from data submitted in response to questionnaires of the U.S.
International Trade Commission.
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Table 42.--Stainless steel plate: Weighted-average net selling prices for sales to service
centers/distributors by U.S. producers and by importers of grade 316 plate from the United
Kingdom, and margins of underselling, by quarters, 1980-82

AISI grade 316L : AISI grade 316,
1/4 inch thick : 1/2 inch thick
Period United | United Margins of © United @ United Margins of
States | Kingdom . underselling . States © Kingdom: underselling
: Per ton : Per ton : Per ton : Percent: Per ton : Per ton: Per ton: Percent
1980: : : : : : : : :
Jan.-Mar--: $3,445 : 1/ - - $3,080 : 1/ - -
Apr.-June-: 3,226 : 1/ - - 3,20 : 1/ - -
July-Sept-: 3,539 : 1/ - - 3,091 : 1/ - -
Oct.-Dec--: 3,410 : 0k s N Lt L 3,149 ; Lt NN L
1981: : : : : : : :
Jan.-Mar--: 3,562 : ek e Lt N 3,160 : 1/ - -
Apr.-June-: 3,657 : L1 L2 N L N 3,320 L Laia L akard
July-Sept-: 3,715 : Lz Ly Lz N 3,120 : Lz L HHR
Oct.-Dec--: 3,574 : Ll L Lz 3,180 : 1/ - -
1982: : : : : : : :
Jan.-Mar--: 3,346 : b s N Lz g2 A 2,980 : Lt s N L AR
Apr.-June-: 3,345 L LI N L 2,900 : L A Lo Lt
July-Sept-: 3,083 : R L O L 2,720 : 1/ - -
R Lk 2 B 2,2 1/ : - -

Oct.-Dec--: 3,124 2,600 :

1/ Not available.

Source: Compiled from data submitted in resbonse to questionnaires of the U.S.
International Trade Commission.
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BSC provided 1980 prices for only the 304 grade plate, which * % * from
January-March 1980 to October-December 1980. The importer's prices for all
specifications ¥ % ¥, The importer's price for grade 304 plate was an average
of * % % in 1982 compared to 1981. The importer's price for grade 316 and
316L plate was an average of * * ¥ in 1982,

Imports of stainless steel plate from the United Kingdom undersold the
domestic product for all four plate specifications for which prices were
collected. Margins of underselling ranged from % % ¥ below domestic prices
for grade 304 plate, although the imported product was * % * for one of the
grade 304 specifications. Margins of underselling were generally * * ¥ in
1982 than in 1981 for this grade, primarily because of substantial price
declines of the U.S. product.

For the grade 316 and 316L plate specifications margins of underselling
ranged from * ¥ % per ton, or from * % * percent. In 1982, margins of
underselling averaged * * % for the 316L grade, and % % * for the 316 grade.

The molybdenum price issue.--The respondents to this investigation have
claimed that domestic producers are charging artificially high prices for
grade 316 (molybdenum content) stainless steel plate. 1/ They base their
argument on the observation that the large price differential that exists
between domestic producers' prices for grade 304 (no molybdenum content) plate
and grade 316 plate cannot be accounted for by the additional cost of
molybdenum in the grade 316 product. They further claim that while molybdenum
prices had fallen, the price difference between grade 304 and grade 316 plate
did not narrow, and therefore, domestic producers were not passing cost
savings on to customers. The respondent claimed that BSC has passed these
cost savings on to customers, and that this accounts for some of the price
differences between U.S.-produced grade 316 plate and grade 316 plate imported
from the United Kingdom.

In its hearing exhibit, the respondent compares the price difference
between 1/4-inch grade 304 and grade 316L plate, by quarters, from 1980 to
1982 2/ These data show that the difference between the two grades remained
relat1ve1y constant through Rpr11 June 1982, and only declined in July-
December 1982,

1/ Transcript of the staff conference, investigations Nos. 701-TA-195 and
196 (Preliminary), pp. 78-81.
2/ Hearing exhibits of British Steel Corp., exhibit 5.
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If price differences between the two grades are analyzed for the three
largest U.S. plate producers individually, the data show that the price
difference did decrease in 1980 by an average of 9 percent for 1/4 inch plate
and by an average of 13 percent for 1/2-inch plate. If analyzed by firm, the
price difference between the two grades increased again in early 1981, but
declined significantly in 1982. The U.S. industry stated in its hearing brief
(app. I, p. 3) that the declines in molybdenum prices have not offset the
recent increases in the prices of other factors of production such as labor
and energy.

Credit terms.- -Purchasers were asked the credit terms for their purchases
of U.S.-produced, German, and French stainless steel sheet and strip.
Responses show that net payment in 30 days is the normal payment period. Some
purchasers were also given a discount of from 0.5 to 1 percent if payment was
within 10 days.

For purchasers that are service centers, * % * percent of the quantity of
purchases from U.S. producers were subject to 30-day terms. ¥ * % percent
were subject to 60-day terms, and * % % percent were subject to 45-day terms.
For service center purchases of French steel, % % % percent were subject to
30-day terms, % % % percent were subject to 60-day terms, and * % % percent
were subject to 45-day terms. For. purchase of West German steel,

* % % percent were subject to 30-day terms, and * % ¥ percent were subject to
60-day terms.

For end-user purchasers, % % ¥ percent of the quantity of purchases from
U.S. producers were subject to 30-day terms, ¥ % % percent were subject to
60-day terms, and * % % percent were subject to 45-day terms. For end-user
purchasers of French steel, * ¥ % percent were subject to 30-day terms, and
* % % percent were subject to 45-day terms. For purchases of West German
steel, % * % percent were for 30-day terms, and * % ¥ percent were for 45 day
terms.

Purchasing factors

Purchasers were asked to indicate the importance of 10 factors in their
purchasing decisions on a scale of 5 (high) to 1 (low). Fifty-four purchasers
of stainless steel sheet and strip responded to this question, indicating that
quality (4.9) was the most important facter, followed by net price and
reliability of the vendor firm (both scoring 4.7), availability of preferred
size or finish (4.2), availability of product on shorter notice (4.0),
technical assistance by producer (3.7), proximity of vendor firm (3.0),
ability to inspect the product during manufacturing (2.2), availability of
product consignment (1.7), and availability of metric sizes (1.1). Other
factors that were listed as important by individual purchasers were consistent
finish, favorable credit terms, continuation of business relationship, prompt
assistance, and lack of surface defects.
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Exchange-rate fluctuations

Table 43 shows exchanges rates for the German, French, and British

currencies relative to the U.S. dollar from 1979 to 1982.

In nominal terms, the dollar depreciated against all three currencies
from January-March 1979 through July-September 1980, and generally appreciated
against all currencies thereafter, reaching its peak in October-December
1982. In real terms, the dollar appreciated relative to the West German mark
and the French franc from 1979 to 1980, and depreciated relative to the
British pound. The dollar appreciated against all three foreign currencies,

in real terms, from July-September 1980 to October-December 1982.

Table 43.--Index of nominal and real exchange rates for currencies of West
Germany, France, and the United Kingdom, by quarters, 1979-82

(foreign currency per U.S. dollar; Jan.-March 1979=100)

Nominal exchange rates : Real exchange rates
Period - : , '
West : United : West : 1 United

Germany : France : Kingdom : Germany : France :_Kingdom

1979: : : : : : :
Jan.-Mar.----: 100.0 : 100.0 : 100.0 : 100.0 : 100.0 : 100.0
Apr.-June----. 102.2 : 102.3 : 96.0 : 104.2 : 102.3 : 95.0
July-Sept.~---: 98.4 99.1 : 90.0 : 101.9 : 99.8 . 87.5
Oct.-Dec.-~~~: 95.7 : 97.0 . 92.0 : 100.9 : 99.1 : 90.0

1980: : : : : : :
Jan.-Mar.----: 95.7 . 97.2 : 68.0 : 102.3 : 100.7 : 85.0
Apr.-June----: 97.8 . 98.6 88.0 : 105.1 : 102.6 : 82.5
July-Sept.---: 96.2 . 96.5 : 84.0 106.0 : 103.7 : 80.0
Oct.-Dec.--~-: 103.2 : 103.5 84.0 : 114.0 : 109.8 : 80.0

1981: : : : : : :
Jan.-Mar,----: 113.0 : 113.8 : 86.0 : 125.6 : 122.7 : 97.5
Apr.-June----: 123.2 . 126.9 : 96.0 : 137.2 : 134.2 92.5
July-Sept.---: 131.4 . 136.1 : 108.0 : 143.7 . 138.6 : 102.5
Oct.-Dec.----: 121.1 : 132.3 . 106.0 : 131.6 : 131.6 - 97.5

1982: : : : : : :
Jan.-Mar,----: 127.0 140.3 108.0 : 136.3 : 137.7 97.5
Apr.-June----: 128.6 : 147.1 112.0 : 137.2 : 140.5 : 100.0
July-Sept.---: 134.1 . 162.5 : 116.0 : 142.8 : 153.6 : 102.5
Oct.-Dec.---~: 135.1 : 165.6 : 122.0 : 142.8 : 154.8 . 107.5
1983 Jan-Mar---: 129.8 : 161.4 130.0 : 136.5 148.7 113.3

Source: Compiled from data of the International MonetarQ Fund,

International Financial Statistics. Real exchange rates were computed by
multiplying the nominal exchange rate by the ratio of U.S. inflation to
foreign inflation, as measured by the wholesale price index in each country.
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A portion of the decline in prices in 1981 and 1982 for stainless steel
sheet and plate imports from these countries may reflect the depreciation of
these currencies relative to the U.S. dollar. Although the stronger dollar
may also have the effect of increasing the foreign producers' cost for
imported raw material and energy that are denominated in dollars, it will
still exert downward pressure on the dollar price of imports, since a portion
of foreign producers' costs are still denominated in their home currency.

Lost sales

A large proportion of the firms named in U.S. producers' lost sales
allegations had been sent purchasers' questionnaires. Where possible,
information from a questionnaire was used to analyze the lost sales
allegation. When necessary, telephone calls were made to supplement
questionnaire information.

West Germany.--Six U.S. producers provided lost sales allegations,
involving 21 individual firms. The transactions listed in the allegations
generally occurred from mid-1981 to early 1983. The total quantity of sales
alleged to have been lost to competition from West German imports was 2,069
tons, although for a number of allegations, no specific quantities or dates
were provided.

Sixteen of the firms verified that they had purchased German stainless
steel sheet during 1981 and 1982. For 12 of these firms, the price of the
West German steel was lower than the price of U.S.-produced steel for
comparable specifications. Margins of underselling were * % %  For the 300
series grades, the price difference ranged from * * * percent. Although West
German steel was lower priced for these 16 firms, only 4 of the firms listed
the lower price as the sole reason for their decision to purchase West German
steel. Other factors that were also given were quality, availability, and the
desire to have an alternate source. The quality issue was particularly
relevant for purchasers of grade 430 bright-annealed sheet, where the
customers claimed that the German steel had superior surface finish than
U.S.-produced steel. The quality difference did not generally exist for the
300 series sheet.

Of the four firms that stated West German steel was not lower priced, one
purchased in order to have an alternate source. For another firm, quality was
the primary purchasing factor, and for the third firm, the availability of
60-inch wide sheet from West Germany was the primary purchasing factor. For
the fourth firm, * % ¥ Details concerning the allegations are given below:

Purchaser 1.--This firm purchased grade 304 and 316 sheet
from West Germany during 1980-82. Total purchases by this firm
of West German sheet were * % ¥,  Prices of grade 316 sheet
from West Germany were * % % in 1981 and * % % in 1982. For
60-inch wide grade 304 sheet, West German prices were A80
* % ¥ percent lower in October-December 1981, % % ¥ in 1982. .
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Purchaser 2.--U.S. producers alleged that they lost
* % * tons of stainless steel sheet sales to this firm by
reason of competition from West German imports. However, this
firm reported that it has never purchased stainless steel
produced in West Germany.

Purchaser 3.--% ¥ ¥, The purchaser verified that it had
bought about * * * tons of West German steel in April of 1981,
and none thereafter. The "primary reason was lower price,"
since the West German steel was about * * * percent lower than
U.S. producers prices for this grade.

Purchaser 4.--U.S. producers alleged that they had lost
* % % tons of sales of grade 430 sheet to this firm by reason
of competition from West German imports. Questionnaire data
from this firm shows that it purchased * * * tons of West
German sheet in 1980, * % * tons in 1981, and * * * tons in
1982. 1/ As a percentage of this firm's total purchases, West
German steel accounted for * * ¥ Price data provided by this
firm show that West German prices were about * * % percent
lower than U.S.-producers' prices in 1982.

Purchaser 5.--U.S. producers alleged that they lost
* % % tons of grade 304 sheet sales to this firm from West
German import competition in 1981. The firm reported that it
had purchased * * ¥ tons of West German steel in 1981 and
* % % tons in 1982, The firm reported that West German steel
was about * * % percent lower priced than U.S.-produced steel
in 1981.

Purchaser 6.--U.S. producers alleged that they lost
* % % tons of grade 430 sheet sales to this firm from West
German import competition in 1981. This firm reported that it
had bought * * * tons of West German steel in 1981, but none
thereafter. This firm stated * * % that the price was actually
no more favorable than prices available from U.S. producers.
This firm emphasized the superior surface quality of West
German grade 430 sheet, but still buys primarily from U.S.
producers.

~ Purchaser 7.--% % ¥, The firm reported that it had bought
* * % tons of West German grade 430 sheet in 1981. Price was
rated as the primary purchasing factor, and the difference was
* # % The firm also stated that the superior surface finish
of the West German product was an important factor in its
purchasing decision.

Purchaser 8.--% % ¥, The purchaser reported that it had
purchased * * ¥ tons of West German steel in 1981 and
* % % tons in 1982. This firm cited two reasons for purchasing

West German steel. The first was that since this firm exports
A-81
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a certain tonnage of steel each year, it is eligible for a
refund of duties paid on the same tonnage of imports.
Therefore, a certain tonnage of West German steel is less
costly to this company since the duty is refunded. Second,
* % % the firm wanted to have an alternative source.

Purchaser 9.--U.S. producers * % * stated that sales were
lost in 1982. This firm stated that they had bought a small
quantity of West German grade 334 sheet in 1982 because of its
lower price. However, this firm did not provide additional
details over the telephone.

Purchaser 10.--% %* ¥, This firm reported that it has
never purchased the type of steel that is the subject of this
investigation.

Purchaser 11.--U.S. producers * % % stated that the lost
sale occurred in 1982. The purchaser verified that it had
bought * * % tons of West German grade 430 steel in 1982 and
stated that the primary reason for its purchase was that it was
not available at that time from U.S. producers. Prices
reported by this firm indicate that the price of the West
German steel was about * * % lower than prevailing U.S.
producers' prices for a comparable specification of steel.

Purchaser 12.--U.S. producers * % % tons of grade 430
steel sheet by reason of competition from imports from West
Germany. This purchaser reported that it had bought * % % tons
of West German steel in 1981 and * % % tons in 1982. This firm
reported that import prices were ¥ ¥ % percent lower than U.S.
producers' prices for this grade of steel.

Purchaser 13.--% % %, The purchaser reported that it had
bought * * % tons of West German steel in 1981 and % * % tons
in 1982 and stated that the primary reason for its purchases
was that the West German steel was a "quality product and was
competitively priced." Prices reported by this firm show that
the West German product was about * ¥ % percent lower priced in
late 1981 and through June 1982. This firm stated that late in
1982, another domestic source of this product became price
competitive, other U.S. suppliers also lowered their prices,
and West German steel became higher priced for this grade.

Purchaser 14.--U.S. producers * % % reported that it
involved grade 304 sheet. This purchaser reported that it had
bought * ¥ % tons of 60-inch wide West German sheet in 1981,
and stated that the primary reason for its purchase was that it
was unavailable from U.S. sources in the quantity desired.

Purchaser 15.--U.S. producers alleged that they lost sales
of * % % tons of grade 304 sheet by reason of competition from
imports from West Germany. This purchaser stated that it had
bought * * % tons of West German grade 304 sheet in 1981,
primarily because of lower price.
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Purchaser 16.--This allegation concerned * % % tons of
grade 300 series sheet. The firm's spokesman said that it had
purchased this amount because U.S. firms tried to raise their
prices to unacceptable levels in mid-1981. The firm therefore
purchased lower priced steel offshore. By the first quarter of
1982, domestic mills had lowered their prices, and the firm
once again purchased from U.S. sources.

Purchaser 17.--% * ¥ This purchaser reported that it had
bought * * ¥ tons of West German steel in each of the years
1981 and 1982. The primary reason for the purchase of this
steel was -stated the purchaser- that it was of a "“superior
quality."

France.--Six U.S. producers provided lost sales allegations involving 15
individual firms. Questionnaire responses from these firms indicated that
they accounted for at least 50 percent of purchases of imported stainless
steel sheet and strip from France in 1982, The transactions listed in the
allegations generally occurred from mid-1981 to the end of 1982. The total
quantity of sales alleged to have been lost by reason of competition from
French imports was 4,950 tons. However, for a number of the lost sales
allegations specific quantities or dates were not provided. All of the firms
named in the allegations returned questionnaires and/or were contacted by
Commission staff.

Fourteen of the fifteen firms verified that they had purchased French
stainless steel during 1981 and 1982. One firm was not sure of the origin of
the stainless steel it had purchased, because it purchased from a service
center and the origin of the steel was not specified. Purchases of French
stainless steel by these firms were highly concentrated in the 430 grade. One
firm had bought a significant quantity of grade 434 sheet, and two firms had
purchased grade 304 sheet from France.

Price, quality, and availability were the three factors most often cited
as reasons for purchasing French stainless steel. There was a general
consensus among purchasers that the surface quality of French grade 430 sheet
was generally superior to U.S.-produced sheet of this grade. A number of
purchasers also stated that they had problems obtaining this grade from U.S.
mills, although U.S. producers became more responsive to their needs in 1982.
For 12 of the 15 firms, the price of the French product was lower than prices
of U.S.-produced steel. Margins of underselling ranged from % % ¥ percent,
but most often fell in the * % % percent range. For some specific purchases,
some firms had paid a premium for French stainless steel. Firms differed on
their assessment of whether the additional lead time to buy French steel was
an added cost for their firm. For example, one firm stated that since it can
accurately forecast its inventory needs, the additional lead time for imports
imposes no cost, and may be a benefit since their future price is predictable
for that purchase. Other firms stated that the additional lead time for
imported steel involved an added risk, and therefore was a cost that had to be
compensated For by some discount. Details concerning each allegation follow.
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Purchaser 1.--This allegation * * % in the last quarter of
1981. This firm reported that it had purchased small
quantities of French stainless steel in 1981, but provided no
specific details. The firm's spokesman stated that the U.S.
producers were not price competitive in the smaller quantities
that this firm wanted to purchase, being from * % ¥ percent
higher priced. The superior quality of the French product was
also another reason for purchasing the imported steel. This
firm reported that it has increased its purchases of French
stainless steel in 1982 and 1983.

Purchaser 2.--% % ¥ This purchaser reported that it had
bought * % % tons of French stainless in 1980, % % ¥ tons in
1981, and * * * tons in 1982. The prices it reported showed
that French steel was about * % % lower in price than
U.S.-produced steel in late 1982.

Purchaser 3.--% % %, This firm reported that it does
obtain steel from the importer on consignment terms, * % %,
This firm purchased * * * tons of French steel in 1980,

* % % tons in 1981, and * % * tons in 1982. Prices it reported
show that French 430 grade sheet was about * * % lower

priced than U.S.-produced steel in 1982. This purchaser also
emphasized the superior quality of the French steel.

Purchaser 4.--This allegation concerned a purchase of
* % % tons of French 430 grade sheet ¥ % ¥, The purchaser
reported that it has never purchased this grade of sheet from
French sources, although it has purchased 60-inch wide grade
304 sheet produced in France.

Purchaser 5.--% # %, This purchaser reported that it had
bought * % * tons of French stainless steel sheet in 1980,
* % % tons in 1981, and * * ¥ tons in 1982, This firm stated
that it purchases most of its 430 grade requirements from
France because of its superior quality, and also because
60-inch wide 430 sheet was not generally available from U.S.
sources. Price was also cited as an important purchasing
factor, and price data reported by this firm show that French
stainless steel was about * % % lower price than U.S.-produced
steel.

Purchaser 6.--This allegation involved purchases of
* *® % tons of French grade 430 sheet ¥ * %, This purchaser
reported that it had bought * * * tons of French steel in 1980,
* % % tons in 1981, and * * % tons in 1982. This purchaser
rated price and quality equally, and stated that it had paid a
premium for French steel in the first quarter of 1982 hecause
of superior quality. 1In 1981, the French sheet was about
* % % lower in price than U.S.-produced sheet for this firm.
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Purchaser 7.--% % ¥  This purchaser reported that it had
bought * % % tons of French steel in 1981 and * * % tons in
1982, primarily grade 430. A major reason for purchasing the
French steel was 60-day credit terms as opposed to 30-day
credit terms for purchases from U.S. mills. The French steel
was * * % lower in price in 1982 than U.S.-produced steel.

Purchaser 8.--This allegation concerned * * ¥ French grade
430 sheet. The purchaser reported that it had purchased
* % * tons of French stainless steel in 1980, * % ¥ tons in
1981, and * * ¥ tons in 1982. Prices of the French product
were * ¥ % percent lower in the third quarter of 1982 than U.S.
producers' prices.

Purchaser 9.--% % ¥, This purchaser reported that it had
bought * % * tons of French steel in 1980, * % % tons in 1981,
and * % % tons in 1982. This purchaser stated that the major
reason for purchasing the French steel was the superior quality
of the product. This purchaser has traditionally bought most
of its stainless steel from France.

Purchaser 10.--% ¥ % French grade 430 sheet in 1982. This
purchaser reported that it had bought * % * tons of French
steel in 1980, * ¥ % tons in 1981, and * % % tons in 1982, and
stated that the primary reason for purchasing French steel was
the superior quality of the product; prices of the French
product were % % ¥ of U.S. producers' prices, and higher in
some instances.

Purchaser 11.--This allegation * * % French grade 430
sheet * % % The purchaser reported that it had purchsed
* % % tons of French stainless steel in 1981 and * % % tons in
1982, and stated that the primary reason for buying French
steel was the superior quality of the product and "problems"
with obtaining the product from domestic suppliers. The price
of the French product was about * * % lower than U.S.
producers' prices.

Purchaser 12.--This allegation concerned a purchase of
* * % French grade 430 sheet during 1982. The purchaser
reported that it buys steel from a service center and does not
know the origin of the product. However, the purchaser said it
believes that foreign grade 430 sheet is better quality than
U.S.-produced, and also sells for about * * * percent less.

Purchaser 13.--% ¥ ¥,
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Purchaser 14.--% ¥ ¥ this allegation, ¥ * % concerned
purchases of grade 430 sheet from France in 1982. This
purchaser reported that it had bought no French steel in 1981,
and * % ¥ tons in 1982. This firm cited both the superior
surface finish of the French product together with a favorable
price as its reason for buying the French steel. The price of
the French product was * * % percent lower than U.S. producers'
prices. This firm also stated that the additional lead time
was not an additional cost, since it could accurately predict
its future inventory needs.

Purchaser 15.--This lost sales allegation concerned the
purchase of * * % tons of grade 430 French steel * * %, The
purchaser reported that it had bought * % % tons of French
steel in 1980, % % % tons in 1981, and ¥ * % tons in 1982.
Price, quality, and availability were reported as primary
factors in its purchasing decision. The firm also reported
that prices of foreign-produced grade 430 sheet were
* % % percent below U.S. producers' prices in 1981 and 1982.

United Kingdom, stainless steel sheet.--U.S. producers provided 10
allegations of lost sales and/or lost revenue by reason of competition from
imported stainless steel sheet from the United Kingdon. These allegations
involved a total of about 1,500 tons, although many of the allegations
provided no actual quantity. All 10 firms were contacted by Commission staff.

Of these 10 firms, 5 stated that they had not purchased stainless steel
sheet produced in the United Kingdom nor used a price quotation by British
Steel to negotiate a more favorable price from U.S. producers. 1/ Of the five
firms that had purchased British stainless steel sheet, four did so because of
a more favorable price, and one purchased because of more favorable terms.
Details concerning the purchases by these five firms follow.

Purchaser 1.--This allegation concerned * % % tons of
British stainless steel sheet ¥ ¥ %, The purchaser reported
that it had bought * % % tons of grade 304 and 304L stainless
steel sheet and plate in late 1982 and early 1983. It did not
separate out the mix of this order between sheet and plate.
The purchaser stated that the primary reason for its purchase
was favorable terms of 5 months.

Purchaser 2.--This firm reported that it had bought about
* % % tons of British grade 304 sheet in 1982 hecause-of lower
price. A

1/ Many of the allegations were general, and included several countries,
including the United Kingdom. Many of these purchasers that did not purcgggg
sheet produced in the United Kingdom had purchased sheet produced in one 0
the other countries named in the allegation.
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Purchaser 3.--This firm reported that it had purchased
British grade 304 and 316 sheet in 1982, but provided no
details on the quantity of its purchase. Its primary reason
for purchasing was lower price, and this firm stated that
underselling was greater in the grade 304 than in the 316 grade
sheet.

Purchaser 4.--This firm purchased * ¥ % tons of grade 304
sheet in 1981, at prices slightly lower than U.S. producers'
prices.

Purchaser 5.--This purchaser reported that it had purchased
stainless steel sheet from British steel, but not plate. It
had purchased * % ¥ tons of 60-inch wide grade 304 sheet from
BSC in late 1982 and early 1983, with price the primary
reason. Price was about * % % percent less than that of U.S.
producers.

United Kingdom, stainless steel plate.--U.S. producers provided 12
allegations of lost sales/and or lost revenues by reason of competition of
imported stainless steel plate from the United Kingdom. Commission staff
contacted 10 of these firms, of which eight reported that they had purchased
British stainless steel plate. One reported. that although it had not
purchased British stainless steel plate, it had used a price quotation from
British Steel to negotiate a more favorable price from a U.S. producer. One
reported no purchase of plate but it had purchased sheet.

Many customers stated that the reliability of delivery of British plate
was poor, and this required that the British steel be lower in price in order
to be competitive. One producer estimated that the necessary discount for his
firm was 15 percent. Several customers observed that the price difference was
* % ¥ Two customers stated that subsequent to placing large orders in late
1982, BSC informed them that * * %,

Details of the conversation with each firm follow:

Purchaser 1.--This purchaser reported that it had bought
British stainless steel plate in 1981 and 1982, but provided no
details concerning the quantity of its purchases. The primary
reason for purchasing British plate was that they also export
steel, and this firm can get a refund on duties for an
equivalent amount of imports. Therefore, imported steel from
the United Kingdom is cost competitive for this reason.

Purchaser 2.--This purchaser reported that it had bought
* % % tons of stainless steel plate in mid-1982 from British
Steel. For grade 304 plate, prices were * * * percent less
than U.S. producers' price, and for grade 316 plate, prices
were ¥ ¥ ¥ percent lower. This purchaser placed another order
in late 1982 for delivery in 1983 of a combination of * % % tons
of plate and sheet. 1In this instance, British and U.S.
producers' prices were comparable, but the British offered A-87
5-month terms, which made the purchase attractive. This firm
had ordered more than * ¥ % tons initially, but BSC % % ¥,
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Purchaser 3.--This purchaser bought primarily 60-inch wide
plate from BSC, but it did not provide the quantity of its
purchases. The primary reason for its purchasing from BSC was
that it could not obtain smaller tonnage orders from the one
domestic mill that produced this product, except by paying a
premium. This purchaser stated that he had problems with the
delivery and quality of the British material. * % *,

Purchaser 4.--This purchaser stated that it has bought
British stainless steel plate. For the 72-inch and 96-inch
wide plate it purchased, prices were from ¥ * % percent lower
for the BSC product. However, this firm also stated that the
British steel had to sell for at least 15 percent less to be
competitive, given the longer delivery time. Prices are also
lower for the British 60-inch wide plate, but this purchaser
believes that U.S. producers charge an unusually high extra for
this width of plate.

Purchaser 5.--This purchaser stated that it has never
bought British stainless steel plate. However, it did report
that in 1982, it had used a price quote by British Steel to
negotiate a more favorable price from a U.S. producer. This
firm would provide no additional details over the telephone.

Purchaser 6.--This purchaser reported that it had bought
* % ¥ tons of British stainless steel plate in ¥ % ¥, The
primary reason for the purchase was favorable price, although
by the time the steel arrived in the United States, U.S.
producers' prices were lower. This purchaser has never used a
price quote by British Steel to negotiate a more favorable
price from U.S. producers.

Purchaser 7.--This purchaser reported that it had. bought
* % % tons of British stainless steel plate in 1982. The
primary reason for purchasing this steel was its lower price.

