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UNITED STATES INTERNATIONAL TRADE COMMISSION
Washington, DC

Investigatiohs Nos. 701-TA-249 (Final) and 731-TA-262, 264, and 265 (Final)

IRON CONSTRUCTION CASTINGS FROM BRAZIL, INDIA, AND
THE PEOPLE'S REPUBLIC OF CHINA '

Determinations

On the bésis of the record, 1/ developed in the subject countervailing
duty investigation, the Commission determines, 2/3/ pursuant to éection 705(b)
of the Tariff Act of 1930 (19 U.S.C. § 1671d(b)), that an industry in the
United States is materially injured by reason of imports Ffom Brazil of heavy
iron construction castings, 4/ provided for in item 657.09 of the Tariff
Schedules of the United States (TSUS), which have been found by the Départment
of Commerce to be subsidized by the Government of Brazil. '

Thé Cémmission further detefmines, 5/ pursuant to section 735(5) of
Tariff Act of 1930 (19 U.S.C. § 1673d(b)), thét an industry in the United
States is maferially injured by reason of imports from Bra;il, India, and the
People;s Republic of China (China) of heavy iron constr4ction castings and

that an industry in the United States is threaténed with material injury 6/7/

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/ Vice Chairman Liebeler dissenting. :

3/ Commissioner Brunsdale finds threat of material injury. . She further
determines that she would not have found material injury but for the
suspension of liquidation of entries of heavy iron construction castings.

4/ For the purposes of this investigation, the term heavy iron construction
castings is limited to manhole covers, rings and frames; catch basin grates
and frames; and cleanout covers and frames.

5/ Vice Chairman Liebeler dissenting with respect to heavy iron construction
castings.

6/ Chairwoman Stern and Commissioner Lodwick find that a domestlc 1ndustry
is materially injured by reason of imports of light construction castings.

7/ Commissioner Brunsdale finds threat of material injury with respect to
both heavy and light iron construction castings. She further determines that
she would not have found material injury but for the suspension of liquidation
of entries of heavy and light iron construction castings.



by reason of imports- from Brazil, India, and China of light iron construction
castings, 8/ provided for in item 657.09 of the TSUS, which have been found by
the Department of\Commerce to be sold in the United States at less than Fafr
value (LTFV) (investigations Nos. 731-TA-262, 264, and 265, respectively).
.The. Commission further finds that it would not have found material injury but
for the suspension of liquidation of entries of light iron construction

castings.

Background

‘ .The Cd&mission institutéd the countervailing duty investigation effective
ﬂﬁgust 12, 1985; follo&ing a preliminary determination by the Department of
Commerce that imports of_heavy iron construction castings from‘Brazil were
being‘gubsidized within the méaning of section 701 of the ﬁct (19 u.s.C. §
167i). The Commission instituted the anti@umping invegtigations effective
0ctober‘28, 1585, foilowiﬁg preliminary detekminations by the Department of
Commerce that imborts_o% iron construction castings from Brazil, India, and
China were being sold at LTFV within fhe meaning of section 731 of the Act (19
U.S.C. § 1673). Noticerf the institution of the Commisgion's investigations
and of a public hearing to be held iﬁ connection therewith wag_given by
posting copies of fhe noticés in the Office of the Secretary, U.S.

International Trade Commission, Washington, DC, and by publishing the notices

in the Federal Register of October 2, 1985 (50 F.R. 40243) and November 15,
1985 (50 F.R. 47287). The hearing for all of these investigations was held in
waéhington, DC, on January 16, 1986, and all persons who requested the

‘opbortunity were permitted to appear in person or by counsel.

8/ For the purposes of these investigations, the term light iron
construction castings is limited to valve, service, and meter boxes.



VIEWS OF CHAIRWOMAN STERN, COMMISSIONER ECKES, COMMISSIONER LODWICK
AND COMMISSIONER ROHR .

We determine that an industry in the United States is materially injured
by reason of imports of heavy iron construction castings from Brazil which are
‘being subsidized by the government of Brazil. 1/ 2/ wé also determine
that an industry in the United Stgtes is materially injured by reason of
imports of heavy iron construction castings and is threateﬁed with material
injury by reason of imports of light construction castings-from India, Brazil
and the People s Republic of China which are being eold at less than fair
value (LTFV). 3/ 4/ 3/ We would not have found that the domestic
industri was materially injured but for the suspension of liquidafion of

entries of light construction castings. 8/ 1/ Q(_

"1/ Vice Chairman Liebeler dissenting. :

2/ Commissioner Brunsdale finds threat of material injury by reason of
imports of heavy iron construction castings. from Brazil which are being
subsidized by the government of Brazil. '

3/ Commissioner Brunsdale finds threat of material injury by reason of -
imports of both heavy and light construction castings. See Views of
Commissioner Brunsdale infra.

4/ Vice Chairman Liebeler ler finds that a domestic indu«try producing heavy
construction castings is not materially injured or threatened with material
injury and joins the Commission majority finding of threat of material injury
by reason of imports of light construction castings from the subject countries.
5/ Chairwoman Stern and Commissioner Lodwick. find that an industry producing
light castings is materially injured by reason of imports of light
construction castings from the subject countries.

6/ 19 U.S.C.§ 1671d(b)(4)(B). :

1/ since there are established domestic industries, "material retardation”
was not an issue in this investigation and will not be discussed further.

8/ Chairwoman Stern and Commissioner Lodwick do not reach this finding.



Our affirmative determination of material injury by reason of imports of
subsidized heavy iron construction caétings is, among other reasons, based
upon dramatic increases in the volume of subsidized Brazilian héavy céstings,
increased market penetration and a pattern of'uhderselling,' Our determination
of material injury by reason bf LTFV imports of heavy castings is, among other
reasons, based onn a substantial and growing volume of imports froﬁ'tﬁose
countriés, ma:ket penetration which doubled during the period'of.
investigation, and consistent underselling by impbrts. Our,affirmative
déterminatidﬁ with respect to light constfuctidn'castings is:based, primaril&
upon rapid increases in ﬁarket pénetfation, substaﬁtiai increa#eé in
inventories of the merchandise in the ‘United States{ evidence of underu&ilized
capacity in the subject countries, and underselling which indicates price

depression or suppression.

Background

This islthe second timé in recent months that the Commission has made a a
determination concerning impofﬁs_of irop constrﬁctioh qastin;s. fIn'ﬁebrdary,
1986, the Commission determined that industries in the United Stéfes'are
materially injurgd by feéson'of}impdrts of héavy constfuction:caétings and
thrgaténed with matgfial injd;j Sy reason of_impqrts of light gonst;ﬁqtion

+

' . - 8/ L
castings from Canada which are being sold at LTFV. = The subject

9/ 1Iron Construction Castings from Canada, Inv. No. 731-TA-263 (Final), USITC
Pub. No. 1811 (Feb. 1986). Prior to 1986, the Commission in 1980 conducted
antidumping and countervailing duty investigations of imports of heavy iron
construction castings from India. Certain Iron-Metal Castings from India,
Inv. No. 303-TA-13 (Final), USITC Pub. No. 1098 (Sept. 1980). The Commission
issued a final affirmative determination in the countervailing duty
investigation, and the countervailing duty presently being applied to imports
of iron constrfuction castings is 2.19 percent.



investigations and the Canadian investigations were filed in the same

petition. 10/

Like product and the domestic industry

The statutory‘framework under which EheACommission conducts title VII
iﬁvestigations requires the Commission first ﬁo determine the domestic |
industry against which to assess éhe impaét of unfairly traded impofts. 11/
. The subject imports in this-inveétigation are certain iron construction

castings which are used in water, sewerage, and public utility systems.

Domestic producers of construction castings design their foundries to produce

10/ On June 28, 1985, the Commission issued preliminary determinations in the
present investigations and the Canadian investigation. Iron Construction
Castings from Brazil, Canada, India and the People's Republic of China, Invs.
Nos. 701-TA-249 (Preliminary) and 731-TA-263-265 (Preliminary), USITC Pub. No.
1720 (June 1985).

The Commission made a negative preliminary determination with regard to
allegedly subsidized light construction castings from Brazil. That
determination was appealed to the Court of International Trade (CIT), sub
nom., Bingham and Taylor, Division Virginia Industries, Inc., et al. v. United
States, Court No. 85-07-00909. On March 31, 1986, in compliance with the
remand and order of the CIT, the Commission issued a preliminary determination
finding a reasonable indication that the domestic industry producing light
construction castings is materially injured or threatened with material injury
by reason of imports of light construction castings from Brazil which are
allegedly being subsidized by the government of Brazil. The present
determination does not include allegedly subsidized light construction
castings from Brazil. ‘ a ‘ ,

11/ 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.” 19 U.S.C. § 1677(4)(A). 'Like
product” is defined in section 771(10) 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 . . . .” 19 U.S.C. § 1677(10). The "article
subject to an investigation" is defined by the scope.of the investigation as -
set forth by the Department of Commerce.



castings within a certain range of wall thicknesses, weights and
configurations. 12/ Generally, foundries producing iron construction
castings are dedicated to producing only one type of casting. Because of the
high degree of specialization of product lines and mechanization of production
operations, shifting of production between light and heavy castings generally
does not occur. Five of the six largest producers of iron construction
castings produce either light or heavy castings, but not both. Because heavy
and light construction castings are made to uniform specifications for
municipalities and other end users, domestic and imported castings of each
type are essentially fungible. Because they requiré only rudimentary
finishing and grinding, quality differences are negligible.

In the preliminary investigations and the final Canadian investigation,
the Commission found tyo like products consisting of "heavy” iron construction
_castings and "light" iron construction castings. 13/ No new information was
obtained during these final investigations which provides a basis for gltering
our previoﬁs findings. Consequently, in these fiﬁal investigations we find
two separate like products, one consisting of "heavy"” and the other of *light”

iron construction castings.

12/ Report at A-5. Heavy castings usually have walls of 1 inch or greater
thickness, and weigh from 270 to 1,000 pounds. They consist of manhole
covers, rings, frames, catch basin grates and frames, and cleanout covers and
frames. Light castings consist of valve, service and meter boxes which are
typically buried below ground and are consequently made of thinner iron,
typically 1/4 inch thick. Light castings generally weigh from 10 to 120
pounds.

13/ Certain Iron Construction Castings from Brazil, Canada, India, and the
People's Republic of China, Invs. Nos. 701-TA-249 and 731-TA-263-265
(Preliminary), USITC Pub. No. 1720 at 5-8 (June 1985). Certain Iron
Construction Castings from Canada, Inv. No. 731-TA-263 (Final), USITC Pub. No.
1811 (Feb. 1986).



As in the final Canadian investigation, we considered whether so-called
"other"” or "specialty' castings are "like' light or heavy construction
castings and concluded, based upon the evidence, that they are not. 14/ No
new data were developed in these final investigations which change our

. . as 15/ - '
previous findings. =

Therefore, we find that the domestic in&ﬁstry related to hea&y iron
construction castings is comprised of those foundries in the United States

which are engaged in the production of heavy iton construction castings. The

domestic industry related to light iron eonstruction castings is comprised of

14/ In the final Canadian investigation we considered in. particular whether
tree grates, water-tight, and bolt-down castings are like light or heavy
castings in characteristics and uses. We found that specialty castings have
different characteristics, which are evidenced by certain differences in
materials and configurations; and different uses, which are reflected by
‘different end-users and channels of distribution. Additional fabrication,
finishing, and assembly are required to achieve characteristics and uses
inherent to specialty castings which are not required for the production of
light or heavy iron construction castings. See, Certain Iron Construction
Castings from Canada at 4.

15/ During a hearing on the section 201 investigation which was held on Harch
18, 1986, the Commission heard further testimony on specialty castings. It is
noteworthy, however, that the definition of like product for a title VII
investigation is different than in a section 201 investigation. Section 201
speaks of products "like or directly competitive with the imported product”, -
while title VII defines like product as "like or, in the absénce of like most
similar in characteristics and uses.” The different statutory language and
legislative histories of the two statutes make clear that the section 201
definition of "like product” is broader than the .title VII definition.
Compare, S. Rep. No. 1298, 934 Cong.,. 2d Sess. 121--122:(1974); and H.R. Rep.
No. 571, 93d Cong., lst Sess. 45 (1973); to S. Rep. No. 249, 96th Cong., lst
Sess. 90 (1979). . S E



those foundries in- the United States engaged in the production of light iron

construction castings. 16/

HEAVY CONSTRUCTION CASTINGS

Condition of the domestic industry 11/

In examining the condition of the domestic industry, the Commission
considers, among other factors, domestic consumption, production, capacity,
capacity utilization, shipments, inventories, employment and wages, domestic

. . . 18/ '
prices, and financial indicators. =

Heavy construction castings account for more than 80 percent of the

domestic consumption of the iron construction castings subject to these

investigations. 19/ Five major firms account for 77 percent of domestié

16/ In these final investigations, as in the -Canadian final investigation,
three domestic producers of heavy castings and one domestic producer of light
castings supplement their domestic production with imports. No new data were
developed in these final investigations which would support a determination to
exclude the four related domestic producers. We find that including imports
by domestic producers does not bias the data collected. h

Based upon the examination of the data, we conclude that the record does
not support any substantial benefit to domestic producers by reason of their
imports and decline to exclude the related producers. ' Indeed, importing
producers tended to be less profitable than non-importing producers. For
example, one domestic producer imported castings from one of the cquntries,in'
every yvear subject to investigation. Yet, that same producer reported net and
steadily increasing operating losses in every year of the investigation.
Moreover, had we determined to exclude the related producers, it would not
alter our finding of material injury and threat thereof by reason of the
subject imports. : :
17/ In submitting whole year 1985 data, one domestic producer of heavy
castings revised the manner in which it had aggregated financial data between
overall establishment operations and production of heavy castings in the
Canadian final investigation. The substance of the revised data is that this
profitable producer of heavy castings was even more profitable than previously
reported. Those new data are reflected in Table 10 of the Staff Report, infra
at A-25, and as a consequence, a comparison with the Canadian veport will
necessarily reflect different figures.
18/ 19 u.s.c. § 1677(7)(C).
19/ Report at A-13, Table 2.



shipments in the heavy iron construgtion castings industry. 20/ Individual

firms differed significantly in their performance and these disparities, along
with overall industry trends, have been examined.

Apparent domestic consumption of heavy.const?uction castings increased
mArkedly during the period of investigation. 21/ During the same period,
however, the doﬁestic heavy castings producers increasea production,
shipmenés, capacity, capacity qtilization, and employment at rates

considerably below that of the increasing domestic consumption. 22/

Capacity utilization increased from 1982 to 1984, but.declinéd in 1985. 23/
Although domestic shipmeﬁts in;regsed, the domestic industry, nonetheless,
experienced a‘steady decline in market share. 24/
Other data indicate problems for the heavy castings industry. 1In 1982,
the first year covered by data gathered in tﬁese investigations the industry
as a whole experienced net operating losses. While the industry as a whole

was marginally profitable from 1983 to 1985, net figures do not present the

. _— /
entire picture with regard to the heavy castings industry. 2 Four

20/ The 15 firms that supplied income and loss data on the production of heavy
castings accounted for 96 percent of the shipments of such castings in 1985
that were reported in response to the Commission's questionnaires. Report at
A-23,

21/ From 1982 to 1984 domestic consumption of heavy castings 1ncreased by 50
percent. In 1985 consumption increased by 9 petcent Report at A-12.

22/ Id. at A-14-A-16, A-18-A-20. ’

23/ gg at A-15, Table 3.

24/ Id. at A-15, A-13.

25/ Commissioner Rohr notes that while net operating income was positive and
one would expect a rather low ratio of net operating income to net sales, the
very low ratios he observes for this industry do support a finding of material
injury.
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producers of heavy castings accounted for approximately 64 percent of the
shipments of heavy castings during the period of investigation. Of those four
firms, three reported net operating losses for the period of investigation,
and markedly greater losses in interim 1985 as compared with interim
1984, 26/ ' The eleven other producers of heavy castings reported marginal
profits over the period of investigation. Only one of the fifteen reporting
domestic producers had significant operafing income during the period of
investigation. &1/ 28/
Although the domestic .industry has shown some improvement during the
period of investigation, six of the fifteen domestic producers, which include

major producers of heavy castings, reported operating losses during the entire

period of investigation. 29/ Net operating losses in the domestic industry

26/ Report at A-26.

27/ It is noteworthy that the firm also produces specialty castings and was
unable to separate its financial and cost of production data for its
production of heavy and specialty castings. " As a result, when considering the
data for this firm the Commission used the combined data reflecting the
profitability of that firm and weighed it as a factor in assessing the
condition of the domestic industry. See Kendra Rubber Industrial Co., Ltd. v.
United States, slip. op. 86~20 (Ct. Int'l Trade Feb. 24, 1986). 'Congress did
not intend to require the Commission to obtain separate data on every
enumerated economic factor; rather, it directed the Commission to obtain such
data, where possible, as allows it to make 'a reasonably separate
consideration.'" Id. at 9.

28/ Of the fifteen firms producing heavy castings, seven also produce
specialty castings. Only two of the seven firms, including the producer
mentioned in the preceding footnote, were unable to provide separate profit
and loss data. Thus, the Commission had sufficient separate financial and
production data available on heavy castings alone for analysis, and it was not
necessary to employ a product line analysis and aggregate the data for heavy
and specialty castings. See section 771(4)(D) of the Tariff Act of 1930, as
amended, 19 U.S.C.§ 1677(4)(D).

29/ Report at A-23.
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during the first year subject to investigation and margieal-operating‘income )
during the other years, when considered in light of markedly ‘increased
domestic consumption aed increases in domestic production and shipmedts are
particularly significant. 30/ Overall priceS'for domestically produced

heavy construction castings were flat during most of the period of the
investigation. 1/

In summary, the condition of the domestic industry has shown some
improvement since 1982, but has not kept pace with marked increases in
domestic consumption and continues to experience difficultiés. We conclude
that the domestic industry producing heavy construction castings is

experiencing material injury. 32/ 33/

Cumulation 34/

The Trade and Tarlff Act of 1984 mandates that the 1mpact of imports

i

‘shall be cumulated if they satisfy three requirements The 1mports ‘must

30/ I4. at A-25, Table 10.
31/ Id4. at A-55. .
32/ Chairwoman Stern does not regerd it as analytically useful or appropriate -
to consider the question of material injury completely separate from the
question of causation. See Additional Views of Chairwoman Stérn in Cellular
Mobile Telephones and Subassemblies Thereof from Japan, Inv No 731—TA—207
(Final), USITC Pub. No. 1786 at 18-19 (Dec. 1985). =

33/ Commissioner Eckes believes that the Commission is° to make a finding
regarding the question of material injury in each- invevtigation ‘See Cellular
Mobile Telephones and Subassemblies Thereof from Japan, :‘Iav. No. 731-TA-207
(Final), USITC Pub. No. 1786 at 20-21 (Dec. 1985). S ‘
34/ Commissioner Lodwick cumulated the impact of imports in both the
countervailing duty and antidumping investigationms.
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(1) be subject to investigation; (2) compete with both other imports and the
domestic like product; and (3) be marketed within a reasonably coincidental
period. 32/
| In the Canadian determination we -analyzed thése factors and determined
that cumulation was required. No new information has come to‘light in these
investigations which would alter that determination, and consequently we have
cumulated with respect to heavy construction ca;tings subject to these final
investigations to assess the cause of injury to the domestic industry. 36/

‘We have also considered whether it is appropriate to cuﬁulate with

respect to Canadian impoﬁts subject to a recent final order with the imports

35/ 19 U.S.C. § 1677(7)(C)(iv). Among the factors which the Commission has
considered to reach a determination on cumulation are:
——the degree of fungibility between imports from different countries
and the domestic like product, including consideration of specific
. customer: requirements.and other quality related questions;
-—-the presence of sales or offers to sell in the same geographical
markets of imports from different countries and the domestic like
product;
——the existence of common or similar channels of distribution for
imports from different countries and the domestic like product;
—-whether the imports are simultaneously present in the market.
No single one of these factors is determinative. : _
36/ We found that heavy construction castings are essentially fungible because
they are made to uniform specifications supplied by municipalities and other
end users. Prices of imports of heavy castings from all of the countries
subject to investigation and domestic prices were within a very narrow range.
There is an overlap among the importers and the domeéstic producers as to the
end users and geographic areas to which the product is directed. Report at
A-38, A-42-A-43. Transcript at 6, 29-34, 51-54, 59-63. The information in
these investigations, therefore, indicates that heavy construction castings
from all of the subject countries compete with each other and with the
domestic product. :
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of Brazil, India, and the People's Republic of China in these investigations

and have concluded that it is. gl/,,

Material injury by reason of LTFV imports of heéavy construction castings

In making a determination of material injur&lbffré;§6nwoé dhféi;-imﬁérts,
section 771(7)(B) of the Tariff Act of 1930 directs the Commission to
consider, among other factors, the volumé'of-imﬁobtéﬁgfjéﬂé’herch;ﬁdise~dnder
investigation, the effect of suchuimﬁofts.6ﬁ'&6mes£3%“?;icés, aﬁd the impact
of such imports on the relevant abmesfié*indd§try. 387 ‘

' The combined'volume,df'LTFV‘iﬁfortsibf héav; cagg{ﬁks féoh.the'foﬁr'
countries acchnted for a substantial'énd:ngWihg ﬁ;rket‘shaféraf heaﬁy.:

-«

castings imports. 39/ Over the period of investigation aggregate LTFV

37/ The legislative history specifically mandates cumulation to prevent
material injury "by virtue of several simultaneous unfair acts” and to "ensure
that the injury test adequately addresses simultaneous unfair imports from
different countries.” H.R. Rep. No. 725, 98th Cong., 2d Sess. 37 (1984). We.
believe that the statute and its legislative history Suppo;t'theeposition,that
the impact of like unfair imports subject to a relatively re¢eht final order
may appropriately be cumulated in circumstances where there are-simultaneous
unfair imports which contribute to the material injury to the domestic
industry. The subject Canadian imports have been simultaneously present and
have competed against the other imports and the domestic like product during
the entire period of investigation. In these investigations all of the data
concerning Canadian imports is for unfairly traded imports, since none of the
subject Canadian imports entered after the imposition of the dumping order.
Under such circumstances, and all of the other criteria for cumulation having
been met, it is appropriate to cumulate the impact of LTFV imports of Canadian
heavy construction castings to assess injury to the domestic industry.