Purchaser 8.--This purchaser reported that it had bought
* % % tons of grade 316 and 316L plate in 1982 and * * ¥ tons
in 1983. For 60-inch wide plate the two factors were have an
alternate source and price. For standard widths, the primary
reason for purchasing was lower price.
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APPENDIX A

FEDERAL REGISTER NOTICES ON
STAINLESS STEEL SHEET AND STRIP FROM
WEST GERMANY

Commission's Preliminary Injury Determination (47 F.R. 27157)
Commerce's Preliminary Dumping Determination (47 F.R. 56529)
Commission's Institution of Final Injury Investigation (48 F.R. 538)
Commerce's Extension of Final Dumping Investigation (48 F.R. 4864)
Commission's Rescheduling Public Hearing on Injury (48 F.R. 7825)
Commerce's Final Dumping Determination (48 F.R. 20459)
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27157

[investigation No. 731-TA-02 (Preminary)]

Shlnhsss&ulsm.tmdsmpl’m
West Germany

Determination

- On the basis of the record® developed
in the subject investigation, the
Commission determines, pursuant to
section 733(a) of the Tariff Act of 1930
(19 U.S.C. 1673b(a)), that there is a
reasonable indication that an industry in
the United States is materially injured or
threatened with material injury by
reason of imports from West Germany
of stainless steel sheet and strip,
provided for in items 607.7610, 607.9010,
607.9020, 668.4300, and 608.5700 of the
Tariff Schedules of the United States

Annotated, which are alleged to be sold,

or likely to be sold, in the United States
at less than fair value (LTFV).?

Background )

On April 28, 1982, petitions were filed
with the Commission and the .
Department of Commerce by members
of the Tool and Stainless Steel Industry
Committee? and the United
Steelworkers of America alleging that
imports of stainless steel sheet and strip
from West Germany are being, or are
likely to be, sold in the United States at
LTFV within the meaning of section 731
of the Tariff Act of 1930 (19 US.C. 1673).
Accordingly, effective April 28, 1982, the
Commission instituted preliminary
antidumping investigations under
section 733(a) of the Act {19 U.S.C.
1673b(a) to determine whether there is a
reasonable indication that an industry in
the United States is materially injured,
or is threatened with material injury, or
the establishment of an industry in the
United States is materially retarded. by
reason of imports of such merchandise
from West Germany.

Notice of the institution of the
Commission's investigation and of a
conference to be held in connection

-

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

?Chairman Alberger and Commissioners Frank
wnd Haggart determine that there is a reasonable
indication that an industry in the United States is
materially injured by reason of the subject imports.

3Member firms included Allegheny Ludium Steel
Corp.. Armco Inc.. Carpenter Technology Corp.. Colt
Industries. Inc. (Crucible Materials Group), Eastern
Stainless Steel Co.. Guterl Special Steel Corp., jones
& Laughlin Steel. Inc.. Republic Steel Corp..
Universal-Cycloos Speciality Steel Division.
Cyclops Corn.. and Waahinotam Qiaal Ma—

therewith was given by postjng copies of

the notice in the Office of the Secretary,
U.S. International Trade Commission,
Washington, D.C., and by publishing the
notice in the Federal Register of May 5,
1982 (47 FR 19488). The conference was
held in Washington, D.C. on May 17,
1982, and all persons who requested the

opportunity were permitted to appear in -

person or by counsel. -
Views of the Commission
Introduction . '

After considering the record in this
investigation, we determine, pursuant to
section 733(a) of the Tariff Act of 1930,
that 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
stainless steel sheet and strip from the

_Federal Republic of Germany which are

allegedly being sold or are likely to be
sold at less than fair value. Our
determination is based primarily upon
the deteriorating condition of the
domestic industry, the growing market
share of imports of West German sheet
and strip, and the preliminary
indications of underselling by these
imports.*

In the following analysis, we first
define the domestic industry, then
examine the state of the domestic
industry in terms of the relevant
economic indicators. Finally, we
consider the causal relationship
between the state of the domestic
industry and the allegedly dumped
imports from West Germany.

Domestic Industry

Section 771{4)(A) of the Tariff Act of
1930 defines the term “industry” as the
“domestic producers as a whole of a like
product, or those producers whose-
collective output of the like product
constitutes a major proportion of the
total domestic production of that
product.” ¢ Section 771{10) defines “like-
product” as *‘a product which is like, or
in the absence of like, most similar in
characteristics and uses with" the
article under investigation.”

‘Chairman Alberger and Commissioner Haggart,
having found material injury, do not reach the issue
of threat of material injury.

$ Commissioner Frank notes that the statute and
legistative history require the Commission in its
preliminary determinations in both antidumping and
countervailing duty investigations to exercise only a
low threshold test based upon the best information
available to it at the time of such de!en-ninanon that
the facts r bly indi that an i y in the
United States could possibly be suffering injury.
threat thereol or material retardation. H.R. Rep. No.
96-317, 96th Cong.. 1st sess.. 52 (1979).

¢19 U.S.C. 1677(4)(A).

The products being imported are
stainless steel ® sheet and strip. These
are flat-rolled stainless steel products -
produced by passing slabs or sheet bars
through a series of reducing rolis on
continuous or hand mills. They are .
principally used in applications .
requiring resistance to oxidation and/or
corrosion and are produced with a wide
range of tolerances and finishes,
depending on application. Stainless
sheet and strip are generally considered
to be finished products.

Stainless steel sheet and strip
products imported from West Germany
and domestic products of the same
grades and specifications are essentially
identical in metallurgical composition,
sizes, and quality. There are generally
no stainiess steel products that are
imported from West Germany that are
not produced by domestic producers.®
Nor generally are there stainless steel
products that are imported from West
Germany that are not produced in
sufficient quantity by domestic
producers to satisfy consumer demand
within the United States. '

Stainless steel sheet is often
fabricated into food processing
equipment, chemical fertilizer tanks,
liquid gas storage tanks, hospital
equipment, and various defense
applications. Stainless steel strip is used
in automobiles, appliances, industrial
equipment and various defense
applications. !

! Stainiess steel is an alloy steel containing by
weight less than 1 percent of carbon and over 115
percent of chromium. Although the alloy mix N
generally includes nickel. molybdenum. and
manganese, which improve its performance under
chemical or temperature stress. it is primarily the
addition of chromium swhich makes the product
corrosion resistant.

*Respondent Krupp Specialty Steel Corp.
maintains that the production program of the largest
stainless steel producers (Allegheny. jones &
Laughlin and Republic) does not show items thinner
than .015” in a width over 36" wide, whereas the
West German mills produce and export these items.
(Respondents’ Post-Conference briel. Appendix B at
1.) The Commission does not. at this time, have
sufficient infortnation upon-which to evaluate this
argument. However, if this case returns for a final
determination. we will expiore this assertion
further.

'* Respondent Krupp Specialty Steel Corporation
(Krupp) maintains that only one U.S. producer.
Republic. can produce 80" cold-rolled sheet. which
is used exclusively in the production of holding
tanks. Krupp characterizes the demand for this -

product as “ever-expanding.” and states that it is
“questionable™ whether this one domestic producer
could meet this demand. Krupp aiso maintains that
its customers for the 80" cold-roiled sheet buy a
percentage of their requirements from forejgn mills
as a hedge against strikes and “Acts ofg‘igﬂ
Respondents’ Post-Conference Brief. Appendix B at
3. The Commission does not have sufficient
information upon which to evaluate this claim at
this time. However. if this case returns for a final
determination. the Commission will explore this

neaertian fusthas
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Sheet and strip!? are metallurgically
identical, and both are under 0.1875 of
an inch in thickness. The only difference .
between sheet and strip is width. Sheet
is 24 inches or wider, whereas strip is
less than 24 inches in width.'3

Strip is often produced by “slitting,”
or slicing sheet at one of the last stages
in the production process. Although .
certain producers manufacture both
sheet and strip on the same mill
equipment, ¥ other mills produce only
strip. Many service center customers
purchase sheet which they themselves
slit into strip. Most of the petitioners
produce both sheet and strip.'*

Sheet and strip can be further
differentiated. Both can be produced as
hot-rolled or cold-rolled products. Hot-
rolled sheet and strip are primarily an
intermediate product that is used to
. produce cold-rolled sheet and strip.

Cold-rolled sheet or strip is hot-roiled
sheet or strip that is subjected to the
additional steps of pickling, high
pressure rolling, and annealing to attain
more uniform dimensions and a
smoother surface.

Stainless steel sheet and strip are
predominantly cold-rolled. Hot-rolled
stainless steel sheet and stripas a
finished product accounts for only
approximately 5 percent of total
domestic production of stainless steel
sheet and strip and the same percentage
of imports from West Germany. The
information available to the Commission
indicates that the uses for hot-rolled and
cold-rolled sheet and strip overlap.'®
Moreover, some of the hot-rolled sheet
and strip which is sold as a finished
product is purchased for subsequent re-
rolling, including cold-ro

Based on the data presently available,
no meaningful distinctions are evident
between the characteristics and uses of

_the finished hot-rolied product and the
cold-rolled product.!’ Therefore, for the

2 Hereinafler. the terms “sheet” or “strip” refer to
stainless steel sheet and strip.

- 'This is the American Jron-and Steel Institute-
(AIS]) standard. The TSUSA defines sheet as
having a minimum width over 12 inches. and strip
as having a maximum width unider 12 inches. The
West German standard for strip is equivalent to less
than 9 inches. Report at A=S.

“The term “mill" refers to one piece of
equipment or series of pieces of equipment that
produce a certain product. Within one stainless
steel plant, there may be seversl mills, each
producing a different product or products.

'S Report at A~8, Guterl and Jessop produce sheet
but not strip. Carpenter Technology Corp. produces

strip but not sheet. Petition at 6.

¢ Conference Transcript at 50.

In the carbom steel investigations, hiot-rolled
and cold-rolled sheet and strip were trested for the
purposes of our preliminary determinations as two-
industries. (Certain Steel Products from Belgium,
Brozil, France. Italy, Luxembourg, The Netheriands,
Romania. The United Kingdom, and West Germany,
USITC Publications 1221 and 1226, Febnary 1962.)

purposes of this preliminary
determination, we determine that the
like product is all stainless steel sheet
and strip, whether hot-rolled or cold-
rolled, and that the domestic industry is

- composed of the producers of stainless

steel sheet and strip.'*
Cumulation ** % .

Petitioners alleged that imports of
West German stainless sheet and strip
alone are the cause of material injury to
the domestic industry. However,
petitioners have also taken the position
that the Commission should: (1)
Cumulate the allegedly less than fair
value imports of French stainless steel
sheet and strip which are subjectto a
preliminary investigation currently
pending before the Commission; and (2)
cumulate all-allegedly unfair like
product imports from those countries
under investigation by the Office of U.S.
Trade Representatives under section 301
of the Trade Act of 1974, as amended.?

We have not cumulated in making an
affirmative determination in this
investigation.? However, we believe
that the cumulation issues petitioners
have raised should be addressed.,
particularly because the same
arguments may otherwise be raised in
future proceedings before the -
Commission.

(1) Cumulation of allegedly LTFV
imports from France prior to
Commission consideration of the French
case. Petitioners filed an antidumping
petiton against French stainless steel
sheet and strip producers on May 10,
1982. The preliminary coriference took
place June 7, with the Commission vote
scheduled on June 17. Petitioner’s
suggestion that we cumulate the imports
from France with the imports from West

For the reasons mentioned above in this stainless
steel investigation such as differentiation does not
appear to be appropriate.

. '"We emphasize that the definition of the
domestic industry in this preliminary investigation
is based on the information now available. Based

-on the record developed in any final investigation. a

different defnition of the domestic industry is not

precluded.
»Commissioners Eckes and Haggart made their
determination regarding the impact of the alleged

. LTFV imports from West Germany on a case-by-

case basis. and do not reach the further issues of
cumulation raised for discussion in this opinion.

»Commissioner Frank did not reach either of the
cumulation issues raised by petitioners in making
his determination in this preliminary investigation.
However, he does not join in this discussion and
determinations therein on these cumulation issues
inasmuch as in his view thesas issues have not been
completely resolved at this time. He would invite

arguments on these issues from pertinent

parties to this investigation should they wish to
profer them in the event this case returns for final -
investigation.

 Petitioners’ Post-Conference Brief at 12-17.

2 Chairman Alberger agrees with the conclusions
reached but does not join the following discussions.

Germany presents not only procedu
and administrative problems. but ri
running afoul of the basic statutory
framework within which the
Commission must operate. First. we
that Title VII of the Tan{f Act of 19¢
imposes upon the Commussion a ver
strict statutory deadiline of 45 days i
preliminary investigations. Given th
deadline, petitioner's filing of the Fr
case two weeks after the West Gern
case has made it impossible for us t
make a determination on the two
preliminary investigations concurre:
Second, we are required to base ou
determinations on the information ¢
the record of the investigation. In th
connection, the Commission voted ¢
the West German investigation befc
the respondents in the French case |
an opportunity to present their view
the Commission staff, and before th
Commission staff was able to provi
the Commission with its report on tl
French investigation. If, in this
preliminary investigation, we were |
take into account the imports from
France in assessing the impact of th
imports from West Germany, we wc
be basing our decision largely on th
unevaluated and unrebutted allegat:
of the petitioners. Under these
circumstances, any cumulation of
imports from France with those fron
West Germany would be contrary t
basic principles of administrative
fairness regarding notice. hearing ar
record requirements.**

(2) Cumulation of stainless steel s
and strip imports from countries
designated in a section 301 »
investigation. Upon petitioners’ requ
the U.S. Trade Representative's offi
has initiated an investigation pursus
to section 301 of the Trade Act of 19
to determine whether certain countr
(France, Italy, Austria, Sweden and
United Kingdom) have bestowed
domestic subsidies upon their speci
steel industries. Petitioners maintais
that they have no immediate plans t
file countervailing duty petitions wi
the Commission regarding these cas
but reserve their right to do so in the
future.

Petitioners supplied figures to use
imports of stainless steel sheet and
from each of the countries subject tc

B Commissioner Stem further notes that. in
case. the practics of cumulation is discretiona
is only sppropriate when it has been demonst;
that “the factors and conditions of trade in the
particular case show its relevance to the
detenmination of injury.” (See Views of Chairr
Alberger. Vice Chairman Calhoun and
Commissioners Stern and Eckes in the .
investigations of Certain Steel Products * * °
USITC Pub. l%r.éibnnry 1962.)

#19 US.C. :
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section 301 investigation. They also
asked the Commission to consider these
allegedly subsidized imports in
assessing injury in this antidumping
. investigation. We note that petitioners
have also requested the Commission to
cumulate these imports in assessing
injury in Stainless Steel Hot-rolled Bar,
Stainless Steel Cold-formed Bar, and
Stainless Steel Wire Rode from Spain,
Inv. Nos. 701-TA-178 through 178
{Preliminary), subsidy investigations.
Of course, the Commission may
consider all relevant factors and
conditions of trade in making a
determination. As petitioners point out.
information regarding other imports of
the products under investigation is
relavent to the evaluation of the strength
of the domestic industry. However, there
is no material injury requirement in a
section 301 case and the practice
complained of need not necessarily fall
within the purview of title VIL Therefore
we believe that it is inappropriate to
make a determination in an antidumping
or a countervailing duty investigation
based upon the cumulation of imports
from countries designated in a section
301 proceeding.

Reasonable Indication of Material
Injury

Section 733(a) of the Tariff Act of 1930
provides that the Commission shall
make a determination based on the best
information available to it. Section
771(7) directs the Commission to
consider, among other factors, (1) the
volume of imports of the merchandise
under investigation, (2) the effect of
imports of that merchandise on prices in
the United States for like products, and
(3) the impact of imports of such
merchandise on domestic producers of ~
like products.

The domestic stainless steel sheet and
strip industry is experiencing .
difficulties. The industry's prodncﬁm. .
shipments, capacity utilization, and
employment have declined since 1979.
The production of firms that submitted
usable data® fell from 728,000 short tons
in 1879 to 671,000 tons in 1981.
Production for the first quarter of 1982
declined to 130,000 tons as compared
with 188,000 tons in the first quarter of
1981.% Similarly, net shipments declined
by 13 percent from 874,000 tons in 1979
to 759,000 tons in 1981. Shipments in the
first quarter of 1882 were 148,000 tons as
compared with 207,000 tons for the same
period in 1981.

# Report at A-12. These firms accounted for
about 80 percent of the total shipments of stainless
steel sheet and strip in 1961 as reported by the
American Iron and Steel Institute.

»d.

Capacity utilization rates fell from
83.8 percent in 1979 to 70.6 percent in
1981. In the first quarter of 1882, the
capacity utilization rate fell to 51.8
percent, astompared to a rate of 81.7

" percent for the first quarter of 1981.%7

Although capacity to manufacture
increased by 9 percent form 1979 to
1981, the increase does not fully account
for a decline in utilization.® Utilization
of melting capacity for stainless steel
has-also steadily declined from 83
percent in 1879 to-64 percent in 1981, It
was 53 percent for the first quarter of
1982 as compared with 77 percent for the
first quarter of 1961.%

Employment figures also declined

during this period. The average number )

of proggction r:;d related i':lvo:-kers .
engaged in producing stainless stee!
sheet and strip declined from 7,965 in
1979 to 7,288 in 1981. Other relevant
factors, including the average number of
workers employed and the average
number of hours paid for production and
related workers, also registered declines

during this period.

Pinancial indicators for sheet and
strip production also presented a
negative trend. Gross profits, operating

_ profits, net profits before taxes, and

cash flow all declined steadily—if not
precipitously—between 1979 and 1981.%
Operating profits fell from $173 million
in 1879 to $19 million in 1981 and interim
1982 figures show & loss. Aggregate net

-sales 3 declined by 13 percent between

1979 and 1980, ingreased by 10 percent
between 1980 and 196%, and fell by 27
percent in the first quarter of 1882
compared with the corresponding period

- in 1881.2 The ratio of operating profit to

net sales fell from 13.7 percent in 1978 to
1.6 percent in 1961.% The ratio of net
operating profit to net sales declined
from e-profit of 1.5 percent in the first
quarter of 1961 to a loss of 13.8 percent-

- in the first quarter of 1982.%

Volume of Imports '

- As the condition of the domestic
industry deteriorated and its share of
the U.S. market declined, the volume of
imports of stainless steel sheet and strip
from West Germany rose during 1979-
1981 both in absolute and relative
terms. 3 West Gemnany became the

7.

®/d.

®/d at A-13. |

»®/d. at A-18.

¥ Financial data was received from 8 U.S.
producers on their stainless steel sheet and strip
operations. These producers accounted for 85
percent of U.S. production in 1861. Report at A-16.

31d. at A-19.

B/d.

M/d at A-18.

3/d. at A-25.

largest foreign supplier of stainless steel
sheet and strip to the U.S. market in
1981 and in 1982 it maintnined this
position. -

Imports from West Germany fell from
3,844 tons in 1979 to 305 tons in 1880,
then increased to 15,489 tons in 1981,
Imports in January-March 1882 ©
amounted to 7,001 tons compared to
1,173 tons for the first quarter of 1961, a
500 percent increase. The ratio of
imports from West Germany to apparent

" U.S. consumption was 0.4 percent in

1979, 0.1 percent in 1980; 2.0 percent in
1961, and 4.1 percent in the first quarter
of 1982, as compared with 0.8 percent in
the first quarter of 1961.

Effect of Imports on Prices

The information currently available to
the Commission on prices is limited.
There are, however, indications that
imports from West Germany undersold

" the domestic product. The Commission

investigation revealed margins of
underselling for certain imports from
West Germany during the period under
investigation ranging from § percent to
30 percent.?” Contacta with purchasers -
revealed an instance, in the last quarter
of 1981, in which the price of stainless
sheet was 30 to 35 percent lower than
that available from domestic mills.*®

There are some indications of sales
lost by domestic producers to imports
from West Germany. It was confirmed
that four sales totalling 850 tons were
lost to imports from West Germany on
the basis of price.®

Reasonable Indication of a Threat of
Material Injury *®

The issue of whether thm isa
reasonable indication of a threat of
material injury turns on the “likelihood
of a particular situation developing into
actual material injury.” ¢! The threat -
must be real and theinjury imminent,
not a mere possibility based on
supposition and conjecture. In
examining threat of material injury, the
Commission looks for, among other
factors, demonatrable trends in the

3 Imports of stainless steel sheet and strip, as
well as other stainless steel products. were subject
to quantitative restrictions from june 1878 to
February 1960. Although 1979 was the last full year
that the quota was in effect. the practice of entering
as much material as possible at the beginning of the
quota year forced foreign producers to find other
markets after the quota was filled. This practice. in
conjunction with declining U.S. demand and strong
foreign demand. is believed to account for the
decline in imports in 1980. Report, at A-25.

3']d. st A-38.

¥ /d. at A-41.

2/d. at £,-40.

“See note 1.

“'H.R. Rep. No. 96-317, 96th Cong.. 1st Sess. 47
(1979).
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following areas: (1) Rates of increase of
the allegedly dumped exports to the U.S.
market; (2) importers’ inventories: (3)
capacity in the exporting country to
generate exports; and (4) the likelihood
that such imports will be directed to the
U.S. market taking into account the
availability of other markets.*

The steadily increasing rate of West
German imports, both in absolute terms
and in terms of the ratio of West
German imports to domestic
consumption, has already been noted.
This is seen even more clearly in an
examination of quarterly imports
penetration data for 1981 and 1982. In
nearly every quarter, imports
penetration by the alleged LTFV imports
has increased.*®

Importers’ inventories of stainless

steel sheet and strip imported from West

Germany were well above 1,000 tons in
December 1981 and were sustantially
higher than inventories reported in
previous years. In addition, inventories
reported in March 1982 were almost
double those reported in Decmeber 1981
and nearly eleven times greater than
those reported in March 1961.

Importers alleged that the “Buy
American” procurement provisions of
the Departnient of Defense
Appropriations Act “ and the Urban
Mass Transportation Act of 1878 %
substantially restrict further exports
fro‘ﬁww Germany to the U.S.

et. * Preliminary research indicates
that the Department of Defense (DOD) |,
during the years 1977-82 has had
substantial authority to waive such
provisions with respect to NATO allies.
DOD estimates that in 1980, a year in
which the waiver provisions were in
effect, DOD and U.S. defense
contractors used only 2 to 4 percent of
the total U.S. speciaity metals industry

output, of which sheet and strip are just -

a part.*’ Thus, it appears tlm. whatever
restrictions are placed on the market
share for imports from West Germany
by these provisions, they are not .

_substantial. Although less information is

known regarding the impact of the
Urban Mass Transportation Act, it, fgcu

“Should this case return for s final investigation, -

we hope to obtain information concerning West
German capacity to generate exports and the
likelihood that such exports will be directed to the
United States.

S Report at A-11.

"azmmm(n)mcuo.n-a

“28 US.C. 1002

“Commissioner Eckes did not consider tho
impect of “Buy America” policies in his analysis of
future import levels. See.generally the Views of
Commissioners Eckes. Frank and Haggart in Sugar
From The Eurogean Community. Inv. No. 104~TAA~
7 (May 1982).

7128 Cong. Rec. 55189 (May 13—14). remarks of
Senator Tower.

is not & blanket restriction on foreign
imports. It includes several exemptions,
including one that exempts projects if
the cost overrun resulting from the use
of domestic products exceuds 10
percent.*® Thus, the Urban Mass
Transportation Act, also, does not
appear to be a substantial bar to the

" ability of imports from West Germany to

increase market shares in these markets.
Conclusion '

Therefore, on the basis of the best
available information, we determine
that 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
stainless steel sheet and strip from West
Germany.

By order of the Commission. —

Issued: June 10, 1962.

Kenneth R. Mason,

Secretary.

(FR Doc. 8210073 Filed 6-22-82 &45 ﬂl
BILLING CODE 7000008

.
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Steel Sheet and Strip Products From
mFodoantpulmeofGonnmy

AGENCY: International Trade
Administration, Commerce.

ACTION: Notice of Preliminary
Determination of Sales at Less than Fair
value: Certain Stainless Steel Sheet and
Strip Products from the Federal Republic

‘of Germany.

SUMMARY: We have preliminarily
determined that certain stainless steel
A-94
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sheet and strip products from the
Federal Republic of Germany (FRG) are
being sold, or are likely to be sold, in the
United States at less than fair value.
Therefore, we have notified the U.S.
International Trade Commission (ITC)
of our determination, and we have
directed the U.S. Customs Service to

suspend liquidation of all entries of the

subject merchandise which are entered.
or withdrawn from warehouse, for
consumption, on or after the date of
publication of this notice and to require
a cash deposit or bond for each such
entry in an amount equal to the
estimated dumping margins as described
in the “Suspension of Liquidation”
section of this notice.

If this investigation proceeds
normally, we will make a final
determination within 75 days of the
publication of this notice in the ¥Federal
Register.

SFFECTIVR DATE: December 17, 1982.
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Mary S. Clapp, Office of Investigations.
Import Administration, International
Trade Administration, U.S. Department
of Commerce, 14th Street and *
Constitution Avenue, NW., Washington,
D.C. 20230; telephone (202) 377-2438.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:

Preliminary Determination

As provided in section 733 of the
Tariff Act of 1930, as amended (the Act),
we have preliminarily determined that
there is a reasonable basis to believe or
suspect that certain stainless steel sheet
and strip products from the FRG are
being sold, or are likely to be sold. in the
United States at less than fair value.

The estimated margins for individual
products investigated are given in the
. “Suspension of Liquidation” section of
this notice.

The estimated margins for Thyssen
AG (Thyssen), Krupp Stahl AG (Krupp)
and V. Deutsche Metallwerke
AG (VDM) are based on the best
information available as explained in
the section of this notice which
describes our fair value comparisons.
These margins could change
substantially in the final determination -
if verifiable information is furnished in a
timely fashion. i

If this investigation proceeds
normally, we will make a final
determination within 75 days of the
publication of this notice in the Federal

Register.
Case History

On April 28, 1982, we received a
petition filed by counsel on behalf of

eleven U.S. specialty steel producers
and on behalf of the United

Steelworkers of America. In compliance
with the filing requirements of § 353.36
of the Commerce Regulations (19 CFR
353.38), the petition alleged that imports
from the Federal Republic of Germany
of certain stainless steel sheet and strip
products are being, or are likely to be,
sold in the United States at less than fair
value within the meaning of section 731
of the Act and that these imports are
materially injuring, or are threatening to
materially injure, a U.S. industry.

After reviewing the petition, we
determined it contained sufficient
grounds to initiate an antidumping
investigation. We notified the ITC of our
action and initiated such investigation
on May 17, 1982 (47 FR 22132). On June
10, 1982, the ITC found that there is a
reasonable indication imports of
stainless steel sheet and strip products
are materially injuring, or are )
threatening to materially injure, a U.S.
industry. We determined this case to be
“extraordinarjly complicated”, as
defined in section 733(c) of the Act.
Therefore, we extended the period for
making a preliminary determination by
50 days until November 22, 1982 (47 FR
41800).

Questionnaires were presented to
Krupp and Thyssen on June 3, 1982.
Their responses were received on
August 9, 1982 and August 13, 1982.
VDM requested a questionnaire on June -
25, 1982 and submitted its response on
August 13, 1982, Our review of the
responses revealed numerous
deficiencies and we requested
additional information and non-
confidential summaries which were
submitted in part on various dates from
October 4 through November 18, 1982,
Some deficiencies have not been
corrected. The deficiencies and-
submission of additional information are
described in detail in the “Supplemental
Information Required" section of this
notice. :

Scope of Investigation

The certain stainless steel sheet and
strip products covered by this
investigation are: .

* Hot-rolled stainless steel sheet

e Hot-rolled stainless steel strip

¢ Cold-rolled stainless steel sheet

¢ Cold-rolled stainless steel strip.
For a further description of these
products see the appendix appearing
with this notice.

Since Krupp, Thyssen and VDM
manufacture and export virtually all of
the certain stainless steel sheet and strip
products exported from the FRG to the
United States. we limited our
investigation to them.

This investigation covers the period
from July 1 to December 31, 1981, for
purchase price sales and from Octobe
1. 1981 to March 31, 1982, for exporter
sales price transactions.

Fair Value Comparison

To determine whether sales of the
subject merchandise in the United
States were made at less than fair val
we used the best information availabl
as required by section 778(b) of the A«
to make fair value comparisons. We
used the best information available fo
each manufacturer because adequate
responses were not submitted in time
allow analysis of the information and,
the respondents failed to provide
adequate non-confidential summaries
confidential information or permissior
for release under administrative
protective order (APO). A full discuss:
of the reasons for using the best
information available is contained in |
“Supplemental Information Requested
section of this notice. The best
information available for purposes of
this preliminary determination was th
information on fair value margins, bas
on alleged selling prices in the United
States and the FRG, contained in the
petition. We used the simple average «
the margins contained in the petition.

Supplemental Information Requested

Section 776(b) of the Act states that
whenever any party refuses or is unat
to produce information requested. the
Commerce Department may use the be
information otherwise available for
determining the existence of sales at
less than fair value. We did so with
respect to the following companies for
purposes of this preliminary
determination for the reasons indicate
below:

1. Thyssen. Thyssen submitted a
response to our questionnaire on Augt
9, 1982. Our review of that response
revealed numerous deficiencies. By
letter dated September 21, 1982, we
requested additional information.
concerning a large portion of Thyssen’
home market sales, extensive further
information on various aspects of the
data on home market and U.S. sales r
its response, and a non-confidential
summary or permission for release
under an APO of its confidential sales
data. The letter stated that failure to
provide data and summaries by Octot
1, 1982, would require us to use the be
information otherwise available.
according to section 776(b) of the Act.

Some additional information was fi!
on October 5 and 18, 1982. The
additional essen¥ial sales information
and a non-confidential summary.
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however, were filed only on November
3, 1982. The summary was incomplete.
Thyssen gave permission for release of
its confidential price data only an
November 15, 1982..At this time we have
not determined whether the additional
sales data are adequate. The
information is currently being reviewed.

In addition, on August 9, 1982,
Thyssen submitted computer tapes with
overlapping data bases. A new tape was
submitted only on November 12, 1962,
We found further deficiencies in the
data contained on that camputer tape.
These deficiencies related to a
substantial number of home market
sales which were deleted from the tape:
We requested a further tape which was
submitted only on November 18, 1982,
which did not allow sufficient time for
our analysis prior to this preliminary
determination.

If the above information is not
adequate, we will ask Thyssen once
again to provide additional information
before verification. If this information is
not submitted by December 30, 1962, we
will be unable to verify it. Whers
information is not furnished, or is-
furnished too late to verify, we may use
the best information available for cur
final determination. The analysis and
verification of Thyssen's response could
substantially change the sales at less
than fair value margins calculated for
our preliminary determination for
Thyssen.

2. Krupp. Krupp submitted a response
to our questionnaire on August 9, 1982.
Our review of that response revealed
numerous deficiencies. By letter dated
September 14, 1882, we requested that
Krupp provide us with a non-
confidential summary of its sales data
and additional information on its home
market and U.S. sales. The letter stated
that failure to provide this information
by October 1, 1982, would require us to
use the best information otherwise
available, according to section 776(b) of
the Act. The additional information
requested was submitted in usable form,
in part on October 4, 1982, and in part
on October 28, 1982, which did not allow
sufficient time for proper analysis prior
to this preliminary determination. This
* information is currently being reviewed

for possible use for our final
determination. ‘

The verification of Krupp's response
could subtantially change the sales at
less than fair value margins calculated
for our preliminary determination far
Krupp.

3. VDM. VDM submitted a partial
response to our questionnaire on August
13, 1982. Our review of the response

revealed numerous deficiencies. By
letter dated September 22, 1982, we -
requested that VDM provide us with
additional sales data including
exporter's sales price information, and a

non-confidential summary or permission _

to release confidential information

" under APO by October 1, 1982 (19 CFR

353.28). The letter stated that faflure to
provide this information by October 1,
1982, would require us to use the best
information otherwise available,
according to section 778(h) of the Act.
The corrected information, including the
original exporter’s sales price response,
was furnished on October 28, 1982 and °
November 5, 1982. The non-confidential
summary, however, was not submitted
until November 8, 1982. Therefore, we
have not had sufficient time %o analyze
the abeve information for purposes of
this preliminary determination. We are
currently reviewing this informatien.

If the above information is.not
adequate, we will ask VDM once again

to provide additional information before
. verification. If this information is not

furnished by December 30, 1982, we will
be unable to verify it. Where the
information is not furhished, or
furnished too late to verify, we may use
best information available for our final
determination. The analysis and
verification of VDM's response could
substantially change the sales at less
than fair value margins calculated for
our preliminary determination for VDM.

Verification

We will verify all data used in .
reaching the final determination in this
investigation, as provided in section
776(a) of the Act.

Suspension of Liquidation

In accordance with section 733(d) of
the Act, we are directing the U.S .
Customs Service to suspend liquidation
of all entries of stainless steel sheet and
strip products. This suspension of
liquidation applies to all merchandise
entered, or withdrawn from warehouse,
for consumption, on or after the date of
publication of this notice in the Federal
Register. the Customs Service shall
require a cash deposit or the posting of a
bond equal to the estimated margin
amount by which the foreign market
value of the merchandise subject to this
investigation exceeds the United States
price. The suspension of liquidation will
remain in effect until further notice. The
estimated antidumping duty margins are
as follows:

58531
Product * (pre-
cent)

Hot-rolled stainiess sioe! sheet and s¥ip ... —......|

?
|
i
i

ITC Notification

In accordance with section 733(f) of _
the Act, we will notify the ITC or our
determination. In additian, we are .
making available to the ITC all non-
privileged and non-confidenttat
information relating to this
investigation. We will allow the ITC
access to all privileged and coafidential
information in our files, provided the
ITC confirms that it will not disclose
such information, eitirer publicly or
under an administrative protective
order, without the written consent of the
Deputy Assistant Scretary fqr Import
Administration.

. The ITC will determine whaether these
imports are materially injuring or
threatening to materially injure 2 U.S.
industry, before the latter of 120 days:
after the Department made its
preliminary affirmatfve determination or
45 days after the Department made its
final affirmative determination.

Public Comment
In accordance with § 353.47 of the

Commerce Department Regulations, if
requested, we will hold a public hearing

.to afford interested parties an

opportunity to comment on this
preliminary determination at 10:08 a.m.
on January 13, 1983, at the U.S.
Department of Commerce, Room B841,
14th Street and Constitution Avenue,
NW., Washington, D.C. 20230.
Individuals who wish to participate in
the hearing must submit a request to the
Deputy Assistant Secretary for Import
Administration, Room 3008B, at the
above address within ten days of this
notice's publication. Requests should
contain: (1) The party’s name, address,
and telephone number; (2) the number of
participants; (3) the reason for attending;
and (4) a list of the issues to be
discussed. In addition, prehearing briefs
in at least ten copies must be submitted
to the Deputy Assistant Secretary by
January 6, 1983. Oral presentations will L\ 96
be limited to issues raised in the briefs.”*"
All written views should be filed in
accordance with 19 CFR 353.48, within
thirty days of this notice’s publication,
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at the above address and in at least ten .

copies.

Gary N. Horlick,

Deputy Assistant Secretary for Import

Administration.

December 14, 1982.

Appendix—Product Description: Certain
Stainless Steel Sheet and Strip Products

For the purpose of this investigation, the
term “certain stainless steel sheet and strip
products” covers hot or cold-rolled stainless
steel sheet or strip, excluding hot or cold-
rolled stainless steel strip not over 0.01 inch
in thickness, as currently provided for in
items 607.7610, 607.9010, 607.9020. 608.4300,
and 608.5700 of the Tariff Schedules of the
United States Annotated.

Hot-rolled stainless steel sheet covers hot-
rolled stainless steel sheet products whether
or not corrugated or crimped and whether or
not pickled; not cold-rolled: not cut, not
pressed, and not stamped to non-rectangular
shape; and under 0.1875 inch in thickness and
over 12 inches in width.

Hot-rolled stainless steel strip is a flat-
rolled stainless steel product whether or not
corrugated or crimped and whether or not
pickled: not cold-rolled: not cut, not pressed,
and not stamped to non-rectangular shape;
and under 0.1878 inch in thickness and not
over 12 inches in width. Hot-rolled stainless
steel strip, including razor blade strip, not
over 0.01 inch in thickness is not included.

Cold-rolled stainless steel sheet covers
cold-rolled stainless steel sheet products
whether or not corrugated or crimped and
whether or not pickled: not cut, not pressed, .
and not stamped to non-rectangular shape; .
not coated or plated with metal; and under
o.:::;; inch in thickness and over 12 inches in
width.

Cold-rolled stainless strip is flat-rolled
stainless steel strip product whether or not
corrugated or crimped and whether or not
pickled: not cut, not pressed. and not -
stamped to non-rectangular shape; under
0.1875 inch in thickness and over 0.50 inch in
width but not over 12 inches in width. Cold-
rolled stainless steel strip, including razor
blade strip, not over 0.01 igch in thickness is
not included in this investigation.

[FR Doc. 82-34334 Flled 12-16-82 8:45 am|
BILLING CODE 3510-25-0
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(ovestigation Mo, 731-TA-02 (Finall
Stainioss Stoel Sheet and Strip From
he Pedaral Republie of Germany

AGENSY: International Trade
Commission.

AcThion: Institution of final antidumping
investigation and scheduling of a
hearing to be held in connection with
the investigation.

SUMMARY: As a result of an affirmative
preliminary determination by the U.S. -
Department of Commerce that there is a
reasonable basis to believe or suspect
that imports from the Federal Republic
of Germany of stainless steel sheet and
strip, provided for in items 607.7610,
607.9010, 607.9020, 608.4300, and 608.5700
of the Tariff Schedules of the United
States Annotated, are being, or are
likely to be, sold in the United States at
less than fair value (LTFV) within the
meaning of section 731 of the Tariff Act
of 1930 (19 U.S.C. 1673), the United
States International Trade Commission
hereby gives notice of the institution of
investigation No. 731-TA-82 (Final)
under section 735(b) of the act (18 U.S.C.
1673d(b)) to determine whether an
industry in the United States is
materially injured, or is threatened with
material injury, or the establishment of
an industry in the United States is
materiaily retarded, by reason of
imports of such merchandise. Unless the
investigation is extended, the
Department-of Commerce will make its

"fnal dumping determination in the case

on or before March 1, 1983, and the
Commission will make its final injury
determination by April 8, 1883 (19 CFR
207.25). .
EPFFECTIVE DATE: December 17, 1882,
POR.PURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Mz. Stephen A. Vastagh (202-523-0283),
Office of Investigations, U.S.
International Trade Commission.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:
Background.—On june 2, 1982, the
Commission determined, on the basis of
the information developed during the
course of its preliminary investigation,
that there was a reasonabie indication
that an industry in the United States
was materially injured or threatened
with material injury by reason of
allegedly LTFV imports.of stainless steel
and strip from the Federal Republic of
Germany. The preliminary investigation
was instituted in response to a petition
filed.on April 28, 1882, by members of .
the Tool & Stainless Stesl Industry
Committee (since renamed: Specialty
Steel Industry of the United States), and
the United Steelworkers of America.
Participation in the investigation.—
Persons wishing to participate in this
investigation as parties must file an
entry of appearance with the Secretary
to Ure Commission, as provided in
§ 201.11 of the Commission’s Rules of
Practice and Procedure (19 CFR 201.11,
as amended by 47 FR 6180, Feb. 10,

1962), not later than 21 days after the
publication of this notice in the Federal
Register. Any entry of appearance filed
after this date will be referred to the
Chairman, who shall determine whether
to accept the late entry for good cause
shown by the person desiring to file the

Upon the expiration of the period for
filing entries of appearance, the
Secretary shall prepare a service list
containing the names and addresses of
all persons, or their representatives,
who are parties to the investigation,
pursuant to §201.11(d) of the
Commission’s rules (18 CFR 201.11(d), as
amended by 47 FR 6189, Feb. 10, 1982).
Each document filed by a party to this
investigation must be served on all other
parties to the investigation (as identified
by the service list), and a certificate of
service must accompany the document.
The Secretary will not accept a
document for filing without a certificate
of service (19 CFR 201.16(c), as amended
by 47 FR 33682, Aug. 4, 1982).

Staff report.—A public version of the
staff report containing preliminary
findings of fact in this investigation will
be placed in the public record on
February 15, 1983, pursuant to § 207.21
of the Commission’s rules (19 CFR
207.21).

Hearing.—The Commission will hold
a joint hearing in connection with this
investigation and with Inv. 731-TA-05.
(Final), Stainiess Steel and Strip from
France, beginning at 10:00 a.m. on March
3, 1983, at the U.S. Intemnational Trade
Commission Building, 701 E Street NW.,
Washington, D.C. 20436. Requests to
appear at the hearing should be filed in
writing with the Secretary to the
Commission not later than the close of
business (5:15 p.m.) on February 14,
1963. All persons desiring to appear at
the hearing and make oral presentations
should file prehearing briefs and attend

_ aprehearing conference to be held at

10:00 a.m. on February 17, 1983, in room
117 of the U.S. International Trade
Commission Building, The deadline for

filing prehearing briefs is February 25,
1983. °

Testimonry at the public hearing is
governed by § 207.23 of the
Commission’s rules (19 CFR 207.23, as
amended by 47 FR 336882, Aug. 4, 1982).
This rule requires that testimony be .
limited to a nonconfidential summary
and analysis of material contained in
prehearing briefs and to information not
availale at the time the prehearing brief
was submitted. All legal arguments,
economic analyses, and factual A-98
materials relevant to the public hearing
should be included in prehearing briefs
in accordance with § 207.22 (19 CFR
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207.22, as ammended by €7 FR 33682, Ang.
4, 1982). Posthearing briefs must conform
with the provisions of § 207.24 (19 CFR
207.24, ws amendes by 47 FR $181, Feb.
18, 1882) and must be anbmitted not
latar than the close oI businesg an
Writtem submissions.—As mentioned,
parties ¢ this investigafon may file
preirearing and posthearing beiels by the
dates shown above. In addition, any
persen who has not entered an
appesvance as a party to the
investigation may submita written
statement of information pertinent to the
subject of the investigation on or before
March 11, 1883. A signed original and
fourteen (14) true copies of each -
submission must be filed with the
Secretary ¢o the Commission ia
accordance with § 201.8 of the
Commission’s rules {19 CFR 201.8, as
amended by 47 FR 6188, Feb. 10, 1982,
and 47 FR 13781, Apr. 1, 1982). All
written submissions except for
confidential business data will be
available Tor public inspection during
regular business hours (845 a.m. to 5:13
p.m.) in the-Office of the Secratary to the
Commission. :
Any business information for which
confidential treatment is desired shall
be submitted separately. The envelope
and .all pages of such submissions must
be clearly labeled “‘Confidential
Business information.” Confidential
submissions and requests far
confidential treatment mnst conform
with the requirements of § 201.6 of the
Commission's rules (19 CFR 201.8).

For further information cencerning the
conduct of the investigation, rearing
procedures, and rules of general
application, consult the Commission's
Rules of Practice and Procedure, Part
207, Subparts A and C (19 CFR Part 207,
as amended by 47 FR 8190, Feb. 10, 1982,
and 47 FR 83682, Aug. 4, 1982), and Part
201, Subparts A through E (19 CFR Part
201, as amended by 47 FR 6188, Feb. 10,
1982; 47 FR 13791, Apr. 1 1982; and €7 FR
33682, Aug. 4, 1982). ,

This notice is published pursuant to
§ 207.20 of the Commission's rules (19
CFR 207.20, as amended by 47 FR 6190,
Feb. 10, 1982).

By order of the Commission.
Issued: December 28, 1982.
Kenneth R. Mason,
Secretary.

[FR Doc.83-210 Filed 1~4-83: 6:45 am)
BILLING CODE 7020-D2-M
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Vol. 48, No. ¢
Thursday, Pebruary 3, 1989

AcTION: Notice of postponement of final
determination. :

SUMMARY: The Department of

- Commerce hereby extents the period for
its final determination with respect to
&avanﬂgnﬂonofcaﬂa!n
stainless steel t and strip products
from the Federal Republic of Germany

(FRG). The final determination will be
madse no later than May 2, 1983.

EPPRCTIVE DATE: February 3, 1963,

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Eﬂﬂu B Wlh::. Office of

vestigations, Import Administration,
International Trade Administration,
United States Department of Commerce,
14th Street & Constitution Avenue,
N.W,, Washington, D.C. 20230 (202) 377~
5288,

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: On
November 22, 1082, the t of
Commerce determined y that

ing

were likely to be sold, at less than fair

* value within the meaning of section 731
of the Tariff Act of 1930, as amended (19
U.S.C, 1673) (the Act). We announced
our determination in the Federal
Register on December 17, 1982 (HXR
56529). , -100
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An exporter who accounted fora -
significant proportion of exports of the

erdhnndluﬁ which :d thommlg:ct of this
investigation reques t

t extend the period for final
determination. This request is in
accordance with section 735(a)(2)(A) of
the Act(18US.C. 1mmd(o)(2)(A)) .
]

dewmiuﬁon in this case is here
postponed. Final determination be
mada not later than May 2, 1983,
Public Comment -

A public hearing was requested in -
accordance with § 385.35 of the
Commerce Regulations. The hearing has
been rescheduled and will be held at
10:00 a.m. on February 28, 1983 at the
Department of Commercs, Room 3708,
14th Street & Constitution Avenus,
N.W., Washington, D.C. 20230. One brief
has Sesn submitted. Any additional -
briefs concerning ih.s matter should be
submitted to the Deputy Assistant . :
Secretary by February 22, 1983, at the
above address.

Dated: January 28, 1983,

Gary N. Horlick, h

Deputy Assistant Secretary for Impart
Administration.

[YR Doc. §3-3800 Plied 3-3-0% &8 sm}

BILLING CODE 3610-25-0 :

A-101
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[Investigation No. 731-TA-92 (Final)]

Stainiess Stee! Sheet and Strip From

Germany; import investigation

. AGENCY: International Trade
Commission. _

ACTION: of the hearing to

be held in connection with the subject

investigation.

EFPECTIVE DATE: February 10, 1982,
SUMMARY: As a result of the extension
by the United States Department of
Commerce of its investigations involving
stainless steel sheet and strip from the
Federal Republic of Germany (48 FR
4864, February 3, 1983), the United
States International Trade Commission
hereby gives notice that its hearing
scheduled for March 3, 1983 in
connection with the subject
investigation (48 FR 538), is rescheduled
for May 4, 1883. Other dates specified in
48 FR 538, such as those for the
prehearing conference and for the
submission of briefs, are also
rescheduled as indicated below.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Mr. Stephen A. Vastagh (202~-523-0283),
Office of Investigations, U.S.
International Trade Commission.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:
Background.—On June 2, 1982, the
Commission determined, on the basis of
the information developed during the
course of its preliminary investigation,
that there was a reasonable indication
that an industry in the United States
was materially injured or threatened
with material injury by reason of
allegedly LTFV imports of stainiess steel
and strip from the Federal Republic of
Germany. The prelnmna.ry investigation
was instituted in response to a petition
filed on April 26, 1882, by members of
the Tool & Stainless Steel Industry
Committee (since renamed: Specialty
Steel Industry of the United States), and
the United Steelworkers of America.
Participation in the investigation.—
Persons wishing to participate in this
investigation as parties must file an
entry of appearance with the Secretary
to the Commission, as provided in

section 201.11 of the Commisgion's Rules

of Practice and Pretedure (19 CFR
201.11, as amended by 47 FR 6188, Feb.
10, 1882), not later than 21 days after the
publication of this notice in the Federal
Register. Any entry of appearance filed
after this date will be referred to the -
Chairman, who shall determine whether
to accegt the late entry for good cause
shown v the person desiring to file the

Upon the expiration of the period for
filing entries of appearance, the
Secretary shall prepare a service list -
containing the names and addresses of
all persons, or their representatives,
who are parties to the investigation,
pursuant to section 201.11(d) of the

Commission's rules (19 CFR 201.11(d), as '

amended by 47 FR 6186, Feb. 10, 1962).
Each document filed by a party to this
investigation must be served on all other
parties to the investigation (as identified
by the service list), and a certificate of
service must accompany the document.

" The Secretary will not accept a

document for filing without a certificate
of service (19 CFR § 201.16(c), as
amended by 47 FR 33082, Aug. 4, 1962).

Staff report.—A public version of ths
staff repart containing p:
findings of fact in this invuﬁgatlon will
be placed in the public record on April
21, 1983, pursuant to § 207.21 of the
Commission’s rules (19 CFR 207.21).

Hearing.—The Commission will hold
a joint hearing in connection with this
investigation and with Inv. 731-TA-85
(Final), Stainless steel and Strip from
France, at 10:00 a.m. on May
4, 1983, at the U.S. International Trade
Commisison Building, 701 E Street NW.,,
Washington, D.C. 20438. Requests to
appear at the hearing should be filed in _
writing with the secretary to the
Commisison not later than the close of
business (5:15 p.m.) on April 12, 1883. All

ersons des to appear at the
earing and oral presentations

gehould file prehearing briefs and attend

a prehearing conference to be held at
10:00 a.m. on April 20, 1883, in room 117
of the U.S. International Trade
Commission Building. The deadline for
filing prehearing briefs is April 29, 1983.
Testimony at the public hearing is
governed by.section 207.23 of the
Commission's rules (18 CFR 207.23, as
amended by 47 FR 33882, Aug. 4, 1882).
This rule requires that testimony be
limited to a nonconfidential s
and analysis of material contained in
prehearing briefs and to information not
available at the time the prehearing
brief was submitted. All legal
arguments, economic analyses, and
factual materials relevant to the public
bearing should be included in prehearing

_b!:iefn in accordance with § 207.22 (19

CFR 207.22, as amended by 47 FR 33882,
Aug. 4, 1982). Posthearing briefs must
conform with the provisions of section
207.24 (19 CFR 207.24, as amended by 47
FR 6161, Feb. 10, 1882) and must be
submitted not later than the close of
business on May 12, 1983.

Weritten submissions.—As mentioned,
parties to this investigation may file
prehearing and posthearing briefs by the
dates shown above. In addition, any
person who has not entered an
appearance as a party to the

~ investigation may submit a written

statement of information pertinent to the
subject of the investigation on or before
May 12, 1983, A signed original and
fourteen (14) true copies of each

. submission must be filed with the

Secretary to the Commission in
accordance with section 201.8 of the
Commission's rules (19 CFR 201.8, as

- amended by 47 FR 6188, Feb. 10, 1982,

and 47 FR 13791, Apr. 1, 1882). All
written submissions except for
confidential business data will be
available for public inspection during

business hours (8:45 a.m. to 5:15
p.m.)intanﬁaofthaSemnrytotha
Commission.

Any business information for which
confidential treatment is desired shall
be submitted separately. The envelope
and all pages of such submissions must
be clearly labeled “Confidential
Business Information.” Confidential
submissions and requests for
confidential treatment must conform
with the requirements of § 201.6 of the
Commission's rules (19 CFR 201.8).

_ For further information concerning the
conduct of the investigation, hearing
procedures, and rules of general
application, consult the Commission’s
Rules of Practice and Procecurs, part
207, subparts A and C (19 CFR part 207,
as amended by 47 FR 6190, Feb. 10, 1982,
and 47 FR 33682, Aug. 4, 1882), and part
201, subparts A through E (19 CFR part
201, as amended by 47 FR 8188, Feb. 10,
1882; 47 FR 13791, Apr. 1, 1882; and 47
FR 33682, Aug. 4, 1982).

This notice is published pursuant to
section 207.20 of the Commission's rules
(19 CFR 207.20, as amended by 47 FR

6190, Feb. 10, 1982).

By order of the Commission.
Issued: February 15, 1883, '
Kenneth R. Mason,
Secretary.
[FR Doc. 834708 Filed 2-23-83: 645 am]
BILLING COOE 7020-02-M
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Certain Stainiess Steel Sheet and Strip
Products From the Federal Republic of
Germany; Final Determinations of -
Sales at Less Than Fair Vailue
Administration, Commmerce. -
AcTion: Notice of final determinations
of sales at less than fair valve.

SUMMARY:

We have determined that certain
stainless steel and strip products from
the Federal Republic of Germany (FRG)

" are being sold in the United States at

less than fair value. The United States
International Trade Commission (ITC)

.will determine within 45 days of

publication of this notice whether these

imports are materially imjuring, or are
threatening to materially injure, a
United States industry. -

EFPECTIVE DATE: May 6, 1983,
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:

Charles Wilson or David Layton, Office

of Investigations, Import Administration,
United States Department of Commerce,
14th Street and Constitution Ave., NW,,
Washington, D.C. 20230 (202-377-5288)
or (202-377-0160).

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:

Case History

On April 26, 1882, we received a
petition filed by counsel on behalf of
eleven Linited States specialty steel

. producers and on behalf of the United

Steel Warkers of America. In
compliance with the filing requirements
of § 353.36 of the Commerce Regulations
(19 CFR 353.36), the petition alleged that
imports from the FRG of certain
stainless steel sheet and strip products
are being, or are likely to be, sold in the
United States at less than fair value
within the meaning of section 731 of the

Tariff Act of 1830, as amended (the Act),
and that these imports are materially
injuring, or are threatening to materially
injure, a United States industry.

After reviewing the petition, we
determined it contained sufficient
grounds to inititate antidumping.
investigations. We notified the ITC of
our action and initiated the
investigations on May 17, 1882 (47 FR '
22132). On june 10, 1982, the ITC found
that thers is a reasonable indication that
imports of stainless steel sheet and strip
products are materially injuring, or are
threatening to materially injure, a
United States industry.

We determined these cases to be
“extraordinarily complicated”, as
defined in section 733(c) of the Act.
Therefore, we extended the period for
making our preliminary determinations
by 50 days until November 22, 1982 (47
FR 41800). .

Questionnaires were presented to
Krupp and Thyssen on junse 3, 1982.

. Their initial responses were received on

_ August 8-and 13, 1882. VDM requested a
questionnaire on june 25, 1982, and
submitted its response on August 13,
1982. Our review of the responses
revealed numerous deficiencies, and we
requested additional information and
non-confidential summaries which were
submitted in part on various dates from
October 4 through November 18, 1982.

Some deficiencies were not corrected
for us to use the responses in our
preliminary determinations. Therefore,
we based our preliminary ‘
determinations of November 22, 1983 on
the best information available, which
was contained in the petition.

On December 2, 1982, Krupp
commenced an action in the Court of
International Trade to enjoin the
Department from publishing ite
preliminary determinations. The Court
issued an order temporarily suspending
publication of this notice. The Court
dismissed Krupp's action on December
13, 1982, and the notice was published in
the Federal Register on December 17,
1982. -

Our notice of preliminary
determinations provided interested
parties an opportunity to submit views
orally and in writing. We did not hold a_
public hearing, because the only
interested party requesting a hearing
later withdrew its request. -

On February 3, 1983, we published a
notice extending the period for making
our final determinations by 80 days until
May 2, 1983, at the request of exporters
who accounted for a significant
proportion of exports of this
merchandise, in accordacé(8ith section
735(a){2) of the Act (48 FR 4864).
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On January 17, 18, and 21, 1983, we
verified the response of VDM. On
January 19 and 20, 1983, we verified the
response of Krupp. On January 24
through 286, 1983, we verified the
response of Thyssen. Our verification
revealed further deficiencies in the
responses of all three companies, and
we requested clarifying information
from VDM and Krupp. We also -
requested additional and corrected
information from Thyssen. We received
the information requested from VDM on
February 1, 1983, from Krupp on
February 25, 1983, and from Thyssen on
February 28, 1983.

We verified Thyssen's exporter’s
sales price portion of the response on
February 14 and 185, 1983, at Thyssen
Specialty Steel, Inc., in Chicago. We
verified Krupp's exporter's sales price
portion of the response on February 16 -
and 17, 1983, at Krupp Specialty Steel,
Inc., in Chicago. VDM does not have
exporter’s ssles price sales. We verified
a portion of its response on February 23,
1963, at VDM Technologies Corponﬂon
in Rye.'New York.

In addition we again venﬁed from
March 28 31, 1983, in the FRG,
the material resubmitted by Thyssen in
response to our request.

On April 6 and 7, 1983, we requested
additional information from Thyssen,
which we received before the April 13
deadline. We verified this infarmation
on April 14, 1883, at Thyssen Specialty

“Steel, Inc., in Chicago.

Scope of Investigations

The certain stainless steel sheet and
strip products covered by these
investigations are: ’

e Cold-rolled stainless steel sheet. -

¢ Cold-rolled stainless steel strip.

¢ Hot-rolled stainless steel sheet.

- » Hot-rolled stainless steel strip.

For a further description of these
products see the appendix appearing
with this notice.

Since Krupp, Thyssen and VDM
manufacture and export virtually all the
certain stainless steel sheet and strip
products exported from the FRG to the
United States, we limited our
investigations to them.

« These investigations cover the period
from July 1 to December 31, 1981, for
purchase price sales and from October
1, 19881 to March 31, 1882, for exporter’s
sales price transactions.