38/ 19 U.s.c. § 1677(7)(B).

39/ Report at A-47; A-45, Table 20.
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imports rose from 27 million pounds in 1982 to over 42 million pounds in 1983,
to approximately 75 million pounds in 1984 and to over 92 million pounds in

1984, 40/

Estimated domestic consumption of LTFV imports of heavy castings
increased from 7.9 gergent in 1982 to 16.4 percent in 1985, more than doubling
in the four years covered by the investigation. AL/ Data from each of the
subject countries reflect those overall trends.

The prices of the impgrted heavy castings have generally been below those

of the domestic industry. ﬁg/

In addition, the Commission has confirmed
lost sales of heavy castings to imports from the three subject countries on

the basis of price. a3/ P;icing data reflect prices which were flat over

40/ Id4. at A-45, Table 20.
41/ Id. at A-46, Table 21.
42/ Report at A-55-A-64.
43/ 1d. at A-50.
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the period of the investigation and, when.considered in relation to the marked

4/ . .
rise in domestic consumption, indicate price suppression.. R s

Based upon a large rise in the volume of imports from Canada, Brazil,
India, and the People's Republic of China, increased and consistently high

1

import penetration during the period, and géﬁéral dndersellingAﬁy imports, we

44/ Chairwoman Stern finds that an analysis of the role of the LTFV sales is
appropriate to the Commission's causality consideration. In these cases the
Chairwoman assessed the weighted average margins-for each of the subject
countries along with all of the other statutory factors to reach an
affirmative determination. The weighted average 'LTFV .margin for imports from
Brazil was 26.16 percent, ranging from 58.74 percent to 5.95 percent. The
LTFV margin. for all imports from the. People's Republic. of China was 11.6
percent. The LTFV margin for imports from India was 0.9 percent.

As has been noted previously, iron construction castings:are- fungible and
the market for imported castings is essentially indistinguishable from that
for domestic castings. Price is:the paramount- consideration~to' end users of
the product. '

The Chairwoman has analyzed the LTFV margin for -each country. in light of
“the volume of imports.from that country and the impact of those imports upon
prices in the domestic industry. With regard to China. and:Brazil,'the’ ’
significant dumping margins have played an important role in the ability of
those countries to expand their market share over theé period: ofr invéstigation.

With regard to India, the LTFV margin when taken alone, is too small to be
of any significance in the marketplace. However, the Congress in writing the
Trade Act of 1984 specifically stated that imports of tiny volumes could not
be excluded from a cumulative analysis on the basis of not contributing” to .
material injury. In the present-investigation, the.Commission is presented -
for the first time with a situation where the cumulation criteria are clearly
satisfied and one nation (India) having .an insignificant impdct in the U.Si -
market. It is the Chairwoman's reading of the congressional internt, based on
d1scuss1on in the legislative history.on "contributory effect™ that the impact
of LTFV Indian imports, however insignificant if taken'alone, must be judged
cumulatively with those of the other subject imports. - "The 'requirement in the
bill as introduced that imports from each country have 'a 'contributing effect’
in causing material injury would have precluded cumulation in cases where the
impact of imports from each source treated individually is minimal but the -
combined impact is injurious.” See, H.R. Rep. No.: 725, 98th Cong., 2d Sess.
37 (1984). o SR
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find that there is a causal connection between the material injury to the
domestic industry and LTFV imports from Brazil, India and the People's

Republic of China.

SUBSIDIZED HEAVY CASTINGS FROM BRAZI a3/

As in our preliminary investigation, we determine on an.individual
country basis that the domestic industry is materially injured by subsidized
imports of heavy construction caétings from Brazil. 46/ 41/ 48/

. determination is based upon an analysis‘;f the volume of imports of heavy
castings, underpricing by Brazilian imports, the impact of underpriced
Btézilian impqrts of heavy‘caétings on domestic prices; and data concerning
16st sales and lost revenues to Braziliﬁn'impbrts.

Imports of heavy césfings from Brazil rose from 23 théusand pounds in'
1982 to 1.9 million pounds in 1985, an increase of over 840 percent. Whiie

the ratio of Brazilian imports of heavy castings to domestic consumption was

less than 1 percent in 1982, in 1985 imports from Brazil accounted for

45/ The Commerce Department mude an affirmative countervailing duty
determination that the government of Brazil is subsidizing the production of
heavy construction castings with Preferential Working Capital Financing for
Exports (Resolutions 674 and 950), Export Financing under Resolution 509
(FINEX), and income tax exemption for export earning. It estimated the amount
of the subsidy at 5.77 percent ad valorem. 51 Fed. Reg. 9491 (Mar. 19, 1986).
46/ Having found sufficient evidence of material injury based upon imports of
subsidized Brazilian castings alone, we do not find it necessary to reach the
issue of '"cross-cumulation” with LTFV imports from India, the People's
Republic of China and Canada. We note, however, that had we determined to
*cross-cumulate’” we would have reached the same final determination.

47/ Chairwoman Stern does not believe "cross-cumulation” is appropriate.

48/ Commissioner Eckes in reaching his affirmative determination on subsidized
imports of heavy construction castings from Brazil cumulated such imports with
LTFV imports from Canada, India, and the People's Republic of China. See
footnotes 10 and 37 supra. Commissioner Eckes notes that he would have
reached the same determination had he not "cross-cumulated”.
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approximately 3.4 percent of apparent U.S. consumption, approximgtely.the same
market penetrétion ratio as heavy castings imports from the,Pgople's.Republic:
of China and Canada. )

The Brazilian foundry industry is well—develﬁped ﬁqd has teﬁhnologiqally
efficient, automated foundries, which_are as competitive as those ig Canada
and the United States. égl In the most recent periods of inyestigation for .
which pricing data is availaple,ABrazi;ian‘imports q{ heavy pgsyings undersold
the domestic like products. The data indicate lost sales and lost revenues as
a result of sales of Brazilian castings. ig/',

Based upon all of the foregoing cqnsidepations,»uefdetg;pine thgt the

domestic industry is materially injured by regsgn‘of heavy castings which are

subsidized by the government of‘Brazil.

LIGHT CONSTRUCTION CASTINGS'

.

Condition of the domestic industry
Although, the lfght‘c;stinés industry was not as'séverely depreééed in

1982 as was the heavy castings industry, the data for ‘the three.years of

investigation indicate fluctuating performance'and.signifiéant éfosionIin:”

v,

1985. Apparent domestic consumption of light construction caséingstincréaéed

49/ Report at A-34-A-35, Table 14. The data also indicate that Brazilian
exports of all castings has increased sharply from 1982 to 1985 with a large
amount to excess capacity. ' T -
50/ 1d. at A-55, A-58; Table 27, A-56-A-57.
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él/ Domestic production ofA

dramatically during the period of investigation.
light castings increased overall from 1982 to 1985, but itvdid not .keep pace
with domestic consumption. 22/ Capacity utilization and domeétic shipments
increased from 1982-84, but the 1985’data reflect a marked decline from 75.8
percent in 1984 to 65.1 percent in 1985. The quantity and value of domestic
shipments of light castings rose by nearly 13 percent from 1982 through 1984,
"then dropped 5 percent in 1985 from the previous year. 23/ Inventories of

light castings rose steadily from 1982 through September 1985. 24/

Employment aﬂd wages rose, but productivity declined in 1985. 23/

- Although the industry showed operating income in each of the years
subject to investigation, this income declined in 1984 and sharply declined in
the interim period of 1985, as compared with a similar ﬁeriod in 1984, 26/

Operating income as a percent of net sales declined steadil; during the period
“under investigation, declining substantially from 1983 to 1984 and declining
substantially again in the interim period of 1985, as coﬁpareq with the same
period iﬁ 1984. Whereas Qﬁe firm reported an opebating loss in 1982, in 1985

three domestic firms reﬁorted losses. a1/ Prices of domestic light

construction castings remained flat during the period of investigation and

51/ Id. at A-13, Table 2.

52/ Id. at A-14.

53/ Id. at A-14-A-16, Tables 3 and 4.
54/ 1d. at A-17, Table 5.

55/ Id. at A-18, Tables 6 and 7.

56/ Id. at A-28.

57/ 4. at A-28, Table 1l.
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decreased in the 1985 interim period. 28/ In light of the foregoing

factors, we conclude that the domestic indqstry‘prqducing light construction
castings is beginning to experiénce difficulties and is vulnerable to material

- . 59/
injury from imports. =

Threat of material injury by reason of LTFV imports ég( 61/ 62/

In determining whether an industry in the United States is threatened

with material injury by reason of LTFV imports of light construction castings,

58/ Id. at A-55-A-64. ‘
59/ Commissioner Eckes concludes that the domestic industry producing light
construction castings is threatened with material injury. See fn. 33, supra.
60/ Chairwoman Stern finds material injury by reason of LTFV imports of light
construction castings from Brazil, India and the People's Republic of China.
To reach her determination the Chairwoman cumulated the impact of LTFV imports
from the three subject countries and Canada to reach a final determination.
Her finding is based on domestic shipment increases lagging far behind the
sharp rise in consumption, continuous declines in profit levels and the
sharply increased market share of cumulated LTFV imports. As discussed in
footnote 44, supra, the Chairwoman also considetred the weighted average LTFV
‘margins, where appropriate, to ‘assess causation of material injury.

61/ Commissioner Lodwick finds material injury. by reason of LTFV imports of
light construction castings from Brazil, India and the People‘'s Republic of
China (PRC). His decisions are based on reasoning similar to that which he
expressed in his recent decision concerning LTFV imports of light construction
castings from Canada. Revised and updated information since that
investigation does not alter the basic conditions and trends noted at that
time.

To.briefly summarize, growth in physical shipments continues to trail
demand growth. Between 1982 and 1985, apparent consumption rose nearly 35
percent, while domestic shipments increased by little more than 5 percent.
Financial returns continue to deteriorate. Operating income and operating
margins have declined since 1983, and interim 1985 levels for both are less
than one half of year earlier levels.

These results occurred while the domestic 1ndustry lost con51derable
market share. Market share fell from 77 percent in 1982 to 61 percent in
1985. Moreover, most of this loss was taken by LTFV imports. The market
share of cumulative LTFV imports from Brazil, India, the PRC, and Canada rose
from 13 percent in 1982 to 27 percent in 1985.

62/ Commissioner Liebeler determines that an industry in ‘the United States is
threatened with materidl injury by reason of imports of light construction
castings. She concurs in the decision of the majority with respect to like
product, domestic industry, and related parties. See Commissioner Liebeler's
separate views supra.
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the Commission is required by the statute to consider, among others, eight
statutory factors. Q;/ After examining these factors on a country by
country basis, we conclude that the light construction castings industry in

the United States is threatened with material injury by reason of imports from

63/ Under section 771(7)(F), 19 u.s.c. § 1677(7)(F). the Commission shall
consider among other relevant factors--

(I) If a subsidy is involved, such 1nformation as may be
presented to it by the administering authority as to the nature of
the subsidy (particularly as to whether the subsidy is an export
subsidy inconsistent with the Agreement),

(II) any increase in production capacity or existing unused
capacity in the exporting country likely to result in a significant
increase in imports of the merchandise to the United States,

(III) any rapid increase in United States market penetration and

c the likelihood that the penetration w111 increase to an injurious
level,

(IV) the probability that imports of the merchandise will enter
the United States at prices that will have a depressing or
suppressing effect on domestic prices of the merchandise,

(V) any substantial increase in inventories of the merchandlse in
the United States,

(VI) the presence of underutilized capaclty for produc1ng the
merchandlse in the exporting country, '

(VII) any other demonstrable adverse trends that indicate the
probability that the importation (or sale for importation) of the
merchandise (whether or not it is actually being imported at the
time) will be the cause of actual :injury, -and

(VIII) the potential for product-shifting if productzon
facilities owned or controlled by the foreign manufacturers, which
can be used to produce products subject to investigation(s) under
section 1671 or 1673 of this title or to find orders under section
1671e or 1673e of this title, are also used to produce merchandise
under investigation.



21

India, the People's Republic of China, and Brazil. é— éé

The volume of imports of Indian light construction castings increased
from 3.9 million pounds in 1982 to 6.4 million pounds in 1985. The ratio of
Indian 1mports to domestic consumption was. 5.6 pexcent 1n 1982 and rose to 6.8
percent in 1985. 66/ There i; a relatively.small'domestxc mavket for iron
construction cestings in India and as a result increased production will
necessarily be dedicated to the export_market. 81/ The foundry industry in
India is undergoing aachange to larger mote modern factories, and although
export gains‘are expected to be restricted to the more modern facilities,.
gains are expected. ég{.:Increased merket,penetratiqn. when.considered in
relation to theiimportance of the United States market to Indian producers,

make it likely that market penetration will continue to increase to an

injurious level.

64/ Pursuant to section 735(b)(4)(B) we determine that we would not have found
material injury but for suspensxon of liquidation of entries of merchandise

- that went into effect as a result of Commerce's preliminary affirmative
findings.

65/ Commissioner Rohr does not find it appropriate to assess thzeat of
material injury on a cumulative basis as is done when theze is present
material injury. He does, however, consider the presence of other imports,
particularly unfair imports, in the domestic market as a factor relevant to
the determination of threat. See, Views of Commissioners Lodwick and Rohr,
Certain Welded Carbon Steel Pipes and Tubes from Turkey and Thailand, Inv. No.
731-TA-252 (Final), USITC Pub. No. 1810 at 27 n. 3 (Feb. 1986). He notes, in
this investigation, that the market share of domestic producers has declined
from more than 78 percent to less than 61 percent

66/ Report at A—45-A—46 Tables 20 and 21 '

67/ 1d. at A—36

68/ 1d. '
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Light construction castings from India undersold the domestic like
product for all quarters where data was available. The lowest margin of
underselling was 9.4 percent in one quarter, and in all other quarters the
margin of underselling was over 15 percent, reaching a high of 51.2 percent
for one product in one quarter. These pricing data are pafticularly striking
because of the importance of price in the purchasing decisions of consumers of
light construction castings. 69/ Therefore, it is likely that Indian
imports will have a depressing or suppressing effect on domestic prices of
light castings. For these reasons, we determine that the domestic light
construction castings industry is threatened with material injury by reason of
LTFV imports from India.

(‘\~— With regard to the People's Republic of China, rapidly increasing
imports, along with a substantial increase in exports and production capacity
support a finding of threat of material injury. 1In 1982, only 95 thousgnd
pounds of light construction castings were imported from the People‘'s Republic
of China; in 1985 the volume of imports was 1.6 million pounﬁs. In 1982,
Chinese imports as a share of domestic consumption were one tenth of 1
percent, in 1584 market penetration was 1.8 percent and in 1985 it was 1.7

percent. 10/ While there were no end-of-year inventories of light castings

69/ Id. at A-58, Table 28; A-59-A-60.

70/ Data from the three Chinese producers of light construction castings
support a finding that increased production of construction castings is being
targeted to the United States. 1In 1981 approximately less than 0.1 percent of
the Chinese production of construction castings was shipped to the United
States and in 1985 it had increased to 18.5 percent.
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from the the People's Republic of China-in 1981°and 1982, from 1983 to 1985
yeareend)inventories from China were signifiéantly present.

Pricing data for the one product where data were available show that
light castings from the Peopie's Republic of China undersbld the domestic
product in. each quarter from 1983 to 1985. 'In most periods the margins of
underselling were approximately 30 percent. |

In light of rapidly increased market penetration and a ﬁattern.of
~underselling, we determine that the domestic light construction castings
industry is threatened by LTFV iﬁports of light cOnsttuc£ion castings from the
People's Republic of Cﬁina. | .____~__J/

During the period ok investigati;n, Brazil first entered the import
market of light castings. 1In 1984 Brazil imported 780 thousand pounds of
castings to the Unitéd States. Onejyear later it imported over 1.6 million .
‘pounds of castings, an increase of 110 percent in one yeaf; As a share_of
_inventories; the volume Brazilian iﬁpor#s of light castings increased
substantially from 1984 to 198S. ‘As_a percent of‘domestic consumption

Brazilian castingé jumped from 0.8 percent in 1984 to 1.7 percent in a single

year.
During the period of investigation, capacity utilization by Brazilian
foundries decreased. The presence of underutilized capacity when considered
along with the rapid increase in market penetration, point to continued
increases in imports of Brazilian ligﬁt castingé. Availahle pricing data for
one Brazilian light éasting product shows margins of underselling in excess of

- 71/
10 percent throughout 1985. —

71/ Report at A-55, A-58. A-56-A-57, Table 27.
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- .Based upon.the rapid market penetration and pattern of underselling of
Brazilian light castings, we find that the domestic -industry producing light

construction castings is threatened with injury by imports from Brazil.
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VIEﬁS OF VICE CHAIRMAN LIEBELER .

Investigations Nos. 701-TA-249 .(Final) and 731-TA-262,

264, 265 (Final)

I determlne that an 1ndustry in the Unlted States is
'not materlally 1njured or threatened with material
1njury, or materlally retarded by reason of imports of
"heavy" iron constructlon castlngs from Brazil, India and
People s Republlc of Chlna (hereinafter "China") that are
‘sold at less than fa1r value (LTFV). - I -also determine
that an 1ndustry in the United States is threatened with
material injury by reason of imports of "light" iron
construction castings from Brazil, India and China sold at
LTFV. Finally, I'determine that an industry in the U.Ss.
is not materia;ly injured; or threatened with material
iajat&}'or materiaxly retarded, by reason of subsidized

A L o ' 1
imports. of "heavy" construction castings from Brazil.

I concur in.the decision of the majerity with respect to

like product, domestic industry, and related parties.

1 .
Because the domestic industries are well-established,
the issue of material retardation need not be addressed.
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In order for a domestic industry to prevail in a final
investigation, the éommissibn musf determine that the
dumped or subsidized imports cause or threaten to cause
material injury'to'the domestic industry producing the
like product. This analysis is usually recognized to be a
two-step procedure. First, the Commission must determine
whether the domestic industry préducing the like product
is materially injured or is threatened witﬁ maferial
injury. Second,- the Commission must detérﬁine whether any
injurY'br threat thereof is by reason of the duﬁpéd
- imports.' Only if the Commiséion‘answers'béth questions in
the affirmative will it make an affirmatiﬁé détermiﬁation

. in the investigation.

~ condition of the Industries

With some -important exceptibhs, the pérformahce of the'
.two industries under investigation has been similar. |
Domestic productionvpf heavy_castingg rose nearly 40% from
1982 to 1984. Capacity utilization increased from:57
pércent to 71.4Hpercent over the same period.- Comparing
1984 and 1985,.§roduction continued to increase, although

2
not as fast as capacity. The value of shipments also

2 _
Report at Table 3. Domestic shipments followed the
same trend as production. Report at Table 4.
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: 3
increased during the period of investigation.

Production of light castings also increased through
) 4
1984, though more slowly. Comparing 1984 and 1985,
however, production, shipments and value of shipments

fell.

The ratio of inventories of light castings to
shipments rose from 35.4 percent in 1982 to 37.8 percent
in 1985 as a result of the decrease in shipments. For
heavy castings, this ratio declined over the entire

5
period, reaching 18.6 percent in 1985.

The financial. data for light and.heavy castings differ
substantially. Although the light castings industry shows
cénsistently highef operating margins than'the heavy
castings industry, the frend for heavy castings is up

6 .
while the trend for light is down. This is also true

5
Report at Table 4.

4
Report at Table 3.

5
Report at Table 5.

6
- For the light castings industry, operating income has
been consistently at or over 10 percent. For heavy
castings, this ratio reached 3.3 percent in interim 1985.
(Footnote continued on next page)



28

, _ o : . 7
for the ratio'ofunet income before taxes to net sales.

Overall, the heavy castings industry has been
improving while the 1ight éesting industry has been
deteriorating. Howeter, as is evident from the figﬁres

cited, ‘neither is CufreﬁtIY'haterially injured.

‘Threat of Material Injury by Reason of Imports

In certain ked”Ragpbefries‘from'Canada,'I set forth a

. framework -for examining causation in Title VII
investigations.g ‘This framework is drawn from the
proposition that Congres$ did not establish a per seirule
against sales at less than fair value. As noted in the

‘legislative history, "the Antldumplng Act does not

.- proscribe transactions which 1nvolve selllng an 1mported

product: at a prlce which" is not’ lower than that needed to

make the product“cpmpetltlve in the U.S. market, even

(Footnote continued from previous page)

Commissioner Brunsdale raised certain issues regarding the
allocation of costs between heavy and specialty castings.
She raised some serious questions about the reliability of
financial data where the production process is the same.
Iron Construction Castings from Canada, Inv. No.
731-TA-263, USITC Pub. 1811 (Feb. 1986) (Vlews of
Comm1551oner Brunsdale). _

7
Report at Tables 10-11.

8 ) , RO
Inv. No. 731-TA- -196 (Flnal), USITC Pub 1680 at 11-19
(1985) (Addltlonal Vlews of Vice Chairman Llebeler)
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though the price of the imported product is lower than its

9
home market price." Because sales at prices to meet

competition are permissible, Congress must have been
directing the Commission to look further. I héve
céncluded that Congress directed the Commission to search
for some form of predatory pricing, or what the Congress
-referred to as "uhfair price discrimination."10 My

analysis of the data therefore concentrates on five

factors:

The stronger the evidence of the following . . . the
more likely that an affirmative determination will

be made: (1) large and increasing market share, (2)
high dumping margins, (3) homogeneous products, (4) -
declining prices and (5) barriers to entry to other
foreign producers (low elasticity of supply of other
11 :

imports). ‘

v

Although the presence of the five factors would not be
sufficientAto establish a domestic predatory pricihg

case, I treat them as factors that must be balanced to
determine whether the necessary conditions are present
to support a finding that foreign firms are engaging in

unfair price discrimination practices that cause or .

9

Trade Reform Act of 1974, S. Rép. 1298,'93rd Cohg. 2d
Sess. 179. -

Id. at 1s6.
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threaten to cause material injury to a domestic

12
industry.