None of the manufacturers have had
sales of hot-rolled stainless steel sheet
and strip during the period of
investigation. In absence of assurances
that they will not sell hot-rolled
stainless steel sheet and strip, we
conclude that there is a likelihood of

sales at less than fair value. Therefore,
we are applying the same weighted-
average margin for hot-rolled stainless
steel sheet as we did for cold-rolled
stainiess steel sheet and the same .
weighted-average margin for hot-rolled
stainless steel strip as we did for cold
rolled stainless steel strip.

Fair Value Comparison

To determine whether sales of the
subject merchandise in the United
States were made at less than fair value,
we compared United States price with
the foreign market value.

United States Price

For Thyssen and Krupp, we used
purchase price to represent United
States price for sales made to unrelated

sers prior to importation into the
United States, and exporter’s sales price
for sales made to unrelated purchasers
after importation into the United States
in accordance with section 772 of the
Act. In the case of VDM. we used
purchase price to represent United
States price, because the merchandise
was sold to unrelated purchasers prior
to importation into the United States.

We calculated the purchase price
based on the f.0.b., c. & £., c.i.f.,, and c.if.,
delivered, duty paid. plcked price to-
unrelated purchasers. Wh
appropriate, we made deductiom for
foreign inland freight, foreign inland
insurancs, ocean freight and marine
insurance, United States duty, customs
brokerage, United States inland freight,
and United States inland insurance.

warranty, quality control inspection and
works certificate expenses, cutting
costs, commissions, and other selling
expenses incurred in the United States.
We also deducted, where appropriate,

the value of a cutting process incurred in

the United States.

We did not deduct an amount °
erroneously reported by Krupp as
coRegu.d‘i?: sales by Th

s by Thyssen to an
unrelated firm in Switzerland, we have
concluded from the information
submitted by Thyssen that it knew or
should have known that all or part of
the merchandise was destined for the
United States at the time of purchase by
the Swiss firm. Therefore, we are
calculating the United States price of
these sales based on the purchase price
of the Swiss firm.

Foreign Market Value
In accordance with section 773 of the

Act, we calculated foreign market value
based on home market sales. For

purposes of determining similar-

merchandise under section 771(18) of the
Act, we made comparisons based on
dimensional categories selected by a
Commerce Department industry expert.

The home market prices for all three
manufacturers were based on delivered,
packed prices to unrelated purchasers.
From these prices we deducted, where
appropriate, inland freight, inland
insurance, discounts and rebates. We
made adjustments, where appropriate,
for credit, warranty, quality control
inspection and works certificate
expenses, cutting costs, and costs of
materials, labor, and directly related
factory overhead associated with
differences in the merchandise.

Where we used exporter's sales price,
we treated credit, warranty, quality
control inspection, and works certificate
expenses, and cutting costs as
deductions, where appropriate, and also
deducted indirect selling expenses to
offset United States selling expenses.

Krupp: Krupp made a claim for an
adjustment for physical differences in

" the merchandise related to extra

specification costs. This adiuntment
relates to extra specifications—e.g.
higher finish cost and greater tensile
strength cost——required by purchasers in
the home market for the same grades of
steel. We did not allow the following
portions of this claim: conventional
casting versus continous casting cost,
visual inspection costs, or technical
services element costs, because they are
not directly related to differences in the
physical characteristics of the
merchandise as required by § 353.16 of -
the Commerce Regulations.

We allowed the remainder of this
claimed adjustment for the peried
through October 1, 1981, the effective -
date of new pricing regulations of the
European Economic Communities which
prevented Krupp from charging for
specification differences on the same
grades of steel.

We did not allow as a circumstance of
sale adjustment an expense for
technical services, because Krupp did
not demonatrate that this claim was
directly related to the sales of the
merchandise covered by these
investigations as required by § 353.15 of
the Commerce Regulations.

Thyssen: We allowed a claim for
after-sale warehousing expenses,

‘because Thyssen demonstrated that

these expenses were incurred after the
sale by specific contractual agreement.
We did not allow a claim for
warehousing costs incurred in salds
from inventory, because we do not
consider these costs directly related to
the sales under consideration as
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required by § 353.15 of the Commerce
Regulations.

For the same reason as stated for
Krupp, we did not allow as a
circumstance of sale adjustment
Thyssen's claim for an expense for
technical services.

Regarding the sales by Thyssen
through a Swiss firm, we calculated the
foreign market value based on »
Thyssen's home market price in the FRG
of similar merchandise.

VDM: We did not allow as
circumstances of sale adjustments
claims for technical and laboratory

services, credit costs for cash discounts,.

and selling expenses, because VDM did

not demonstrate that these claims were ,

directly related to the sales of the.
merchandise covered by these
investigations as required by § 353.15 of
the Commerce Regulations.

Verification

In accordance with section 776(a) of
the Act, we verified all of the
information used in making these
determinations. We were granted access
to the books and records of Thyssen,

Krupp, VDM, Thyssen Specialty Steel, -

Inc., Krupp Specialty Steel, Inc., and
VDM Technologies, Inc. We used
standard verification procedures,
including examination of accounting
records, financial statements, and
selected documents containing relevant
information.

'Ruult of Investigations N

We made fair value comparisons on

- all the reported cold-rolled stainless

steel sheet and strip sold in the United
States by the three German companies
during the investigative period. For cold-
rolled stainless steel sheet, margins
were found on 73 percent of metric tons
sold. The margins ranged from .05
percent to 108.37 percent. The overall
weighted-average margin on these sales
was 7.4 percent. For cold-rolled stainless
steel strip, margins were found on 29
percent of metric tons sold. The margins
ranged from .07 percent to 243.72
percent. The overall weighted-average
margin on these sales was 2.98 percent.

Final Determinations

Based on our investigations and in
accordance with section 735(a) of the
Act, we have reached final
determinations that certain stainless
steel sheet and strip products from the
FRG are being sold in the United States
at less than fair value within the
meaning of section 731 of the Act.

Continuation of Suspension of
Liquidation

Liquidation will continue to be
suspended on all entries of certain
stainless steel sheet and strip products
from the FRG. The United States
Customs Service will continue to require
the posting of a cash deposit, bond, or

-other security in amounts of the

following overall weighted-average
margins for certain stainless steel sheet
and strip. The bond or cash deposit
requirements established in our
preliminary determinations of December

17, 1882, are no longer in effect.

Weighted-
average
mergine

Coid-rolled stainiess steel sheet .
Krupp 7.78
Thyssen. 6.47
VDM 7.40
All Other Manufacturers/Pro-

ducers/Exporters .........wee. 7.40
Cold-rolied stainiess steel strip:
Krupp 3.03
Thyssen 1.49
VDM 4.72
All Other Manufacturers/Pro- :
ducers/ExXporers ..........c.. - .2.98

Hot-rolled stainiess steel sheet: -
Krupp 7.78
Thyssen 6.47
VDM 7.40
All Other Manutacturers/Pro-

EXPOrters .........eeeeeemer 7.40

Hot-rolled stainiess steel strip:

Krupp 3.03
Thyssen........ . 1.49
VDM 4.72
All Other Manutacturers/Pro-
ducers/Exporters ...........o.. . 298
ITC Notification o :
We are notifying the ITC and making

available to it all non-privileged and
non-confidential information relating to
these determinations. We will allow the
ITC access to all privileged and
confidential information in our files,
provided it confirms that it will not " °
disclose such information, either
publicly or under an administrative
protective order, without the written -
consent of the Deputy Assistant
Secretary for Import Administration. If
the ITC determines that material injury
or threat of material injury does not
exist. this proceeding will be terminated
and all securities posted as a result of
the suspension of liquidation will be
refunded or cancelled. If the ITC
determines that such injury does exist,
we will issue an antidumping order
directing Customs officers to assess an
antidumping duty on certain stainless
steel sheet and strip products from the
FRG entered, or withdrawn from

warehouse, for consumption after the
suspension of liquidation, equal to the
amount by which the foreign market
value exceeds the United States price.
This determination is being published
pursuant to section 735(d) of the Act (19
U.S.C. 1873(d)).

y J.Brady, -

Assistant Secretary for Import
Administration.

May 2, 1988, -

Appendix—Product Description: Certain
For the purposes of these investigations,

~ the term “certain stainless steel sheet and

strip products” covers hot- or cold-rolled

" stainless steel sheet or strip, excluding hot- or

cold-rolled stainless steel strip not over 0.01
inch in thickness, as currently provided for in
items 607.7610, 807.9010, 607.9020, 608.4300,
and 606.5700 on the Tariff Schedules of the
United States Annotated. :

‘Hot-rolled stainiess steel sheet covers hot-

* rolled stainless stee} sheet products whether -
* or not corrugated or crimped and whethet or

not pickled; not cold-rolled; not cut, not
pressed, and not stamped to non-rectangular
shape; and under 0.1878 inch in thickness and
over 12 inches in width.

Hot-rolled stainless steel strip is a flat-
rolled stainless steel product whether or not
corrugated or crimped and whether or not
pickled; not cold-rolled; not cut, not pressed.
and not stamped to non-rectangular shape:

.and under 0.1875 inch in thickness and not

over'12 inces in width. Hot-rolled stainless
strip, including razor blade strip, not over 0.01
inch in thickness is not included. Cold-rolled
stainless steel sheet covers cold-rolled
stainless steel products whether or not
corrugated or crimped and whether or not
pickled; not cut, not preseed, and not
stamped to non-rectangular shape; not coated
or plated with metal; and under 0.1878 inch in
thickness and over 12 inches in width.
Cold-rolled stainiess strip is a flat-rolled
stainiess steel strip product whether or not
corrugated or and whether or not

- pickled; not cut, not pressed, and not

stamped to non- shape; under
0.1875 inch in width. Coid-rolled stainless
steel strips, including razor blade strip. not
over 0.01 inch in thickness is not included in
these investigations.

{FR Doc. 83-12135 Filed 5-3-83: 846 am} -
SILLING CODE 3610-25-M

A-105



A-106



A-107

APPENDIX B

LIST OF WITNESSES APPEARING
AT THE PUBLIC HEARING
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TENTATIVE CALENDAR OF PUBLIC HEARING
Those listed below appeared as witnesses at the United States
International Trade Commission's hearing:

Subject : Stainless Steel Sheet and Strip
fram the Federal Republic of
Germany and France

Inv. Nos. : 731-TA-92 and 731-TA-95 (Final)

Subject . Stainless Steel Sheet, Strip, and Plate
fran The United Kingdom

Inv. Nos. : 701-TA-195 and 196 (Final)
Date and time: May 4, 1983 - 10:00 a.m.
Sessions were held in the Hearing Room of the United States

International Trade Commission, 701 E Streeet, N.W., in Washington.

In support of the imposition of antidumping
and/or countervailing duties

Collier, Shannon, Rill & Scott--Counsel
Washington, D.C.
on behalf of

The Specialty Steel Induétry of the United States
and the United Steelworkers of America

Robert E. Heaton, President, Washington Steel Corporation

Claude F. Kronk, Vice President-Specialty Steels,
Jones and Laughlin, Inc.

Robert Buzzone, Executive Vice President and
General Manager, Allegheny Ludlum Steel Corporation

Bruce P. Malashevich, Economic Consulting Services
Clarisse Morgan, Economic Consulting Services

David A. Hartquist)

A-108
- more -
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In opposition to the imposition of antidumping
and/or countervailing duties

Covington & Burling--Counsel
Washington, D.C. '
on behalf of

Ugine Gueugnon and Intsel Corporation
Yves Jullien, Export Sales Manager

Fred Signer, Division Manager, Stainless
Flat Production Division

Paul K. Moffat, Director of Procurement and Material
Management of Texas Instruments

Harvey M. Applebaum)
Lynn Schlitt )--0F COUNSEL

Robert M. Gottschalk P.C.--Counsel
New York, N.Y.
on behalf of

Union Siderurgique du Nord et 1'Est de la
France-Chatillon Division ("Chatillon:),
a French producer

Richard E. Hull )__ UNSEL
Melvin Schwechter) oF CO

Cleary, Gottlieb, Steen & Hamilton--Counsel
Washington, D.C.
on behalf of

Peugeot-Loire
Richard deC. Hinds)--OF COUNSEL

Coudert Brothers--Counsel
Washington, D.C.
on behalf of

Krupp Stahl AG

Milo G. Coerper)
Mark D. Herlach) --OF COUNSEL

A-109
- more -
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Graubard, Moskovitz & McCauley--Counsel
Washington, D.C.
on_behalf of

Thyssen Edelstahlwerke AG
and
Thyssen Specialty Steels, Inc.

Alfred E. McCauley--OF COUNSEL
Steptoe & Joh‘eon--Counse]

Washington, D.C.
on‘behalf of

Michael Sandler )
Sally J. Cummins)--OF COUNSEL
Lindsey Lang

A-110



A-111

APPENDIX C

FEDERAL REGISTER NOTICES ON
STAINLESS STEEL SHEET AND STRIP FROM
' FRANCE

Commission's Preliminary Injury Determination (47 F.R. 28486)
Commerce's Preliminary Dumping Determination (47 F.R. 55404)
Commission's Institution of Fimal Injury Investigation (48 F.R. 539)
Commerce's Extension of Final Dumping Investigation (48 F.R. 1529)
Commission's Rescheduling Public Hearing on Injury (48 F.R. 7824)
Commerce's Final Dumping Determination (48 F.R. 19441)
Commerce's Amendment to Final ODumping Determination (48 F.R. 25244)
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section 733(a) of the Tariff Act of 1830
(19 U.S.C. 1673b(a)), that there is a

reasonable indication that a industry in ~

the United States is mtarhlly injured or
threated with material Iury reason
of imports from France o w.nieu steel
sheet and strip, provided for in items
607.7610, 607.9010, 607.9020, 608.4300,
and 608.5700 of the Tariff Schedules of

the United States Annotated. which are

'mmummwmwh
Commission's Rules of Practios and Procedure (19

8 Commissioners Frank and Haggert determine
that there is a reascnable indication that an
industry in the United States is materiaily injered
by reason of the subject imports.

$ Member firms

Corp.

*Commissioners Frank and Haggart, heving found
material injury, do not reach the issue of threat of
material injury.

28486 Federal Register / Vol. 47, No. 126 / Wednesday, June 30, 1982 / Notices
alleged to be sold, or likely to be sold, in primarily upon the deteriorating
the United States at less than fair value  condition of the domestic industry, the
(LTFV).* A wmgdmrket f:.':,lure of unport; :);
Background sheet and strip from France, and the
preliminary indications of underselling
On May 10, 1982, petitions were filed  and lost sales caused by these imports.®
with the Commission and tgemmm In the following analysis, we first
f& Toal aad Stainl Sty hd define the domestic industry, then
oCom:ni e an ith Uen:i.ted” UsttY  examine the state of the domestic.
Steelworkm‘:f An:erlca alleging that industry in terms of the relevant
imports of stainless steel sheet and stri economic indicators. Finally, we
fropo bo. likoly ¢ P consider the causal relationship
b m oll d'min m‘?&m:é&s?:t:?n L'nyﬂlo between the state of the domestic -
wei'tl:in the meaning of section 731 of the i&d“’wﬁ:‘ d ?e allegedly dumped
Tariff Act of 1830 (18 U.S.C. 1673). ports from France.
Accordingly. .effe.cﬂve May 10, 1982, the = Domestic Industry
Commisuon oainlod s prelmiary, - Secton () of th Terf Actof
733(a) of the Act (19 US.C. 1673b{a)) to oo oorines the term “industry” as the
determine whether there is a reasonable procducers s a who'e o a [ike
indication that an industry in the United product, or those producers whose
States is materially in oris collective output of the like product
threatened with m!teﬂimal‘ind'iury or the constitutes a major propartion of the
establishment of an industry in the total domestic production of that
United States is materially retarded, by~ Product.™Section 771(10) defines “like
p as “a product which is like, or
;fson of imports of such mrchandha i; the absence of gke' most ,;imtgu in
France. aracteristics and uses with” the
Commiasion's jzvestigaton andofa  4°tcle ndet investgation.
conference to be held in connection The products being imported are
therewith was given by posting copies of stainless steel® sheet and strip. These
the notice in the Office of the Secretary, 8¢ flat-rolled stainless steel products
U.S. International Trade Commission, produced by pasaing slal?o or sheet bars
Washington, D.C., and by publishing the through a "“i’ of reducing rolls on
notice in the Federal Register of May 19, _conﬁnu:uua or hand mills. They are
1982 (47 FR 21642). The conference was  Principally used in applications
held in Washington, D.C., on June 7, requiring resistance to oxidation and/or
1982, and all persons who requested the corrosion and are produced with a wide
opportunity were permitted to.appearin  F218° of tolerances and finishes,
person or by coupsel. depending on application. Stainless
sheet and strip are gcnerally comidmd
Views of The Commissica to be finished products.
b St
. After the record in this P PO Tance an
investigation, we determine, pursuant to g:::'ﬁcimdmm ::‘eu:::::i:nmd”
(investigation No. 731-TA~06 (Preliminary)} :::?3:‘ 733&1) of the {?ﬁg:‘a gf 19&?'“ "identical in metallurgical compo!iﬂon.
ere is a resonable indication .
. s“p iniess steel Sheet and ” From an mgu.:lw mﬁ;"‘“&‘: Sta‘::;in N sizes, and quality.® There are generally
rance materially inj or ate wi .
Determination . material injury by reason of imports of lm 2&"..“?5‘3‘.‘..3".’.?:‘&‘7&”
. stainless steel sheet and strip from determinations in both antidumping the
On the basis of the record !developed  France which are allegedly being sold or  contervailing duty investigations to exercise only «
in the subject investigation, the are likely to be sold at less than fair low threshold test based upon the best information
Commission determines, pursuant to value. Our determination is based available to it at the time of such determination that

the facts ressonably indicate that-en industry in the
United States could possibly be suffering injury,
threat thereof o¢ material retardation. HR. Rep, No.
90-017, 96th Cong., 15t Sess., 52 (1979).

419 US.C. 1677(4){A).

19 U.S.C. 1677(10).

*Stainless steel is an alloy steel containing by
weight less than 1 percent of carbon and over 11.5
percent of chromium. Although the ailoy mix

additior of chromium which makes the product
corrosion resistant.
"Respondents argus that the quality of grades 430
and 434—which constitute the bulk of imports of
sheet and strip from France—is better than that
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no stainless steel products that are more uniform dimensions and a merchandise on domestic prodacers of
o Saead by domestie prodncsre Nor " Brainiess stee shoet and strp ke prodacts. L
produ y domestic p rs. Nor are . . =
generally are there stainless steel predominantly cold-rolled. Condition of the Domestic Industry
products that are imparted from France  stainless steel sheet and strip as'a The domestic stainless steel sheet and
that are not produced in sufficient finished product accounts for only strip industry is
quantity by domestic producers to approximately § percent of total The industry’s production,
satisfy consumer demand within the domestic production of stainless steel shipments, capecity utilization, and
United States.™ sheet and strip and 2 employment have declined since 1978,

Stainless steel sheet is aften _percent of from Frence.”’ In wmmhm-dm
fabricated into food addition, the information currently proddx.lgnn present a negative
equipment, chemcial fertifizer tanks, available to the Commission indicates tren: mnmm
liquid gas storage tanks, hospital that much of the hot-rolled product net profit before taxes, ool o .
equipment, and military equipment. whichhnolduaﬁnhhdmdncm opersting profits to net sales,
Stainless steel strip is used in purchased for subsequent 18 flow all declined steadily—if not
automobiles, gppliances, industrial and that the uses for hat-relled and cold- * precipitousiy—between 1979 and 1981.
equipment and military equipment.™  rolled shoet end strip “”h:f; - Volume of Imports ™ :

Sheet and strip'* are metallurgically Based presen allable,
tdentical. and both are under 01875 of 0O meaningful distinctions are evideat m&%&;“‘““ﬂ&fz‘;ﬂc o
an inch in thickness. The only differencs between the characteristics and uses tth.s.m “‘Ih
between sheat and strip is width. Sheet  the finished hotralled product and the = - 0, market declined during
is 24 inches or wider, whereas strip is cold-rolled product.® Therefare, for the e pr pron) 'lili:l
less than 24 inches in width.® dgfpomww?m diat the .mpmm, mm*ﬁh o

Strip is often produced by “slitting, like product is all stainless steel sheet  and relative terms. In 1981, France was
or slicing sheet at ons of the last stages and strip, whether hot-rolled or cold- tioe third
i‘;r':‘:g"’d“l“"“ process. MI rolled, and that the domestic industry is _ stainless steel sheet and sirip to the US.
sheet and strip on the same mill Tw““ﬁcmp.“m =20ur views regarding the candition of this
equipment,* other mills prodace only  * strip. industry ase custaimed in the Commission's secent
strip. Many service center customers Beaaonablclnd‘amhndw opinion, Stainless Steel Shast and Strip from West
purchase shest which they themselves Injury m n;—;l_»:amcm—u-m

slit into strip. Most of the petitioners
produce both sheet and strip.?* .
Sheet and strip can be further
differentiated. Both can be produced as
hot-rolled or cold-rolled products. Hot-
rolled sheet and strip are primarily -
intermediate products that are used to
produce cold-rolled sheet and strip.
Cold-rolled sheet or strip is hot-rolled
sheet or strip that is subjected to the
additional steps of pickling, high
pressure rolling, and annealing to attain

suppliel by domsestic prodwcers. The best
information available at this time is inconclusive en

anlndlcaﬁouthl!yﬂa.ndqulily.h&tkcy
factor in'purchasing decisions. muw
Report at A-38 (Purchaser 2.

'*The respondents allege thet & US. purchaser
Biis not been able 10 cbtain a sufScient domestic

supply of sn alleged “modified” grade 434 prodeet. -
We bave obtained indications

s the contrary. This
issue will be further explored in amy final
investigation if appropriste.

Y1 Staff Report st A-7.

2 Hervinafter. the terms “sheet” or “strip” refer to
stainless stesl sheet or strip.

3 This is the American lron snd Stee! lnstitute
{AIS]) standard. The TSUBA defines shest as
having a minimaon width over 12 inches, and strip
as having & maximum width snder 12 inches.

1 The term “mill” refers to ane piece of
equipment or series of pieces of equipment that
produce & certain product. Within one stainiess
steel plant. there may be several mills. each
producing a different product or products.

' Report at 1~10, Guteral Speciaity Steel Corp.
and Jessop Steel Co. produce sheet but not strip.
Carpenter Technology Corp. produces strip but not
sheet. Petition at 5-8.

investigations, hot-relled
: eold-ulldnh-n-lutﬂpmu-hdfnth
determinations

Section 733(a) of the Tariff Act of 1930
provides that the Commission shall
make a determination as to whether
there is & reasonable indication of
material injury based on the best
information availahle to it. Section
771(7) directs the Commission to
consider, among other factors, (1) the
vogm.in?uupﬁcn(z)hcﬂmd
under
imports of that merchandise on prices in
the United States for like products, and
(3) the impact of imports of such

“Report at A-7.

1" Id

*Petitioners’ post conference brief at 2
Conference Transcript at 85. The hot-rolled product
sold for this purpose is referred to in the industry as
“reroller”. Conference Transcript in inv. Na. 731~
TA-02 (West Germany) at 50.

*Conference Transcript in iav. No. 781-TA-82
(West Gn-y) atS0

¥ the carbon steel and

a8 two

inv. Nos. 701-TA-88 through 144, 148, and 147 and
731-TA-S3 through 88 (Preliminary) (USITC
Publications 1221 and 1228) [Fc!:-ry 1982). For the
reasons mentioned above, in this stainless steel
investigation such a Mmuauu doss not sppear
to be appropriate.

'We emphasize that the deﬂniﬁon of the
domestic industry in this preliminary investigation
{s based on the information now available. Based
on the recarded deveioped in any final
investigation, a different definition of the domestic
industry is not precluded.

Commissioner Calkoun's views en cumalation sse
sat forth in certain Steel Products fsem Spein, inv.
Nos. 701-TA-158 through 188 (Preliminery) (uma,
1062) at 33-38.

investigation, he found a reasonabie indication of
material injury on the basis of imports of sheet and
strip from France alone, snd did not believe R
necessary to cumulate at this time. In the ¢vent that

imports if the record developed demonstratas thet it
is appropriate %0 do so. See his views en cammlation
in the carbon steel investigations, Certain Steel
Products from Belgium, Brazil, France, htaly,
Luxembourg, the Netherlands, Romania, the United
Kingdom and West Germany. inv. Nos. 701-TA-88
through 144, ’140 and 147 and 731-TA-33 through 88

{Pflm 1221 and 1227)
February, 1982) st 127-29.
The respective views of Commissioners Calbous.

Stern and Frank on the isses of carmulation of
imports subject to an investigation wnder section
301 of the Trade Act of 1330 are &mﬂ
Stainless Steel Sheet and Strip Germasy,
inv. No. 731-TA-G2 (Pub. No. 1252) (June, 1982) at 9~
10 and 7, note 17,
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market.? In the first quarter of 1982, it
surpassed Japan to become the second
largest foreign supplier after West
Germany.*

Imports from France declined slightly
from 7,678 tons in 1979 to 6,187 tons in
1980, then more than doubled to 13,808
tons in 1881.% Imports in January-March
1982 amounted to 6,194 tons as :
 compared with 2,427 tons for the first

quarter of 1881.*" The ratio of imports

from France to apparent U.S.
consumption also rose from 0.9 percent
in 1979 and in 1980 to 1.8 percent in 1881,
and 3.6 percent in the first quarter of
1982, as compared with 1.2 percent in
the first quarter of 1981.2*
Effect of Imports on Prices
Although the data base is limited,
there are indications that imports from
France have been underselling the
. domestic product. The Comminion
investigation revealed s
. margins of underselling
specifications of imports from
during the period under lnvnﬁgaﬂon.
The margins for one specification
ranged from 16 to 28 pmt."Aho.
contaca wlth purchasers indicate that
do rog mdn:’u 0 o »
mestic p ucts by § to 30 percent.
b d t! indications of sales lost
y domestic pmducon to imports from
France. It was confirmed that two sales
" totalling 550 tons of sheet or strip were
loottoimpom&oml’nmonthnblm
of price.®

Reasonable Indication of a Ibnat of
Material Injury

‘The issue of whether thm isa
reasonable indication of a threat of
" matenial injury turns on the “likelihood
- of a particular situation Into
actual material " BThe
must be real and the lniu.ry Immimat.
not a mere possibility based on
supposition and conjecture.® In

"lupart at A-28.
"ld. at A-27 (Tchlull. ot
*ld .

®/d. at A-27 (Table 15}

'ld.ltA-e&‘l'homnmdwm
uhmnmhmw

’.::d:tmmx)nﬂ“m
4 - .

374, at A-38-30 (Purchasers 1 and 3) 2
#See note 1 at 3.

SHR. Rep. No. 96-317, n&cu..wuu.c

818 P. mmmmmmm;

#Should this case retura for a final investigation,
we expect to obtain information concerning French
capacity to generate exports and the likelihood that
such exports will be directed to the United States.
In particular, petitioners argue that the government

examining threat of material injury, the
Commission looks for, among other
factors, demonstrable trends in the -
following areas: (1) the rate of increase
of the allegedly dumped exports to the
:J.)S. mkow t g)t;.mpom' inventories;

3) capacity exporting country to
generate exports; and (4) the likelihood
that such exports will be directed to the
U.S. market taking into account the
availability of other export markets.*

The steadily increasing rate of imports

from France, both in absolute terms and
in terms of the ratio of imports from

. France to domestic consumption, has

already been noted. This is seen even
more clearly in an examination of

" quarterly import penetration data for

1981 and 1982, In nearly every quarter,
import penetration by the alleged LTFV
imports has increased.*

Importers’ inventories of stainless
steel sheet and strip imported from -
France in December 1881 were more
than double those in December, 1980.%7
In addition, inventories reported in
March 1982 were significantly greater
than those reported in December 1961,
and more than three times greater than
those reported in March 1981.%

Conclusion

Therefore, on the basis of the best
available information, we determine
that there is a reasonable indication that
an industry in the United Statesis -
materially injured or threatened with -
material in "bynmnofhnporuof
Praneo.whlch.h“:llmd.mp Id
are allegedly being so|
o:lmllkdytobnoldatleuthmfdr
value.
By Order Of The Commission.
Issued: June 24, 1982,
Kenneth R. Mason,

" Secretary.

(PR Doc. 83-1700¢ Plled 6-20-82: &4 am] _
SILLING COOR 7080-00-M8 -

ammwmm-um
one from which greater export performance will

incentive to compets

in non-EC markets such as the United States in
oeder to capture greater market shares. Conference
Transcript at 26-28. We do not have sufficient
information to evaluate these claims at this time.
However. we invite fuller discussion of these issuss
chmﬂdthlluunmfwlﬂndhvudam

®Report at A-28,

"[d. at A-22,

»/d S-

®Seenote1at3

'mwud.nudmmm.ano!h
&mmon-hhd&m-ndhoadm(
CFR 207.2(1))-

diameter carboan steel welded pipes and tubes are
those, other than oil country goods. provided for in
iteme 610.3308, 610.3200. 610.3231, 610.3232, 6103241,

° 610.3244, and 610.3247 of the Tariff Schedules of the

United States Annotated (TSUSA).