The starting point for the five factor approach is
import penetration data. This factor is relevant
because unfair price discrimination has as its goal, and
cannot take place in the absence of, market power. The
statute requires that; under certain conditions, imports
of two countries must be cumulated to determine the
effect of the imports on price and volume. Cumulation
is mandated when imports from two or more countries
qompeté with each other and with like products of the
domestic industry and are subject to investigation.13
The imports from Brazil, I;dia and China compete with
each other and the domestic like product, and are
subject tc investigation. Imports from Canada are no

14
longer subject to investigation. However, because

12

Trade Reform Act of 1974, S. Rep:. 1298, 93rd Cong. 2d
Sess. 179.

i3

19 U.S.C. 1677(7) (C) (iv) (1985 cum. supp.). It is
questionable whether cumulation is required in the context
of a threat determination. The cumulation amendment is in
the section on material injury and refers only to material
injury criteria. However, cumulation may still be
permitted if the criteria are met.

14
Iron Construction Castings from Canada, Inv. No.
731-TA-263 (Final), USITC Pub. 1811, (Feb. 1986).
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the investigations concerning Brazil, India and China
were extended upon a request by thoée parties, I
conclude that cumulation is appropriate in this

. 15
case. To preclude cumulation where the respondent

initiated a very short delay would subvert the intent of

Congress in passing the cumulation amendment.

15 . :
I do not cumulate between dumping and subsidy
investigations. . The Commission recently has voted to
appeal Bingham and Taylor, Div. Virginia Industries, Inc.
v. United States, Slip. Op. 86-14 (Feb. 14, 1986), which
stated that cumulation across statutes is required, to
the Court of Appeals for the Federal Circuit. Until this
issue is resolved I shall continue the established
practices of not cumulating across statutes since I
believe that the law precludes cumulating dumped imports
under investigation with subsidized ones. First,
Commission treatment of foreign government subsidization
of imports and sales by private firms at LTFV are governed
by different sections of Title VII. This raises a
presumption that Congress ‘intended to treat the two
.activities separately. Second, not cross-cumulating is
historical Commission practice, existing prior to the -
statutory enactment of the existing statutory cumulation
provisions. Obviously, Congress could have chosen to
-alter this practice but did not do so. Third, the wording
of the operative sections of Title VII precludes
cross-cumulation. For example, the language of the
countervailing duty section clearly requires that the
injury be by reason of subsidized imports, not subsidized
and dumped imports. If the Commission were to
cross-cumulate, it would be acting outside its statutory
mandate. The Commission simply cannot make an affirmative
determination in, e.g, a countervailing duty case based on
dumped imports. For a more detailed explanation see
Certain Carbon Steel Products from Austria, et al., Nos.
701-TA-225-234 (Preliminary) and 731-TA-213-217, 219,
221-226, and 228-235, USITC Pub. No. 1642, at 43-48 (Views
of Vice Chairman Liebeler). It should be noted that the
disposition of this issue did not bear on the outcome of
this particular case.
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As a percentage of apparent U.S. consumption,
cumulated imports of light castings increased from 13.4

16
percent in 1982 to 26.7 percent during 1985. The

cumulated import penetration ratio for heavy céstings
increased from 7.9 percent in 1982 to 16.4 percent in
1985.  Thus, the cumulated import penetration ratio for

-each product increased significantly over the period.

The second factor is high subsidies and high margins
of dumping. The higher the subsidy or margin of

dumping, ceteris paribus, the more likely it is that the

product is being sold below marginal cost, which is a
requirement for predatory pricing,.and the more likely
it is that the domestic producers will be ad&ersely
affected by the dumping or subsidy. Thé level of
subsidy and the margin of dumping is determined by the
Department of Commerce. In this case, the weightea
average margins are 11.66 percent for Chiha, .9 percent
for India and 26.16 percent for Brazil. The subsidy
calculated for heavy construction castings for Brazil is

17
5.77 percent ad valorem.

16
Report at Table 21.

17

Report at A-8-10. Commerce determined that light and
heavy construction castings were within the same "class or
kind" of merchandise and therefore did not determine
separate margins.
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The third factor is the homogeneity of the
products. ' The more homogeneous the products, the
greater will be the effect of any allegedly unfair
practice on domestic producers. There is no significant
evidence in the record suggesting that these products

18
are differentiable.

The fourth factor is declining prices. "Evidence of

declining domestic prices, ceteris_paribus, might
indicate ﬁhat domestic producers were lowering their
prices to maintain market share. .Evidence’with respect
to price trends indicates that prices for both heavy and
light castings were stable through mid-1985. Commission
data indicate that prices beéan to fall at this

19
point.

The fifth factor is low elaéticity'of supply of

other imports. A low elasticity of supply of imports

18

Final users indicated that since the product was
acquired from a distributor, they often did not know the
country of origin of products purchased. Additionally,
once the items are commingled in stock, it becomes
difficult to ascertain from which country the item
originated. Report at A-50.

19
Report at Tables 27, 28, 29.
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from countries not under investigation provides some
evidence that the firms selling at LTFV will have
sufficient time to recoup their present losses in the
future. Evidence on this elasticity is unavailable.
One could infer under normal circumstances, howeVer,
that the historical pattern of imports will continue in

20
the reasonably foreseeable future. For light

castings, cumulated imports account for approximately
two-thirds ofvthe imports.21 For heavy castings,
cumulated imports comprised 50-60 percent of imports
over the period of investigation. On the information
available, the elasticity of supply of imports from

22
countries not under investigation is uncertain.

20

If new capacity has recently been established in other
countries, historical import patterns would be of less
utility in establishing whether there is a barrier to
entry to other imports. 1In addition, if capacity can be
built (or transferred from other uses) quickly and
cheaply, this factor would act as a constraint on market
power.

21
Report at Table 21.

22

A question related to this inquiry is whether the
countries under investigation have a high elasticity of
supply. This is especially significant for a threat case
where the determination is whether the condition of the
domestic industry will deteriorate. The best available
data on production and capacity for the three countries
under investigation (Brazil, India and the People’s
Republic of China) indicates that there have been low
levels of capacity utilization. Report at A-34-A-37

(Footnote continued on next page)
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These factors must be balanced in each case to reach
a sound determination. Most of the factors are the same
for'both the light_ahd the heavy castings industries:
moderate dumping margins, priqes down recently,
homogeneous products, and a fairly high percentage of
total imports. Tﬁe subsidy on heavy construction
castings is loﬁ. The data on the condition of the
industry provide no indication that either industry is
matérially injured. It is a closer question whether a
threat of material injury is established. In the light
~castings industry, the production and financial data

- : 23
indicate that there has been a recent downturn,

While in the heavy castings industry there has been
constant improvement.24 Moreover, the import’
penetration ratio is 25 percent higher for light
castings than for heavy. Cumulated light castings

captured over 1/4 of the domestic market in 1985. Thus,

my analysis of the factors indicates that the light

(Footnote continued from previous page)

Low capacity utilization is evidence that
these suppliers can increase supply to the U.S. at a
constant price (high elasticity of supply).

23
Report at Table 11,

24
- Report at Table 10,
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construction castings industry in the U.S. is threatened
with material injury by reason of LTFV imports of from
India, Brazil and China and that the domestic heavy
construction castings industry is .not materially
injured,.ér fhreatened with material injury, by reason
of dumped heavy construction castings imports from
Brazil, China or India nor injured by reason of

subsidized imports from Brazil.
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VIEWS OF COMMISSIONER BRUNSDALE

Based oﬁ the. record in Inves&igation Nos. 731-TA-262, 264,
and 265 (Final), I determine that two industries in the United
States,1 the "heavy" iron construction castings and the "light"
iron construction castings industries, are threatened with
4material injury by reason 6f imports from Brazil, india, and the
People’s Republic of China (PRC) that have been the subject of
affirmative antidumping determiﬁations by the Commerce | :
Department. 1 further determine based on the record in
Investigation No. 701-TA-249 (Final) that the U.S. "heavy" iroﬁ
construction castings industry is threatened with mé;eriai injufy
by reason of imports from Brazil that have been the subfect of an
affirmative counpgrvailing duty (CVD) determination by the
Commerce Depaftggnp. Finally,(I determine that I would not have
found that tﬁe domestic industries were materially injured in ahy

-

of the instant actions but for the suspension of liquidation of

1
Because the domestic industries are well-established, -the
issue of material retardation need not be addressed.
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entries of "heavy" iron construction castings and "light" iron
construction castings, respectively.2

No investigative information developed since my recent
determination on iron construction castings from Canada
(Investigation No. 731-TA-263) substantively alters the record
before the Commission as to the historical performance of the
domestic "heavy" and "light"” iron construction castings
industries. Thus, the characterizations of the domestic industry
performance cited in my separate opinion in the Canadian case
remain fully applicable in the current cases.

Prospective increases in productive capacity in India and.

. 3
the PRC, moderate capacity utilization rates in Brazil, .

_ 4
together with a distinct trend of rising import penetration,
contributed most persuasively to my finding of threat of material

Injury in these cases. This evidence will be assessed more

extensively later.

2 :
19 U.S.C. Sec. 1671d(b)(4)(B).

3
Report at A-34-37.

4
Table 20
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I. Like Product and the Domestic Industries

I concur with the majority’s finding on like product with
respect to "light" iron construction castings. I alsé. accept the
majority’s definition of tﬁe like product with respect to "heavy"
iron construction castings{ even . though I have reserVationé that
' somé essentially non-tradeablg,customized versions -0of otherwise
standard “héavy“ ca;tings products should not be included ‘in that
definitiéﬁ. For ipstance! such merchandise as manhole ‘covers-
with special éer; names or designs if ordered in comparatively
sm#ll and:unpredictable quantities is évidently not‘considere&
fungible‘with tradeable and fully standardardized castings by
ceftaiﬁ customerg. IQ such cases, production'cannot'takeipiééé
in anticipation §f an order, and so domestic producers would '
retain a strong competitivela§vgntage over foreign producers in
terms ofAshorf dglivegy"time. It is also important to note, for
the purpose of understanding the significance of profit and

production data, that the domestic
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industry that produces the "heavy" like product also produces
certain "specialty” iron construction castings. Thié.is

elaborated below.

II. andition of the Domestic Industries

In its determination of material injury, the Commission must
consider, among other factors, Aeclines in profits.sf The
profit and loss data presented to the Commission on the "heavy"
castings industry6 appear strongly indicative of material
injury upon first review. In my judgment, however, this apﬁareht
financial picture, which would otherwise constitute a méjor
reason for an affirmation of material injury, is seriously flawed
and misleading. My views on this matter are detailed in my
Canadign opinion.

Data available to the Commission do nmot permit, and in fact

cannot as a matter of logic permit, "separate identification of

5
19 U.S.C. Sec. 1677(7)(ec)(iil).

6
Table 10, Report at A-25.
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production in terms of such criteria as the production process or
7 .
the producer’s profits” for the domestic "heavy" castings like

ﬁr&duct. fhus, the Commission must assess the "effect of the
subsidized or dumped 1mports.... by examination of the production
of the narrowest group or range of products, which includes a
like ﬁioducf; for which t£e necessary information can be
providéd."8
The existence of "specialty” castings9 produced largely by

the same indusfry in th; same capacity that produces the domestic
"heavy" caStingﬁ like>product,10 and the significance of such

other castings products for a proper comprehension of the

7 ' :
19 U.5.C. Sec. 1677(4)(D).

8
ibid.

9 o N A
These products include "tree grates, park benches, lamp post
bases, and other streetscape castings; bolt down castings; and
watertight or water resistant castings." Report at B-71.

10 . -
"Most producers indicated that it was not necessarily
difficult to change casting patterns for most specialty items.

. All the producers sampled indicated that once a pattern is
made, the process of changing patterns is relatively simple, and
only requires some manpower and perhaps some down-time for the
production line.” Report at B-71-72. :
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performance of that ihdustry, were tréaced at lengtﬁ in my
Canadian opinion. This prior discussionvremains accurate, valid,
and fully representative of ﬁy beliefs.

Subsequent to the resolution of thelCanadian case, however,
further investigation has developed considerable evidence that
corroborates my earlier characterizatién of the role of
"specialty" products.

Thus, the industry that produces "heavy" cgstiﬁgs also
periodically receives orders for higher priced "specialty"

11 .
castings. Since particular "specialty" products are either
customized in unforeseeable ways or alternatively ordered
infrequently and unpredictably, such castings are generally

12
made-to-order and not inventoried. Several companies

11

- "Most of the producers agreed that there is neither the
volume nor the continuity of special orders to sustain a
foundry." Report at B-72.

12 :

"Domestic foundries, by virtue of their proximity to the

municipalities and construction supply distributors, require

relatively short lead times and can fill most orders for less

popular or customized models without maintaining inventories of

such items. Importers with their longer -lead times, generally
(Footnote continued to page 7)



43

manufacturing "specialty™ castings reﬁbrted holding no

inventories of such products, and the prdportion of
. 14
inventories-to-shipments for "specialty" castings 1is less
, 15 : '
than half that for standard products. The made-to-order

"specialty" market is one in which domestic producers enjoy a
substantial competitive advantage over foreign producers, because
delivery times from the faétory are much shorter for domestié
sources and customers consider rapid product delivery to be~an
important product‘feature.16 It is thus reasonabie to beliéve

that the price of "specialty" castings is determined primarily

within the domestic, and not the world, market. In fact, these

(Footnote continued from page 44°)

handle only the faster-moving, more standardized models because
of the resulting inventory carrying costs incurred in supplying a
complete range of products. Thus, while domestic. producers may
typically handle 4,000 to 5,000 items, importers may carry only
150 to 200." Report at A-5.

13
Report at B-71.

14
Report at B-75.

15
Report at A-17.

16
Report at A-5.
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"specialty” products are "more profitable on a per-pound basis"
than standard éastings,17ii.e._they bear a higher per-pound
price.

As I found in thg Canadian case, these conditions give rise
to an inescapaﬁle understating of the profitability of operating
foundries to produce s;andapd "heavy"” castings. Certain fixed
costs representing capacicj used sometimes in standard casting
production and some;imes'in‘specialty production cannot be
proﬁerly alloca#ed, The cost §f other capacity not routinely
emplo&éd in stan@ard castings_production, but added exclusively
to ensure rapia fulfillment of specialty orders upon receipt and
generally comprised of less efficient marginal capacity (capacity
that is more costly to operate per pound of product), should be
allocated exclusively to specialty products. The productibn'
pattern underlying"tﬁis problem is verified by new data presented

to the Commission. Fdr'instaﬁce; capagitylwhen devoted to

17
Report at B-74.
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. 18
standard production was only 68.4 percent utilized , while

capacity when devoted to spécialty production was 91.4 percent
utilized}in int,:erim.1985.19 Thus, marginal, less efficient
capacity is brought on-line mostly during specialty production
runs.

The cost allocation problem is further confirmed by producer
.descriptions of the methodology used, as reported to the
Commission in related In&estiga;ion No. TA-201-58, Certain Metal
Castings. In at least some instances, the Commission has been
assﬁged that the described methodologies pertain to these
case;.zo For'inSQapce, one company reported that

We have individual costs, including manufacturing

overhead, identified with each part we produce. Our
overhead costs are then directly related to the sum

18"

Report at A-14.

19 A
Report at B-73.

20
INV-J-066.
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total of the parts covered *¥kkitkdkitikithrkdikiditkst ag
21

defined in the questionnaire.
In other words, if the same component is effectively part of a
standard casting and a specialty casting, it will bear an équal
cost, and thus an equal share of the foundry's total fixed costs.
Another manufacturer verified in his letter that all costs are
allocated either in terms éf "tons produced" or "tons sold" of
each product. Yet another manufacturer stated that "other"
manufacturing costs, including capacity cost, were "allocated on
the basis of pounds manufactured" and that the same procedure was

used for general sales and administration expenses, and

: 22
depreciation.

The anticipatgd impact on profits is evident from data newly
developed in the céurse of this investigation. Seven domestic
firms, comprising well over half of the capacity in the domest}c
industry that produces "heavy" castings, acknowledged producing

"specialty” castings. Of these, five provided separate detailed

Ibid.

22

Submissions by castings manufacturers requested at hearing on
Certain Metal Castings, Investigation No. TA-201-58, March 18-19,
1986.
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profit and loss information on "heavy" and "specialty"
castings.23 0f the five companies, only two reported positive
operating income on "heavy" castings. -The five companies taken
together reported a total opeféting loss of $3,417,000-in interim
1985 on "heavy" castings and an operating loss margin (the ratio
of operating loss to net sales) of 7.3 percent. Neé sales of the
five for "heavy" castings amounted to $46,928,000. But this
picture of financial strain disappears when the inseparable
"specialty" castings are considered. ‘The five firms reported
total operating income of $7,300,000 on only $27,53A,000 of s&les
of the higher priced "specialty" products generating an operating
income margin of 26.5 percent.24 Combining the financial
performance of both "heavy" and "specialty" to oBtain aﬁ accurate
picture of the profitability properly attributable to the

capacity shared by both "heavy" and "specialty" products shows

the full industry enjoyed an operating income margin of 8.4

23
Report at A-26-27.

24
Report at A-27.
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25
percent, The same general description would apply to each of

the five firms for which.disaggregated data are available, if
' 26
considered individually. Complete evidence of the true

financial perfprmanée'of the industry is available in INV-J-064,
which is part of the final investigation record. That memorandum
reports the profit and loss data for the industry .for "specialty"
and "heavy" castings ;aken‘together.

_Net sales of “heav&" castings together with- "specialty"
castings increased throughout the period of investigation.27
Operating income and operating income margins also increased over
this period.28 Similarly, net sales of "light" castings grew

' 29 . :

throughout the investigation period. - Operating -income

margins for "light" castings decreased from 1983 to 1984, but

25
INV-J-064,
26
Report at A-27.
27
Table A, INV-J-064.
28
Ibid.
29

Report at A-28.
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30
ended the- period higher than in-1982, - and also remained high
31
compared to margins for other iron and steel industries.

Production of "heavy" castings rose sharply from 1982 to
1985, while production of "light” castingé showed somewhat less
dramatic, but nonetheless steady, growth over these years.32
Capacity for each product, "heavy" castings and "light" castings,
registered growth33 reflepting continued investment, while
capacity utilization grew through 1984, tapering off only in
1985.34

froduction of "light” castings rose approximately 1.8
pefgent from 1982 to 1985, reflecting some @ecline since 1984.
Capacity, however, grew 9.7 percent over the investigation and
continued to expand through 1985, reflecting apparent

35°
optimism.

30
Ibid.

31
INV-J-027 :

32
Table 3, Report at A-15.

33
Ibid.
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The ratio of inventories of "heavy" castings to shipments
trended down during during the entire investigation period.36
For "light" castings, the ratio of inventories-to-shipments
fluctuated during the iﬁvestigation period, rising sharply to
37.8 percent in 1985 compared to 35.4 percent in 1984.37 This

sharp increase occurred because shipments increased less rapidly

than inventories.

I1I. Cumulation
38
The statute requires that, under certain conditions,
imports of two of more countries must se cumulated to determine
the :effect of the imports on price and volume. Cumulation is
mandated ;hen imports of like products from two or more countries
compete with each other and with like-products of the domestic

industry, and are subject to investigation.

36
Table 5, Report at A-17.

37
Ibid.

38
19 U.S.C. Sec. 1677(7)(c)(iv) (1985 Cum. Supp.)



51

Imports of "heavy" and "light" iron construction castings
from Canada, Brazil, India, and the Peoplé's Republic of China
have been subject to closely related and coincident antidumping
investigations before ﬁhe Commission.39 Since the products
from these countries, for both»"heavy" and "light" iron
construction castings, are essentially the same, they compete
with e;ch éthef and with the domestic like products, and have all
been subje;t to investigation, I conclude that it is'appropriate
to cumqlate)the imports from all four countries with respect to
the antidumping cases.

Tﬁe case of subsidized imports from Brazil, Investigation
No. 761-TA-24?, aiso raises the ;ssue_of cross-cumulation with
imports subjecg to inve;tigation undef the antidumping statute.
With respect to this issue, my views were expressed in a footnote
to tﬁe majofify opinion in Certain Brass Sheet and Strip from
Brazil, Canada, Franée, Italy, South:Korea, Sweden and West
Germany; Iﬁvestiggtions Nos. 701-TA-269 and 270, and 731d-TA-311

through 317 (Preliminary). Accordingly, I do not cross-cumulate.

39 .

Iron Construction Castings from Canada, Investigation No.
731-TA-263; Iron Construction Castings from Brazil, India and
China, Investigation Nos. 731-TA-262, 264, and 265.
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IV. Threat of Material Injury

The Commission is required to consider several enumerated
factors, among others , in determining whether an industry in the
United States is threatened with material injury by reason of
:lmport:s.“0

With the exception of imporfs from India in 1985, imports
from each country under review here increased substantially over
the investigation period.AI Further, import penetration rose
over this period, from 7.9 percent in 1982 to 16.4 peréent in
1985 in the case of "heavy" castings, and from 13.4 percent to
26.7 percent in the case of "light" cast.:ings.l"2 Though I do

not presume that all reported imports subject to affirmative

determinations by the Commerce Department were in fact sold at

40
19 U.s.C. Sec. 1677(7)(F)

41
Table 20, Report at A-45.

42
Table 21, Report at A-46.
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less than fair value, it is reasonable to believe on the basis of
the best information available to the Commission that the volume
and import penetration of unfairly traded imports have risen
steadily over the past four years.

Finally, the financial condition of the ‘domestic "light"
castings industry seems to have deteriorated notably in interim
1985.43 Having considered. these and all other statutorily
required factors; 1 conciude that the domestic industries that
produce "heavy" and "light" iroﬁ construction castings are
threatened with material injury by reason of dumped imports, and

in the case of the industry that produces "heavy" castings, also

‘by reason of subsidized imports from Brazil.

43
Table 11, Report at A-29






INFORMATION OBTAINED IN THE INVESTIGATIONS
Introduction

On May 13, 1985, the Municipal Castings Fair Trade Council, 1/ a trade
association representing 15 domestic producers of iron construction castings,
filed petitions with the U.S. International Trade Commission and the U.S.
Department of Commerce. The petitions alleged that an industry in the United
States is materially injured and is threatened with further material injury by
reason of imports from Brazil of certain iron construction castings,
provided for in item 657.09 of the Tariff Schedules of the United States
(TsUS), which are allegedly being subsidized by the Government of Brazil, and
by reason of imports from Brazil, Canada, India, and the People's Republic of
China (China) of such castings that are allegedly being sold at less than fair
value (LTFV). Accordingly, the Commission instituted preliminary
investigations (No. 701-TA-249 (Preliminary) and Nos. 731-TA-262 through 265
(Preliminary)) under the provisions of the Tariff Act of 1930 (the Act) 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 1mports of such merchandise into the United States. 2/

As a result of its preliminary investigatidns, the CommiSsion, on
July 3, 1985, notified Commerce that there was a reasonable indication that an
industry in the United States was materially injured by reason of imports of
certain heavy iron construction castings from Brazil, which were alleged to bhe
subsidized by the Government of Brazil. At the same time, the Commission
determined 3/ that there was no reasonable indication that an industry in the
United States was materially injured or threatened with material injury, or
that the establishment of an industry in the United States was materially
retarded, by reason of imports from Brazil of certain light iron construction
castings that were alleged to be subsidized by the Government of Brazil. The
Commission further determined that there was a reasonable indication that
industries in the United States were materially injured by reason of imports
from Brazil, Canada, India, and China of certain heavy and light iron
construction castings that were alleged to be sold at LTFV.

On August 12, 1985, Commerce published in the Federal Register (50 F.R.
32462) 4/ its preliminary determination that imports of certain heavy iron
construction castings from Brazil are receiving certain benefits from the
Government of Brazil that constitute subsidies within the meaning of the

1/ The member companies are Alhambra Foundry, Inc.; Allegheny Foundry Co.;
Bingham & Taylor; Campbell Foundry Co.; Charlotte Pipe & Foundry Co.; Deeter
Foundry Co.; East Jordan Iron Works, Inc.; E.L. Le Baron Foundry Co.;
Municipal Castings, Inc.; Neenah Foundry Co.; Opelika Foundry Co., Inc.;
Pinkerton Foundry, Inc.; Tyler Pipe Corp.; U.S. Foundry & Manufacturing Co.;
and Vulcan Foundry, Inc. ’ ’

2/ Copies of the Commission's Federal Register notices relevant to these
investigations appear in app. A.

3/ Chairwoman Stern and Commissioner Eckes dissenting.

4/ Copies of Commerce's Federal Reglster notices relevant to these
1nvestlgat10ns appear in app. B.




countervailing duty law. As a result of Commerce's affirmative preliminary
determination of subsidized sales from Brazil, the Commission instituted
investigation No. 701-TA--249 (Final), effective August 12, 1985, under section
705(b) of the Act (19 U.S.C. 1675(b)), to determine whether an industry in the
United States is materially injured or is threatened with material injury, or
whether the establishment of an industry in the United States is materially
retarded, by reason of subsidized imports from Brazil of certain heavy iron
construction castings. 1/ On August 30, 1985, Commerce extended the deadline
for its final determination in this investigation from October 21, 1985, to
January 6, 1986, to correspond with the date of its final determinations in the
antidumping investigations on iron construction castings from Brazil, Canada,
India, and China (50 F.R. 35280).

On October 28, 1985, Commerce published in the Federal Register (50 F.R.
43591) its affirmative preliminary determinations that imports of certain iron
construction castings from Brazil, Canada, India, and China are being, or are
likely to be, sold in the United States at LTFV within the meaning of section
733 of the Act. As a result of these determinations, the Commission instituted
investigations Nos. 731-TA-262 through 265 (Final), effective October 28, 1985,
under section 735(b) of the Act, to determine whether an industry in the United
States is materially i1njured or is threatened with material injury, or whether
the establishment of an industry in the United States is materially retarded, by
reason of LTFV imports from Brazil, Canada, India, and China of certain iron
construction castings. Notice of the institution of the Commission's final ,
investigations and a public hearing to be held in connection therewith was given
by posting copies of the notice in the Office of the Secretary, U.S.
International Trade Commission, Washington, DC, and by publishing the notice in
the Federal Register of November 15, 1985 (50 F.R. 47287).

Upon request by respondents, Commerce extended the date for its final
determination in its antidumping investigation involving Brazil from January 6,
1986, to March 12, 1986, by publishing a notice in the Federal Register on
November 27, 1985 (50 F.R. 48826). In the same notice, Commerce also -extended
the date for its final countervailing duty determination on certain heavy iron
construction castings from Brazil until March 12, 1986. On December 9, 1985,
Commerce, at the request of respondents, extended the date for its final
determination in its antidumping investigation involving China from
January 6, 1986, to March 12, 1986 (50 F.R. 50188). Similarly, at the request
of respondents, Commerce extended its final determination in its antidumping
investigation involving India from January 6, 1986, to March 12, 1986
(50 F.R. 51272). Commerce published its final determination of sales at LTFV
with respect to imports from Canada on January 16, 1986 (51 F.R.- 2412).

Oon March 19, 1986, Commerce published in the Federal Register (51 F.R. 9491) its
final determination that imports of certain heavy iron construction castings
from Brazil are receiving certain benefits from the Government of Brazil which
constitute subsidies within the meaning of the countervailing duty law.
Additionally, on March 19, 1986, Commerce published its final determinations of
sales at LTFV with respect to imports of iron construction castings from Brazil,
India, and China (51 F.R. 9477, 9486, and 9483, respectively).

1/ Notice of the institution of the Commission's final investigation and a
public hearing to be held in connection therewith was given by posting copies of
the notice in the Office of the Secretary, U.S. International Trade Commission,
Washington, DC, and by publishing the notice in the Federal Register of Oct. 2,
1985 (50 F.R. 40243). :




The Commission held & hearing in connection with these investigations on
January 16, 1986 in Washington, DC. 1/ On February 19, 1986, the Commission
advised Commerce that an industry in the United States was materially injured
by reason of imports of heavy iron construction castings from Canada. 2/ On
the same date, the Commission also advised Commerce that an industry in the
United States was threatened with material injury by reason of imports of
light iron construction castings from Canada (51 F.R. 7646). 3/

The briefing and vote in the'investigations concerning Brazil, India, and
China was held.on for April 18, 1986.  The statute directs that the Commission
make its final injury determination within 45 days after the final
determinations by Commerce, or in these cases, by April 25, 1986.

Other Investigations Cohcerning
Iron Construction Castings

On February 19, 1980, the Commission and the Department of Commerce
received a petition from Pinkerton Foundry, Inc., Lodi, CA, alleging that
bounties or grants were being paid with respect to certain iron construction
castings imported from India. The iron construction castings subject to that
investigation included manhole covers, rings, and frames; catch basin grates
and frames; and cleanout covers and frames. On August 14, 1980,
following its investigation, Commerce issued a final countervailing duty
determination that the Government of India was granting bounties or grants
ranging from 12.9 to 16.8 percent of the f.o.b. India price. 4/ On September
29, 1980, the Commission, by a 4-to-1 vote, determined in investigation No.
303-TA-13 (Final) that an industry in the United States was materially injured
or threatened with material injury by reason of imports of the iron
construction castings from India that were subject to the Commerce subsidy
determination.

On November 19, 1980, the Commission and the Department of Commerce
received a petition from Pinkerton Foundry, Inc., alleging that certain iron
construction castings from India were being, or were likely to be, sold in the
United States at LTFV. On December 18, 1980, 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 the
alleged LTFV imports from India. However, the Department of Commerce
subsequently issued a negative determination as to the existence of LTFV sales
and the investigation was terminated (46 F.R. 39871).

1/ A list of witnessess testifying at the hearing is shown in app. A.

2/ Vice Chairman Liebeler found no injury with respect to heavy iron
construction castings. Commissioner Brunsdale found only threat of material
injury.

3/ Commissioner Lodwick found material injury with respect to light iron
construction castings.

4/ This countervailing duty has subsequently been reduced. The current
countervailing duty being applied to imports of iron construction castings
from India is 2.19 percent.



On September 10, 1982, the Department of Commerce received a petition'
from counsel on behalf of 11 domestic manufacturers of certain iron-metal
construction castings, alleging that bounties or grants were bheing paid with
respect to such products imported from Mexico. 1/ Commerce issued a final
countervailing duty determination on February 7, 1983, that certain benefits
that constitute bounties or grants, in the amount of 2.85 percent ad valorem,
were being provided to manufacturers, producers, or exporters of certain
iron—metal construction castings in Mexico. 1In 1984, at the request of the
petitioner, Commerce conducted an administrative review of the countervailing
duty order. As a result of the review, Commerce reached a preliminary
determination that the bounty or grant was O. 37 percent ad valorem for the
period of review (50 F.R. 43262).

On January 19, 1984, the Commission instituted investigation No. 332-176,
Competitive Assessment of the U.S. Foundry Industry. The investigation was
conducted in response to a request from the United States Trade Representative,
at the direction of the President. Part III of the study dealt with iron
construction castings.

Following the receipt of a petition filed on behalf of the Cast Metals
Federation on December 2, 1985, the Commission instituted investigation No.
TA-201-68, Certain Metal Castings. All of the iron construction castings
included in the instant investigation are also included in the section 201
investigation. The Commission's deadline for reporting its determination to
the President in investigation No. TA-201-58 is June 2, 1986.

1/ Inasmuch as Mexico was not at that time a "country under the Agreement "
the Commission was not required to make an injury determination.



The Products .

Description and uses

) The iron construction castings covered by these investigations are manhole
covers, rings, and frames; catch basin grates and frames; cleanout covers and
frames; and valve, service, and meter boxes. 1/ These articles are cast from iron
that is not alloyed and not malleable, a material commonly known as gray iron.
Figure 1 shows examples of these products.

Iron construction castings are divided into two categories—so called "heavy"
castings, which usually have walls of 1 inch or greater thickness, and "light"
castings, which typically have 1/4-inch-thick walls. The heavy construction
castings consist of manhole covers, rings, and frames; catch basin grates and
frames; and cleanout covers and frames. These products are used for drainage or
access purposes-in utility, water, and sanitary systems. Manhole sets, consisting
of a cover and a frame, and sometimes accessory parts such as rings, constitute the
bulk of both domestic production and imports of heavy construction castings. Such
castings generally range in weight from 270 to 1,000 pounds and are produced by the
sand—cast method.

" The light construction castings consist of valve, service, and meter boxes.
These products are used to encase the underground valves and meters of water, gas,
or other utilities, and to provide access to this equipment for periodic adjustment
or reading. Light castings are also manufactured in sets, usually containing three
pieces-—a base, a top, and a cover with lettering and/or a pattern. Light castings
generally range in weight from 10 to 120 pounds and are produced in the United
States by sand cast, shell mold, or permanent mold processes,

Although the basic configurations of the heavy construction castings included
in these investigations vary little, there are many models of each of these
products. Individual models are distinguished by their dimensions, markings,
vents, pick holes, and other characteristics. Some differences in the models
result from the differing weather and wear problems characteristic of the different
regions in which they are used. For example, castings in the Northwest are
designed to handle heavy rain runoff, whereas those sold in the Southwest are
designed to prevent clogging with sand. Other differences result from the
preferences of the individual municipalities and utilities that are the end users
of these products. Domestic foundries, by virtue of their proximity to the
municipalities and construction supply distributors, require relatively short lead
times and can fill most orders for less popular or customized models without
maintaining inventories of such items. Importers, with their longer lead times,
generally handle only the faster-moving, more standardized models because of the
resulting inventory carrying costs incurred in supplying a complete range of
products. Thus, although domestic producers may typically handle 4,000 to 5,000
items, importers may carry only 150 to 200. 2/

1/ In its final LTFV notice with respect to imports from Canada (as well as
its institution notices concerning imports from Brazil, India, and China),
Commerce stated that "The merchandise covered by this investigation consists
of certain iron construction castings, limited to manhole covers, rings and
frames, catch basin grates and frames, cleanout covers and frames used for
drainage or access purposes for public utility, water and sanitary systems;
and valve, service and meter boxes which are placed below ground to encase
waler, gas or obther valves, or water or gas meters. "

2/ Transcript of the conference, June 5, 1985, p. 120.
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Figure l.--Samples of Iron Construction Castings
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Light construction castings are manufactured in a range of-dimensions,
but are relatively standardized nationwide. Valve, :service, and meter boxes
must reach below the frostline and consequently those used in -the North are
longer than those used in the South. Nearly all valve and service boxes used
in the United States are from a line of products known as Buffalo boxes.

These construction products are usually made of gray iron, but other
materials are being used in increasing amounts. The underground sections, and
occasionally the covers, of valve, service, and meter boxes are being made of
plastics and processed paper. High-performance construction castings, such as
those used in airport runways, are made of ductile iron, :a stronger and more.
expensive material than gray iron. Industry.sources expect that ductile iron
construction castings. will be used in increasing quantities in less critical
applications, primarily for weight reasons. Ductile iron castings are lighter
than their gray iron counterparts because equ1valent performance is attained
with less material. :

Manufacturing processes

Foundries produce iron. castings by pourlng molten iron -into molds,
allowing the iron to cool and solidify, and removing (“shaking out") the:iron
products from the mold for finishing and sale.* The molten iron.is produced
from pig or scrap iron, 1/ coke, and limestone in cupola furnaces, -but can-
also be made in electric furnaces. 2/ The molds .into which the iron is- poured
are produced in several ways. The sand-cast-method is used to produce heavy
castings and, in some foundries, light castings. 1In this process, green
sand 3/ is. packed into metal frames ("flasks™) fitted with wood or metal .
patterns bearing the external shapes of the finished castings. Each mold
consists of two flasks of sand-—the "cope" with the pattern of the casting's
top half and the "drag" with the bottom half. After the sand has been. packed
in firmly, the patterns are removed and the cope and drag are joined such that
an internal cavity having the shape of the entire casting is created. Light
castings have some inner -surfaces that can be formed only with sand ("cores")
inserted into the cavity before the cope and drag are closed. Molten iron is
poured into the mold cavity via a hole ("sprue") cut through the sand. After
the iron solidifies, the casting is shaken out of the sand on shaker belts,
and the sand from the molds and cores is reprocessed for further use. The
casting is then particle blasted or ground to remove rough edges and .
ovprpourlngs and then dip painted or sold as is,. :

The shell~mold'proéess used by some producers to make light castings is
the same as the sand-cast method, except that the cores are made of
resin—-treated sand and baked. Some foundries produce light castings in -

1/ The basic raw material used by U.S. and Canadian producers is scrap iron,
whereas the Brazilian, Chinese, and Indian producers generally use pig iron.

2/ Some producers of iron construction castings, as well as foundries
producing other products, are changing from melting iron in cupola furnaces to
melting in various types of electric furnaces, largely to comply with Federal,
State, and local pollution standards. Generally, larger foundries prefer
cupola furnaces for melting, as they are more efficient when large quantities
of iron need to be melted, whereas smaller foundries often find electric
furnaces to be more appropriate to their limited needs.

3/ Green sand is sand mixed ("mulled") with a water-base blnder such as
berntonite. '
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permanent molds. These molds are made of a metal with a higher melting point
than that of the cast gray iron and, instead of being discarded after each
pour, are used for several thousand pours. However, initial tooling costs are
high; therefore, the process is economical only for high-volume, standardized
production.

U.S. tariff treatment -

Imports of the iron construction castings subject to these investigations
are classified in TSUS item 657.09. For statistical reporting purposes,
imports under this item are further broken out into the following item numbers
of the 1986 Tariff Schedules of the United States Annotated (TSUSA): (a)
manhole covers, rings, and frames (TSUSA item 657.0950), and (b) other
castings (TSUSA item 657.0990). The column 1 (most—favored-nation) rate of
duty for TSUS item 657.09 is "free." The column 2 rate of duty (applicable to
imports from certain Communist-controlled countries 1/) is 10 percent ad
valorem. ‘

On May 10, 1979, the U.S. Customs Service of the Department of the
Treasury published a notice in the Federal Register (44 F.R. 27385) regarding
specific country-of-origin marking requirements for imported manhole covers
and frames. Customs ruled that effective on or after August 8, 1979, imported
manhole covers and frames must be permanently and legibly marked with the
country of origin by die stamping, molding, or etching. Customs took this
action following complaints from domestic producers that origin-marking
requirements were not being uniformly applied and that many imported castings
entered U.S. ports with no markings, or with the country of origin merely
painted on them. Some distributors were found to be painting out the country-
of—origin marking. Such country-of-origin markings are significant, in that
some public works contracts are subject to "Buy American" provisions.

Nature and Extent of Sales at LTFV
and Subsidies

ASales at LTFV

On March 19, 1986, Commerce published in the Federal Register its
determination that certain iron construction castings from Brazil, India, and
China are being, or are likely to be, sold in the United States at LTFV.

For Brazil, the weighted average margins for the individual companies
investigated are as follows (in percent):

Aldebara 58.74

Somep 16.61
Usipa 5.9%5
All others 26.16

1/ In Proclamation No. 4697, dated Oct. 23, 1979, the President, acting
under authority of section 404(a) of the Trade Act of 1974 (88 Stat. 1978)
extended nondiscriminatory treatment to imports from China. Imports from
Hungary, Yugoslavia, and Romania are also granted col. 1 treatment,



Commerce found that these three manufacturers account for at least 60
percent of the exports of the subject merchandise to the United States. All
of Somep's sales to the United States were examined.. For Aldebara and Usipa,
98 percent and 73 percent of sales were examined, respectively. The LTFV
margins found by Commerce are the. same for both heavy and light iron
construction castings.. :

With respect to imports of heavy and light iron construction castings
from India, Commerce made the following LTFV findings for the individual
companies investigated (in percent):

RSi (excldded) o 0.00

Kejriwal (de minimis) (excluded)- 0.39
Serampore 0.90
Kajaria. (de m1n1m13) (excluded)— 0.03
All others 0.90

Because these companles accounted for more than 60 percent of exports of
the merchandise to the United States during Commerce's period of investigation,
its investigation was limited to them. Commerce investigated virtually all.
sales of certain iron construction castings by these companles during the
period December 1, 1984, through May 31, 1985, :

With regard to imports from China, Commerce found an LTFV margin of 11.66
percent for all producers, manufacturers, and . exporters. This margin -applies
to both heavy and light iron construction castings.

Details of Commerce's March 5, 1986, antidumping order concerning imports
from Canada, are conta1ned in the. Federal Register notices presented in
appendix B.

‘Subsidies

~ On March 19, 1986, Commerce made a final affirmative countervailing duty
determination with respect to heavy iron construction castings from .
Brazil (51 F.R. 9491). Commerce found that Preferential Working Capital
Financing for Exports (Resolutions 674 and 950), Export Financing under
Resolution 509 (FINEX), and income tax exemption for export earnings
constitute subsidies within the meaning of the countervailing duty law. The
estimated net subsidy is 5.77 percent ad valorem. 1/

1/ Commerce noted that consistent with its stated policy of taking into
account programwide changes that occur before its preliminary determination,
it is adjusting the cash deposit rate to reflect changes in the Preferential
Working Capital Financing for Exports program. As a result, Commerce stated
"...if the ITC determines that imports of certain heavy iron construction
castings materially injure, or threaten material injury to, a U.S. industry,
we will direct the U.S. Customs Service to resume the suspension of
liguidation of certain heavy iron construction castings from Brazil and to
require a cash deposit on entries or withdrawals from warehouse for
consumption in an amount equal to 3.40 percent ad valorem."
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The U.S. Market

According to information obtained in the Commission study on the
competitiveness of the U.S. Foundry Industry (henceforth referred to as the ITC
foundry study), 1/ the marketing of iron construction castings in the United
States differs from that of most other foundry products. First, iron
construction castings are consumed in nearly the same condition and dimensions
in which they have been cast—there is a minimum of machining and finishing
operations on these items. Second, the vast bulk of construction castings are
ultimately purchased and used by utilities, municipalities, and other such
entities for civil construction purposes. Hence, iron construction castings
have limited channels of distribution and end markets. As shown in table 1,
respondents to producer questionnaires in the ITC foundry study reported that
35 percent of their shipments of iron construction castings went to
distributors and 65 percent went to other markets (e.g., contractors, firms
that construct municipal water and other utility systems, municipalities,
and so forth). Importers that responded to the questionnaire reported that
60 percent of their shipments went to distributors. The higher proportion of
sales to distributors by importers is typical of metalworking industries'
markets. Since the national identity of the castings is often lost at the
distributor level, the effect of import sales and prices on U.S. producers of
similar products is often difficult to measure. '

Table 1.—Iron construction castings: U.S. producers' and importers'
shipments, by channels of distribution, 1981-83

(In percent)

Share of shipments

Channel of distribution

Producers f Importers
Distributors : 35 : 60
Other : : 65 : 40

Total : 100 -: 100

Source: Competitive Assessment of the U.S. Foundry Industry, USITC
Publication No. 1582, September 1984, p. III-15.

1/ Competitive Assessment of the U.S. Foundry Industry: Report to the
President on Investigation No. 332-176 Under Section 332 of the Tariff Act of
1930, USITC Publication 1582, September 1984, p. III-15.
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U.S. producers

According to the Cast Metals Federation, the metal-casting industry in
the United States is composed of approximately 3,000 foundries employing some
240,000 people. Roughly one-third of these foundries pour gray iron to some
extent. Iron construction castings are produced in approximately 40 foundries
on a regular basis and in numerous small, jobber foundries on an intermittent
basis.

In recent -years, many jobber foundries have abandoned the production of
the relatively low unit value, competitively priced construction castings.
Production has become increasingly concentrated in several of the larger
foundries, which account for a growing proportion of total iron construction
casting production. The eight largest iron construction castings foundries
accounted for approximately 60 percent of U.$. production of these products in
1985,

The larger foundries are characterized by a high degree of specialization
in product lines and mechanization of production operations. 1/ These
features allow thé production of construction castings at relatively low unit
costs, but make the production of other iroén castings difficult, if not
economically unfeasible. For example, few alternate products can be
manufactured in foundries designed to produce heavy castings, because these
castings do not require great precision in specifications and are most
economically produced’ by the'sand_cast process. Other gray iron products,
such as pressure pipe and hydrants, may require centrifugal rather than
flat-casting techniques, hydrostatic testing, and complex pattern and
coremaking ability. Those foundries that produce significant quantities of
gray iron products other than iron construction castings generally do so in
separate facilities or on separaté equipment within the same plant.

In order to produce 'iron construction castings competitively, the
foundries are designed to manufacture and handle products within certain size
and‘weight ranges. This not only makes the manufacture of products other than
construction castings difficult, but also creates barriers between the
production of light castings and heavy castings; the former are made with much
smaller scale equipment and require cores. Foundries that produce light
castings use equipment that lacks the size and power to handle the larger
molds and castings of the manhole, catch basin, and cleanout products. In the
reverse case, light castings could be produced in heavy-casting foundries, but
such use of the equipment would be inefficient and uneconomical.