¢Commissioners Haggart
determine that there is & reasonabie indication that
an industry in the United States is matecially
lnhndbymddum

country goods, provided for in
lummstnudwdlb
determine

that there is & reasonable that an

mdmumuuusumummm-im
material injury by reasoa of the subject imports.
$Vics Chairtian Cathoun and Commissioner

diseenting.
'cmmmmm
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" DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE

~

Intemnational Trade Administration

Preliminary Determinations of Sales at
Less Than Fair Vaiue; Certain Stainiess
Steel Sheet and Strip Products From
France

AGENCY: International Trade
Administration, Commerce.

AcTion: Notice of preliminary
determinations of sales at less than fair
value: Certain stainless steel sheet and
strip products from France.

SUMMARY: We have preliminarily

_ determined that certain stainless steel

sheet and strip products from France are
being sold, or are likely to be sold, in the
United States at less than fair value.
Therefore, we have notified the United
States International Trade Commission
(ITC) of our determinations, and we
have directed the United States Customs
Service to suspend liquidation of all
entries of the subject merchandise
which are entered, or withdrawn from -
warehouse, for consumption, on or after
the date of publication of this notice and
to require a cash deposit or bond for
each such entry in an amount equal to
the estimated dumping margins as
described in the “Suspension of
Liquidation™ section of this notics.

If these investigations proceed
normally, we make final
determinations by February 21, 1883.
DATe= Effective Date: Decamber 9, 1982,
FOR PURTHER INFORMATION CONTACTY
Raymond B. Busen, Office of
Investigations, Import Administration,
International Trade Administration, U.S.
Department of Commerce, 14th Street
and Constitution Avenue, N.-W.,
Washington, D.C. 20230; !elephone' (202)
377-1784.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:

Preliminary Determinations

.We have preliminarily determined
that there is a reasonable basis to
believe or suspect that certain stainless
steel sheet and strip products from
France are being sold, or are likely to be

sold, in the United States at less than
fair value, as provided in section 733 of
the Tariff Act of 1930, as amended (19
U.S.C. 1673) (the Act).

The estimated margins for individual
products investigated are given in the
“Suspension of Liquidation” section of
this notice.

The estimated margins for Ugine-
Gueugnon are based on the best -
information available as explained in
:lhe aegt::n of ;his n:lﬁce whipc:mm

escribes our fair value com

If these investigations proceed
normally, we will make final
determinations by February 21; 1883.

Case History

On May 10, 1982, we received a
petition filed by counsel on behalf of
eleven U.S. specialty steel producers
and on behalf of the United =
Steelworkers of America. In compliance
with the filing requirements of § 353.38
of the Commerce Regulations (19 CFR
353.36), the petition alleged that imports
from France of certain stainless steel
sheet and strip products are being sold,
or are likely to be sold, in the United
States at less than fair value within the
meaning of section 731 of the Act and
that these imports are materially
injuring, or are threatening to materially
injure, a United States industry.

After reviewing the petition, we
determined that it contained sufficient
grounds to initiate an antidumping
investigations. We notified the ITC of
our action and initiated the -
investigations on June 1, 1982 (47 FR
24764). On June 24, 1882, the ITC found
that there is a reasonable indication that
imports of stainless steel sheet and strip
products are materially injuring, or are.
threatening to materially injure, a
United States industry. We determined
this case to be “extraordinarily
complicated,” as defined in section
733(c) of the Act. Thereiore, we
extended the period for making our
preliminary determinations by 50 days
until December 8, 1982 (47 FR 41799).

Questionnaires were presented to the
Chatillon Division of Union Siderurgique
(Usinor), Peugeot-Loire, and Ugine-
Gueugnon of June 8, June 10, and june
18, 1982, respectively. The responses of
Usinor and Peugeot-Loire were received
in October 1882,

Scope of Investigations

The products covered by these
investigations are certain stainless steel
sheet and strip products. For a further
description of these products, see the
appendix appearing with this notice.

Since Usinor, Ugine-Gueugnon, and
Peugeot-Loire manufacture and export
virtually all the certain stainless steel

sheet and strip products exported from
France to the United States, we limited
our investigations to them.

-These investigations cover the period
from August 1, 1881 to May 31, 1982 for
purchase price sales, August 1, 1881 to
April 30, 1982 for exporter's sales price
transactions, and the last four most
recently completed fiscal quarters for
cost of production information.

Fair Value Comparison

To determine whether sales of the
subject merchandise in the United
States were made at less than fair value,
we compared the United States price
with the foreign market value.

United States Price

As provided in section 772 of the Act,
we used the purchase price of the
subject merchandise to represent the
United States price for sales by Usinor
and Peugeot-Loire because the
merchandise was sold prior to the date
of importation to unrelated United .
States purchasers. We made deductions,
where appropriate, for United States
inland freight, United States inland
insurance, foreign inland freight, foreign
inland insurance, customs brokerage.
ocean freight, marine insurance,
discounts arid rebates. We also made
deductions for collected export duties
and other duties pursuant to section
772(d)(2)(B) of the Act. We made
additions, where appropriate, for
uncollected import duties pursuant to
section 772(d)(1)(B) of the Act.

Foreign Market Value

In accordance with section 773 of the
Act, we calculated foreign market value
based on home market sales for both
Usinor and Peugeot-Loire. For purposes
of de merchandise
under section 771(16) of the Act, we
made comparisans based on
dimensional categories selected by a
Commerce Department industry expert.
For Ugine-Gueugnon we used the best
information available as required hy
section 778(b) of the Act.

The petitioners also alleged that sales
in the home market were at prices below
the cost of production. In letters dated
September 21 and 22, 1982, petitioners
provided information in support of their
allegation. On October 15 and 18, 1982,
after having determined that the
petitioners’ information was adequate to
support their allegation, we requested
that the French producers provide cost

" of production information by not later

than December 2, 1982. That
information, if re ina timely
manner, will be prior to our
final determinations.
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determinations. In that instance, we may
resort to using the best information
available for our final determinations.
In the case of Ugine-Gueugnon, we
used the best information available
because adequate responses were not
submitted in time to allow analysis of
the information. A full discussion of the
reasons for using the best information
available is contained in the -
“Supplemental Information Requested”

- section of this notice. The best

information available for purposes of
these i determinations was

- the information on fair value margins,
based on selling prices in the United
States and France, contained in the
petition. We used a simple average of
the margins contained in the petition as
the best information available because
these were higher than the
margins based on data supplied by
Usinor and Peugeot-Loire.

Supplemental Information Requested
Section 776(b) of the Act states that
whenever any party refuses or is unable

to produce information requested, the
Commerce Department may use the best

to use the information in making our
preliminary determinations and, in that
instance, may resort to using the best
information available. '

Ugine-Gueugnon submitted computer
tapes regarding sales information on
November 17, 1982, and its partial
response was received on November 24,
1982. The late filings did not allow us
sufficient time to analyze the data.

We will take into account for our final
determinations the information
submitted plus any additional
information requested and submitted on
or before December 21, 1982, which is
subsequently verified.

Verification
We will verify all data used in

reaching the final determinations in
these investigations.

Suspension-of Liqaidatibn :

In accordance with section 733(d) of
the Act, we are directing the United
States Customs Service to suspend
liquidation of all entries of stainless
steel sheet and strip products. This
suspension of liquidation applies to all

55405
S
In the cases of Usinor and Peugeot- information otherwise available for merchandise entered, or withdrawn
- Loire, we calculated the home market determining the existence of sales at from warehouse, for on or
prices on the basis of ex-mill unpacked less than fair value. We did so with after the date of publication of this
prices to unrelated purchasers. We respect to Ugine-Gueugnon for the notice in the Federal Register. The
made deductions, where appropriate, for following reasans. Customs Service shall require a cash
discounts, foreign inland freight, and We presented the questionnaire to deposit or the posting of a bond equal to
foreign inland insurance. We also made  Ugine-Gueugnon on june 18, 1882. The the estimated margin amount by which
adjustments, where appropriate, for response was due not later than July 19,  the foreign market value of the
credit expenses, commission, warranty, 1982, Subsequently, at the request of the  merchandise subject to these
technical services, and other direct respondent, we granted an extension for investigations exceeds the United States
selling expenses. the response to August 2, 1982. The price. The suspension of liquidation will
We are also requesting Usinor and response was not received by that date.  remain in effect until further notice. The
Peugeot-Loire to provide us with On August 24, 1982, we decided to . margins are as follows: - - |
clarifying information concerning home  extend the investigation period by an :
market and United States selling additional four months, and established ~
expenses. We will also request certain September 30, 1882, as the new deadline Margins
information regarding similarity of - =~ for submission of a response. s
merchandise in both markets. We On September 30, 1982, counsel for .
consider the additiomal information Ugine-Gueugnon notified us by letter Hot-Rolled Stainiess Steel Shest:
requested as necessary refinements of that its response to our questionnaire Hot ot Saiene Sne Sve: 158
data submitted in the response. If this would be late and that Ugine-Gueugnon A M - 158
supplemental information is not would need an additional two to three ~ Cok-Rotied Staniass Steel Sheee o
received by December 21, 1982, we may  weeks to file a complete response. On Peugeci-Lore 62
use only some or none of the - . October 1, 1882, we notified counsel that Al Other M 172
information already received relative to  if we did not receive the response by Ry~ esntr sl ss
these costs in making our final o October 12, 1982, we might not be able Al Other Manutechrens/Procucen/Exparers]  18.0

ITC Notification

In accordance with section 733(f) of
the Act, we will notify the ITC of our
determinations. In addition, we are
making available to the ITC all non-

_privileged and non-confidential

information relating to these
investigations. We will allow the ITC
access to all privileged and confidential
information in our files, provided the
ITC confirms that it will not disclose
such information, either publicly or
under an administrative protective
order, without the written consent of the
Deputy Assistant Secretary for Import
Administration.

Public Comment )

In accordance with § 35347 of the
Contmerce Department Regulations, if
requested, we will hold a public hearing
to afford interested parties an
opportunity to comment on these

preliminary determinations at 10 a.m. on
January 4, 1983, at the United States

A-116




A-131

APPENDIX D

FEDERAL REGISTER NOTICES ON
STAINLESS STEEL SHEET AND STRIP AND PLATE FROM
THE UNITED KINGDOM

Commission's Preliminary Injury Determination (47 F.R. 54180)
Commerce's Postponement of Preliminary
Subsidy Determination (47 F.R. 56527)
Commerce's Preliminary Subsidy Determination (48 F.R. 6146)
Commission's Institution of Final Injury Investigation (48 F.R. 8876)
Commerce's Final Subsidy Determination (48 F.R. 19048)
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[Investigations Nos. 701-TA-195 and 198
(Preliminary)]

Stainiess Steel Sheet and Strip and
Stainiess Stee! Piate From the United
Kingdom

Determination

Based on the record ! developed in
investigation Nos. 701-TA-195 and 198
(Preliminary), the Commission
determines, pursuant to section 703(a) of
the Tariff Act of 1830 (19 U.S.C.
1671b(a)), that there is a reasonable
indication that an industry in the United
States is materially injured’.

of i mf the fi ixl:ljnry A
reason of imports o 0 owing
products which are alleged to
subsidized by the Government ol the
United s

Stainless steel sheet, provided for in items
607.7610, 670.9010, and 607.9020 of the
Tariff Schedules of the United States
Annotated (TSUSA), and stainiess steel
strip {over 0.01 inch in thickness), provided
for in TSUSA items 608.4300 and 608.5700
(investigation No. 701-TA-185
(Preliminary)); * -

Stainiess steel plate, provided for in TSUSA
items 607.7608 and 607.9005 (investigation
No. 701-TA-198 (Preliminary)).® )
On October 7, 1982, members of the -

Tool and Stainless Steel Industry of the

United States and the United “

Steelworkers of America filed a petition

with the U.S. Iriternational Trade

Commission and the U.S. Department of

Commercs alleging that an indusf

the United States is being materi

injured and threatened with mmrtal

injury by reason of allegedly subsidized-
imports of stainless steel sheet and strip
and stainless steel plate from the United

Kingdom. Accordingly, on October 7,

1982, the Commission instituted .

preliminary countervailing duty

investigations (Nos. 701-TA-195 and

106) under séction 703(a) of the Tariff

Act of 1830, Notice of the institution of

1The “record” is defined in sec. 207.2(1) of the
Commission's Rules of Practice end Procedure (19
CFR 207.2(1)).

$Commissioner

reasonable indication of material injury and
therefore doss not reach the issus of threat of A-132
materiad Injury
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the investigations and conference " those investigations, we found the like although capacity did increase during

therefor was given by posting copies of
the notice in the Office of the Secretary,
U.S. International Trade Commission

product to be stainless steel sheet and
strip and the domestic industry to

consist of the U.S. producers of this like

the period under investigation. -
From 1979 to 1981, U.S. producers’.
shipments of stainless steel sheet and

and by publishing the notice in the product. In this investigation (701-TA- ~ strip decreased by 13 percent from
Federal on October 20, 1982 (47  185), the parties have not suggested, nor 874,000 short tons to 758,000 short tons.
FR 46781). A public conference was held  does the record support. a revision of Shipments for January-August, 1882,
in Washington, D.C. on November 1, this industry definition.’ dropped by 28 percent from 558,000 tons
1882, at which all interested parties Stainless steel plate from the United to 400,000 tom.”cumpmd to the same
were afforded the opportunity to present  Kingdom is a flat-rolled product over period in 1881. :
information for consideration by the 0.1875 inches thick and 12” wide. The Employment figures have also
Commission. ~ characteristics and uses of the declined fron'x: 19?} ;:otge m The
domestically produced stainless steel = average number uction
Views of the Commission plate do not differ from those of the related workers producing stainless
Introduction ‘lmported product nor have the parties  Steel sheet and strip declined from 7,965
We determine. ¢ 1o section uggested any differences. Stainless . Workers in 1679 to 7,288 workers in 1061.
70300} of the Tatit At of isgg.efha‘:n steel plute is thicker than stainless mcl During January-August, 1682, however,
th (°)i° o sonable mdication that an ~ heet and strip and has different uses. . the average number of workers
induatey in the United Staces 15 °" Unlike sheet and strip, stainless steel - employed was 6,239, or 20 percent less
in :x:ﬁu;yn A :red e d oate :n 1 with plate is used primarily in the production  than the number employed during the
matorial in jure by reason of all edly Ofindustrial equipment for the chemical, corresponding period of 1661, The
mate, j;:y y or:ltainlm '::e A oil and gas, and rubber producing and mimber of hours paid for producﬁon aqd
shle”et and ltrlp%l:m the United processing industries. Therefore, in ~ ~ “.fdl'l” e ang et and
Kingdom. P ther. we determine that Investigation No. 701-TA-196 we find 't‘.'li%:ﬂ °"’°di .llimﬂnr trends. ¢
there is a reasonable indication that an the like product to be stainless steel. record information on the
industry in the United States is plate and the domestic industry to “Drod Also ind.!h”t:d.nd strip
m ateritaylly injured or threatened with consist of the U.S. produeen of the like pl “wm::' sal ca 3&‘3‘:“"
material injury *by reason of allegedly ~ Product’ openﬁng mﬁﬁﬁ'& flow al
;‘f&'.‘m vy %:.‘;'53"‘" Condition of the Domestic Industries invuﬁguﬁon. Amm”:::egfs?i: of
‘We have based our determinations on L Stainless Steel Sheet and Stri " ' stainless steel and strip declined from
our consideration of the condition of the P $1.4 billion in 1979 to 31,3 billion in 1880
domestic industries and the causal The stainless steel sheet and strip or by 14 percent. Net sales increased by
relationship between the condition of industry is clearly experiencing $108 million, or 9 percent, to $1.3 billion
the domestic industries and the difficulties. Nearly all of the economic  in 1981, but then dropped off by 21 -
allegedly subsidized imPOH' from the indicators we considered in reaching our - percent to $832 million in jJanuary-
United Kingdom. determination in this investigation have ugult. 1982, compared to $805 million
Domestic Industries declined during the period under _ corresponding period in 1981.%*
investigation. , Gross profit declined by .60 percent
Section 771(4)(A) of the Tariff Act of U.S. production of stainless steel sheet during the period 1879 to 1881, from $234
1930 defines the term “industry” as the  and strip fell from 728,000 short tons million to $72 million. ** During that same
“domestic producers as a whole of a like (hereinafter referred to as tons) in 1979 perlod the ratio of gross profit to net
product, or those producers whose to 671,000 tons in 1981. In the eight- . sales dropped from 16.9 to 5.6 percent.
collective output of the like product month period, January-August, 1882, Operating profit declined from $188
constitutes a major proportion of the production declined 85,000 tons, or 19 million, or 13.5 percent of net sales in
total domestic production of that percent, to 371,000 tons from 456,000 1979, to $17 million or 1.3 percent of net

sales in 1981. For the interim period
ending August 31, 1882, aggregate
. operating losses of nine million dollars
or a negative 1.4 percent of net sales
were reported, compared to an operating
_ profit of forty-two million dollars, or 5.5
- . percent of net sales; for the same period
in 1881, Cash flow has also declined
significantly from $207 million in 1979 to
$38 million in 1981 and from $56 million

product.”* Section 771(10) defines “like
product” as “a product which is like, or
in the absence of like, most similar in
characteristics and uses with” the
article under investigation.®

The products being imported into the
United States from the United Kingdom
are stainless steel sheet and strip and
stainless steel plate. Imports of stainless
stee] sheet and strip were involved in

tons during the corresponding period in
1981.1° Capacity utilization also declined
significantly, dropping from 84 percent
-of capacity in 1979 to 71 percent in 1881,
The capacity utilization in January-
August 1982 stood at 62.2 percent
compared to 83.3 percent for the same
period in 1981.! ! Declines in capacity
utilization are in large part a result of -
declines in production in this case

recent pre| investigations . during the interim period of 1881 to $3

involving West Germany and France.®*In  *As in the prior investigations concerning this million during the interim perlod of

e pmdmmnohlhotthodoﬁmmohhdomoﬁc 1982.17
$Commissioner Haggart determines that there is @ industry in this preliminary investigation is based

on the best information available. Based on the 13 A factor evidencing the difficulties of both the

reasonable indication of material injury, and
stainless steel sheet and strip and the stainless steel

therefore does not reach the issus of threat of record developed in any final investigation, a

material injury. different definition of the domestic industry is not plate industries is utilization of overall capacityto
*19 U.S.C. 1677(4)(A). preciuded. The domestic producers of stainless stesl  melt stainless steel. This declined from 83 in 1979 to
%19 U.S.C. 1677(10). sheet and strip are discussed in the report st A-10. 3 percent in January-March. 1982, Report at A-14.
¢Stainless Steel Sheet and Strip from West *Report at A-8. 13Report at A-18.

Germany. Inv. No. 731-TA-92, USITC Pub. 1252 9The domestic producers of stainless steel plate MReport at A-17, A-18.

(June 1982): Stainless Steel Sheet and Strip from are discussed in the report at A-10, A-12, 15 Report at A-20.

France, Inv. No. 731-TA-98, USITC Pub. 1264 (June '°Report at A-14. Report at A-20.

1982). V' Report at A-14. " Report at A-20, A-21, Table 10
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II. Stainless Steel Plate

The stainless steel plate industry is
also experiencing difficulties. Production
of stainless steel plate declined from
1M.thh1§79w95.w0tmin
1981. Plate production decreased to
49.000 tons during the first eight months
of 1982, compared with 63,000 tons
during the same period in 1981.'*
Capacity utilization also declined from
63.3 percent in 1979 to §7.3 percent in
1681. January-August 1962 capacity
utilization was 53.1 percent compared to
@8.7 in the same period of 1981.1*

During 1978-1681, U.S. producers’
shipments of stainless plate declined by
16 percent from 146,000 tons to 122,000
tons. This trend continued with a 22
percent decline to 69,000 tons in
January-August 1982, compared with
88,000 tons during the corresponding
period in 1961.%

‘Although employment of worhn
producing stainless steel plate increased -
from 1.272 in 1979 to 1.398 in 1961, the
number of workers in January-August -
1962 dropped to 1,300 warkers eompmd
to 1,397 workers during the same period
in 1981. The hours paid for production
and related workers declined-by 8
percent from 2.0 million in 1879 t0 1.9
million in 1961. There wasa 24 percent
decline to 970.000 hours paid in January™
August 1982 compared with 1.3 million
in January-August 1961.2 .

The financial condition of producers
of stainless steel plate has deteriorated
during the period under investigation.
Aggregate net sales of plate decreased -
by 2 percent from $210 million in 1979 to
$208 million in 1961, In the period

corresponding
period of 1981.® Gross profit declined by
69 percent from $29 million in 1979 to 90
million in 1961. In the sams period, the
nttoofgmuproﬂt(outuhidmvpod
from 13.8 percent to 4.4 percent..
Operating profit fell from $22 million in
1979 or 10.5 percent of net sales, to a §1
‘million loss or 0.5 percent of net sales, in
1981. In the interim period ending
August 31, 1962, operating profit fell to 0
-percent compared to 7.4 percent of net
ldu&uﬂn'thclnuﬂmpquodofm
as four of the six producers reporting
‘lﬁnmd:ldaushowodopcaﬁngmdut
osses.

-

“Report at A-14
‘*Report at A-14. Ses a/so nots 10 at page §.
®Report at A-18.
* Report at A-18.
S Report at A-21.

Reasonable Indication of Material
Injury

Section 703(a) of the Tdriff Act of 1930
provides that the Commission shall
make a determination as to whether .
there is a reasonable indication of
material injury based on the best
information available, 3 Section 771(7)
directs the Commission to consider,
among other factors, (1) the volume of
imports of the merchandise under
invuﬁgltion. (2) the effect of imports of

that merchandise on prices in the United

States for like products, and (3) the
impact of imports of such merchandise
on domestic producers of like products.

Volume of Imports  »
L Stainless Steel Sheet and Strip

Imports of stainless steel sheet and
strip from the United Kingdom declined
from 1,004 tons in 1979 to 643 tons in
1980, but then increased to 3,840 tons in

1961.% Imports in January-September
1962 imounted to 3,520 tons, which is a
39 percent increase over the 2,328 tons
imported during the corresponding
period of 1961. The ratio of imports from
the United Kingdom to apparent U.S.
consumption increased from 0.1 percent
in 1979 and 1980 to 0.5 percent in 1981. -
This ratio increased to 0.7 percent in

January-September 1982 compared with
0.4 percent in the corresponding period -
in 108L% . ’

At the same time that of
stainless steel sheet and strip from the-
United Kingdom were
market share of imports from all sources

also incrsased from 6.9 percent in 1979
to 9.0 in 1961 and to 13.4 percent for the
ﬂmah:nlz:tboflm&omp:hrod“
the Commisaton at his preiminary
at
ougodthinmﬂgaﬁon indicates that
and domestic stainless
melnhntmdoupmhmdblc.md
mpehlnthemukctfoﬂhcumomd

at A=21

IL Stainless Steel Plate .

Imports of stainiess steel plate from
the United Kingdom decreased from 610
tons in 1979 to 273 tons in 1880 before
increasing to 2,985 tons in 1881.%
Imports in January-September 1982
amounted to 3,217 tons, representing an
increase of 38 percent compared with
imports in the corresponding period of
1981. The market share for imports of
plate from the United Kingdom rose
from 0.4 percent in 1978 to 2.5 percent in
1981. This market share increased from
2.4 percent in January-September 1961
to 3.8‘?ement in January-September

1982.

. Effect of Impom on Prices

L Stainless Steel Sheet and Strip

There are indications that imports of
stainless steel sheet and strip from the

United om hnvc had'a negativge
impact on ces. U.8.
producers and Bﬂ Steel Corporation

provided prices on two specifications of
stainless steel sheet (one grade 304 and
one grade- 3106) for sales to service
centers/distributors.®* The U.S.
producers’ prices for this sheet declined
from July-September 1961 to July-
September 1962 by 10 percent for the
grade 304 sheet and 27 percent for the
grade 3106 sheet. While the imported
grade 304 was priced higher than the
domestic product, the grade
316 sheet undersold the c grade
316 sheet by an average of 14 percent -
during the three quarters during which
mwmlblctomakopﬂu

comparisons.
With regard to lost sales, two firms
contacted confirmed that

they

mmmmmum‘m

the United Kingdom because of .
lmﬂpmwmny.tmh%ﬂr:'
recently purchased a lirge
Briﬂsh!hinhultodm u?eof
favorable credit terms.
IL Stainless Steel Plate

There are also indications that

United Kingdom have depressed U.S.
producers’ prices of stainless steel plate.
U.S. producers’ prices (for the two grade
304 plates and the ons grade 316 plate
for which the Commission received

®Report at A-8. See a/so Staff briefing at the
Mﬂ.ﬂﬂbmdhu&
tional Trade Commission.

'Qﬂnnld-dm
hnmwmﬂunhhdld
imports of stainless steel shest and strip m
uuumm.hu.humm 4
mh.hlhv-lhd:&q
demohetrels thet it is appropriate.

#Sesnote 23 at page &
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price info;m;ﬁon] dcc;euedll‘:dy an
average of 17 percent during July-
September 1882 compared with Jul-
September 1981.

Imports of stainless steel plate from
the United Kingdom undersold the
domestic product for all three plate
chlacted. Marghan of mmiereeling
collected. Margins. erse
ranged from less than 1 percent to 13
perccntdb:low c!lomutic p:ieelp for 'gl:
two grade 304 plate products. For
grade 316 plate specification, British
Steel provided prices for 3 quarters
during the period under investigation.*
Margins of underselling averaged 21
percent. -

With regard to lost sales, six firms
confirmed that they purchased stainless
stee] plate from British Steel and that
the price was lower than that for U.8.
produced plate. The firms indicated that
U.S. prices declirizd throughout 1982,
narrowing the margins of underselling.
Reasonable Indication of a Threat of
Material Injury %

In examining threat of mterill injury,
the Commission looks for, among other

- factors, demonstrable trends in the -

following areas: (1) Rate of increase of
the imports in the U.S. market; (2)
iﬂl:porten inventories; (3) caplcuy in

e exporting country to .
exports; and (4) the ood that such’
exports will be directed to the U.S.
market taking into account the
availability of other export markets. Thn
threat must be real and the injury
imminent, not a mere possibility based
on supposition and conjecture.?

There is a steadily increasing rate of
imports of stainless steel sheet, stri; lml
plate from the United Kingdom,
absolute terms and in terms of ratio of
the imports from the United Kingdom to
domestic consumption.*” Import figures
for the first quarter of 1982 demonstrate
the capability of British Steel to increase
its imports into the United Statss
substantially in a very short time.®
Other considerations suggest that
imports of stainless steel sheet and plate
from the United Kingdom will continue

%1 Report at A-M.Tnblol!.

8Counsel for British Steel Corporation stated
that imports of stainiess steel plate from the United
Kingdom are concentrated in the 316

maintain artificially high prices in these grades
compared to prices of nnn-mlybdmm
There is information on the record, hmvcm that
the U.S. prices ofmdcnephumlowmdb
reflect the lower price of molybdenum.
there are other factors affecting the price of 310
plate that need to be analyzed before conclusions
may be accurately drawn on the impact of
molybdenum prices on the relative price differences
between grade 316 plate and non-molybdenum
plate. The Commission will pursue this issue further
if the case returns for a final investigation.

2 The Commission did not receive information
concerning the prices of British stainless steel strip.

4 Report at A-37.

¥ See note 1 at page 3.

to increase in the near future.

The capacity for production of
stainless steel sheet and sirip in the UK.
increased each year from 1979-1962.%
Capacity for increased prodction of
stainless steel plate remained
essentially the same during this peﬂod.
leaving substantial unused capacity.®
There is a likelihood that exparts of

stainless sieel shest and strip and

stainless steel plate will be directed to
the U.S. market. Although the Esropean
Community has traditionally been the
largest export market for the United
Kingdom, it has a limited demand for
stainless steel sheet and strip and
stainless steel plate from the United
Kingdom. During the period of this
investigation, the Tole of the United
States as an export-market for the
United Kingdom has increased.

Conclusion -

Therefore, on the basis of the best
available information, we determine
that there is a reasonable indication that
an industry in the United States is
materially injured or threatened with
material injury * by reason of
subsidized imports of stainless steel
sheet and strip and stainless steel plau
from the United Kingdom.

By Order of the Commission.
Issued: November 22, 1082, -
Kenneth R. Mason, -
Secretary.