Several foundries supplement their domestic production with imports. The
general practice of these foundries has been to import the standardized, lower
profit items in order to concentrate the production of their domestic
facilities on the more specialized, higher profit castings. Some foundries,
finding that their customers prefer packaged orders containing both heavy and
light castings, are importing the products that their foundries were not
designed to produce. ' '

1/ Of 24 producers that responded to Commission questionnaires in the ITC
foundry study, 20 reported that construction castings accounted for 75 percent
or more of their total foundry production. For the eight largest foundries
reporting, five reported that construction castings accounted for 75 percent
or more of their total foundry production.
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U.S. importers

Three types of firms import iron construction castings in the U.S.
market: (1) working foundries, such as Campbell Foundry Co., Harrison, NJ,
and Vulcan Foundry, Inc., Denham Springs, LA, which supplement their domestic
production of iron construction castings with imports; 1/ (2) former
foundries, such as Bass & Hays Foundry, Inc., which have phased out domestic
production and now import castings; and (3) firms that have never produced
castings. Castings are imported regularly by approximately 40 firms located
primarily in the coastal States. Nonproducer importers tend to carry
only high—~volume models and sell most of their castings to distributors.

Apparent U.S. consumption

Apparent U.S. consumption of all iron construction castings included
within the scope of these investigations increased by 16 percent in 1983 and
by an additional 26 percent in 1984. 2/ Similarly, consumption in 1985 was 8
percent greater than that in 1984 (table 2). Heavy castings account for more
than 80 percent of estimated consumption of all such iron construction
castings. lLevels of consumption of iron construction castings are closely
related to activity in the construction industry.

Apparent consumption of heavy castings rose from 345 million pounds in
1982 to 516 million pounds in 1984, or by almost 50 percent. Consumption in
1985, at 561 million pounds, was 9 percent greater than consumption in 1984,

Apparent consumption of light castings rose from 70 million pounds in
1982 to 91' million pounds in 1984, or by 30 percent. Consumption in 1985, at
94 million pounds, was 3 percent greater than that in 1984,

1/ Iron construction castings were imported by some of the petitioners in
these investigations. Imports by domestic producers are discussed in a later
section of this report.

2/ The ITC foundry study found that apparent U.S. consumption of iron
construction castings fell by 27 percent from 570 million pounds in 1979 to
414 million pounds in 1982. Thus, 1982, the starting year for these
investigations, was the trough of consumption during the entire 1979-85 period.
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Table 2.—Iron construction castings: U.S. producers' domestic shipmenfs,
exports, imports, and apparent consumption, by types, 1982-85

. u.s.- o : : Ratio of
Item.and _ : producers : Exports : Imports ApparenFA : imports to
period -: domestic : . : : consumption : apparent.
L ": shipments : o ¥ : _consumption
—Million pounds : Percent

Heavy cast1ngs : : : ' D s
1982 : - 286 1/ : 58 : 345 . . 16.8
1983 iyt 323 0 L/ 82 : 405 20.2
1984 N - 376 : 1/ 7 140 ¢ 516 : 27.2
1985 : 407 : 1/ : 154 . 561 : 27.4

Light castings: : . : : : : :

1982 : ‘ 54 0% 16 : 70 : 22.9

L 1983 s 87 w719 76 : 25,0
L1 R —— S el T ek 30 : 7 91 : 33.0
198“ — - £ ©87 7 37 94 : 39.3

. . , . . . .

Total D : : - : T : ,
1982 e 340 L 74 415 17.8
1983 : 380 : e . 101 481 - 21.0
1984 " 2 437 : LT " 170 : 607 ~28.0

1

198L . : T 464 1/ : 191 655 29,
- '-‘11. ) . ) ' . . .

1/ Less than 0.5 m1lllon pounds.
\ : |
Source: Derived from. data submitted in response to quest1onna1res of the.
u.s. Internatlonal Trade Commission, official statistics of the U.S.
'Department of Commerce, and, information in Competitive Assessment of the U.S.
Foundry Industry,’ (Investlgat1on 332-176), USITC Pub. No. 1582, September
1984, pt. III.

Note.~-Ratios were computed from unrounded:data.
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Consideration of Material Injury

The information presented in this section of the report was obtained from
responses to questionnaires of the U.S. International Trade Commission. All
members of the petitioning organization, the Municipal Castings Fair Trade
Council, as well as additional producers of iron construction castings,
responded to the questionnaires. Those who responded to the questionnaires
account for the major portion of U.S. production of iron construction castings.

In the preliminary investigations, the Commission found there were .two
"like" products and two U.S. industries producing these products, i.e., heavy
iron construction castings and light iron construction castings. 1/

U.S. production, capacity, and capacity utilization

U.S. production of heavy iron construction castings, as reported by firms
responding to the Commission's questionnaires, rose from 219 million pounds in
1982 to 253 million pounds in 1983, or by 16 percent (table 3). Production
increased again in 1984, to 296 million pounds, or 17 percent greater than
production in 1983. Production in 1985, at 314 million pounds, was 6 percent
higher than that in 1984,

Production of light iron construction castings increased by 3 percent to
46 million pounds in 1983 and then rose by 10 percent to 51 million pounds in
1984. Production in 1985; at 46 million pounds, was 10 percent less than
production in 1984, -

U.S. producers' capacity to produce heavy iron construction castings
increased from 384 million pounds in 1982 to 391 million pounds in 1983, or by
about 2 percent. Such capacity increased an additional 6 percent in 1984 to 414
million pounds. Capacity figures for 1985 showed an ll-percent increase over
that of 1984.

U.S. producers' capacity to produce light iron construction castings
increased from 64 million pounds in 1982 to 67 million pounds in 1984, or by
about 5 percent. Capacity to produce light castings during 1985 was 5 percent
greater than such capacity during 1984,

Since 1982, several firms have initiated major capital investment programs
aimed at lowering the costs-of producing iron construction castings. Although
these capital investments increase production capacity, they were largely
technical improvements to existing capacity designed to lower costs of
production even when the machinery is running at less than capacity. 2/

1/ In the final investigations, in addition to collecting information on
heavy and light iron construction castings, the Commission collected data on
other iron construction castings not included in the definitions of heavy and
light castings. Such other castings include those requiring a substantial
amount of additional machining and fabrication-—such as tree grates, park
benches, lamp post bases, and other streetscape castings; bolt down castings;
and watertight or water resistant castings. The data collected concerning
such other iron construction castings are presented in app C.

2/ Transcript of the hearing, Jan. 16, 1986, pp. 8, 42-43,
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Table 3.—Iron construction castings: U.S. production, practical annual
capacity, 1/ and capacity utilization, by types, 1982--85

Item - © 1982 © 1983 © 1984 1985

Production (1,000 pounds)

Heavy castings - mmmmmmmm— 218,734 253,174 295,516 : 313,723

Light castings—~————: . - 44,852 46,417 . 50,911 : 45,694

. Total - v .263,586 : - 299,591 346,427 359,417

~Capacity (1,000 pounds)

Heavy castings-mmmmm—— 7 383,920 390,782 : 413,827 458,432

Light castingsfwmm~—~—¥w;f 64,026 : - 64,726 . 67,201 . 70,236
Total — 447,946 : 455,508 : 481,028 528,668

Capacity utilization (percent)

Heavy casting s . — . - %7.0 ¢ - 64.8 : 71.4 . . "68.4

Light castings————mmmm—— - . 70.0 : 71.7 75.8 65.1
- Average-- : . 58.8 : 65.8 . 72.0 : 68.0

1/ Practical capacity was defined as the greatest level of output a plant
can achieve within the framework of a realistic work pattern. Producers were
asked to consider, among other factors, a normal product mix and an expansion
of operations that could be reasonably attained in their industry and locality
in setting capacity in terms of the number of shifts and hours of plant
operation. ’ ' '

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

Utilization of productive capacity in the production of heavy iron
construction castings rose from 57 percent in 1982 to 71 percent in 1984,
Similarly, capacity utilization within foundries producing light construction
castings increased from 70 percent in 1982 to 76 percent in 1984, During
1985, however, capacity utilization rates for producing heavy and light iron
construction castings were 3.0 and 10.7 percentage points, respectively,
lower than comparable figqures during 1984.

U.S. producers' shipments

U.S. producers' shipments-of iron construction castings (table 4)
followed the same trends as production. Domestic shipments of heavy castings
increased in quantity by 11 percent from 1982 to 1983 and by an additional 16
percent in 1984, Such shipments of heavy castings in 1985 were 9 percent
greater than those in 1984. Trends.in the value of producers' domestic
shipments of heavy castings were virtually identical, inasmuch as the average
unit valin ~f cieh shinmante vomained stable during the period at about 32
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Table 4.—Iron construction castings: U.S. producers' domestic and export
shipments, by types, 1982-85

Item S 1982 f 1983 f 1984 . 1985

Quantity (1,000 pounds)

Domestic shipments: : : : :
Heavy castings—-————: 230,592 : 256,488 298,594 325,915

Light castings 42,296 46,075 . 47,673 . 45,295
Total : 272,888 . 302,563 : 346,267 : 371,210
Export shipments: : : : :
Heavy castings— L L L s L e
L.ight castings-———- — fakailE ksl LakaladH fakalad
Total 1. Lkl Hx -, R fakakad

Value (1,000 dollars)

Domestic shipments: ) : : :
73,545 85,224 : 95,982 : 106,062

‘Heavy castings— :
Light castings-—omme — 16,490 : 17,762 . 19,064 : 17,684
Total : 90,035 102,986 : 115,046 : 123,746
Export shipments: : : : :
Heavy castings—--—- : ek L % Ll
Light castingg . e N LI LX)
N I N

Total : R,

"Average unit value (cents per pound).

Domestic shipments: : L : :
Heavy castings—mmm -1 31.9 : 33.2 : 32.1 32.5

Light castings———m—: 39.0 : 38.6 : 40.0 : 39.0

" Average : 33.0 : 34.0 : 33.2 . 33.3
Export shipments: : : : :

Heavy castings———- e L L ¥ L I

Light castingsg-— — il okl R HHN

Average : L 0 2.2, A

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

cents per pound. U.S. producers' export shipments of heavy castings were
insignificant in each of the periods for which data are available.

U.S. producers' domestic shipments of light castings increased in guantity
by 9 percent from 1982 to 1983 and by an additional 3 percent in 1984.
Domestic shipments of light castings in 1985, however, were nearly 5 percent
less than those in 1984. The average unit value of producers' domestic
shipments of -light castings fluctuated moderately during the period, ranging
from 28.6 cents per pound in 1983 to 40.0 cents per pound in 1984, before
dropping to 39.0 cents per pound in 1985. U.S. producers' export shipments of
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light castings, although larger than producers' exports of heavy castings,.
amounted to less than 2 percent of domestic shipments in each of the periods
for which data are avallable

U.S. producers' inventories

. End—of—-period inventories of domestically produced iron construction.
castings held by U.S. producers are shown in table 5. Yearend inventories of
heavy castings,fell‘fkom 1981 to 1982, then increased through 1985. However,
because producers' shipments of heavy castings increased more rapidly during
the period covered than did their end—of—period inventories, the ratio of such
inventories to shipments declined, from 22.9 percent in 1982 to 19.8 percent
in 1984. The decline continued in 1985 to a level of 18.6 percent.

) Inventories of light castings increased without interruption during the
period covered. Moreover, because producers' shipments.of light castings
increased . less rapidly during the period covered than did their end-of-period
1nventor1es the ratio of such inventories to shipments rose, from 33.0
percent in 1982 .to 37.8 percent in 1985,

Table 5.—Iron construction castings: U.S. producers' end-—of-period
inventories, by types, 1981-85

Item ‘1981 © 1982 ' 1983 © 1984 1985

Quantity (1,000 pounds)

o | 60,286 : 52,726 : 54,339 : 59,195 : 60,726

Heavy castings:
Light castings———me—m—: 12,151 : 14,156 . 14,233 : 16,956 : 17,159
~Total : 72,437 : 66,882 . 68,572 : 76,151 : 77,885

Ratio to total shipments (percent)

Heavy castingsg . e ; 1/ : 22.9 21.2 19.8 : 18.6

Light castings~ 1/ 33.0 : 30.7 : 35.4 37.8

Average : 1/ : 24.5 22.6 : 22.0 : 20.9

1/ Not available.

Source: Compiled from data submitted in response to questionnaires of the
U.S. International Trade Commlss1on
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U.S. producers' employment, wages, and productivity

The average number of production and related workers engaged in the
manufacture of heavy iron construction castings increased by about 3 percent
in 1983 to 1,166 and by an additional 6 percent in 1984 to 1,244 (table 6).
The average number of such workers in 1985 was the same as that in 1984. The
productivity of workers engaged in producing heavy iron construction castings,

~as measured by output per hour worked. by production and related workers, is
shown in table 7. As indicated, production of heavy castings increased from
100 pounds per hour in 1982 to 118 pounds per hour in 1984, or by 18 percent;
_productivity in 1985 dropped to .114 pounds per hour. Unit labor costs in

- producing heavy castings remained relatively stable during the period covered
at just under 10 cents per pound. : :

The average number of production and .related workers engaged in the
manufacture of light iron .construction castings. increased by 2 percent from
. 388 in 1982 to 397 in 1984 (table 6). The average number of such workers in
1985 was 11 percent less than the number in 1984. The per hour output of
workers engaged in producing light iron construction castings increased from
92 pounds per hour in 1982 to 102 pounds per hour in 1984, or by about 11
percent; productivity in 1985 was down to 82 pounds per hour (table 7).



Table 6.-—Average number of employees, total and production and related
workers, in U.S. establishments producing iron construction castings, and
hours worked, wages paid, ‘and total compensation of production and related
workers, by types, 1982-85 . .

Item ' 1982 . 1983 1984 | 1985

Average number employed : e ) : : .
All persons - 5,548 5,435 : 5,880 5,941
Production and related : s : :
workers producing—

All products : 4,469 4,270 : 4,716 : 4,784
Iron construction castlngs o o . o _
Heavy cast1ngs — —: 1,132 1,166 : "1,244 1,244
Light castings—-- ;T 388 369 : 397 : . 342

Total — 1,520 : 1,535 : 1,641 : - 1,586

Hours worked by production and
related workers produ01ng~w

All productsi—m——1,000 hours—: 7,594 : 7,896 : 9,018 : 9,763

Iron constructlon castlngs R N t : .
Heavy castings-——17000 hours——: 2,178 : 2,278 : 2,501 2,740
Light castings do : A87 : 449 501 : 554

Total - ~do : 2,665 . 2,727 . 3,002 : 3,294
Wages paid to production and

related workers producing— : S o :
*All products—m—— -1,000 dollars—: 71,608 : 73,368 : 87,448 . 95,101

Iron construction castings: : : : oy
Heavy castings~1,000 dollars-—: 17,748 19,508 : 22,482 : 25,137
Light castings do .. 4,985 4,874 5,600 : 6,119

Total : do : 22,733 : 24,382 : 28,082 : 31,256

Total compensation of
production and related
workers producing-—

All products————1,000 dollars—: 92,074 : 96,790 : 107,957 : 120,586
Iron construction castings: : : : :
Heavy castings—1,000 dollars—: 21,658 23,821 : 27,690 : 30,858
Light castings do : 6,241 6,062 : 6,466 7,745

Total do : 27,899 29,883 . 34,156 : 38,603

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

Note-—Due to revisions in questionnaire responses, the data will necessarily
reflect different figures from those reported in inv. No. 731-TA-263 (Final),
Iron Construction Castings from Canada.
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Table 7.—Labor productivity, hourly compensation, and unit labor costs

in the prdduction of iron construction castings, 1982-85
Ttem - ' 1982 ' 1983 1984 1985
Labor productivity: : :
Heavy castings—pounds per hour—: 100 111 118 114
Light castings ~do : . 92 : 110 : 102 : 82
Average do : 99 110 : 115 ¢ 109
Hourly wages: : s :
Heavy castings $8.15 : $8.56 : $8.99 $9.17
Light castings $10.23 $10.85 :  $11.17 : $11.04
Avaerage $8.53 : $8.94 : $9.35 : $9.48
Unit labor costs: : :
Heavy castings-cents per pound—: 9.9 : 9.4 : 9.3 9.8
Light castings do- ~—: 13.9 : ~ 13.0 12.7 16.9
9.9 : 9.8 10.7

Average do : 10.5 :

- Source:
U.S. International Trade Commission.

Compiled from data submztted in response to quest1onna1res of the

Note—Due to revisions in questionnaire responses, the data will necessarily
reflect different figures from those reported in inv. No. 731-TA-263 (Final),

Iron Construction Castings from Canada.
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Financial experience of U.S. producers

Ninéteen producers, which accounted for 94 percent of the 1985 shipments
of heavy and light iron construction castings, as reported in response to the
Commission's questionnaires, provided usable income-and-loss data on their
~operations producing construction castings. 1/ Thirteen firms produce only
heavy castings, four 2/ produce only light castings, and two 3/ produce bhoth
heavy and light castings. Six producers 4/ accounted for 74 percent of total
1985 shipments of heavy and light construction castings.

Overall establishment operations.-—Seventeen firms furnished usable

income—and-loss data on their overall establishment operations; two firms 5/
"did not provide such data. However, data for 1 of the firms, *¥¥, are not
included in the aggregate income-—and-loss data (table 8) because of its size
relative to the aggregate data for the other 16 producers and the distorting
effect its inclusion would cause. ¥¥X overall establishment sales in 1984
were ¥¥%, compared with aggregate sales for the other 16 producers of $190
million. Certain income-and-loss data for **% and the 16 producers are
summarized later in this section. ' '

Net sales of all products produced in the establishments within which
iron construction castings are produced increased from $131 million in 1982
to $154 million in 1983, or by 17 percent, and then increased by 23 percent
to $190 million in 1984 (table 8). During the interim periods ended December
31, sales increased from $148 million in 1984 to $156 million in 1985,
representing a gain of 5 percent, '

Aggregate operating income of $54,000 was reported in 1982. 1In 1983,
aggregate operating income’wés $8.1 million, or 5.3 percent of net sales.
Operating income increased in 1984 to $14.1 million, or 7.4 perqedt of net
sales. During the interim periods ended December 31, operating income.
declined from $12.2 million in 1984 to $11.1 million in 1985, or by 9.3
percent. The interim period operating margins in 1984 and 1985 were 8.2
percent and 7.1 percent, respectively. Six producers reported overall
operating losses in 1982, four did so in 1983, and three did so in 1984.
During the interim periods ended December 31, operating losses were incurred
by three firms in both 1984 and in 1985,

Cash flow increased steadily from $9.1 million in 1982 to $23.2 millibn
in 1984, During the interim periods, cash flow declined from $19.7 million in
1984 to $16.9 million in 1985,

If %% had been included in table 8, its 1984 sales would have been ¥¥%¥
percent of total establishment sales of ¥¥¥; in contrast, ¥¥* sales of all
construction castings in 1984 were *¥¥ percent of total sales of such
castings. A comparison of overall establishment sales and operating income
data for ¥¥* and the other 16 producers is shown in the following tabulation:

* * * * * * *

1/ *wK.
2/ WX,
3/ WK,
5/ ¥¥x,
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Table 8-—Income-and-loss experience of U.S. producers on the overall operations
of their establishments within which iron construction castings are produced,
accounting years 1982-84 and interim periods ended Dec. 31, 1984, and Dec. 31,
1985

Interim period
ended Dec. 31—

Item : 1982 : 1983 : 1984 : -
: : : "1/ 1984 "1/ 1985
Net sales- —1,000 dollars—: 130,919 : 153,665 : 189,697 : 148,485 : 155,789
Cost of goods sold do : 106,550 : 119,962 : 148,203 : 114,902 : 122,170
Gross profit do ;. 24,639 33,703 : 41,494 33,583 : 33,619
General, selling, and : : : : ol
administrative : - i : : .
expenses do-; : 24,315 25,595 27,441 : 21,366 22,534
Operating. income do : 54 8,108 .: - 14,053 : 12,217 : 11,085
Interest expense do : 1,132 1,113 1,311 1,020 . 1,214
Other income or (expense), - : : : :
net do : 3,770 : 2,855 : 4,340 4,048 : 1,504
Net income before : o : : :
income taxes do : 2,692 9,850 : 17,082 15,245 : 11,375

Depreciation and amorti-

zation expense : : : : :

‘included above 2/--— " [ L 6,399 : 6,150 : 6,133 . 4,493 5,573
Cash flow 3/ do -1 9,091 : 16,000 : 23,215 19,738 : 16,948
As a share of net sales: : : : :

Cost of goods sold : : : : :
" percent-—: 81.4 ; 78.1 : 78.1 : 77 .4 . 78.4
Gross profit do : 18.6 21.9 21.9 . 22.6 21.6
General, selling, : : : : :

and administrative : : ] : : : :

expenses do : 18.6 : 16.7 14.5 14.4 14.5

Operating income —d O : 4/ 5.3 : 7.4 8.2 : 7.1
Net income before : : : : :
income taxes do : 2.1 : 6.4 : 9.0 : -10.3 7.3

Number of firms reporting
operating losses o wom— 6 : 4 3 : 3 3
Number of firms reporting—-—: 16 : 16 : 16 : 16 : 16

1/ Includes 12-month data for 3 firms with accounting years ending between Oct. 31
and Jan. 31, 5 firms whose accounting year ends Dec. 31, and 3 firms with accounting
vears ending Sept. 30 that did not furnish 3-month data. Includes partial-year
data for 4 producers with accounting years ending between Mar. 31 and June 30.
Ownership of 1 firm changed hands in Sept. 1985; used data for the 9 months ended
July 31, 1984, and 1985, in the absence of more current data.

2/ ¥¥¥%, which accounted: for *¥*¥ percent of overall establishment sales in 1984,
did not report depreciation and amortization expense.

3/ Net income before income taxes plus depreciation and amortization expense.

4/ Less than 0.05 percent.

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



All iron construction castings.-—Aggregate net sales of all iron
construction castings increased from $107 million in. 1982 to $120 million in
1983, or by 12 percent, and then increased by 16 percent to $139 million in 1984
(table 9). During the interim periods ended December 31, sales grew from $123
million in 1984 to $133 million in 1985, or by 8 percent.

Aggregate operating income in 1982 was $7.0 million, or 6.5 percent of
sales. In 1983, operating income increased by 21.2 percent to $8.%5 million, or
7.1 percent of sales, then grew again by 39.4 percent in 1984 to $11.8 million,
or 8.5 percent of sales. During the interim periods ended December 31, operating
income declined from $10.7 million in 1984 to $10.6 million in 1985, representing
a decrease of 1.0 percent. The interim period operating margins in 1984 and 1985
were 8.7 percent and 8.0 percent, respectively.

Three of the 19 producers reported. operating losses in 1982, compared with
four that did so in both 1983-84. 1In the interim period ended December 31, 1984,
4 of the 19 firms incurred aperating losses; in interim 1985, 5 of the 19 firms
reported operating losses.

Cash-flow grew from $11.4 million in 1982 to $12.3 million in 1983, then
increased by 32.2 percent to $16.3 million in 1984. During the interim periods,
cash~flow increased from $14.5 million in 1984 to $15.2 million in 1985,

Heavy construction castings.-—The 15 firms that supplied income-and--loss
data on the production of heavy iron construction castings accounted for 96
percent of the shipments of such castings in 1985, as reported in response to the
Commission's questionnaires. Five of the fifteen firms accounted for 77 percent
of such shipments. 1/

Net sales of heavy construction castings grew from $66.0 million in 1982 to
$74.3 million in 1983, representing a 12.5-percent increase, and then increased
by 22 percent to $90.6 million in 1984 (table 10). During the interim periods
ended December 31, net sales increased from $78. 9 million in 1984 to $87 ‘9
million in 1985, or by 11.5 percent.

The 15 producers of heavy construction castings incurred an aqqrégato
operating loss of $957,000 in 1982, then reported operating income of $544,000 in
1983 and $2.5 million in 1984. The operating loss margin in 1982 was 1.4
percent. The operating income margins during 1983-84 were 0.7 percent and 2.7
percent, respectively. The firms reported aggregate operating income of $1.9
million in both interim 1984 and $2.4 million in 1985; the operating income
margins were 2.4 percent and 2.8 percent, respectlvely

Six of the fifteen producers suffered operat1ng losses in a]l threo years
1982-84 as well as both interim perlods - »

1/ %%,
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Table 9.-—Income~and-loss experience of U.S. producers on their operations
producing all iron construction castings, accounting years 1982-84 and interim
periods ended Dec. 31, 1984, and Dec. 31, 1985

Interim period
ended Dec. 31—

Item : 1982 : 1983 : 1984 -
' ) ’ ) 1984 1/ @ 1985 1/
Net sales~———1,000 dollars—: 107,388 : 119,797 : 139,311 : 123,243 : 133,048
Cost of goods sold———do 81,312 : 90,137 : 104,814 . 92,853 : 100,231
Gross profit do : 26,076 29,660 34,497 30,390 32,817
General, selling, and : : : :
administrative : : : : :
expenses do : 19,094 . 21,197 22,701 . 19,697 : 22,230
Operating income —do : 6,982 8,463 11,796 : 10,693 10,587
Interest expense 2/———do——: - 636 : 624 : 698 : 570 : 772
Other income or (expense), : : : : :
net 2/ O : 720 419 . 1,052 1,031 . 362
Net income before : : : : :
income taxes do: : 7,066 8,258 12,150 11,154 ; 10,177
Depreciation and amorti- : : : : :
zation expense : : : : :
included above 3/————dO-mw—: 4,366 : 4,073 : 4,149 3,364 : 5,004
Cash—flow 4/ do : 11,432 . 12,331 16,299 : 14,518 : 15,181
As a share of net sales:
Cost of goods sold : : : : :
percent-——: 75.7 : 75.2 : 75.2 75.3 . 75.3
Gross profit do : 24.3 24.8 24.8 24.7 . 24.7
General, selling, e : : : ;-
and administrative : : o : : .
expenses do : 17.8 : 17.7 16.3 : 16.0 : 16.7
Operating income———do 6.5 : 7.1 : 8.5 : 8.7 : 8.0
Net income before : : : : :
income taxes do : 6.6 : 6.9 : 8.7 : 9.1 : 7.6
Number of firms reporting : : : :
operating losseg-—m-m——: 3 : 4 4 4 5
Number of firms reporting- 19 : 19 : 19 : 19 : 19

1/ Includes 12-month data for 5 firms with accounting years ending between July 31
and Jan. 31, 6 firms whose accounting year ends Dec. 31, and 3 firms with accounting
years ending Sept. 30 that did not furnish 3-month data. Includes partial-year
data for 4 producers with accounting years ending between Mar. 31 and June 30.
Ownership of 1 firm changed hands in September 1985; included data for the 9 months
ended July 31, 1984, and July 31, 1985, in the absence of more current data.

2/ One firm, accounting for *%¥ percent of reported 1984 net sales, did not
provide the Commission with data on interest expense, and 4 firms, accounting for
% percent of 1984 sales, did not furnish data on other income or expense. Hence,
net income before income taxes may be overstated or understated.

3/ Does not include depreciation and amortization expense for 3 firms, which to-
gether accounted for ¥¥¥ percent of net sales of all construction castings in 1984,

4/ Net income before income taxes plus depreciation and amortization expense.

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

Note—Due to revisions in questionnaire responses, the data will necessarily
reflect different figures from those reported in inv. No. 731-TA-263 (Final), Iron
Construction Castings from Canada.
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Table 10.—Income-and—loss experience of U.S. producers on their operations
producing heavy construction castings, accounting years 1982-84 and interim
periods ended Dec. 31, 1984, and Dec. 31, 1985

Interim period
ended Dec. 31—

Item ©1982 0 1983 1984 -
: - ' ' 1984 1/ ° 1985 1/
Net sales-————1,000 dollars—: 66,029 : 74,306 : 90,636 : 78,886 87,945
Cost of Qoods sold——do 53,035 : 58,942 71,770 : 62,596 69,431
Gross profit do -1 12,994 15,364 : 18,866 : 16,290 : 18,514
. General, selling, and oo : : o
administrative : : : : :
expenses = do——:__ 13,951 : 14,820 : 16,396 : 14,387 : 16,067
Operating income or - : : . :
"~ (loss) - do : (957): 544 2,470 : 1,903 : 2,447
Interest expense 2/ e’ [ 392 428 507 : 391 : 611
Other income or (expense), : : : s : o
net 2/-wm——1,000 dollars—: 567 : 388 : 835 : 814 : 319
Net income or (loss) U -1 . : o i
before. income taxes-—do———-: (782): 504 : 2,798 : 2,326 : 2,155
Depreciation and amorti- : : : : :
zation expense : : : : :
included above 3/———do——: 3,265 : 3,057 . 3,158 . 2,526 3,851
Cash—flow 4/ — : 2,483 3,561 : 5,956 : 4,852 . 6,006
As a share of net sales
Cost of goods sold . C : . l : :
percent—;: 80.3 : 79.3 : 79.2 : 79.3 : 78.9
Gross profit do : 19.7 : 20.7 : 20.8 : 20.7 : | 21.1
General, selling, : : : : ’ :
and administrative : : : : :
. expenses do : 21.1 : 19.9 : 18.1 : 18.2 : 18.3
- Operating income or : Cl o : Ce :
(loss) do : (1.4): 0.7 : 2.7 : 2.4 2.8
Net income or (loss) : : : :
before income taxes—do (1.2): 0.7 . 3.1 :-. . 2.9 : . 2.5
Number of firms reporting . : : :
. operating losses—m8 ——— . 6 6 : 6 : 6 : 6
. Number of firms reporting--—————: 15 : 15 15 : 15 : 15

1/ Includes 12-month data for 4 firms with accounting years ending between July 31
and Jan. 31, 4 firms whose accounting year ends Dec. 31, and 3 firms with accounting
years ending Sept. 30, that did not furnish 3-month data. Includes partial-year
data for 3 producers with accounting years ending between Mar. 31 and June 30.
Ownership of 1 firm changed hands in September 1985; included data for the 9 months
ended July 31, 1984, and July 31, 1985, in the absence of more current data.

2/ One firm, accounting for % percent of reported 1984 net sales, did not
provide the Commission with data on interest expense, and 3 firms, accounting for

K- percent of 1984 sales,-did not furnish data on. other income or expense. Hence,
net income before income -taxes may be overstated or understated.

3/ Does not 1nc1ude depreciation and amortization expense for 2 firms, which:to-
.gether accounted for ¥k percent of net sales of heavy construction castings in 1984,

4/ Net income before income taxes plus depreciation and amortization expense.

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

Note—Due to revisions in questionnaire responses, the data will necessarily
reflect different figures from those reported 1n inv. No. 731-TA-263 (Final), Iron
Construction Castings from Canada.
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Four firms, which accounted for approximately 64 percent of domestic
shipments of heavy iron construction castings during 1982-85, had a
significant impact on aggregate operating income or loss and operating
margins, as shown in the following tabulation:

Interim period
: ended Dec. 31—
1982 1983 1984 1984 1985

Net sales:
K. 1,000 dollars— bl b WK kel kol
MM . do HHAH WHKR WK KN HNK
WK do _ WK WK M0 HHH HHH
Subtotal do NN XM MW NN HHH
HHK do HHH HHR L M HHH
Other 11 producers-—- e Qe 24,273 27,453 32,916 31,010 34,816
Aggregate do 66,029 74,306 90,636 78,886 87,945
Operating income or (loss):
I 1,000 dollars— K HHR NN N WM
W rvic] Qe HHH XA IR NN KW
K do N HH HHH NI HWH
SUB O LA L e smsms s coemely Qo o I N AW HHH WAHH
HIH do W HHH AWK e e
Other 11 producersg.. ¢ [0 B 242 1,162 803 858 2,257
Aggregate do (957) 544 2,470 1,903 2,447
Operating income or (loss)
margin:
K percent— AN HHH AN NN NN
MWW s —do 2K AN NN HHn AN
HHK \ do HHH HH N HHH WM
Subtotal do HNH [ ) WA N
AR do- WK HHH WO KN K
Other 11 producers-————do- — 1.0 4.2 2.4 2.8 6.5
Aggregate do (1.4) 0.7 2.7 2.4 2.8

Seven producers 1/ of heavy construction castings also reported
production of other construction castings. Of these, two 2/ did not provide
sufficient data in their questionnaire responses to develop income-and-loss
experience on operations producing other construction castings. A comparison
of net sales, operating income, and operating margins for the five producers
on their operations producing heavy and other construction castings is
presented in the tabulation on page A-27.

/ AKX,
/ K

N =



Interim period
S T T S T S = ‘ended Dec. 31w~
, . o yic oo 1982+, .. 1983 1984 - 1984 1985

Heavy castings:
Net sales: : o o v
—emireeeeee—1, 000 dollars—m K K falall L *HK
NN ommemesgnseemtd Qg CORKN L KL WNE N XM
C R R SR '+ I ¢ L N e ST
v , : do— v N RV frevee eV
Total . 4'2 reerdOmee— 377253+ - 40,984 48,408 . 42,051 46,928

:

-Operat1ng 1ncome or (loss) e e e o

1, 000, dollarg— . - K ... KK ek Ll o
HIOH do. A S SR S 3 2 22 S HNH
K do NN R HH WK FHH
Ly —d o oy W Mk MR ; N HHN
Total e Oy (1, 468) 1. (2,415). “(2,039). :(1,865) (3,417)

$

Operating income. or. (loss) R U
margin:. . . .. . -
HHHeree ,percent—wvs‘f,

§ .
LA | X
S SO S — 1Y - 0,
: K

E L)

WK WHH
N WHH NN

WHH

HHH

*')(-)(; : WK
NN I
(3.9) (5.2) (4.2) (4.4) (7.3)

Other castings:
Net sales: :

-)(-)(-?(-... ......... j,“"—"j_,-.—';;l. ,000 dQIIQPS"“' *ux K LU WHH L W .

WK R — T e - St M SN e

WK e —do . LN M WK O e

NN s T I - S T XK NN

HHH o N AN W K W0
“Total do 24,781 27,391 29,821 25,968 27,534

Operating income or (loss): v
L3 ., ST 1 ) 000 d o 1 la rg— W HHH WK WA RN
N do HHH AR AN WM K
3 do FHH KN HH N ¥
0 do s N HHH R WA NI
N do HHH HHH 0 N 6%
Total do 6,294 5,776 7,448 6,894 7,300

" Operating income or (loss) '
margin:

K- percent— K HHH K

N do AN EE) NN

N do K HHH W

HHHr s , do- WHHR HNH WA

HHH—er. : do PR HHH FHH

Aggregate do 25.4 21.1 25.0 26.5 26.5

EEEE:
:
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Light construction castings.-—The six firms that supplied income—and—
loss data in producing light iron construction castings accounted for 100
percent of the shipmeénts of such castings in 1985, as reported in response to
Commission questionnaires. One of the six firms, X%, accounted for ¥X¥
percent of such shipments.

Net sales of light construction castings grew from ¥¥¥ in 1982 to ¥¥% in
1983 and %% in 1984 (table 11). During the interim periods ending December
31, sales decreased slightly_from %% in 1984 to W6t in 1985,

Operating income increased from %% in 1982 to ¥¥% in 1983, and then
declined to *¥¥ in 1984, Operating margins during 1982-84 were ¥¥¥, ¥¥X, and
*%%, respectively. During the interim periods, operating income declined from
¥H¥ in 1984 to ¥H¥ in 1985, or by ¥¥¥, Interim period operating margins were
®XX and ¥ in 1984 and 1985, respectively.

In 1982, one oflthe six’éﬁoducers reported an operating loss, compared
with two reporting losses in both 1983 and 1984. In the interim periods, two
of the six firms reported operating losses in 1984 and three did so in 1985.

Value of property, plant, and equipment.—The data provided by U.S.
producers on their investment in productive facilities in which iron
construction castings are produced are shown in table 12. ¥¥% data are not
included in table 12. ¥¥¥ provided data only for all products of its
establishment, as shown in the following tabulation:

Capital expenditures.-—U.S. producers' capital expenditures for land,
buildings, machinery, and equipment used in the production of all
establishment products, all construction castings, and heavy and light
construction castings are presented in table 13.




+Table .11.—~Income-and-loss experience of U.S. producers on their operations
producing  light .construction castings, accounting years 1982-84 and interim
periods ended Dec. 31, 1984, and Dec. 31, 1985 . _ . L

Iﬁterim period
ended Dec. 31—

Item oY 1982 7 1983 © 1984

'1/ 1984 "1/ 1985
Net sales—-—1,000 dollars-—: Lz B0 Ly e LTy
~Cost of goods sold- o : HHX ., Lkl W W WK
Gross profit..... e Qi S L3t WA L Lo
General, selling, and : : o : ey
administrative : : T D Com
_ expenses : -do : *H¥ o - R L KAK fakatad
- Operating: income do : L HH L CHHH K
Interest expense do : [ K WK K A
Other income or (expense), : : :
net 2/ do : AL LAkl falala il *nx -, fadalal
Net income before o : - : .
income taxes do : WK WK 1 LS ¥
Depreciation and amorti- ’
zation expense : : -
included above 3/-wwd@mm—: KRR MR AR Pobe faada]
Cash—flow 4/ do : X K- ¥ K - W
As a share of net sales: "
Cost of. goods sold . ' : : '
o percent—: siala I WK LTt W0 falard
Gross profit do : L Lalald L L AXH
General, selling, - : ‘ ”
and administrative : L e D
expenses do : L W0 oK L X
Operating income do : L Lz W% X Ly
Net income before : : : : :
" income taxes do : LI LI Lz L L L
Number of firms reporting : : : :
operating losses-—— e} 1 : 2 2 . 2 : 3

Number of firms reporting-———: 6 . 6 : 6 : 6 : 6

1/ Includes 12-month data for 2 firms with accounting years ending between Nov. 30
and Jan. 31 and 3 firms whose accounting year ends Dec. 31. Includes 6-month data
for one producer whose accounting year ends June 30.

2/ One firm, accounting for *¥¥ percent of reported 1984 net sales, did not provide
the Commission with data on other income or expense. Hence, net income before income
taxes may be overstated or understated.

3/ Does not include depreciation and amortization expense for *¥¥, which accounted
for *¥% percent of net sales of light construction castings in 1984.

4/ Net income before income taxes plus depreciation and amortization expense.

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

Note——Due to revisions in questionnaire responses, the data will necessarily
reflect different figures from those reported in inv. No. 731-TA-263 (Final), Iron
Construction Castings from Canada.
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Table 12.--Iron construction castings: Value of property, plant, and equipment
- by U.S. producers, 1/ accounting years 1982-84 and interim periods ended
Dec. 31, 1984, and Dec. 31, 1985

As of Dec. 31—

Item : © 1982 1983 1984 :
' : : 1984 ° 1985

All establishment products: 2/ : : : : :
Original cost-—-1,000 dollars—: 85,690 : 89,603 : 104,310 @ 99,172 : 111,935
Book value- do ;32,253 @ 31,247 41,605 : 36,792 : 44,002
Number of firms reporting——-—-: 15 : 15 15 : 15 : 15

All iron construction castings: : : : :
Original cost——-1,000 dollars—: 31,051 : 33,439 : 46,734 : 41,718 : 51,830
Book value —do ¢ 11,316 : 11,596 : 23,361 : 18,115 : 25,101
Number of firms reporting-——m - 14 14 14 14 14

Heavy construction castings: : : : T :

" Original cost--—-1,000 dollars—: Lakar AR Lt L L WA
Book value do : L nXX L L XA
Number of firms reporting—— 9 : 9 : 9 : 9 : 9

Light construction castings: : : : : ) :
Original cost-—--1,000 dollars—: L1 Ea L L Lk Lkl
Book value do : Llar HHR L Lapar L
Number of firms'reportihg—wwm~~~: 3 3 3: 3 3

1/ %8t did not report data. :
2/ % and ¥¥% are excluded in order to present data for the same producers
included in the overall establishment income-and-loss table (table 8).

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

producers, 1/ arcountlng years 1982 84 and 1nter1m periods ended Dec. 31,
1984, and Dec. 30 1985 '
. BERTEN ‘ Jan.-Dec—
Item . 1982 1983 1984 —
1984 1985
All establishment products ?/
Land and land *mvrovements : : :
1,000 dollars»—: L r MK LT Lk AR
Building or leasehold . : : : :
improvements : do KWK . L2, T I L2 2 N, Lz
Machinery, equ1pment o :
and fixtures ] O FARA falakal : kA IR onn
Total - do 3,895 5,156 15,735 8,998 17,203
Number of firms reporting-—— 14 ; 14 14 14 14
All iron construction castings:: :
Land and land improvements R P :
1,000 dollars—: = %Kk . N L HH HNN
Building or leasehold ' a : o
improvements L CONNR , ek *x e HHeHe
Machinery, equipment, o
and fixtures do *HH . falalad HHn Lolalal falalal
Total : ~do- 1,027 2,825 14,119 8,295 5,989
Number of firms report1ng—w~w' 12 12 12 12 12
Heavy construction castings: ol
Land and land improvements . B S : :
1,000 dollarSM—: Lt L L2t S i 2 XX
Building or leasehold : B : :
im provements-- do b, S ) ] AN : WHH . k2 x KX
Machinery, equipment, ' :
and fixtures do HHH AN L A W
Total do MK [V HHA [ETIVA HHH
Number of firms reporting-—: 8 8 8 8 8
Light construction castings:
lLand and land improvements i :
1,000 dollars——: KK HHN - HHK - XK I
Building or leasehold '
improvements do- L Hex LU KK *¥HK
Machinery, equipment, :
and fixtures do HAK R wxx *HX fadaial
Total JU— . do HHH . KN - AWK AWK HH
3 3 3 3 3

Number of firms reporting—-— :

1/ ¥¥% did not report data.

2/ ¥R, XXX, and HXX are excluded in order to present data for the same
producers 1ncluded in the overall establishment income--and-loss table (table 8).

"Source: Compiled from data submitted in response to questionnaires of the
U.5. International Trade Commission. -
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Research and dévelopment expenditures. —Five firms reported data on
research and development expenses incurred on all and heavy iron construction
castings; no expenditures were reported for light construction castings. ¥X¥*
was the only producer that reported research and development expenses for
other construction castings, which accounts for the difference between all
castings data and heavy castings data shown in the following tabulation:

Research and development expenses

All castings Heavy castings
(1,000 dollars) (1,000 dollars)

1982 W W
1983 K MK
1984 M NN
1985—- ¥ WK

Capital and investment.-—Twenty U.S. producers 1/ provided questionnaire
comments on the actual and potential negative effects of imports of heavy and
light iron construction castings from Canada, Brazil, India, and China on
their firm's growth, investment, and ability to raise capital. A summary of
their comments is shown in the following tabulation:

Number of firms
that commented

Actual and potential negative
effects of imports on:

Growth 7
Investment : 12
Ability to raise capital 3

1/ The 19 firms which furnished usable income-—and-loss data and ¥¥¥,
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Consideration of the Threat of Material Injdry'

In its examination of -the question of a reasonable indication of the
_ threat of material injury to an industry in the United States, the Commission
‘may take into consideration such factors as the rate of increase of the,
subsidized and/or LTFV imports, the rate of increase of U.S. market
penetration by such imports, the quantities of such imports held in inventory
:in the ‘United States, and the capacity of the foreign producers to generate
exports (1nc1ud1ng the avallablllty of export markets other than.the United

States).

: Trends in imports and U.S. market penetration are discussed in the

saction of this report that addresses the causal relationship between the
alleged .injury and LTFV and subsidized imports. Data on U.S. importers'
inventories of imported iron construction castings and a discussion of the
available information on the industries in Brazil, Indla, and China that
produce such merchandise follow.- 1/

“U.S. importers' inventories

_ EndQOFWperiod inventories of imported iron construction castings reported
by importers responding to the Commission's questionnaires are shown in the
following tabulation. (in thousands of pounds): 2/

Date Heavy : Light : " Total
- castings : castings : .
As of Dec. 31— : .
1981 : 1/ w6 2/ RX o0
1982 : 1/ X S/ e WK
1983 : 1/ Wk 1/ ek WM
117 E————— EEE VAR L 3/ X %
1985 i 4/ 0k 5/ WXk L
17 %xx,
-2/ WK,
3/ ¥XH,
3/ ¥Hx_
5/ XX,

1/ Although only imports of iron construction castings from Brazil, India,
and China are the subjects of the instant investigations, the available
information concerning the industry in Canada is also included as app. D.