[R Doc. 03-32018 Fild 11-20-42 S4bam)
BILLING CODE 7030-03-4
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AGENCY: International Trade
Administration, Commerce.

AcTION: Postponement of Countervailing-

Duty Preliminary Determinations.

SUMMARY: The countervailing duty
preliminary determinations involving
certain stainless steel products (see
Appendix A) from the United Kingdom
are being postponed as the
investigations have been determined to
be extraordinarily complicated. We
intend to issue the countervailing duty
preliminary determinations not later
than February 4, 1983. :
EPFECTIVE DATE: December 17, 1982,
FOR PURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Vincent P. Kane, Office of
Investigations, Import Administration,
U.S. Department of Commerce, 14th and
Constitution Avenue, NW., W.

D.C. 20230, telephone (202) 377-5414.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: On
November 2, 1882, we announced our
initiation of countervailing duty
investigations to determiné whether
producers, manufacturers, or exporters
of certain stainless steel products from
the United Kingdom receive any benefits
from the government of the United
Kingdom or the European Community,
as appropriate, that constitute subsidies
(47 FR 498662). The notice stated that we
would issue preliminary determinations
by December 31, 1882,

As detailed in the notice of initiation
of the countervailing duty investigations,
the petition alleges that the government
of the United Kingdom and the ‘
European Community provide various
programs which constitute subsidies to
producers, manufacturers, or exporters _
of certain stainless steel products. The
alleged subsidy practices are numerous
amd raise complex issues. These cases
are further complicated because of the
need to determine the extent to which
particular subsidies are used by
individual manufacturers, producers, or
exporters. We have determined that the
government of the United Kingdom and
the other parties concerned are
cooperating and that additional time is
necessary to make the countervailing
duty preliminary determinations. For

these reasons we determine that these
cases are extraordinarily complicated in
accordance with section 703(c)(1)(B) of
the Tariff Act of 1930, as amended (“the
Act”), and il::; isutend to issue .
countervaili ty preliminary
determinations not later than February .

_ 4,1983,

This notice is published pursuant to section
703(c)(2) of the Act.
Dated: December 10, 1962,

Leonard M. Shamboa,
Director, Office of Compliance.

Appendix A=-Description of Products

For purposes of these investigations:

(1) The term “stainless stee! sheet, and
strip” covers hot or cold-rolled stainiess steel
sheet or strip products, excluding hot or cold-
rolled stainiess steel strip not over 0.01 inch
in thickness, s currently provided for in
items 607.7610, 807.9010, 607.9020, 808.4300,
and 808.5700 of the Tariff Schedules of the
United States Aanotated (TSUSA).

Hot-rolled stainless steel sheet covers hot-

. rolled stainless steel sheet whether ar not

corrugated ar crimped and whether or not
pickled: not cald-rolled; not cut, not pressed
and not stamped to non-! shape;
not coated or plated with metal; and under
0.1875 inch in thickness and over 12 inches in
width, : :
Hot-rolied stainless steel strip is a flat-
rolled stainless steel product, whether or not
corrugated or crimped, and whether or not
pickled: not oold-rolled: not cut, not pressed,
and not stamped to non-rectangular shape;
and under 0.1875 inch in thickness and not
over 12 inches in width. Hot-rolled stainless
steel strip, including razor blade strip, not
over 0.01 inah in thickness is not included.
Cold-ralled stainless steel shest covers
cold-rolled stainless steel sheet products
whether or not corrugated or crimped and
whether or not pickled; aot cut, not pressed
and not stamped to non-rectangular shape:
not coated or plated with metal; and under
0.1875 inch in thickness and over 12 inches in

" width,

Cold-rolled stainless steel strip is a flat-
rolled stainless steel product, whether or not
corrugated or crimped, and whether or not
pickled; not cut. not pressed. and not
stamped to non-rectangular shape: and under
0.1875 inch in thickness and over 0.50 inch
but not over 12 inches in width. Cold-rolied
stainless steel strip, including razor blade
strip, not over 0.01 inch in thickness is not
included.

(2) The term “stainless steel plate” covers
stainless steel plate products as provided for
‘in items 607.7605 and 607.9005 of the TSUSA.
Stainless steel plate is a flat-rolied product, .
whether or not corrugated or crimped. in coils
or cut to length, 0.1875 inches or more in
thickness and over 8 inches in width or if
cold-rolled over 12 inches in width.

[FR Doc. 82-34318 Filed 12-16-82: 8:48 am]
BILLING CODE 3510-26-M
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Preliminary Affirmative Countervailing
Duty Determinations; Stainiess Steel
Sheet, Strip, and Plate From the United
Kingdom

AGENCY: International Trade-
Administration, Commerce.

ACTION: Preliminary affirmative
countervailing duty determinations.

SUMMARY: We preliminarily determine
that certain benefits which constitute
subsidies within the meaning of the
countervailing duty law are being
provided to manufacturers, producers,
or experters in the United Kingdom of
stainless steel sheet, strip, and plate as
described in the “Scope of
Investigations” section of this notice.
The estimated net subsidy for each firm
is indicated in the “Suspension of
Liquidation” section of this notice.
Therefore, we are directing the U.S.
Customs Service to suspend liquidation
of all entries of the products subject to
these determinations which are entered,
or withdrawn from warehouse, for
consumption, and to require a cash
deposit or bond on these products in an
amount equal to the estimated net
subsidy. If these investigations proceed
normally, we will make our final
determination by April 20, 1983.
EFFECTIVE DATE: February 10, 1883.
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Vincent P. Kane, Office of
Investigations, Import Administration,
International Trade Administration, U.S.
Department of Commerce, 14th Street
and Constitution Avenue, NW.,
Washington, D.C. 20230, telephone: (202)
775414
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:
Preliminary Determinations

Based upon our investigations, we
preliminarily determine that there is
reason to believe or suspect that certain
benefits which constitute subsidies
within the meaning of section 701 of the
Tariff Act of 1930, as amended (the Act).
are being provided to manufacturers, -
producers, or exporters in the United
Kingdom of stainless steel sheet, strip.
and plate as described in the “Scope of
Investigations™ section of this notice.
For purposes of thess investigations, the
following programs are preliminarily
found to confer subsidies:

* Public dividend capital and new
capital.

¢ National Loans Fund loans and loan
conversions. -

¢ Regional development grants. -

¢ Iron and Steel Industry Training
Board grants.
We estimate the net stbsiily to be the

.amount indicated for each firm in the
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"Sugpensiaon of qumdation section of _ ¢ Stainless steel IW and stxinless companies, creating the nationalized

this notice.

Case History

On October 7, 1982, we received a
petition from Allegheny Ludlum Steel -
Corporation; Armco, Inc.;

Technology" ration; Colt Industries,
Inc,, of the Crucible Materials Group;

- Eastern Stainless Steel Company:
Electralloy Carporation; Guterl Special-
Steel Corparation; Jessop Steel -
Company; Jones and Laughlin Steel
Incorporated: Republic Steel
Corporation; Universal Cyclaps -
Specialty Steel Division of the Cycleps
Corporation; Washington Steel
Corporation; and the United
Steelworkers of America, filed on behalf
uof the U.S. industry of manufacturers of
stainless steel sheet, strip, and plate.
The petition aleged that certain benefits
which constitute subsidies within the
meaning of section 701 of the Act are
being provided, directly or indirectly, to
the manufactarers, producers, or
exporters in the United Kingdom of the
staintess steel products listed above.

We found the petition to contain
sufficient grounds upon which to initiate
countervailing duty investigations, and.
on Novemg;;z. d‘l:yaz. we initiated &
counterva nvestigations
FR 40082). We stated that we expected
to isue preliminary determinations by
December 31, 1982. We subsequently
deternrined that the irrvestigations are
“extraordinarily complicated,” as
defined in section 703(c) of the Act, and
postponed our preliminary
determinations for 35 days wntil
February 4, 1983 (47 FR 56527). Since the
United Kixgdom is a “country under the
Agreement” within the meaning of
section 701(b) of the Act, imjury.
determinations are reguired for these
investigations. Therefore, we notified
the U.S. intermational Trads
Commission (ITC) of our initistions. On
November 22, 1962, the ITC determined
that there is a reasonable indication that
these imports are materially injuring &
U.S. industry.

We presented questionnaires
concerming the allegations to the
Delegation of the Commission of the
European Communities and the
government of the United Kingdom on
November 9, 1982. Questionnaires were
also presented to British Steel
Corporation and Arthur Lee and Sons,
Ltd. On December 30, 1982, we received
the responses to the questionnaires.
Supplemental responses were received
on jamuary 10, 1983.

Scope of Investigations

The products covered by these
investigations are:

steel strip.

* Stainless steel plate. -

The products are fully described in
the appendix to this Federal Register
notice.

British Steel Corparasion (BSC) is the
only known producer and/or experter in
the United Kingdam of stainiess steel
sheet and plate exported to the United
States. Arthur Lee and Sons, Ltd., is the
only known producer and/or exporter in
the United Kingdom of stainiess steel
strip exported to the United Siates. The
period for which we are measuring
subsidization is the most recent fiscal
year for which information is available.

Analysis of Programs )

In their responses, the government af
the United Kingdom and the Delegation
of the Commission of the European
Communities provided data for the
applicable periods. Additionally, we
received informeatioa from BSC and
Arthur Lee and Sons, Ltd.

Throughout this notice, some of ﬂu
general principles and conclusions of
law applied by the Department of
Commerce to the facts of these
investigations stuinloss steel
sheet, strip and plate from the United
Kingdom are described in detail In
Appendices 2—4 of the “Final
Affirmative Countervailing Daty
Determinations: Certain Shcl Preducts
from Belgium,” 47 FR 398304, 38316 -
(Angust 24, 1982) (Belgian Fimal). Uniess
otherwise noied, we allocated sach
company’s countervailable besmfits as  *

* folows:

.vg:dm untied bmeﬁ&y were
provi to a company, wese
allocated over the revenue of that
compny: and
* Where benefits were provided
directly to a specific carporate divisien
preduciag products under mvestigation,
they were ailocated over the reverme of
that division.
Based upon oar analysis to date of the
petitions and responses to our
questionnaires, we have prelimimarily
determined the following:

L. Programs Preliminarily Determined To
Confer Subsidies

We preliminarily determine that
subsidies are being provided to
manufacturers, producers, or exporters
in the United Kingdom of stainless steel
sheet, sirip, and plate under the
programs listed below.

A. Equity Investment in BSC

BSC was established by an Act of
Parliament on March 22, 1967, under the
provisions of the Iron and Steel Act of
1967. The 1967 Act combined 14 steel

British Steel Company. The British
government reimbursed stockbolders of
record at the time the companies were

companies.
htlkd&odeltmmv;uu
government equity under the provisions
of the Iron and Steel Act of 1889, which
alnanmdgovmmmto

Authoﬁwfcthepvmmbmch
payments to BSC was renewed in the
Iron and Steel Act of 1675. Saction 18(1)
of this Act provided that “the Secretary
of State may, with the approval of the
Treasury, pay to the British Steel
Corporation such sums as he thinks fit.”
In nine of the fifteen years of its
existence, the corporation has received
such payments, known as public
dividend capital (PDC) or new capital
(NC), from the government. In 1872 and
1981, Parliament directed that portions
of its investment be credited to
a ted revenue deficit. Neither of
these transactions altered the .
m’em bﬁcdiﬁdmwd

pu or
new capital infusions. Two additional
equity investments were made in 1872
and in 1881 whan certain
loans were converted into
Aadi.lcuuedinAppendlxzo!me

- Belgian Final, supra, the treatment of

government equity investment in a
company hinges essentially on the
soundness of the investment. If the
government investment was reasonably
sound at the time it was made, we do
not consider it a subsidy. If, on the
contrary, the investment appears to
have 'been unsound, a subsidy may
exist.

For the purpose of dehrmining
whether BSC represented a sound
investment at the time each equity
investment was made by the UK.
government, we primarily considered
BSC's cash flow from operations.
including interest, but exciuding
government grants. Our analysis also
inclsded BSC's operating results and
computations of BSC's current ratio
(current assets divided by current

-liabilities). On the basis of these tests,

we considered investment in BSC to be
inconsistent with commercial
considerations from fiscal year 1977/78
through 1981/82.

Since we have determined that BSC
was not a sound investment from April
1877 through March 1982, we examined
the government's equity infusions during
this period to detesmine whethér—d:l&
bestowed a subsidy. As described in
greater detail in Appendix 2 of the
Belgian Final, supra, we compared the
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rate of return the government received
on its equity or investment in BSC in a
given year with the average rate of
return on equity investment in the
United Kingdom for that year, as -
estimated by the average earnings yield
* on U.K. industrial shares. BSC's return
was measured by its net earnings (or
losses) divided by owner's equity.
During this period, BSC's losses were
large, resulting in substantial negative
returns on owner's equity.

Comparing the average return with
BSC's large negative return yielded an
amount exec:gmg he amount we would
have calculated had we treated the
public dividend capital or new capital
payments as outright grants rather than
as equity. Consequently, we have
limited the subsidy to the 1981/82
amount that would result if the equity
investments were treated as grants.

For reasons described in Appendix 2
of the Belgian Final, supra, we allocated
that part of the equity infusion used for
loss coverage in a given year exclusively
to that year rather than ovér a longer
period of time. The remainder of the
subsidy was allocated using the grant
methodology. (See grants and equity
methodologies described in Appendix 2
of the Belgian Final, supra.)

For 1981/82, we calculated a subsldy
of 6.13 percent ad valorem for PDC and
NC payments for loss coverage in that
year. For PDC and NC payments in
excess of loss in each of the fiscal years
1977/78 through 1981/82, we found,
using the equity.methodology, a subsidy
of 9.75 percent ad valorem for fiscal
year 1981/82. Thus, the total subsidy in
fiscal year 1981/82 resulting from PDC
and NC payments was 15.88 percent ad
valorem.

B. The National Loans Fund

The National Loans Fund (NLF) is a
depository of money raised through
government borrowings. Lending from
the NLF isnot generally available, but is
limited to nationalized British
“-companies. Therefore, British

Independent Steel Producer Association -

members (BISPA producers), including
Arthur Lee and Sons, Ltd., do not qualify
for NLF loans. BSC was expressly
authorized to borrow from NLF's
predecessor fund (the Consolidated
Fund) by the Iron and Steel Act of 1967,
and from the NLF by the Iron and Steel
Act of 1975.

BSC received substantial loans from
the NLF. If these loans had remained
outstanding in fiscal year'1981/82, then
we would have applied the methodology
for loans described in Appendix 2.
However, all outstanding loans from the
NLF were converted into equity: L 150
million in 1971/72, and L 509 million in

1981/82. We treated each conversion as
an additional equity investment.

Since the first conversion occurred
during the period in which we consider
equity infusions to be consistent with
commercial considerations, it does not
confer a subsidy. The second
conversion, however, was made during

“the period in which we consider equity

infusions to be inconsistent with
commercial considerations, and
potentially confers a subsidy. Using the
equity methodology described in
Appendix 2 of the Belgian Final, supra,
we determined that a subsidy was in
fact conferred.

However, comparing the average
return on equity with BSC’s large
negative return yielded an amount
exceeding the amount we would have
calculated had we treated the equity
infusion as an outright grant.

Consequently, we have limited the
subsidy to the 1881/82 amount that
would result if the equity investment
were treated as a grant. Upon this basis,
we calculated a subsidy for BSC of 2.21
percent ad valorem.

We note that our loss coverage
allocation methodology does not apply
to the 1981/82 conversion since there
was no infusion of cash at that time.

C. Regional Development Grants

The Industry Act of 1972 established a
regional development grant (RDG)
incentive program with the goal of
eliminating certain social problems in
specified regions of the United Kingdom.
RDG's are not made generally available
in the United Kingdom, but rather are
available only to designated
manufacturing sectors (e.g., metals
manufacture) and to “special
development” and “development”
regions: Therefore, we preliminarily find
the RDG program to be preferential in
nature and to confer subsidies within
the meaning of section 771(5) of the Act.

The Secretary of State for Industry,
with the approval of the Treasury, is
authorized to determine the activities
that qualify for grants and the
conditions of each grant. The grants are
made toward the cost of capital -
expenditures on new buildings or works
in development areas, the adaptation of
existing buildings on qualifying premises
in development areas, and new
machinery and plants for use in—
qualifying premises in development
areas. The grants pay for a fixed
percentage of the cost for specific
capital assets, depending on the type of
region for which they are designated.
The amount of a grant in a
“development” area is 15 percent, and in
a “special development” area 22
percent, of the capital asset cost. Grants

are provided only after the asset has
been purchased or the expenditure on it
is incurred. We find these grants to be
“tied” to (/.e., bestowed expressly to ~~
purchase) specific capital assets.

In each cass, the individual grants
were for less than $50 million. In
accordance with the methodology

“ described in Appendix 2 of the Belgian

Final, supra, we are therefore allocating
them over 15 years, a period of time
reflecting the average life of capital
assets in integrated steel mills. On this
basis we calculated a subsidy of 1.21 _
percent ad valorem for BSC.

Arthur Lee and Sons, Ltd. received
regional development grants over the
last five years, generally for building in
development areas. Because of
incomplete information supplied by
respondent prior to this preliminary
determination, the Department is unable
to determine the amount of RDG's
received by Arthur Lee over each of the
last five corporate fiscal years.
Additionally, we are unable to
determine which portions of the total
grant amount shown in their 1981 annual
report are tied specifically to investment
in Arthur Lee's stainless steelmaking
subsidiary, Lee Steel Strip, Ltd. The only
information received on RDG's was the
total amount of RDG's given to Arthur
Lee from the inception of the program to
the end of the 1980/1981 fiscal year, less -
amounts released to the profit and loss

-acoount. RDG's are placed in a separate

account and released to the profit and
loss account over the estimated life of
the relevant fixed assets.

Based on the best information
available at the time of these
preliminary determinations, we
preliminarily determine that the entire
amount of RDG's reported in Arthur
Lee's fiscal year 1980/81 annual report
was received that year. Further we
preliminarily determine that all RDG's
recorded on the 1981 balance sheet of
the parent company, Arthur Lee and
Sons, Ltd., were awarded to Lee Steel
Strip expressly for buildings and
equipment used exlusively for the
production of the products under
investigation.

Therefore, we have allocated the 1981
benefit over Lee Steel Strip’s total 1981
stainless steel strip sales. On this basis,
we calculated a subsidy of 0.27 percent
ad valorem for Lee Steel Strip.

D. The Iron and Steel Industry Training
Board -

There are 24 industry training boards
in the U.K. The Irop and Steel Industry
Training Board (ISKFBPSponsors various
training programs aimed at maintaining
the nation's pool of skills required by
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the iron and steel industry and IL. Programs Preliminarily Determined III. Program Determined
increasing ﬂ:mployee job velrut.ﬂity in Not To Confer Subsidies Not To Be Und
the évent that present employment is >
terminated. The Board receives annual mwg:w&&m; m From the Bumpean Investment
levies of up to'1 percent of payroll from manufacturers, or exporters
iron and steel producers and makes . in the United Kingdom of nhinlxo’: steel The European lnmtment Bank (EIB)
grants to those companies required by heet, strip, and plate under the was created by the Treaty of Rome
the government to conduct training ; 1 P, establishing the EEC to fund projects
programs. The grants normally are . following programs. that serve regional needs in Europe. .
insufficient to cover the costs incurred A Industrial Investment Locns From tho - Article 130 of the Treaty of Rome
ggéhe co;np;mes pr:loviding the training.  European Coal and Steel Community authorizes the to m;\kc l(:nln:n ahd
received several training grants guarantee financial projects

under this program. “?h"ﬂd‘ “d:f the T":n'yc‘fdpm Steel  Sctors of the ecanomy. These projects

Since the training may benefit BSC's “m““ m’""“"‘m deloansto  nclude the provision of funds to further
employees in their employment with ommunity provi the development of low income regions.

BSC, we preliminarily find the grants to
be countervailable. Because the grants
were less than 1 percent of revenue and
were expensed in the year of receipt, we
considered only the grants received in
1981/82. Using this methodology, we
calculated a subsidy of 0.01 percent ad
valorem for BSC.

E. Investment in BSC Stainless

Petitioners alleged that BSC was
receiving subsidies specifically for the
production of stainless steel products. In
fact, on March 28, 1974, the BSC Board,
with the concurrence of the UK.
government, did approve a BSC
stainless steel development strategy at a
cost of about £ 130 million from fiscal
years 1974/1975 through 1880/1981. No
formal agreement to the strategy was
required from the U.K. government
because none of the individual project
costs exceeded £ 50 million. The funds
were used to expand cold-rolling °
finishing, stainless melting and
continuous casting facilities, and to
improve plate finishing facilities, and to
develop a new process for the
manufacture of stainless strip.
Investment in BSC stainless was not a
separate investment program but part of
BSC's overall 10-year capital
development strategy. The stainless
steel development was partially
financed with loans from the ECSC,
regional development grants, and the
balance from public dividend capital
and new capital payments or National
Loans Fund monies. However,
investment under this program is
included in the amounts as reported by
BSC for the above-mentioned programs.
Therefore, this investment in BSC
stainless is already included in the
subsidy calculations for the programs
described above.

It would be inappropriate to assess a
subsidy rate specifically to investment
in BSC stainless, since we would be
countervailing twice against the same
subsidy benefits.

steel companies in member countries for
reducing production costs, increasing
production, or facilitating product
marketing. Loans provided under this
program are funded exclusively from
ECSC borrowings on wo-ld capital
markets. BSC has received three ECSC

industrial development loans directly

- related to plants at which the products

under investigation were manufactured.
All three ECSC loans which are tied

. directly to production of products under

investigation were made to BSC during
its creditworthy period. For purposes of
determining whether these ECSC loans
resulted in a subsidy to BSC, we
compared the interest rate on ECSC
loans (the period of which ranged from 5
to 20 years) to an average rate on 20-
year industrial debentures. The
debentures were chosen as being the
most typical source of long-term debt for
private British firms. The interest rates
charged to BSC on the ECSC loans
exceeded the average rates on 20-year

‘industrial debentures. Therefore, we

preliminarily determine that the ECSC
loans tied to the production of products
under investigation do not result in a
subesidy.

B. Transportation Assistance

BSC and Arthur Lee and Sons, Ltd.,"
appear to contract with British Rail gn
an arm's length basis and to pay
commercial rates on stainless steel
shipments. The government in its
response indicates that “‘British Rail
charges BSC what the market will bear,
as is the case for a comparable non-steel
sector company.” Since there appears to
be no preferential treatment accorded to
BSC or Arthur Lee and Sons, Ltd. on
shipments by rail, we preliminarily
determine that the rail freight charges on
stainless steel shipments are not
preferential and do not result in the

payment or bestowal of a subsidy.

' Verification

Funds are drawn from debt instruments -
floated on world capital markets and
from investment earnings. Because .
loans are designed to serve regional
needs, we have in past investigations -
found them to be countervailable when-
the interest rate was less than the rate
which would have been avdilable
commercially from a privats lender
without government intervention.

From October 1973 through December
1877, BSC received 18 EIB loans. '
However, none of these loans were used
by BSC stainless steelmaking facilities.
EIB loans-were tied exclusively to the
production of products other than those
currently under investigation. )
Consequently, EIB loans have not
resulted in the payment of a subsidy on -
production or exportation of BSC's
stainless steel sheet, strip, and plate.

Arthur:Lee and Sons, Ltd., did not
receive EIB loans.

/

In accordance with section 776{a) of
the Act, we will verify data used in
making our final determinations.

Suspension of Liquidation

In accordance with section 703 of the
Act, we are directing the U.S. Customs
Service to suspend liquidation of all

.entries of stainless steel sheet, strip, and

plate which are entered, or withdrawn
from warehouse, for consumption, on or
after the date of publication of this
notice in the Federal Register and to
require a cash deposit or bond for each
such entry of the merchandise in the
amounts indicated below: -

Ad
vaiorem
rate

Ao
0.00

19.31
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Since the response of Arthur Lee and

Sons, Ltd. concerning regional
development grants was unclear, we are
not excluding this company from our
preliminary determinations. However,
since the regional development grants
that might benefit products under
investigation appear to be de minimjs,
we are setting a zero rate for bonding
purposes for Arthur Lee and Sons, Ltd.

This suspension will remain in effect
until further notice.

‘ ITC Natifications

In accordance with section 703(f)-of
the Act, we will notify the ITC of our
determimations. In addition, we are
making availabletothe [TC all -
nonprivileged and nonconfidential
informration relating to these
investigations. We will allow the TTC
access to all privileged and confidential
information in oor files, provided the
ITC confirms that it -will not disclose
such informatinn, sither publicly or
under an administrative protective
order, without the written consent of the
Deputy (for Palicy) to the Deputy
Assistant Secrstary fer import
Administeation.

Public Comxment

In accordanoe with 19 CFR 355.38, if
requested, we will hold a public hearing
to afford interested parties an
opportunity to comment on these
preliminary determinations.at 10:00 AM
on February 23, 1983, at the U.S.

" Department of Commerce, Room B-841,

14th Street and Constitution Avenue,
N.W., Washington, D.C. 20230.
Individuals who wish to participate in
the hasring must submit a.request to the
Deputy (for Policy) to the Deputy
Asgsistant Secretary for-Import
Administration, Room 3708, at the above
address within 10.days of this notice's
publication. Requests should contain: {1)
The party’s name, address, and
telopbu- mamber; (2) the number of
participants; (3) the reason lor attessding;
and (4) a listof the issues to be

discussed. In addition, prehwaring brinfs

must be submitied to the Deputy (fsr
Policy) to the Deputy Assistant -
Secretary by February 18, 1883, Oral
presemtations will be limited 10 issues
raised in the briafs.

All written views should be filed in
accordance with 19-CFR 355.34, within
30 days of this notice’'s publication, at
the abeve address and in at least 10
copies,

* Judith Hipplee Ballo,

Deputy (for Policy) to the Deputy Assistant
Secretary far Import Administration.
February4.1088.. .

Appendix
Description of Products

For purposes of these investigations:

(1) The term “stainless steel sheet,
and strip” covers hot or cold-rolled
stainless steel sheet or strip products,
excluding hot or cold-roHed stainiess

- steel strip not over 0.01 inch in

thicknesas, as currently provided for in
items 607.7610, 607.9010, 607.9020,
608.4300, and 808.5700 of the Tariff
Schedules of the United States -
Annotated [TSUSA).

‘Hot-rolled stainless steel sheet covers,
hot-rolled stainless steel sheet whether
or not corrngated ar crimped and
whether or nat pickled; not cold-rolled:
not cut, not pressed. and not stamped to

non-rectangular shape: not coated or
plated with metal; and under 0.1875 inch
in thickness and over 12 inches in width,

Hot-eolled stainless steel strip is a
flat-ralled stainless stesl product,
whether aor not carrugated or crimped, -
and whether or nat pickled; not cold-
rolled: not cut, nat pressed. and not
stamped to non-rectangular shape; and
under 0,18735 inch in thickness and net
over 12inches in width. Hot-rolled
stainless steel strip, including razar
blade strip, not over 0.01 inch in
thickness is not imcluded.

- Cold-roliad stainless steel sheet
covers cold-rolled stainless stael shewt
products whether or not corrugated or
crimped and whesher or not pickled; not.
cut..not pressed and.not stamped o non-
rectangular shaps: not coated or plated
with metal; and under 0.1875 imch in
thickness .and over 12 inchas in width.

Cald-rolied stainkess steel strip is a
flat-rolled stainless steel product.
whether or not corrugated or crimped,
and whether or not pickled: not cut, not
pressed, and not stamped to non- -
rectangular shape: and uader 8.1875 inch
in thickness amd over 0.50 inch but not
over 12 inches in width. Cold-rolled -
stainless steel strip, including rasor
blade strip, not over 0.01 inch in
thickness is not incinded.

" (2) The term “stoiniess steel plate”
cevers stainless steel plate products as
peovided for in items 607.7806 and
607.9986 of the TSUSA. Stainiess steel
plate is a-flat-rolled product, whethar or
nat carrugated or.crimped, in gails or cut
to length, 0:1875 inches or more in
thickness and ever 8:inches in width or
if cold-rolled over12 inches in width.

{FR Doc. 83-3008 Filed 2-3-83; 848 am).

BILLING CODE 3510-20-M
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[Investigations Nos. 701-TA-195 and 198
(Final)] -

Stainless Steel Sheet, Strip, and Plate
From the United Kingdom

AQGENCY: International Trade
Commission.

ACTION: Institution of final
countervailing duty investigations and
scheduling of a hearing to be held in
connection with these investigations.