2/ Inventories of imported iron conhstruction castings held by *¥* (a domestic
producer of heavy castings) are not included in the data in the above
tabulation. End-of-period inventories of imported castings, *¥¥, held by ¥
were as follows (in thousands of pounds):

* * * * * * »*
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Foreign producers

Brazil.—There are approximately 1,000 foundries in Brazil, of which some
490 produce iron castings. 1/ The 30 largest iron foundries, each producing
in excess of 22,000 short tons annually, account for 50 to 55 percent of iron
castings production. There are four known producers of heavy iron
construction castings that exported to the United States during 1984. 2/
Approximately 84 percent of the Brazilian foundry industry is located in the
South Central States of Sao Paulo, Rio de Janeiro, Parana, Santa Catarina, and
Rio Grande do Sul, with 40 percent in the greater Sao Paulo metropolitan area.

In general, Brazil's iron foundry industry declined during 1980-83, and

despite a resurgence in 1984--85, has not recovered to its 1980 levels
. (table 14)., Production in iron foundries decreased 41 percent from 1.7

million short tons in 1980 to 979,000 short tons in 1983, and then rose to an
estimated 1.4 million short tons in 1985. Practical capacity fell slightly
during 1980-83, before increasing to 1.9 million short tons in 1985, or by 4
percent compared with that in 1980. Capacity utilization dropped to 55.8
percent in 1983 from 90.5 percent in 1980 before recovering to 73.2 percent in
1985. Exports of cast—iron products rose to 112,000 short tons in 1985,
representing a 53-porcent increase compared with those in 1980. Brazilian
iron foundries employed 52,900 people in 1985, 9 percent fewer than in 1980,
In 1985, approximately 31 percent of Brazil's iron foundry production was used
in transportation equipment and light machinery.

The production of manhole covers in Brazil declined from 20,000 short
tons in 1980 to 10,000 short tons in 1983 before rising to 16,000 short tons
in 1985. The annual capacity to produce manhole covers is about 22,000 short
tons. :

The foundry industry in Brazil is well developed. Plant sizes range from
very small companies casting a limited range of products to the more
sophisticated operations such as Fundicao Tupy, which is the largest
independent foundry in lLatin America, and Villares Industrias De Base S/A
(vViBASA), which is one of the most modern foundries in the world. The
production of construction castings in Brazil is automated and is probably as
technologically efficient as the foundries in the United States and Canada.

1/ Much of the information pertaining to the Brazilian foundry industry was
obtained from the prehearing brief on behalf of the Brazilian Foundry
Association, in connection with Certain Metal Castings (Investigation No.
TA-201-58), Mar. 12, 1986

2/ U.S. Department of Commerce, Final Affirmative Countervailing Duty
Determination: Certain Heavy Iron Construction Castings From Brazil, Mar. 18,
1986.
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Table 14-—Brazilian iron foundries: Production, practical capacity, capacity
utilization, exports, employment, and production of manhole covers, 1980--85

Item - © 1980 | 1981 | 1982 | 1983 | 1984 1985 1/
All cast—iron prcducts‘
Production o : : : : :
1,000 short tons-—: 1,666 : 1,283 : 1,137 : 979 : 1,294 : 1,404
Practical capacity Do 3 Do : : -
) 1,000 short tons——: 1,841 : 1,808 : 1,786 : 1,753 : 1,918 : 1,918
Capacity utilization : : : : :
" percent——: 90.5 : 71.0 : 63.7 : 55.8 : 67.5 : 73.2
" Exports S o : : : :
1,000 short tons-—: 73 56 : - 61 51 : . 78 : 112
Employment— crmmeeee= . 58,1331 45,912, 1 42,850 ¢ 36,875 : 48,740 @ 52,900
Manhole covers:
Production : : : o . - :
1,000 short tons-—-: 20 : 18 : 13 10 : 15, : 16

1/ Figures for 1985 were estimated by the Brazilian Foundry Association.

QOche Prehearing brief on behalf of the Brazilian Foundry Association, in
connection with Certain Metal Castings- (lnvest]qat:on No. TA-201-58),
March 12 1986

accordlng to Lhe Indlan Foundry ﬁ33001aL10n. More than 75 percent of the
total installed capacity is accounted for by 300 foundries in the organized
sector. About 100 foundries are considered large scale, and 90 percent of the
foundries in India are in the unorganized small-scale sector. 1/ Only a
~relatively small number of foundries export iron construction castings to the
‘ Unlted States 2/

Production of 350 foundries in the organized sector, by type of product
was as Tollows: 3/

: 1982 production. Installed capac1ty

Product ' (1,000 short tons) (1,000 short tons)
Cast iron . : 363.8 567.7
Malleable iron-- o 33.1 46.3
Spheroidal graphlte 0] E— - 11.0 15.4
Spun pipes. e 220.5 661.4
Steel castings ' e 319.7 496 .0
Nonferrous castings- : 48 .5 81.6

/ U. Department of State telegram, U:.S. Embassy, Calcutta, June 1984,
2/ Conference at the U.S. International Trade Commission, June 5, 1985,
/ U.S. Department of State telegram, U.S. Embassy, Calcutta, June 1984,

fww 1IN i,
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Iron construction castings are relatively simple to manufacture,
requiring little mechanization. Indian foundries use inexpensive hand labor
for raw materials handling, molding, shake out, and product handling. The
foundries that export iron construction castings produce both heavy and light
castings, 1/ owing to the flexibility inherent in their labor-intensive
operations.

The market in India for iron construction castings is thought to be
relatively small. Sanitary and public works castings accounted for about
one—-half of the value of India's foundry exports during 1982-83. 2/

" Several hundred small foundries have ceased production during the past 5
years because of shortages of raw materials, electrical power, and capital,
and because of increased domestic and international competition. Only a few
new modern foundries have begun production since 1979. More than 50 percent
of the total production capacity is located in the Howrah-Calcutta Industrial
Complex in West Bengal. According to the Association of Indian Engineering
Industry (AIEI), the foundry industry in India employs more than 200,000
persons. The average annual wage rate per worker is more than $600.

India- imports pig iron and scrap for local foundries. The United States
is the largest supplier of scrap to India. Imports of pig iron and scrap are
routed through the official agencies, Steel Authority of India Ltd. (SAIL) and
Metal Scrap Trade Corp. Ltd. (MSTC), respectively. 3/

According to the U.S5. Embassy in Calcutta, a mixed outlook for the Indian
foundry industry is expected in the near future. The abundance of skilled
labor at low wage rates will continue to help Indian foundries increase their
exports, but export gains will be restricted to large- and medium—sized
foundries that are expected to make additional investments in research and
development and modernization of production facilities. 1In contrast, a large
majority of the more than 2,000 small foundries in the unorganized sector are
likely to face increasing hardships since they are unable to make similar
investments. It is likely that one-half of these foundries will eventually
cease production. On the whole, the aggregate gains of the large, modern
foundries are expected to be more than the aggregate losses of the numerous
old, uneconomical foundries. A moderate growth for the Indian foundry
industry is anticipated for the 1980's, although the Indian foundry industry
is unlikely to be as competitive as the newer, more modern foundries in Taiwan
and Korea. '

China.—Production and employment data are not available for the foundry
industry of China. According to a major U.S. importer of Chinese iron
construction castings, foundries in China are more automated and
technologically advanced than their Indian counterparts. 4/ Also, there is a
large home market for iron construction castings in China.

/ Conference at the U.S. International Trade Commission, June 5, 1985,
/ U.S. Department of State telegram, U.S. Embassy, Calcutta, June 1984.
/ Ibid.

/ Conference held at the U.S. International Trade Commission, June 5, 1985,



A-37

- _.All exports of Chinese castings .are handled through State export trading
companies, primarily the China National Metals and Minerals Impoit and Export
Corp (table 15). Exports to the United States rose from 670 short tons in
1981 to 15,499 short tons in 1985, representing a 22-fold increase. In
addition to the United States, Chinese heavy castings are exported to Japan,
Australia, and Canada. Exports to third countries have been much larger than
. those to the United States, fluctuating between 64,000 short tons and 87,000

short tons during 1981-85. ‘ o :

)

Table 15—Iron Qonstruqtion castings: thﬁesé ekports‘to‘the_United
States and third countries, by exporting companies, 1981-85

(in short tons)

1981 . 1982 1983 ' 1984 . 1985
,Company. . : . .. To the United States
CMMC 1/ e T T a19 i 2,039 ;. 3,233 7,811 : 10,004
oL o A —— : 209 : 346 750 3,307 : " 2,205
MACHIMPEX 3/ 42 999 2,358 : 2,576 : 3,290
U 7} L ——— : 670 : 3,384 : 6,340 : 13,694 : 15,499
To third countries
CNMMC . 72,333 : 60,130 : 58,238 : 69,423 : 51,797
CMEC : 1,885 ; 2,811 : 15,432 : 16,535 : 14,330
MACHIMPEX-rorrree S— 227 1,186 : 818 : 1,172 : 2,197
L7 ) L —— . 74,445 : 64,127 : 74,488 : 87,129 : 68,324
Total exports
CNMMC . 72,752 : 62,170 : 61,471 : 77,234 : 61,802
CMEC : 2,094 : 3,157 : 16,182 : 19,841 : 16,535

MACHIMPE X - 269 : 2,185 : 3,176 : 3,748 : 5,487
SE— 75,115 : 67,511 : 80,828 : 100,823 : 83,823

1/ China National Metals and Minerals Import and Export Corp.
2/ China National Machinery and Equipment Import and Export Corp.
3/ China National Machinery Import and Export Corp.

Source: U.S. Department of State telegram, U.S. Embassy Beijing, March 1986.
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Consideration of the Causal Relationship Between LTFV and Subsidized
Imports and the Alleged Injury

U.S. imports

U.S. imports of the nonmalleable cast—iron articles subject to these
investigations are provided for in TSUS item 657.09. Imports entered under
TSUSA item 657.0950 consist of manhole covers, rings, and frames all of which
are are included within the scope of these investigations, whereas, only part
of the imports entered under so—called basket TSUSA item 657.0990 are :
included. As shown in tables 16-18, the bulk of total imports of these
nonmalleable cast—iron articles (in terms of quantity) consists of manhole
covers, rings, and frames. '

Imports under TSUSA items 657.0950 and 657.0990 during 1985, by customs
districts, are shown in table 19. Of the 27 customs districts reporting
imports under TSUSA item 657.0950, 16 received imports from more than one of
the countries subject to these investigations. Of the 26 districts receiving
imports under TSUSA item $57.0990, 18 reported imports from more than one of
the countries subject to these investigations.
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Table 16.—Nonmalleable éastfiron articles: 1/ 'U.S. imports for consumption,
by principal sources, 1981-85 :

Source © 1981 1982 1983 1984 1985

Quantity (1,000 pounds)

Brazil : 0 : 552 : 3,679 : 17,612 : 31,627

India 65,203 : 52,340 : 58,374 : 97,029 : 91,992
China D 130 : 4,189 : 11,726 : 16,731 : =~ 20,925
Canada ' o 9,032 :° - 12,075 : 16,989 27,947 . 40,292

Subtotal e — ‘74,365 69,156 90,768 : 159,319 : 184,836
Taiwan— - 7,656 : 7,094 . 13,823 15,613 18,539
Mexico - 11,445 : 8,491 : 10,649 : 13,349 : 12,922
Japan : 857 : 520 2,281 : 3,120 1,275
West Germany - o152 72 169 : 2,359 : 268
Hong Kong—mmmmmsasmse | 11 164 : 264 918 426
Republic of Korea—: 1,023 : 1,228 : 857 : 818 : 2,303
All other-—— : 856 : 672 : 957 : 3,008 : - 7,034

Total et 96,367 : . 87,396 : 119,769 : 198,504 : 227,603
T ‘ ‘ Value (1,000 dollars)

Brazil S — : C - 103 : 779 : 3,737 : 6,854

Indig--t H 10,380 : 9,423 10,485 16,274 : 13,283
_China et 21 684 1,665 : 2,389 : 3,984
Canada 3 3,630 : 5,535 . 6,151 9,634 : 12,478

Subtotal-«mmmmmm - 14,031 : 15,745 19,080 : 32,034 : 36,599
Taiwan R 3,134 2,994 5,865 : 6,207 :. 8,298
Mexico- b 3,265 2,968 2,549 2,858 2,571
Japan ek 727 453 1,520 : 2,136 : ' 948
West Germany . - 135 147 . 127 © 932 & 186
I E e T e — -t 6 : 43 52 245 126
Republic of Korea-—! 460 : 560 : 728 376 : 989
All other—— e R - 548 - 492 603 : 1,720 2,523

L1 7-) CE—— —: 22,306 : - 23,403 30,524 : 46,509 : 52,240

1/ Imports under TSUSA items 657.0950 and 657.0990.

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

Note.—-Because of rounding, figures may not add to the totals shown.

~
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Table 17.—Manhole covers, rings, and frames: 1/ U.S. imports for consumption,

by principal sources, 1981-85
Source 1981 1982 1983 1984 1985
Quantity (1,000 pounds)
Brazil 0 : 23 1,873 11,328 19,508
India 42,888 35,715 : 41,955 72,296 64,983
China 0o : 3,574 5,783 6,421 11,673
Canada : 3,096 : 5,353 8,635 : 14,313 21,004
Subtotal - ; 45,984 . 44,665 : 58,246 104,358 117,168
Taiwan : 143 102 217 . 756 : 121
Mexico 4,257 5,108 : 8,340 9,610 . 8,605
Japan : 120 : 0 : 62 : 3 : 80
Weast Germany:mmm - 0 : 2/ : o 121 33
Hong Kong-mmmmm -~ 0. 0 : 196 : 74 116
Republic of Korea-——: 108 : 74 : 14 : 29 73
All other—meme : 129 : 79 : 69 : 410 : 2,055
Total s § 50,740 . 50,030 : 67,144 . 115,361 128,251
Value (1,000 dollars)

Brazil - 3 255 1,473 2,911
India 6,462 5,939 7,096 : 11,526 : 9,316
China - 601 825 867 1,643
Canada : 742 . 1,255 2,352 : 3,461 5,128
Subtotal-memmee s 7,204 7,798 10,528 17,327 : 18,998
Taiwan 32 : 19 : 110 : 140 "33
Mexico 1,096 : 1,312 : 1,777 2,043 1,675
Japan 4] - 10 : 13 12
West Germany: o § - 1 - 19 : 6
Hong Kong--mwmmr——- . - - 30 : 11 16
Republic of Korea-——: 62 : A7 10 : 4 10
All other— e : 22 . 44 . 41 : 145 510
9,221 : 12,506 : 21,260

LN ) L —

8,458 :

19,702 :

1/ Imports under TSUSA item 657.0950.
2/ Less than 500 pounds.

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

Commet-ce.

Note.—Because of rounding, figures may not add to the totals shown.
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TaBie'18.-O€her'h§nmalleab1e"cast—iron articles: 1/ U.S. imports for
consumption, by principal sources, 1981-85

13,848

Source:- 1981 - 1982 1983 1984 1985
Quantity (1,000 pounds)
Brazil 0 :- 530 : 1,806 : 6,284 : 12,120
_India "22,315 16,624 : 16,419 24,733 27,009
China 130 : 615 : 5,943 10,310 : 9,252
Canada 5,936 : 6,722 : 8,354 : 13,634 : 19,287
Subtotal - : 28,381 24,491 32,522 : 54,961 : 67,668
Taiwan 7,513 6,992 13,605 : 14,857 18,418
Y B Rl ————— 7,188 3,383 : 2,309 3,739 4,317
Japan 737 : 520 : 2,219 3,117 1,195
West Garmany 152 : 72 169 : 2,237 235
Hong Kong—-- e C11 164 68 844 : 309
Republic. of Korea:—: 915 : 1,153 843 790 : 2,230 .
All other———mm’ 727 593 888 : 2,598 : 4,980
LR ) E— —: 45,626 : 37,368 52,625 : 83,143 99,352
Value (1,000 dollars)
Brazil - . 100 : 523 2,264 ¢ 3,943
India 3,917 : 3,484 : - 3,389 : 4,747 3,966
China 21 83 840 : 1,522 2,342
Canada : 2,888 : 4,281 3,799 : 6,173 7,349
Subtotal-m — 6,826 : 7,948 : 8,551 : 14,706 17,600
Taiwan- : 3,102 : 2,975 : 5,755 6,067 : 8,264
' Mexico 2,169 : 1,656 : 773 815 : 896
Japan ' 686 453 1,510 : 2,123 : 936
West Germany--m———: 135 146 127 @ 913 : 181
Hong Kong-————- — 6 : 43 23 234 111
.Republic of Korea-—: 397 513 719 372 980
All other— e 527 : 447 561 1,576 2,013
L1 ) — S 14,181 18,019 26,806 30,981

1/ Imports under TSUSA item 657.0990.

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

Commerce.

Note.—Because of rounding, figures may not add to the totals shown.

Department of



A-42

Table 19.—Iron construction castings:
customs districts, 1985

U.S.. imports for consumption, by

(In thousands of pounds)

See footnote at end of table.

Item Brazil India China Canada
Manhole covers, rings, and
frames: 1/ ' :

Baltinmore, MD 40 2,650 - -
Boston, MA-—-—- - 2,040 : - -
Buffalo, NY - - - 3,355
Charleston, SC : o - 221 - -
Dallas—Fort Worth,. TXmm——: - 164 - - -
Detroit, MI : - - - 900
Great Falls, MT - - - 2,352
Houston, TX 4,217 3,099 247 -
lLos Angeles, CA 62 5,084 2,420 -
Miami, FL 268 1,092 - -
Mobile, AL " 46 - 165 -
New Orleans, LA P 1,709 5,619 : 154 -
New York City, NY- e 4,580 17,994 : - -
Norfolk, VA- - : 3,489 9,434 - -
Ogdensburg, NY — - - - 6,737
Philadelphia, PA : - : 2,074 1,314 : - -
Portland, ME - - - 95
Portland, OR - 80 : 917 -
San Diego, CA - 1,166 - -
San Francisco, CA 1,240 7,294 3,836 -
- San Juan, PR 270 - - -
Savannah, GA 1,163 3,304 - -
Seattle, WA - 1,092 3,859 4,09%
St. Albans, VT - - - 3,470
St. Louis, MO- - 160 : - -
Tampa, FL 185 908 37 : -
Wilmington, NC - 2,434 36 -
Total 19,508 64,983 11,673 21,004
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Table 19.—Iron construction castings: U.S. imports for consumption, by
customs districts,

1985-—Continued

(In thousands of pounds)

Item Brazil India China Canada
Other castings: 2/ A

Baltimore, MD 6,038 1,122 300 -
Boston, MA : - 102 140 I
Buffalo, NY R —- - - 6,922
Charleston, SC— : - 73 110 -
Chicago, Ii-- : : - 150 : 6 -
Dallas—Fort Worth, TX——mm: 116 59 : - -
Detroit, MI _ - - - - 2,751
Great Falls, MT - ~ - 90
Houston, TX : 763 4,694 410 -
Los Angeles, CA-- - 1,145 3,730 : -
Miami, FL 508 637 70 : -
New Orleans, LA D 572 2,621 629 : -
New YO l"k C i t v, Nyn_... . 762 4 ) 576 1 , 219 ' —
Norfolk, VA : : 573 4,065 221 -
Ogdensburg, NY - 37 : 146 4,733
Pembina, ND - - - 2
Philadelphia, PA 890 2,887 560 -
Portland, ME - - - 108
Portland, OR - 106 151 -
San Diego, CA - - 343 -
San Francisco, CA - 448 541 -
Savannah, GA 1,860 1,852 38 -
Seattle, WA - 227 - 1,230
St. Albans, VT - - - 3,453
Tampa, FL-- 38 948 640. -
Wilmington, NC - 1,260 : . - -

Total 12,120 : 27,009 : 9,252 19,287

1/ Imports under TSUSA item 657.0950.
2/ Imports under TSUSA item 657.0990.

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

Note.---Because of rounding, figures may not add to the totals shown.
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Estimated imports of iron construction castings.— Estimated total U.S.
imports from all countries of the iron construction castings included within
the scope of these investigations increased from 74 million pounds in 1982 to
101 million pounds in 1983, or by 36 percent (table 20). Such imports then
increased to 170 million pounds in 1984, an additional 67 percent over the 1983
level. Imports climbed to 191 million pounds in 1985, 12 percent over those
the previous year. As a share of apparent U.S. consumption, imports rose from
17.8 percent in 1982 to 28.0 percent in 1984, For 1985, the import share stood
at 29.2 percent (table 21).

Estimated imports of heavy construction castings increased from 58 million
pounds in 1982 to 82 million pounds in 1983, or hy 41 percent. 1In 1984,
imports of heavy construction castings increased an additional 71 percent to
140 million pounds. Imports rose to 154 million pounds in 1985, a 10 percent
increase over the 1984 level. Estimated imports of light construction castings
increased from 16 million pounds in 1982 to 19 million pounds in 1983, or by 19
percent. Such imports increased an additional 57 percent to nearly 30 million
pounds in 1984. 1In 1985, these imports climbed an additional 23 percent to 37
million -pounds. )

Brazil.—Estimated imports of iron construction castings from Brazil
increased from 23 thousand pounds in 1982 to nearly 1.9 million pounds in
1983. During 1984, imports rose to 12.1 million pounds, an increase of 546
percent. Imports durihg 1985 were 75 percent greater than those in 1984,
Imports from Brazil accounted for less than 0.1 percent of &apparent U.S.
consumption in 1982, 0.4 percent in 1983, 1.9 percent in 1984, and 3.2 percent
in 1985.

Estimated imports of heavy construction castings from Brazil
increased from negligible levels in 1982 to nearly 1.9 million pounds in 1983;
they then rose to 11.4 million pounds in 1984, Import levels for 1985 were 72
percent above those of 1984. Table 20 shows no imports of light construction
castings from Brazil in 1982 and 1983. 1In 1984, estimated imports of light
construction castings from Brazil ammounted to 780 thousand pounds. During
1985, such imports from Brazil were 1.6 million pounds.