EFFECTIVE DATE: February 24, 1983.
SUMMARY: As a result of affirmative
preliminary determinations by the U.S. .
Department of Commerce that there is a
reasonable basis to believe or suspect
that the Government of the United
Kingdom is providing directly or
indirectly, subsidies to the
manufacturers, producers or exporters
in the United Kingdom of certain steel
products within the meaning of section
701 of the Tariff Act of 1930 (19 U.S.C.
1671), the United States International
Trade Commission hereby gives notice
of the institution of the following
investigations S!%d" section 705(b) of

- “the Act (19 U.S.C. 1671(b)) to determine

whether an industry in the United States

is materially injured or is threatened:

with material injury or the

establishment of an industry in the

United States is materially retarded. by

reason of allegedly subsidized impom

“from the United Kingdom of the

specified merchandise:

Stainless steel sheet and strip, providod
for in items 607.7610, 607.9010,
607.9020, 608.4300, and 608.5700 of t.h.
tariff Schedules of the United States -

Annotated (TSUSA) (invuugation No. A

701-TA-193 (Final)),

Stainless steel piate, provided

TSUSA items 607.7605 and

- (investigation No. m—TA-IOO

(Final)).

Unless the investigations are
extended, the Department of Commem
will make its final subsidy
determinations on or before April 20,
1883, and the Commission will make its
final injury determinations June 9, 1983
(19 CFR 207.25).

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION counc'r
Mr. Stephen A. Vastagh (202-523-0283),
Office of Investigations, U.S.
International Trade Commission.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:

Background. - -
On November 22, 1982, the

. Commission determined, on the basis of
the information developed during the
course of its preliminary investigations,
that there was a reasonable indication
that an industry in the United States
was materially injured or threatened

with material injury by reason of
allegedly subsidized imports of stainless
steel strip, sheet, and plate from the
United Kingdom. The preliminary
investigations were instituted in
response to a petition filed on October 7,

-1982, by members of the Tool &

Stainless Steel Industry Committee
{since renamed: Specialty Steel Industry
of the United States), and the United
Steelworkers of America. _

\Participation n the Investigations

Persons wishing to participate in these

- investigations as parties must file an

entry of appearance with the Secretary
to the Commission, as provided in i
§ 201.11 of the Commission’s Rules of .
Practice and Procedure (19 CFR 201.11),
not later than 21 days after the
publication of this notice in the Federal
Register. Any entry of appearance filed
after this date will be referred to the
Chairman, who shall determine whether
to-accept the late entry for good cause
shown by the person desiring to file the
e

ntry.
Upon the expiration of the period for

" filing entries of appearance, the

Secretary shall prepare a service list _
containing the names and addresses of

" all persons, or their representatives,

who are parties to the investigation,
pursuant to § 201.11(d) of the
Commission’s rules (19 CFR 201.11(d)).

- Each document filed by a party to this

invudglﬁ&n Eust be served on all other
e investigations (as
idcna by the service list, and a
certificate of service must accompany
the document. The Secretary will not
cm & document for filing without a
cate of service (19 CFR 201.16(c),
a;:z’mudad by 47 FR 33682, Aug. 4,
1

Staff Report °

A public version of the staff report
containing preliminary findings of fact in
these investigations will be placed in the
public record on April 19, 1883, pursuant
to § 207.21 of the Commiuion s rules (19
CFR W.Zl)

Hearing .

The Commission will hold a joint
hearing in connection with these
investigations and Inv. Nos. 731-TA-82
(Final), Stainless Steel Sheet and Strip.
from the Federal Republic of Germany,
and 731-TA-05 (Final), Stainless Steel
Sheet and Strip from France, b
at 10:00 a.m. on May 4, 1983, at the U.S.
International Trade Commission
Building, 701 E Street NW., Washington,
D.C. 20436. Requests to appear at the
hearing should be filed in writing with
the Secretary to the Commission not
later than the close of business (5:15

p.ni.) on April 12, 1983. All persons
desiring to appear at the hearing and

" make oral presentations should file

prehearing briefs and attend a
‘prehearing conference to be held at
10:00 a.m. on April 18, 1983, in room 117
of the U.S, International Trade
Commission Building. The deadline for
filing prehearing briefs is April 29, 1983.

Testimony at the public hearing is
governed by $ 207.23 of the
Commission’s rules (19 CFR 207.23, as
amended by 47 FR 33682, August 4,
1982). This rule requires that testimony
be limited to a nonconfidential summary
and analysis of material contained in
prehearing briefs and to information not
available at the time the prehearing
brief was submitted. All legal
arguments, economic analyses, and
factual materials relevant to the public
hearing should be included in prehearing
briefs in accordance with § 207.22 (19
CFR 207.22, as amended by 47 FR 33682,
August 4, 1982). Posthearing briefs must
conform with the provisions of § 207.24
(19 CFR 207.24), and must be submitted
not later than the clase of business on
May 12, 1983.

Written Submissions

As mentioned, parties to these -
investigations may file prehearing and
posthearing briefs by the dates shown
above. In addition, any person who has
not entered an appearance as a party to
the investigations may submit a written
statement of information pertinent to the
subject of the investigations on or before
May 12, 1983. A signed original and
fourteen (14) true copies of each
submission must be filed with the
Secretary to the Commission in
accordance with section 201.8 of the
Commission's rules (19 CFR 201.8). All
written submissions except for
confidential business data will be
available for public inspection during
regular business hours (8:45 a.m. to 5:15
p.m.) in the Office of the Secretary to the
Commission.

Any business information for which
confidential treatment is desired shall
be submitted separately. The envelope
and all pages of such submissions must
be clearly labeled “Confidential
Business Information.” Confidential
submissions and requests for
confidential treatment must conform

- with the requirements of § 201.6 of the

Commission's rules (19 CFR 201.8).

For further information concerning the
conduct of these investigations, hkatit@
procedures, and rules of general
application, consult the Commission's
Rules of Practice and Procedure, part
207, subparts A and C (19 CFR part 207,
as amended by 47 FR 33882, August 4,
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1962), and part 201, subparts A through
E (19 CFR part 201, and amended by 47
FR 33882, August 4, 1882). -

'l‘hlcnotico is published pursuant to
!mmoftthommmionuulu(u
CFR 207.20). .

By order of the Commission. S
Mhhwyzs.m_a. s

Kenneth R. Mason,

‘Secretary.

mnu.o-mnda-:-.m)
BILLING CODE T080-09-0
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DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE
llnternatlonal Trade Administration

Final Affirmative Countervailing Duty
Determinations on Stainless Steel
‘Sheet, Strip, and Plate From the United
Kingdom

AGENCY: International Trade
Administration, Commerce. .

AcTioN: Final affirmative countervailing
duty determinatons. :

SUMMARY: We have determined that
certain benefits which constitute
subsidies within the meaning of the
countervailing duty law are being
provided to manufacturers, producers,
or exporters in the United Kingdom of
statinless steel sheet, strip, and plate as
described in the “Scope of
Investigations™ section of this notice.
We have found that one cumpany
received de minimis benefits, and h.. . e,
therefore, excluded it from these
determinations. The estimated net

s

subsidy for each firm ié indicated in the

“Suspension of Liquidation” section of
this notice. The U.S. International Trade
Commission (ITC) will determine within
45 days of the publication of this notice
whether these imports are materially
injuring, or threatening to materially _
injure, & U.S. industry. .
EFFECTIVE DATE: April 27, 1983,

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Vincent P. Kane, Office of C
Investigations, Administraton,
International Trade Administration, U.S.
Department of Commerce, 14th Street
and Constitution Avenue, NW;, .~
Washington, D.C. 20230, telephore: (202)
377-5414. T .
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION. -

Final Determinations

Based upon our investigations, we °
have determined that certain benefits
that constitute subsidies within the -
meaning of section 701 of the Tariff Act
of 1930, as amended (the Act), are being
provided to manufacturers, producers,
or exporters in the United Kingdom of
stainless steel sheet, strip, and plate as -
described in the “Scope of T
Investigations” section of this notice. -
For purposes of these investigations, the
following programs are found to
subsidies: R

¢ Public dividend capital and new
capital. o

* National Loans Fund loans and loan
conversions. Tt

* Regional development grants.

* Iron and Steel Industry Training
Board grants. - o T .
The net subsidy is indicated for each
firm in the “Suspension of Liquidation™

section of this notice. .o

Case History

On October 7, 1982, we received a
petition from Allegheny Ludlum Steel
Corporation; Armco, Inc.; Carpenter
Technology Corporation; Colt Industries,
Inc., of the Crucible Materials Group;
Eastern Stainless Steel Company;
Electralloy Corporation; Guterl Special
Steel Corporation; Jessop Steel
Company; Jones and Laughlin Steel A |44
Incorporated; Republic Steel
Corporation; Universal Cyclops
Specialty Steel Division of the Cyclops
Corporation; Washington Steel
Corporation: and the United )
Steclworkers of America, filed on behalf
of the U.S. industry of manufacturers of

AN
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stainless steel sheet, strip. and piate.

The petition alleged that certain benefits
which constitute subsidies within the -
meaning of section 701 of the Act are
being provided, directly or indirectly, to -
the manufacturers, producers, or
exporters in the United Kingdom of the _
stainless steel products listed above.

We found the petition to contain
sufficient grounds upon which to initiate
countervailing duty investigations. and
on November 2, 1982, we initiated such
investigations (47 FR 49692).

Since the United Kingdom is a
“country under. the Agreement" within
the meaning of section 701(b) of the Act, .
injury determinations were required for
these investigations. Therefore, we
notified the ITC of our initiations. On
November 22, 1982, the ITC determined
that there is a reasonable indication that
these imports are materially injuring, or
threatening to materially injure, a U.S.
industry.

We presented questionnaires
concerning the allegations to the
Delegation of the Commission of the
European Communities and the
government of the United Kingdom on
November 8, 1982. Questionnaires were
also presented to British Steel '
Corporation and Arthur Lee and Sons,
Ltd. On December 30, 1982, we received
the responses to the questionnaires.
Supplemental responses were received
on January 10, 1983. On February 10,
1983, we issued our preliminary
determinations in these investigations
(48 FR 6146). These stated that the
government of the United Kingdom was
providing British manufacturers,
producers, or exporters of stainless steel
sheet, strip, and plate with benefits that
constitute subsidies. The programs
preliminarily found to confer subsidies
were:

* Public dividend capital and new
capital. ~

¢ Naticnal Loans Fund loans and loan
conversions. - :

¢ Regionzl development grants.

* Iron and Steel Industry Training
Board grants. .

Scope of Investigations

The products covered by these
investigations are: -

* Stainless steel sheet and stainless
steel strip.

* Stainless steel plate. )

The products are fully described in -
the appendix to this Federal Register
notice.

British Steel Corporation (BSC or the
Corperation) is the only known producer
and/or exporter in the United Kinadum
of stainless steel sheet and plate
experied to the United States. Arthur
Lee and Sons, Ltd., is the only known

producer and/or exporter in the United
Kingdom of stainless steel strip exported
to the United States. The period for '
‘which we are measuring subsidization is
the most recent fiscal year for which
information is available.

Analysis of Programs

In their resporses, the government of
the United Kingdem and the Delegation
of the Commission of the Furopean
Communities provided data for the .

. applicable periods. Additionally, we
received information from BSC an

Arthur Lee and Sons, Ll ™~
. Unless otherwise not&&; we allocated
each company's countervailable benefits
as ft)lloﬁsf‘n ) ' s >

e Where untied benefits were -2z
provided to a cifiey '
allocated over i
company; and

* Where benefits were provided
directly to a specific corporate division
producing products under investigation,
they were allocated over the revenue of
that division. - .

Based upon our analysis of the
petitions, responses to our
questionnaires, our verification, and
comments from interested parties, we
determine the following; '

. 1. Programs Determined To Confer

Subsidies

We have determined that subsidies
are being provided to manufacturers,
producers or exporters in the United
Kingdom of stainless steel sheet, strip,
and plate under the programs listed
below.

A Egquity Investment in BSC

BSC was established by an Act of
Parliament on March 22, 1967, under the
provisions of the Iron and Steel Act of
1967. The 1967 Act combined 14 steel
companies. creating the nationalized .
British Steel Corporation. The British
government reimbursed stockholders of
record at the time the companies were
merged and absorbed the substantial
debts of the individual companies. The ~
bulk of the debt was converted to
government equity under the provisions
of the Iron and Steel Act of 1869, which
also authorized government payments to
BSC.

Authority for the government to make
payments to BSC was renewed in the
Iron and Steel Act of 1975. Section 18(1)
of this Act provided that “the Secretary
of State may, with the approval of the
Treasury, pay to the British Steel
Corporation such sums as he thinks fit.”
In :ine of the fiflean years of its
existence, the Corporation has received
such payments, known as public
dividend capital (PDC) or new capital

-

(NC]}, from the government. In 1972 and
1981, parliament directed that portions
of its capital investment be credited to
accumulated revenue deficit. Neither of
these transactions altered the
potentially countervailable benefit of

«ithe original pi - dividend capital or
‘new capital i . :
Two additional equity investments

were made in 1972 and in 1981, when
certain government loans were
converted into equity. These
investments are considered in the
following section titled “National Loans
Fund”, - . -
Our treatment of government equity

-investment in a company hinges
essentially on the soundness of the

" investment. If the government -

_ investment was reasonably sound at the’

time it was made, we do not consider it
a subsidy. If, on‘the contrary, the
investment appears to bave been
unsound, a subsidy may exist. - .
Government investment confers a _
subsidy only when it is on terms
inconsistent with commercial
considerations.

An equity subsidy potentially arises
when the government makes equity
infusions into a company which is
sustaining deep or significant continuing
losses and for which there does not
appear to be any teasonable indication
of a rapid recovery.

For the purpose of determining
whether BSC represented a sound
investment at the time each equity
investment was made by the UK.
government, we primarily considered
BSC's cash flow from operations,
including interest, but excluding
government grants. Our analysis also
included BSC's operating results and
computations of BSC's current ratio
(current assets divided by current
liabilities). On the basis of these tests,
we considered investment in BSC to be
inconsistent with commercial
considerations from fiscal year 1977/78
through 1981/82.

Since we have determined that ESC
was not a sound investment from April
1977 through March 1982, we examined
the government's equity infusions during
‘this period to determine whether they
bestowed a subsidy. To the extent in
any year that the government realized &
rate of return on its equity investment
BSC which was less than the average
rate of return on equity investment for
the country as a whole (thus including
returns on both successful and -
unsuccessful investiaents), its equity
infusion is considered to confer a
subsidy. We multiplied the “rate of
return shortfall” (the difference between
the company's rate of return on equity
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and the national average rate of return
on equity) by the original equity infusion
(less any loss coverage to which the
equity funds were applied) to yield the
annual subsidy amount. Under no
circumstances did we countervail in any
year an amount greater than what we
would have countervailed had we
treated the government's equity infusion
as an outright grant.

The average rate of return on equity
investment in the United Kingdom was
estimated by the average earnings yield
on UK. industrial shares. BSC's return
was measured by its net earnings (or
losses) divided by owner’s equity.
During this period, BSC's losses were
large, resulting in substantial negative
returns on owner's equity. ~ T

Comparing the average return with
BSC's large negative return yielded an
amount exceeding the amount we would
have calculated had we treated the
public dividend capital or new capital
payments as outright grants rather than
as equity. Consequently, we bave
limited the subsidy to the 1981/82
amount that would result if the equity
investments were treated as grants.

We allocated that part of the equity
infusion used for loss coverage in a
given year exclusively to that year
rather than over a longer period of time.
The remainder of the subsidy was
allocated using the grant methodology.
As explained below under the section
on ‘Regional Development Grants”, the
grant methodology consisted of
allocating the present value of grants
over a period of years. We have
allocated equity infusions used for loss
coverage to the year of receipt rather
than over time in order to reflect the
nature of the liabilities giving rise to the -
loss. These liabilities are generally the
basic costs of operations (e.g. wages,
materials. certain overhead expenses)—
items generally expensed in the year
incurred. .

After calculating the magnitude of
BSC's losses, we allocated to loss
coverage only those equity infusions
which were truly cash inflows into the
company and were actually available to
cover losses. . ’

For 1981/82, we calculated a subisdy
of 6.13 percent ad valorem for PDC and
NC payments for loss coverage in that
year. For PDC and NC payments in
excess of loss coverage in each of the
fiscal years 1977/78 through 1981/82, we
found, using the equity methodology, a
subsidy of 9.75 percent ad valorem for
fiscal year 1981/82. Thus, the total
subsidy received by BSC in fiscal year
1981/82 resulting from PDC and NC
payments was 15.88 percent ad valorem.

B National Loans Fund

The National Loans Fund (NLF) is a
depository of money raised through
government borrowings. Lending from
the NLF is not generally available, but is
limited to nationalized British
companies. Therefore, British
Independent Steel Producer Association
members (BISPA producers). including
Arthur Lee and Sons, Ltd.. do not qualify
for NLF loans. BSC was expressly
authorized to borrow from the NLF's
predecessor fund (the Consolidated
Fund]) by the Iron and Steel Act of 1967.
and from the NLF by the Iron and Steel
Act of 1975, .

BSC received substantial loans from
the NLF. If these loans had remained
outstanding in fiscal year 1981/82, then
we would have applied the methodology
for loans to companies considered
creditworthy for loans received prior to
fiscal 1977/78 and. the methodology for
loans to companies considered
uncreditworthy for loans received in
fiscal 1977/78. BSC received no NLF
loans after fiscal 1977/78. Prior to 1877/
78 the subsidy would have been
computed by comparing what BSC
would pay a normal commercial lender
in principal and interest in a given year
with what the corporation actually paid
on the preferential NLF loan in that
year. In 1977/78 the subsidy would have
been computed by treating the loan as
an equity infusion by the government
and by applying the equity methodology
described above. However, all '
outstanding loans from the NLF were-
forgiven: L 150 million in 1871/72, 4nd L
509 million in 1881/82. We treated each
forgiveness as an additional equity
investment. -

Since the first forgiveness occwred
during the period in which we consider
equity infusions to be consistent with
commerical considerations, it did not
confer a subsidy. The second
forgiveness, however, was made during
the period in which we consider equity
infusions to have been inconsistent with
commercial considerations, and . -
potentially conferred a subsidy. We
examined the rate of return on the
second equity infusion and compared it
to the national average rate of return on

“equity. Since the UK government

realized a rate of return on its equity
investment in BSC which was less than
the average rate of return on equity

_investment for the country as a whole

(thus including returns on both
successful and unsuccessful
invesiments), we dotinnined that a
subsidy was in faxt conferred.
However, comparing the avi-age
return on equity in the United Kingdom
during the period with BSC's lurge

negative return yielded an amount
exceeding the amount we would have
calculated had we treated the equity
infusion as an outright grant.
Consequently, we limit the subsidy
calculation for the period 1981/82 to the
amount that would result if the equity
investment were treated as a grant. -
Upon this basis, we calculated a subsidy
for BSC of 2.21 percent ad valorem.

We note that our loss coverage
allocation methodology does not apply
to the 1981/82 conversion since there
was no infusion of cash at that time. -
C. Regional Development Grants

The Industry Act of 1872 established a
regional development grant RDG) -
incentfve program with the goal of
eliminating certain social problems in
specified regions of the United Kingdom.
RDG's are not made generally available
in the United Kingdom, but rather are
avail‘;'ble only to designated b.
manufacturing sectors (e.g.. meta
manufacture) which are located in
“special development” and - -
“development” regions. Since this
program is regional in nature, we find
that it confers subsidies within the-
meaning of section 771(5) of the Act
Both BSC and Arthur Lee and Sons, Ltd,,
had plants located in development
regions and received RDG's. :

Ttl‘:l:he Secretary Jf;?tt;te for Industry,
wi approv e Treasury, is -
authoﬁzedP to determine the activities
that qualify for grants and the
conditions of each grant. The grants are
made toward the cost of capital
expenditures on new buildings or works
in development areas, the adaptation of
existing buildings on qualifying premises
in development areas, and new
machinery and plants for use in
qualifying premises in development
areas. The grants pay for a fixed
percentage of the cost for specific
capital assets, depending on the type of
region for which they are designated.
The amount of a grant in a

* “development” area is 15 percent, and in

a “special development” area 22
percent, of the capital asset cost. Grants
are provided only afler the asset has -
been purchased or the expenditure on it
incurred. We find these grants to be
“tied" to (i.e., bestowed expressly to
purchase) specific capital assets.

In each case, the individual grants
were for less than $50 million. To
calculate the benefit received from the
grants considered in these .
investigations, we allocated the pﬁ's]eﬁ
value of grants “tied" to the purchase of
capital equipment over the number of . -
years reflecting the average useful life of
equipment used by the sector which



Federal Regisfer / Vol. 48, No. 82 /| Wednesday, April 27, 1983 / Notices

A-147

19051

produces the products under
investigation. A grant is considered tied
where the intended use is known to the
donor, and where such use is
acknowledged prior to, or concurrently
with, its bestowal. The regional
development grants found in these
investigations have been tied to capital
investment in plant and equipment, and
have been allocated over a 15-year -
period representing the average life of
capital assets in integrated steel mills.

Under our grant methodology, we
determine the present value of grants in
order to calculate the current value of
the benefit to the grant recipient. The
calculation of the present value of funds
received is a mechanism for allocating
money received in one year to other
years and is calculated using a discount
rate. For these determinations, we
determine that the most appropriate
discount rate is the “risk-free” rate as
indicated by the secondary market rate
for long-term government debt in the
country under investigation. The
foundation of a country's interest rate
structure is usually its government's
debt interest rate (the risk-free rate). On
this basis we calculated a subsidy of
1.21 percent ad valorem for RDG's
received by BSC and 0.16 percent ad
valorem for RDG's received by Arthur
Lee and Sons, Ltd.

We note that for our prelumnary
determinations, we applied the entire’
~amount of RDG's reported in the Arthur
Lee and Sons, Ltd., annual report to
sales of stainless steel strip by Lee Steel
Strip. During verification we found that
RDG's received by Arthur Lee and Sons,
Ltd., were tied to specific production
facilities. We identified those grants
received by Arthur Lee and Sons, Ltd.,
that were tied to plant and equipment
used in the production of stainless steel
strip. For this final determination we

have included only the Arthur Lee and __

Sors, Ltd., RDG's tied to stainless steel
strip production in our calculation of the
subsidy rate.

D. The Iron and Steel Industry Training
Board '

There are 24 pnvate industry training
boards in the U.K. The Iron and Steel -
Industry Training Board (ISITB),
established under the Industrial
Training Act of 1564, sponsors various

training programs aimed at maintaining .

the nation's pool of skills required by
the iron and steel industry and -
increasing employee job versatility in
the event that present employment is
terminated. The Board receives annual
levies of up to une percent of payroll
from iron and.ste:! producers and
makes grants to those companies
conducting training programs. In 1981/

82, however, approximately 80 percent
of the funds received by the Board were
contributed by the UK government. The
amount of levy contributed by each
producer is determined by the
government's Manpower Service
Commission. The grants normally are
insufficient to cover the costs incurred
by the companies providing the training.
BSC received several training grants
under this program.

Since training grants during 1881/82
were funded largely from government-
contributions rather than solely from
levies contributed by producers, we find
the'grants to be countervailable.
Because the grants were less than 1
percent of revenue and were expensed
in the year of receipt. we considered
only the grants received in 1981/82.
Using this methodology, we calculated a
subsidy of 0.01 percent ad valorem for
BSC. :

E. Investment in BSC Stainless )

. Petitioners alleged that BSC was
receiving subsidies specifically for the
production of stainless steel products. In
fact, on March 28, 1974, the BSC Board,

_with the concurrence of the UK.

government, did approve a BSC
stainless steel development strategy at a
cost of about L 130 million from fiscal
years 1974/1875 through 1980/1981. No
formal agreement to the strategy was
required from the U.K. government
because none of the individual project
costs exceeded L 50 million. The funds
were used to expand cold-rolling
finishing, stainless melting and
continuous casting facilities, to improve
plate finishing facilities, and to develop
a new process for the manufacture of
stainless strip.

Investment in BSC stainless was not a
separate investment program but part of

_ BSC's overall 10-year capital

development strategy. The stainless
steel development was partially
financed with loans from the ECSC,
regional development grants, and the
halance from public dividend capital
and new capital payments or National
Loans Fund monies. However, .
investment for these projects came from
the amounts received by BSC under the
above-mentioned programs. Therefore,
this investment in BSC stainless is
already included in the subsidy
calculations for the programs described
elsewhere in this notice. Additicnally,
there is no evidence the PDC/NC and
NLF loans were tied to BSC stainless
production, except for a corporate
strategy to emphasize increased
development of stainless production._
Except where it is otherwise indicated,
we have allocated benefits over total

corporate revenue rather than over
stainless steel revenue.

I1. Programs Determined Not To Confer
Subsidies

We have determined that subsidies
are not being provided to manufacturers,
producers, or exporters in the United
Kingdom of stainless steel sheet. strip,
and plate under the following programs.

A. Industrial Investment Loans from the
European Coal and Steel Community .

Article 54 of the Treaty of Paris
authorizes the European Coal and Steel
Community (ECSC) to provide loans to
steel companies in member countries for
reducing production costs, increasing
production, or facilitating product
marketing. Loans provided under this
program are funded exclusively from
ECSC borrowings on world capital
markets. Because of its quasi-
governmental nature, the ECSC can
raise funds at interest rates lower than
those available on commercial terms to
BSC. When the ECSC relends these
barrowed funds to BSC without
increasing the interest rate, any
difference between the owner interest
rate passed on and the rate otherwise
available to BSC in the commerical
financial market is a benefit to BSC. For
this reason, we determine that ECSC
loans raised through capital market
funding are countervailable insofar as
they offer interest rates which would not
be available on commercial terms to
BSC. Consequently, any loan to BSC
involving ECSC funds borrowed on
international capital markets, provided
under any ECSC assistance program,
confers countervailable benefits to the
extent that the loan is made at a
preferential interest rate.

BSC has received three ECSC
industrial development loans directly
related to plants at which the products
under investigation were manufactured.

- All three ECSC loans which are tied

directly to production of products under
investigation were meade to BSC during

-its creditworthy period. Each of these
" loans was denominated in U.S. dollars.

For purpcses of determining whether
these ECSC loans resulted in a subsidy
to BSC, we compared the interest rate
on ECSC loans which ranged from 5 to
20 years to an average U.S. corporate
bord rate. The bonds were chosen as
being the inost typical source of long-
term debt for private British firms
borrowing in U.S. dollars. The interest
rates charged to BSC on the ECSC luans
exceeded the avelag \i'% corpcrate
bond rates. Therefm‘g determine
that these ECSC loans do not result in a
subsidy. .
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B. Transportation Assistance

During verification we found that
neither BSC nor Arthur Lee and Sons.
Ltd.. used British Rail, the totally
government owned rail company, for
shipments of finished stainless steel
products. BSC did use British Rail for
shipments of scrap used as input for
stainless steel sheet and plate. To the
best of our knowledge, no other
producer shipped scrap by rail. For this
reason, it was not possible to compare
rail rates paid by BSC with rates paid by
other companies for the shipment of
scrap. We were able to ascertain,
however, that BSC paid rail rates on
scrap shipments that were equal to or in
excess of the rates paid for road haulage
of scrap. BSC has access to and used
road haulage at rates below those paid
on shipments by rail. Since British Steel
did not appear to receive preferential
rates, we determine that BSC's shipment
of scrap by rail did not result in the
payment or bestowal of a subsidy.

III. Program Determined Not To Be Used

Loans From the European Investment
Bank

The European Investment Bank (EIB)
was created by the Treaty of Rome
- establishing the EEC to fund projects
that serve regional needs in Europe.
Article 130 of the Treaty of Rome
authorizes the EIB to make loans and
guarantee financial projects in all
sectors of the economy. These projects
provide funds to further the
development of low income regions.
Funds are drawn from debt instruments
floated on world capital markets and
from investment earnings. Because EIB
loans are designed to serve regional
- needs, we have in past investigations
found them to be countervailable when
the interest rate was less than the rate
which would have been commercially
available. R
From October 1973 through December
1977, BSC received 18 EIB loans. EIB
loans were tied exclusively to the
production of products other than those
currently under investigation.
Consequently, EIB loans have not
resulted in the bestowal of a subsidy on
the production or exportations of BSC's
stainless steel sheet, strip and plate.
Arthur Lee, and Sons, Ltd., did not
receive EIB loans. <

Petitioner’'s Comments
Comment 1

Petitioners contend that BSC was
uncreditworthy in fiscal year 1971/72
and in all the years that followed. They
cite the transfer of PDC and NLF funds

to epneral reearue in 1371/72 ue an

indication that BSC was uncreditworthy
at that time. They feel that, in .
subsequent years, any profits would
have been eliminated had BSC been
required to make interest payments on
NLF debt transferred to general reserve.’

_ DOC Position

We disagree. As described in the
“Equity Investment in BSC" section, we
found BSC to be a sound investment
through fiscal year 1976/77, based on
BSC's operating results, cash flow from
operations, and current ratio in each of
the years during this period. We
considered the transfer of NLF debt to -
reserves as not inconsistent with
commercial considerations, in view of
the fact that BSC's capital structure at

the time of its formation was composed

primarily of debt rather than equity.

Comment 2

Petitioners assert that the proper
benchmark interest rate for ECSC loans
received by BSC in U.S. dollars should
not be the U.S. corporate bond rate but a
rate which reflects both U.S. monetary
conditions and the creditworthiness of
the foreign borrower. Petitioners
recommend that we use as a benchmark
the U.S. Government bond yield plus the
difference between the U.K. corporate _
bond yield and the UK. government
bond yield. They state that the former-
“can be used as a proxy for the U.S.
monetary conditions component” while
the latter “can be used as a proxy for

the UK. industrial creditworthiness

component.”
DOC Position

We disagree. The ECSC loans in
question were in fact made in U.S.
dollars. We believe that the U.S.
corporate bond rate is a more realistic
measure of the freely available interest
rate on U.S. dollar financing than a'rate
which is constructed in the manner
proposed by petitioners.”

Comment 3

Petitioners claim that our preliminary
determination that BSC did not receive a
rail subsidy was in error. since we had
earlier found a rail subsidy in the
countervailing duty investigation on
certain carbon steel products from the
UK.

DOC Position

We disagree. Because our final
determination of a rail subsidy in our
investigation of certain steel products
fram the UK. was hased sulely on
Brit:sh Rail's fzilure 10 make contracts
areilable to us, we determined
preliminarily in this investigation that

A rall riheide cirnn mawliae 2 L3

verification of this point. During
verification we were unable to compare
rail rates paid by BSC to those paid by
other companies, because, to the best of
our knowledge, only BSC used British
Rail, and BSC used it only for shipment
of scrap, not for shipment of the finished
product. Comparing the rail rate paid by
BSC on these scrap shipments with road
haulage rates for scrap we found that
BSC was paying rail rates that were
equal to and that exceeded the road -
rates. We, therefore; concluded that
BSC's shipment of scrap by rail did not
result in the bestowal of a subsidy. -

Respondent's Comments
Comment 1 T

BSC contends that certain funds N
provided by the government which it - -
used to close redundant production - - -
facilities or to purchase assets that are -
now idle because of plant closure are
not countervailable because such money
did not benefit the manufacture, .. -
production or export of stainless steel." -

ks

DOC Position S

We disagree. We have determined
that Public Dividend Capital received by
BSC from 1977/78 to 1981/82 was equity -
capital provided to BSC's steel -~ . -
manufacturing divisions, and that these
equity investments were made on terms
inconsistent with commercial . . .
considerations because BSC was nota " _
sound investment at that time. As a .
result, we have concluded that these ™ = -
equity infusions confer subsidies under
section 771(5)(B)(i). N

In reaching our conclusion regarding
whether inyestments were made on
terms inconsistent with commercial - .
considerations, we examined objective
financial characteristics of the firm's
steel manufacturing divisions at the time .
these investments were made. The
subsequent uses to which these funds
were applied were not relevant. .
Therefore, once we had concluded that
the capital investments in a steel .
enterprise were made on noncommercial
terms, issues as to whether the
expenditure of these funds was arguably
not associated with the manufacture,
production, or export of stainless steel -
but rather was made toward curtailing

. productive capacity, are beyond the

scope of our inquiry.

Moreover, subsidies used to close
redundant facilities or to purchase idled
assets clearly constitute countervailable
bencfits under the statutory definition of
“subsidy.” Section 771(5)(B) of the Act
defines “subsidy” to include various
types of benefits “paid or bestowed
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manufacture, production. or export of
any class or kind of merchandise.”
Clearly, redundancy funds and plant
closures make the recipient more
efficient and relieve it of significant
financial burdens. Thus, such funds are
unquestionably indirect. if not direct,
benefits to BSC's manufacture,
production. or export of steel and
consequently are countervailable. We
note, for example, that costs associated
with plant closures have recently
resulted in a common business expense
borne by many steel companies in
various countries, including the U.S. and
the UK. Therefore, these are costs
associated with manufacturing and
producmg the products under
mvesngahon.

Comment 2

BSC contends that we should not, as a ‘

matter of policy, countervail against
subsidies used to restructure the British
steel industry because restructuring
eliminates excess capacity, which in
turn alleviates a form of trade distortion,
and is therefore consistent with the
goals of our conuntevailing duty law and
the GATT Subsidies Code. To
countervail against such subsidies
would remove all incentive to
restructure and would be contrary to the
purposes of law and the Code.

DOC Position

We disagree with BSC's interpretation
of the countervailing duty Jaw and the
Code. Our statutory obligations are
carefully defined and mandatory in
nature. Whenever it is determined that
subsidized imports are injuring the

" domestic industry that manufactures or
produces a like product, we are required -

by domestic law, and authorized by the
Code. to impose appropriate
countervailing duties, provided, of
course, that all relevant procedural
requirements are satisfied.

As discussed in the preceding
comment. we have determined that
certain Public Dividend Capital is an
equity investment provided on terms
inconsistent with commercial
considerations, and is therefore
countervailable, regardless of whether
some of the funds received from these
capital infusions were used for
restricturing or to purchase asse's now
idle as a result of restructuring.
Therefore. we must countervail against
these berefits.

Although Article 11 of Part Il of the
Code does provide. among other things., -
that & signatery’s right to provide
Jomestic subsidies for purposes of
restructusing are not precluded by the
Code. it does not exempt such subsidies
from countervailing duties. Therefore.

regardiess of whether restructuring
subsidies serve to alleviate other trade
distortions. countervailing against such

- benefits is wholly consistent with the

Code and our statute.
Comment 3 .

BSC contends that subsidies used to
restructure its productive capacity are
analogous to corporate restructuring
under Chapter 11 of our Bankruptcy Act.
As such, they are consistent with normal
commercial considerations and ahonld
not be considered subsidies.

DOC Positian N

Chapter 11 of the Bnnkruptcy Actis e
specific statute, with general .
applicability, which provides certain
legal protections to financially troubled
debtors and their creditors. BSC has
furnished no information indicating that
it is subject to any proceedings
analogous to those under Chapter 11, or
that its restructuring remotely resembles
normal reorganization procedure in
Britian. Absent such information, BSC's
contentions are entirely speculative.

Comment 4

" Counsel for BSC argues that we
should allocate subsidies used to close .
plants to the year in which such costs
were incurred. Respondent claims that
such allocation would be in accordance
with both generally accepted accounting
principles and our allocation of loss ~ -
covetage subsidies {(where cash inflows
are actually available to cover losses) to
the year in which the losseo were
mcurred. .

Reaponsa

The subsidies at issue here were large
amounts of money provided by the
government as part of a broad plan of
modernization, including closing old —~
facilities and building new ones. Indeed,
steel companies routinely close old
facilities and build new ones. In such a
case, we do not agree that the monies
for closing facilities should be allocated
exclusively to the year in which those
costs were incurred rather than over
time. We believe that the benefits
conferred through the modernization
plan. including subsidization of plant
closures and building new facilities. are
more likely to continue beyond that
single year. A longer allocation is
therefore more appropriate.

We agree that generally accepted
accounting principles in many countries
aliow a coinpany to expense plaat
clusure costs in the year incurred.
However, the Department is not
invariably required to allocate subsidies
in accordance with such principles. and

thus ignore the economic reality of the

entire modernization program.

We do not agree that our allocation
over more than one year of plant closure
costs is necessarily inconsistent with
our allocation in one year of some loss
coverage subsidies. Relief from losses is
less likely to benefit a company over a
longer period of time. Even if it were, we
believe that loss coverage subsidies,
unlike plant closure costs, may be
allocated to a single year without
creating a serious loophole in the
countervailing duty law By contrast,
where a company is ¢losing plants but
also building more modern, efﬁcient

facilities, the benefitof the - . ¢ - -

modernization program clearly extendc
for a number of years. If we were to
allocate plant closure subsidies solely to
one year, 8 company could allocate
government funds exclusively for the
plant closing costs of its modernization |
plan, and use other available assets
(e.8., cash flow) to build new facilities. If
we accepted respondent's position, the’
subsidized company would perbaps face
significant countervailing duties in one
year, but possibly none in successive -
years when the new facilities were in
operation. Such a result would fail to

_ reflect the manner in w)nch the subsidy

benefits were realized. -

Moreover, we note that insofn as -
costs for plant closures contributed to a
company's cash-based losses, we are
already generally allocating subsidies to
the extent of loss coverage to the year in
which losses were incurred. In these -
investigations, BSC subsidies to the
extent of cash-based losses of L 211
million were allocated exclutively to the
period for which we are measuring
subsidies. In that same period, BSC
expended L 156 million for closing
plants. The latter expense clearly
contributed to the former loss.

For these reasons the Department has
allocated subsidies for plant closure—in
these investigations, about L 679 million
for the period 1977/78 through 1981/82—

- over a longer period of time (in this
investigation, 15 years, the average

estimated life of assets in integrated
stee!l mills).

"Verification

In accordance with section 776{a) of
the Act, we verified the data used in
makmg our final determinations. During

this verification, we followed normal
procedures including inspection of
documents and on-site inspection of
manufacturers’ opcrg\ti_q'aa)end records.

Adniinistrative Procedures
The Department %as affurded
irterested parties an opportunity to
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prosent crai views in accordance with
its regulations (19 CFR 355.35).
Interesied parties. however, did not
request a public hearing but did submit
wTitten views, which were considered in
accordance with the Department's
regulations (19 CFR 355.31(a)).

The suspension of liquidation ordered
in our “Preiiminary Affirmative
Countervailing Duty Determinations” _
shall remain in effect until further notice
for stainless steel sheet, strip and plate
except with respect to stainless steel
strip procduced by Arthur Lee and Sons,
Ltd., which is excluded from these
determir.ations. The net subsidy for
each firm: and product is now as follows:

Ad
A pr / exponar vorem
rate
Bntsh Steei Corporatione
Sta.~eas steal sheet 19.31

St <33 steel SUP 1931
$'; “ness steel plate 1.0

AR ot'a¢ producers. marwt; 3 ond oD
ot suniess stsel sheet, strip and plate 1931

We are directing the United States
Customs Service to require a cash
deposit or bond in the amount indicated
above for each entry of the subject
merchandise entered on or after the date
of publication of this notice in the
Federal Register. Where the
manufacturer is not the exporter, and
the manufacturer is known, the rate for -
that manufac.;tgxrer shall b? useg ‘ijn
determining the amount of cash deposit.
or bond. If the manufacturer is
unkniown, the rate for all other
manufacturers/producers/exporters
shall be used. . - .

ITC Notifications

In accordance with section 705{d) of
the Act. we will notify the ITC of our
determinations. In addition, we are
making available to the ITC all non-
privileged and non-confidential-
information relating to these
investigations. We will aliow the ITC
access to all privileged and confidential
information in our files, provided the
ITC confirms that it will not disclose
such information, either publicly or
under an administrative protective
order, without the written consent of the
Deputy (for Policy) to the Deputy
Assistant Secretary for Import
Administration. The ITC will determine -~
within 43 days of the publication of this
notice whether these imperts are
materially injuring, or threatening to
mzterially injure, a U.S. industry. If the
i€ determines that material oy, or -
threat of material injury, doos nat exist.
this proceeding will be terminated and
2!l securities posted as a result of the

suspension of liquidation will be
refunded or cancelled. If, however, the
ITC determines that such injury does
exist, within 7 days of notification by
the ITC of that determination, we will
issue a countervailing duty order,
directing Customs officers to assess
countervailing duties on certain
stainless steel products from the United
Kingdom entered. or withdrawn from
warehouse, for consumption after the
suspension of liquidation, equal to the
net subsidy determined or estimated to
exist as a result of the annual review
process prescribed by section 751 of the
Act. The provisions of section 707(a) of
the Act will apply to the first directive

" for assessment.

This notice is published pursuant to
section 705(d) of the Act and § 355.33 of
the Department of Commerce )
Regulations (19 CFR 355.33).

Lawrencs |. Brady,
Assistant Secretary for Trode Administration.
April 20, 1983

Appendix—Description of Products

For purposes of these investigations:

(1) The term “Stainless steel sheet, and
strip” covers hot or cold-rolled stainless steel
‘sheet or strip products. excluding hot or cold-
rolled stainless steel strip not over 0.01 inch
in thickness, as currently provided for it
items 607.7610, 807.9010, 607.9020, 508.4300,
and 808.5700 of the Tariff Schedules of the
United States Annotated (TSUSA). :

Hot-rolled stainless steel sheet covers hot-
rolled stainless steel sheet whether or not

- corrugated or crimped and whether or not

pickled; not cold-rolled: not cut, not pressed,
and not stamped to non-rectangular shape;
not coated or pldted with metal: and under

-0.1875 inch in thickness and over 12 ipckes in

width,

Hot-rolled stainless steel strip is a flat-
rolled stainless steel product, whether or not
corrugated or crimped., and whether or not
pickled: not cold-rolled: not cut. not pressed.
and not stamped to non-rectaagular shape:
and under 0.1875 inch in thickness and not
over 12 inches in width. Hot-rolled stainless
steel strip, including razor blade strip, not:
over 0.01 inch in thickness is not includad.

Cold-rolled stainless steel sheet covers
cold-rolled stainless steel sheet products -
whether or not corrugated or crimped and
whether or not pickled: not cut, not pressed
and not stamped to non-rectangular shape;

. not coated or plated with metal; and under

0.1873 inch in thickness and over 12 inches in
width,

Cold-rolled stainless steel strip is a flat-
rolied stainless steel product, whether or not
cerrugated or crimped, and whether or not
rickled: ot cut. not pressed, and not
stamped to ron-retangular shape; and under
0.1375 inch in thickness and over 0.50 inch
bu! not over 12inches inches in wicth. Cold-
refied etainless stoel stmip, includiz razor
Sisde suip, mol over 3.01 1ack 1a thichness is
ratinciuded

{2) The terma "Siaisless stoer plzte™ covers

ctairlace atal mlatn ememdiioss oo o

in items 607.7505 and 607.9005 of the TSUSA.
Stainless steei piate is a flat-rolied product.
whether or not corrugated or crimped. in coils
or cut to leagth, 0.1875 inches or more in
thickness and over 8 inches in width or if
cold-rolled over 12 inches in width.

{FR Doc. £3-13135 Flied -2~ 8:45 an)
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Hot-dipped coils of
galvanized steel at
Armco’s Middletown,
Ohio, mill awast
shipment to GM’s
Fisher Body plant in
Lordstown. “Mini-
mized spangle’’ means
that the zinc coating
won’t give a mottled,
garbage-can-like
appearance when
painted.
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STEEL/STEVEN FLAX

HOW DETROIT IS
REFORMING THE
STEELMAKERS

® A largely unpublicized but sweeping revolution has transformed relations be-
tween the steel and auto industries. General Motors, the U.S. steel industry’s larg-
est customer, announced last year it would henceforth require steel suppliers to bid
against one another for its orders. Along with a drive by Ford to get higher-quality
steels, the new policy has forced steelmakers—often for the first time—to pay

more attention to their customers’ needs than to their own production goals.

GM'’s shift ended an era of stunning
complacency. Its steel buying had be-
come an automatic process, conducted
with the soothing reassurance of a fa-
miliar ritual. At the beginning of each
year a supplier would be awarded a
fixed percentage of GM’s needs for
particular steels at particular plants.
“We did the same thing the same way
every year,” says Gus W. Rylander, a
27-year sales veteran at Armco. “We'd
go up there [to Detroit] and get our
share of the pie.”

Myopia prevailed on both sides of
the fence. An automaker who wanted

126 FORTUNE MAY 16, 1983
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steel made to certain specifications
was apt to be told that he would have
to accept the tolerances of the Ameri-
can Iron and Steel Institute. As Merrill
Lynch steel analyst Charles A. Brad-
ford puts it, “The steel companies’ at-
titude was, ‘We make steel. If you
want it, you buy it.” ” GM, by the same
token, didn't want to hear from any
steelmaker who thought he might
have a better or cheaper way of doing
things. GM’s attitude, say suppliers,
was, ‘“‘You make the steel. Don't tell us
how to make a car.”

Neither side paid scrupulous atten-
tion to quality. Thousands of tons of
rejected steel piled up at many auto
plants. As recently as 1980, GM had to
reject many of its stampings for the
first J cars in part because of steels
that failed to make the grade. At the
same time GM continued to pay sup-
pliers’ list prices even though it had
the clout to bargain. Banking on-the
consumer’s willingness to absorb
price increases, the company chose to
pass costs on rather than disrupt the
comforts of doing business as usual.

GM has been closemouthed about
its new policy; FORTUNE’s requests for
interviews were denied and the com-

pany has attempted to gag suppliers.
But there is no doubt that demands on
suppliers have become more rigorous.
Internal GM documents reveal the
broad range of criteria by which it is
now judging steel companies. In addi-
tion to quality, delivery, and price,
GM is ranking suppliers on financial
strength (based on the Value Line rat-
ing), product-size options (the limita-
tions of the facility for producing
widths and gauges), and facility mod-
ernization (the ratio of capital expend-
ed to sales). It also is weighing broad-
er qualifications—GM now takes into
account ‘‘management’s philosophy
and attitude in cooperating with GM at
all times,” and whether or not a com-
pany intends to remain a steelmaker.

The new scheme got off to a rocky
start. GM “came out of the door with
guns blazing, and they weren't orga-
nized very well,” says a senior sales
executive at one of the largest steel-
makers. Suppliers were asked on
short notice to quote on vague catego-
ries—for example, X tons of cold-
rolled sheets for the Buick division.
Steelmakers were used to quoting on
specific parts for specific plants, and
there are 300 grades of cold-rolled
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steel. “They never even specified if
the steel would be used for parts of the
car that were exposed or unexposed,”
says the sales executive. “Our propos-
al went back in better shape than the
request for proposal we received.”
Since GM’s requests had been so
vague, some steelmakers sent back
bids that were almost equally vague.
Some just quoted list prices. Others,
like Armco Inc., went to heroic lengths
to deal. Asked if Armco made any price
concessions, George Kay, vice presi-
dent of Armco’s commercial affairs, re-
plies without hesitation, “You bet.

There aren’t any other auto industries,
say, out in Nebraska somewhere, of
the size and quality of the U.5. auto in-
dustry.” Adds Bill Crane, a senior
sales rep, “Something had to be done
about pricing for GM that would get us
out of the lockstep we were all in.”
Armco’s proposal-could serve as a
model for collaboration between auto-
makers and steel suppliers. Not co-
incidentally, almost half the output of
Armco’s main mill, in Middletown,
Ohio, is dedicated to GM. Besides
price concessions, Armco offered GM
volume discounts for a variety of prod-

ucts, a 30-day delayed payment plan,
and a guarantee of no work stoppages,
agreed to by Armco's independent
union. For parts where it is the main
supplier, it will finish orders two
weeks early and have an equal amount
of similar steel in production in case
GM needs extra supplies quickly.
Along with these incentives, Armco
showed GM how it could substitute
certain cheaper steels for some it had
already bought from Armco, saving
about $10 a ton on steel averaging
$500 a ton without compromising qual-
ity. Armco also presented a study

Aribbonlike sheet
of steel vanishes into
the hot-dip galvanizing
process at Armco’s
Middletown mall.
Galvanized steel is
among several of the
corroston-resistant
types increasingly
demanded by auto-
makers.
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Rear compartment
pans (the bottoms of
trunks) are loaded on
trolleys at GM’s Fisher
Body plant in Lords-
town, Ohio, for delivery
to the GM assembly
plant next door. Such
stampings require spe-
cial steels, like the
Armco steel on the pre-
ceding pages, because
they undergo great
deformation in the
presses and must be
corrosion resistant.

showing that GM could reduce the
number of steel sizes it ordered by
50% by combining different sizes of
products whose gauges (thicknesses)
were within .05 millimeter of each oth-
er or whose widths were within a
range of 2%. Such standardization
would benefit both parties by improv-
ing quality, lowering materials costs,
and reducing inventories.

Armco backed its incentives with
extra service. For example, GM’s
Delco Moraine Division in nearby Day-
ton has to glue paper rings onto circu-
lar disks of Armco steel to make the
clutch plates of automatic transmis-
sions; now Armco is supplying Delco
with coils of steel already coated with
adhesive. Armco gained too: it wound
up with a new, higher-margin product.

Several other steel companies went
to similar lengths. National Steel
custom-tailored new steel chemistries
to provide GM with steels that worked
better in forming dies, and its engi-
neers helped the company develop
new procedures for the tricky job of
spot-welding high-strength galvanized
steels for the 1984 Corvette. Similarly,
Republic Steel Corp. developed a high-
strength, low-alloy steel for wheels
that allowed GM a ten-pound weight
reduction per car. Republic also inau-
gurated a “super-coil” program, using
statistical process control to produce
blemish-free steel.

GM took pains to declare that no

128 FORTUNE MAY 16, 1983
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suppliers were being eliminated. But
behind that benign pronouncement a
lot of conflict and consolidation took
place. Bethlehem was dropped at sev-
eral GM plants. Other companies, in-
cluding U.S. Steel, lost volume be-
cause they weren't willing to give
enough of a discount for commodity-
grade products. Republic and Wheel-
ing-Pittsburgh were eliminated as sup-
pliers to the Chevrolet division’s
mammoth truck and bus plant in India-
napolis. GM cut the number of mills
supplying its plants from 341 to 272, a
reduction of almost 20%.

Now in its second year, the program
is working more smoothly and is visi-
bly paying off. For 1983, suppliers re-
ceived a detailed list of over 5,000
parts made at 53 plants to quote on.
No less important, they were given ad-
vance notice of GM's production plans
to help their own planning—some-
thing they’d never got in the past.
“GM for the first time showed us their
hand. They told us what they were
willing to buy for the entire year,” says
Robert Patterson, manager of market
and product planning at Republic.

Because suppliers have to bid for.
specific parts at specific plants, the
system has forced them to determine
where their strengths lie. “You have
to decide where you want to be,” says
Patterson. In its second year under the
new system, for example, one of the
largest steel companies eliminated it-

PO, |

self as a supplier to certain plants by
not quoting on parts. It did, however,
offer GM its own computer tape en-
coding all 5,000 parts, which it thought
might be useful to GM for cross-refer-
encing similar products at various GM
plants as a guide to consolidation.

The program has also made suppli-
ers much more mindful of their costs.
One major steelmaker acknowledged,
astoundingly, that it had not previously
analyzed in detail the difference in cost
between making 100 tons and 500 tons
of certain products; as of this year, it is
doing so. And suppliers are becoming
more hard-nosed about which plants
will produce what products. Bethle-
hem, for example, transferred some
production from older plants that had
traditionally been suppliers to GM to
its new state-of-the-art mill at Burns
Harbor, Indiana.

How much GM is saving is un-
known, but the evidence suggests the
benefits are substantial. Apart from
price concessions, lower reject rates,
and lower inventories, the company is
gaining manufacturing efficiencies that
flow from the greater reliability of the
raw material. Steel is likely to arrive
with fewer variations in thickness, for
example, when orders for a part are
filled by one supplier rather than by
several. As a result, stamping presses
are not as often pulled out of service
while millwrights readjust the dies
to accommodate the different thick-
nesses. (Some sheet steel can fracture
in a press if it is only three-thou-
sandths of an inch off specifications.)

HOUGH GM is by far the big-
gest automotive purchaser of
steel, Ford Motor Co. has
been making an impact by
pursuing a slightly different
philosophy. “There are more benefits
to be gained from better quality than
from any other approach in buying
steel,” says Lionel M. Chicoine, vice
president of purchasing. Ford is offer-
ing larger orders and longer-term con-
tracts to suppliers who meet higher
standards. Two of its steel suppliers
are adopting statistical process control
techniques to guarantee quality.
According to some suppliers, Ford
is more determined about quality than
is GM. “They are clearly rewarding or
penalizing on the basis of quality,”
says one steel sales executive. “It's a
definite first priority. With GM, it's a
little bit fuzzy.” Still, GM is putting
A-154




quality above cost more than in the
past. “If a scuzzy steel mill came in
here and offered me $200 a ton off, I'd
throw him out,” says the senior steel
buyer at one of GM’s major stamping
plants. “Because he's a scuzzy suppli-
er, and this isn’t a price war.”

Plainly, the auto industry has never
before worked so hard to obtain high-
quality steel. “We used to be able to
ship cold-rolled coils with profilometer
readings [a measure of the minute
peaks and valleys in the surface of a
material] as high as 60,” says an exec-
utive of Republi¢. “Today automakers
are requiring readings of 18 to 35. So
we've had to take a very disciplined
and stringent approach to the finish of
our rolls.” Adds the vice president of
another steelmaker, “The auto indus-
try is now the most demanding group
of customers the steel industry has.”
Anyone walking through a steel plant
supplying the auto industry today is
apt to see coils of steel wrapped in
plastic or sitting on pallets instead of
standing exposed and rusting on damp
concrete. Truckers who arrive for
pickups without tarps to cover the
coils are sent packing. These are
small housekeeping matters, perhaps,
but years ago the steel companies
wouldn't have bothered with them. A
steel buyer at one GM stamping plant
takes steel salesmen on surprise tours
to show them how well packaged their
steel was on arrival. “If it’s not pack-
aged properly, our personnel might
not treat it properly,” he says.

Quality has already improved con-
siderably. As recently as June 1979 the
amount of rejected geel in inventory
at one typical GM stamping plant ran
as high as several thousand tons. By
March of this year it was down to a few
hundred tons. Even allowing for the
lower inventories of all components
that GM is now trying to maintain and
the depressed state of the auto market,
this is quite an accomplishment.

The changes in steel buying have
made things more difficult for suppli-
ers in other ways. Previously, steel
companies depended on receiving
“companion orders” for commodity
grades along with orders for special
steels. If, for example, 40% of the
steel for Cadillac hoods falls short of
specifications (which are tough be-
cause the surface has to be so
smooth), the steelmaker cannot count
on GM’s taking the rejected steel as a
companion order for some less exact-

(c) 1983 Time Inc.
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ing use, as he could in the past. And as
price competition increases, there’s
less chance that a steelmaker can fold
the cost of that unusable steel into the
price of another high-margin product.

T THE SAME TIME, the
steel industry is finding—
somewhat to its surprise—
that it is benefiting from
the changes. Suppliers
have been forced to rationalize their
operations, sharpen their selling skills,
and look to their own production costs.
No less important, circumstances are
enriching the mix of products they sell.
Since automakers have by now made
most of the cost-effective weight re-
ductions that are possible through de-
sign changes, they are looking for fur-
ther gains in the increasing use of
thinner, high-strength steels treated
for corrosion resistance, which carry
bigger profit margins. Since 1976,
GM's orders for galvanized steel have
increased 250%, and its orders for
zincrometal (steel coated with a zinc-
rich paint) have increased 500%.
Until recently, steelmakers have
generally hesitated to invest in new
technology. But because they now
know they have a reasonable chance of
getting and keeping business by work-
ing hard for it, several are going ahead
with ambitious expansions. Bethlehem
has invested $60 million in a continu-
ous-heat-treating line at its mill at

All rights reserved.

Burns Harbor, Indiana, to produce
high-strength sheet steels with highly
uniform properties. Jones & Laughlin
is building a $160-million slab caster
mainly dedicated to auto steel at its In-
diana Harbor mill. “We're not going to
spend that money to get business one
year and lose it the next,” says Chief
Executive Thomas Graham.

Along with such investments has
come an outpouring of new products
from an industry not noted for innova-
tion—and still no darling of Wall
Street: since last August, steel stocks
have risen, but not quite as much as
the Dow Jones industrial average. Re-
public Steel, for example, brought out
a new product every six weeks in
1982. These accounted for only $200
million of its $2.74 billion of sales last
year, but their sales are growing at a
20% annual rate. “There aren’t many
industries or products growing at 20%
a year,” says Patterson of Republic.
“It’s very difficult to find diversifica-
tions that can compete with that kind
of growth. It may be that some compa-
nies are running from the industry
faster than opportunities and future
demand may justify.”

® As it turns out, the sloppy practices
of the past were bad not only for the
auto industry but also for the suppliers
who were getting away with them.
Quality control can be contagious—
and profitable. a
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This door frame ofa
GM ] car, clamped in

an alignment j1g at the

Fisher Body plant in
Lordstown, 1s galva-
nized on one side. The
steel was supplied by

U.S. Steel.
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APPENDIX F

CONFIDENTIAL MEMORANDUM TO THE COMMISSION ON GRADE 434 STAINLESS
STEEL SHEET USED BY TEXAS INSTRUMENTS
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