India.—Estimated LTFV imports of iron construction castings from
India increased 11.4 percent during 1983, to 24.4 million pounds. During 1984,
imports climbed 71.9 percent to 41.9 million pounds. Imports in 1985 were 8.3
percent less than those in 1984. Imports from India represented 5.3 percent of
U.S. consumption in 1982, 5.1 percent in 1983, 6.9 percent in 1984, and 5.9
percent in 1985,

Estimated 1983 LTFV imports of heavy construction castings from India
increased by 14.2 percent to 20.5 million pounds. In 1984, they rose to 34.6
million pounds, an increase of 69 percent. Import levels for 1985 were 7.5
percent below those of 1984, Estimated LTFV imports of light construction
castings from India were level at 3.9 million pounds in 1982 and 1983; they
then increased to 5.9 million pounds in 1984, Estimated 1985 imports of light
construction castings were 6.4 million pounds.

China.-—Estimated imports of iron construction castings from China
increased 180 percent during 1983, to 11.7 million pounds. During 1984,
imports rose an additional 43 percent to 16.7 million pounds. Imports during



Table 20..-—Iron construction castings:
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Estimated. U.S.

imports for consumption,

by principal sources and by types, 1982-85

(In thousands of pounds)

1985

Source - 1982 1983 1984
Heavy castings
Brazil 23 1,873 11,328 19,508
India: 1/ : .

LTFV imports--—— b 17,932 20,484 34,632 32,023
China : - 4,093 10,799 : 15,123 19,482
Canada-—- : 5,353 8,635 : 14,313 21,004

Subtotal-—erm 27,401 41,791 . 75,396 92,017
: 30,645 40,404 64,774 : 61,769
58,046 : 82,195 140,170 : 153,786
Light castings
Brazil 0 : 0 : .780 1,640
India: 1/ : : : :

LTFV imports-————: . 3,943 3,894 5,866.-: 6,406
China : 95 927 1,608 1,644
Canada : ‘5,378 6,683 10,907 . 15,430

‘Subtotal-—m—— -1 9,416 - 11,504 19,161 ' 25,120
All other-—wrmmmmm—ee s 6,591 i 7,651 10,980 : 12,097
B 3 /7] E—— — 16,007 .- 19,155 30,141 37,217
Total
Brazil 23 1,873 12,108 21,148
India: 1/ : : :

LTFV import s 21,875 24,378 41,917 38,429
China : 4,188 11,726 16,731 . ‘21,126
Canada : 10,731 15,318 : 25,220 36,434

Subtotal-—mmmmem : 36,817 53,295 95,976 117,137
All other- - — 37,236 48,055 . 74,335 73,866
Total s | 74,053 101,350 : 170,311 191,003

1/ Non—-LTFV imports from India are included under "All other."

Source: Derived from official statistics of the U.S. Department of Commerce
“and data submitted in response to questionnaires of the U.S. International

Trade Commission. -
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Table 21.—Iron construction castings: Estimated ratio of 'imports to apparent
U.S. consumption, by principal sources and by types, 1982-85

- (In percent)

Source b 1982 f 1983 f 1984 f 1985

Heavy castings

Brazil : 1/ : 0.4 : 2.2 3.4
India: 2/ : : : :

LTFV 1mports --------------- - 5.2 : 5.1 6.7 : 5.7
China : 1.2 2.6 2.9 : 3.4
Canada 1.5 2.1 2.8 : 3.7

Subtotal—mme 7.9 : 10.3 14,6 : 16.4
All other- 8.8 : 9.9 12.6 : 11.0
Total— 16.8 : 20.2 - 27.2 27.4
Light castings
Brazil : : - —- 0.8 : 1.7
India: 2/ : : :

LTFV imports———: 5.6 5.1 : - 6.4 6.8
China : 0.1 1.2 1.8 : 1.7
Canada ............................................... po— 7.7 8.8 : 12.0 : 16.4

Subtotal————: 13.4 15.1 : 21.1 : 26.7
All other o e 9.4 10.1 . 12.1 : 12.9
Total-~-~-~~~———-~~-—-—--; 22.9 25.0 : 33.0 : 39.3
) Total
Brazil : 1/ : .4 1.9 3.2
India: 2/ : : ' :
LTFV imports————: 5.3 5.1 : 6.9 5.9
China : 1.0 2.4 2.8 3.2
Subtotal——— : 8.9 11.1 ¢ 15.8 17.9
All other e 9.0 10.0 : 12.2 11.3
Total— e -1 17.8 21.0 : 28.0 29.1

1/ Less than 0.1 percent ,
2/ Non-LTFV imports from Indla are included under "All other.'

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

Note.—Because of rounding, figures may not add to the totals shown.



A-47

1985 were 26.2 percent greater than those in 1984. Imports from China accounted
for 1.0 percent of apparent U.S. consumption in 1982, 2.4 percent in 1983, 2.8
percent in 1984, and 3.2 percent in 1985, :

From 1982 to 1983, estimated imports of. heavy construction castings from China
increased by 163 percent to 10.8 million pounds. In 1984, they rose to 15.1
million pounds. Import levels for 1985 were 29 percent over those of 1984.
Estimated imports-of light construction castings from China increased from
approximately 95 thousand pounds in 1982 to just over 1.6 million pounds in both
1984 and 1985. ’

Total imports from Brazil, India, China, and Canada.—Estimated LTFV imports
of iron construction castings from Brazil, India, China, and Canada increased by 45
percent in 1983, to 53.3 million pounds. 1In 1984, imports rose another 80 percent
to 95.9 million pounds. Imports in 1985 were 22 percent greater than those in
1984. Imports from the four countries amounted to 8.9 percent of apparent U.S.
consumption in 1982, 11.1 percent in 1983, 15.8 percent in 1984, and 17.9 percent
in 1985,

Estimated LTFV imports of heavy construction castings from Brazil, India,
China, and Canada increased by 53 percent in 1983 to 41.8 million pounds. 1In 1984
imports rose to 75.4 million pounds, an 80-percent increase over those in 1983,
Imports during 1985 were 22 percent higher than imports during the year before.
Estimated imports of light construction castings from the four countries increased
from 9.4 million pounds in 1982 to 19.2 million pounds in 1984. Imports in 1985
were 31 percent greater than -those in 1984.

Imports by domestic producers.-—Imports of iron construction castings reported
by all firms that responded :to the Commission's questionnaires, both those firms
that only import and those that import and also produce castings in the United
States, are shown in table 22. Imports of castings by only those firms that also
produce such merchandise domestically are;shown in table 23, :

Three petitioners in these investigations—¥¥X%  ¥XX, 6 and ¥¥X-.reported
importing heavy iron construction castings. 1/ The majority of the imports by
these firms were imported from India, although some imports were reported from
Canada, Brazil, and China. Imports by the three producers accounted for 30 percent
of all imports of heavy construction castings reported by all firms responding to
the Commission's questionnaires in 1982, 18 percent in 1983, 20 percent in 1984,
and 21 percent in 1985. Expressed as a share of estimated aggregate imports of
heavy construction castings from all sources, imports by the three producers
amounted to 17 percent in. 1982, 10 percent.in 1983, .13 percent in 1984, and 12
percent in 1985, : . : . :

Two domestic producers, XXX and *¥¥, reported importing light construction
castings. 2/ However, ¥¥¥X %% Imports by the two firms accounted for *¥¥*
percent of all imports of light construction castings reported by all firms
responding to the Commission's questionnaires in 1982, ¥X% percent in 1983, and *¥*
percent in 1984 and 1985. As a share of estimated aggregate imports of light
construction castings from all sources, imports by X%t gnd *%% amounted to %%
percent in 1982, *¥X percent in 1983, ¥X¥X percent in 1984, and %X percent in 1985.

1/ ¥x%,
2/ *Hx,



Table 22.-—Iron construction castings:

types, 1982-85
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U.S. imports reported by all firms
responding to the Commission's questionnaires, by principal sources and by

(In thousands of pounds)

Total.« ..................................... e ¢

39,840 :

52,706 :

Source 1982 1983 f 1984 1985
Heavy castings
Brazil 1/%%% 17 %6 13,875 : 16,282
India 30,706 35,884 : 61,649 : 46,124
China : . 6,627 : 9,008 12,682
(Y 1Y P —— HHH padatal 5,916 10,433
. Subtotal-me—— 33,966 : 45,657 : 90,448 : 85,521
All other-—mm 0 : 0 : 0 : 0
L) E— - 33,966_: 45,657 : 90,448 : 85,521
' Light castings

Brazi 1 o W . Lz L3 e
India 5,648 6,208 14,369 8,977
China Elar L2z JEEE 960 1,644
Canada : NN K . sl fakalad
Subtotal e ] 5,874 : 7,029 : 16,879 13,807

All other—-—- - -1 0 : 20 : 150 : 0
Total s § 5,874 7,049 : 17,029 : 13,807

. Jotal

Brazil e o —_— W
India 36,354 . 42,092 76,018 55,101
China L r K. . 9,968 : 14,326
Canada : 2,073 : 1,729 : R hodalal
Subtotal-wemm —— 39,840 52,686 107,327 . 99,328

All other e | 0 : 20 : 150 0
107,477 99,328

1/ One. respondent was unable to separate heavy and light construction
castings, but indicated that the majority was heavy construction castings.
Therefore, this figure is larger than the total quantity of imports from

Brazil in 1983 as shown in table 20.

- Source:

Compiled from data submitted in response to questionnaires of the
U.S. International Trade Commission.
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Table 23.—Iron construction castings: U.S. imports by domestic producers
responding to the Commission's questionnaires, by principal sources and by
types, 1982-85

* % *® " * * *
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Lost sales

Of the domestic producers of iron construction castings responding to
Commission questionnaires, 15 made specific allegations of lost sales, and
another producer alleged such lost sales but had no knowledge of the value of
the winning bid. The alleged sales lost because of imports of such
merchandise from Brazil, India, China, and Canada are summarized in tables 24
and 25. 1/ 1In the aggregate, lost sales allegations with respect to heavy
castings totaled approximately $3.5 million and those with respect to light
castings totaled about $1.6 million.

The staff investigated a selection of the most significant allegations
through telephone interviews. One difficulty encountered was that final users
often did not know the country of origin of products purchased, since the
product was acquired from a distributor. 1In several cases, distributors
similarly claimed not to know the country of origin of particular shipments
since products of various sources were comingled without record in inventory.
Occasionally, items shipped as sets of components, such as manhole covers and
rims, were of multiple national origin. 1In such a case, customized
components, such as couvers with special markings, were more likely to be of
domestic origin and to be matched with rims of foreign origin.

The Commission's inquiries to purchasers during the course of the final
investigations supplement those allegations checked during the course of the
preliminary investigations. Since all such allegations made prior to the
Commission's preliminary findings were reasserted by producers during the
final investigations, the results of the earlier inquiries are also included
in this report. Details of the interviews are discussed below.

1/ Although imports from Canada are not the subjects of the instant
investigations, the information obtained concerning lost sales allegations
made with respect to imports from Canada are included in order to give a more
complete understanding of the domestic marketplace.
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Table 24.-—Heavy iron construction castings: Alleged value of sales lost by
domestic producers to imports from Brazil, India, China, and Canada 1/

Table 25.—Light iron construction castings: Vﬁlieged value of sales lost by
domestic producers to imports from Brazil, India, China, and Canada 1/

During the preliminary investigations, 9 domestic producers provided 81-
allegations of lost sales in their responses to Commission questionnaires. These
allegations involved 58 purchasers, largely construction companies and
municipalities and -amounted -to at least $4.2 million in alleged lost sales. 1/

The petitions in the . 1nvest1gat1ons included an additional 26 allegations involving
20 purchasers and $662 811 in alleged lost sales.. 2/ The Commission staff
investigated 20 allegat1ons details of which are discussed below.

1/ Four other producers asserted that they, too, had lost sales to low-
priced imports, but they did not provide any details -concerning their alleged
lost business. One producer, *¥%, did not supply the amounts involved in %X
of its ¥X¥* allegations.. Another producer ¥%%, also did not provide the
amount involved in its lost sale allegation.-

2/ Of the total allegat1ons 8 (valued at $91,000) 1nvolved 1mports from
Brazil, 55 (valued at $4.0 million) involved imports from India, 10 (valued at
$565,000) involved imports from China, and 19 (valued at $722,000) involved
. imports from Canada. An additional 15 allegations involved more than one of

the four countries. C o
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Lost revenue

In their responses to the Commission's questionnaires, 11 domestic
producers reported 38 instances of price reductions allegedly made on sales of
iron construction castings because of competition with imported castings from
Brazil, India, China, and Canada. Brazil, was cited in two examples of sales
involving nearly $32,000; India, eight instances amounting to about
$1,065,000; China, one allegation involving about $11,000; and Canada, five
instances valued at approximately $74,000; The remaining allegations cited
combinations of import sources or did not specify the source of imports.

In addition, the petitions cited nine more examples. The allegations
investigated by the Commission staff appear below.

In addition to these reports investigated during the final investigation,
the following reports were checked by the Commission staff during the
preliminary investigations.

Transpoftation costs

Transportation costs are an important factor in sales of iron
construction castings in the United States. Because of the heavy weight and
relatively low price per pound of these castings, producers generally limit
the bulk of their sales to a marketing radius of 300 miles or less from
theirmanufacturing facility. 1/ Industry sources maintain that imports do not
have a freight cost advantage over domestically produced castings. Average
‘freight costs reported in response to the Commission's questionnaires ranged
from 1 to 3 cents per pound, or 5 to 10 percent of the sales value, depending
on the distance over which the castings are shipped. Castings are usually
sold on an f.o.b. basis and the buyer pays the shipping costs. Depending on
market conditions, however, sellers sometimes pay a portion (or all) of the
freight cost. 1Individual purchasers located relatively close to a foundry
generally benefit from low delivered prices. Importers may have a freight
cost advantage near coastal areas or in States bordering Canada, but would
have a disadvantage in shipping castings inland because of the high cost of
inland freight.

Of 12 usable questionnaire responses, the average reported cost of
shipping one pound 100 miles was about 1.3 cents. Since unit transportation
costs vary with shipment size as well as distance, this figure should be
treated as only indicative of the true expense incurred in any particular
transaction. In general, scale economies tend to reduce unit shipment costs
over greater distances and for greater single shipment sizes.

N

1/ Tn response to the Commission's questionnaires, however, two firms
reported that they sell iron construction castings throughout the United
States. In addition, several other larger firms reported a marketing radius
in excess of 500 miles.



Exchange rates

The nominal- and real-exchange~rate indexes of the U.S. dollar in terms
of the currencies of Brazil, India, China, and Canada are shown in table 26
for the period January 1983-December 1985. The U.S. dollar appreciated
relative to the Brazilian cruzeiro by 96.3 percent in nominal terms and
depreciated relative to the cruziero by 0.7 percent in real terms. It
appreciated relative to the Indian rupee by 18.2 percent in nominal terms and

by 2.6 percent in real terms. The dollar appreciated relative to the Canadian

dollar by 11.1 percent in nominal terms and by 5.3 percent in real terms.
Because the value of China's currency is determined by the Chinese
Government, its exchange rate is not discussed in this section.

Table 26.—Nominal- and real-exchange-rate indexes of the U.S. dollar
in terms of specified currencies, January 1983-December 1985

{(January-March 1983=100)

Brazilian : . Indian : Canadian
T cruzeiro : rupee : dollar
Period | ; ; i ; -
Nominal ' Real . Nominal | Real . Nominal | Real
1983 : : Do : . :
Jan.-Mar-—: 100.0 100.0.: 100.0 : 100.0 : 100.0 : 100.0
Apr.—-June—: 68.7 90.4 : 98.8 102.6 : 99.7 : 101.0
July—-Sept—: 51.1 : 95.6 : 97.4 : 103.9 : 99.6 : 100.6
Oct.-Dec——-: 37.6 98.7 : 95.4 102.4 : 99.1 : 100.1
1984 : : T : .
Jan.-Mar-——: 28.6 98.0 : 92.1 99.0 : 97.8 : 99.4
Apr.—June—: - 21.6 : 97.4 : 90.1 98.0 : 95.0 : 97.0
July-Sept—: 16.3 : " 98.4 85.4 97.3 : 93.4 . 96.2
Oct.-Dec-—: 12.0 101.1 : .81.3 91.8 : 93.1 : 96.3
1985: : : : :
Jan.-Mar—: 8.7 101.4 : 77.0 : .87.3 : 90.7 : 95.0
Apr.—-June—: 6.5 93.2 : 79.1 92.5 : 89.6 : 94.4
July-Sept—: 4.6 94.8 : 82.1 : 99.7 : 90.3 95.8
3.7 99.3 : 81.8 : 97.4 : 88.9 : 94.7

Oct.-Dec—-:

Source: International Monetary Fund, International Financial Statistics,
November 1985,
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Prices

U.S. producers and importers generally sell iron constiuction castings on
the basis of negotiated prices, although some firms reported that they also
used price lists. Depending upon the firm and market conditions, sales may be
made either on an f.o.b. manufacturing facility or importeis' yard basis or on
a delivered basis. Discounts are customarily given for large orders or for
those orders specifying an entire line of castings rather than single items.
As a general rule, prices quoted to independent distributors are slightly
lower than those to end users.

U.S. producers and importers generally sell iron construction castings
either through distributors or directly to water or sewer authorities (on a
competitive—bid basis) or to construction companies and construction—products
distributors, which themselves use such castings on projects sold on a
competitive—~bid basis. To the extent construction castings and associated
producer services are perceived to be identical, purchasers will buy from the
firm offering the lowest price.

The Commission asked domestic producers and importers to provide data on
their net selling prices for five selected specifications of iron construction
castings (three heavy castings and two light castings). Thé five selected
products represent standard items known to be produced in the United States
and believed to be imported from Brazil, India, China, and Canada. These five
products are —

Heavy construction castings:

Product 1: Two-piece manhole assembly (cover and frame) of cast
iron, machined, approximately 300 pounds total. Cover approximately
23 inches in diameter; 7/8 to 1-3/8 inches thick. Frame base height
approximately 6 inches; clear opening approximately 22 inches; base
diameter approximately 32 inches. -

Product 2: Two-piece manhole assembly (cover and frame), machined,
approximately 430 pounds total. Cover approximately 32 inches in
diameter, 1-1/2 to 2 inches thick. Frame base height approximately
6 inches; clear opening approximately 30 inches; base diameter
approximately 39 inches. '

Product 3: Four—piece catch basin assembly (frame, grate, curb
piece, and back plate) approximate weight 1,050 pounds.
Approximately 54 inches in width and 48 inches in depth at base of
frame; approximately 5 to 6 inches frame height; grate approximately
48 inches in width and 22 inches in depth; grate approximately 1-1/4
inch thick; curb piece approximately 8 inches high.
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Light construction castings: : o .

Product 4: Two—piece adjustable .valve box (bottom section, and top
section with lid), screw or sliding type, total weight approximately
60, pounds. Top section 10-1/2 inches in length; cover: drop lid
type, 7-1/4.inches approximate diameter, 3-1/4 inches in height; top
section and cover weight approximately 35 pounds. Bottom section:
shaft inside diameter 5-1/4 inches, outside diameter 5-3/4 inches;
base 10-1/4 inches; weight of bottom section:approximately 25 pounds.

Product 5: Three-—piece valve bhox (bottom section, top section with
lid, and middle section extension); total weight approximately 118
pounds. Top section 15-~1/2 inches in length; cover: drop lid type,
7-1/4 inches approximate diameter, 3-1/4 inches in height; top
section and cover weight approximately 42 pounds. Middle section
approximately 24 inches long, shaft inside diameter 5-1/4 inches,
outside diameter 5-3/4 inches, .weight approximately 31 pounds.
Bottom section: base, 15 inches; weight of bottom section
approximately 45 pounds. . . - .

Domestic prices.—Weighted-average f.o.b. prices for sales of iron
construction castings-sold by domestic producers during January-March
1983 through October-December 1985.are shown in table 27. For the five
different products sampled, prices showed no. notable trends over the
3—year period of investigation. The price of product 1 varied from 1 to
3 cents per quarter, and showed no overall tendency to rise or fall. The
same is generally true for product 2, although the price movements
between quarters .was slightly larger, varying up to 6 cents between
consecutive periods. The price of product 3 also moved irregularly, but
closed at %% cents per pound in October-December 1985, down 20 percent
from % cents per pound in January-March 1983. For product 4, the
prices reported show stability at *¥* cents per pound over the
seven—quarter period January-March :1983 through July—September 1984. For
the first nine months of 1985 the price again was stable, and settled at
6% cents per.pound. The price of product 5 also showed stability from
April-June 1983 through -April-June -1985, and then declined somewhat in
July—-September 1985,

Brazilian prices.—Prices for the comparable Brazilian products were
available for products:1 through 4, but are generally limited to 1985.
Prices for products 1, 2, and 3 showed marked stability, and the price of
product 4 varied only slightly from quarter to quarter. For example, the
price of product 1 from Brazil remained at % cents per pound from
October-December 1984 through October-December 1985. For products 2 and
3, their prices settled at *¥% cents per pound in January-March 1985
after a 1 cent per pound decline from the price in the preceding period.
The prices remained at ¥¥¥ cents per pound throughout 1985. Although the
price of product 4 varied in each period of 1985, it varied by no more
than 2 cents per pound between any two consecutive quarters.
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Table 27.—Iron construction castings: Weighted-average f.o.b. prices of U.S.
producers and importers of product from Brazil, and margins of underselling,
by quarters, January 1983-December 1985

u.S : Margin of

Product and period Y : Importers : underselling or

producers .
: : (overselling)
, : —Cents per pound— : -——Percent-—--—
Heavy construction castings : :
Product 1 :

1983: : : :

Januar y —MA L C e o— W . 3 / ‘ [

" April-June : ek 3/ : _ —_
July—September - - L A 3/ : —
October-December aiar 3/ _—

1984: :

January-March e . 3/ —_—
April-June : : e 3/ —
July—September———-—: L 3/ : —
October-December:————: e 2/ W 11.5

1985: _ : : :
January-—Marchs—mmmm— e 2/ NRR 11.5
April-June : : e . 2/ W6k - 8.0
July—-September - w——: LL R VAR 4.2
October-December K . 2/ Wk 11.5

Product 2 N
1983: : :
January-—-March- - mmm—: W . 3/ e
fipril-June : % . 3/ —
July—September— - e | e . 3/ o
October—-December——: ek . 3/ -—

1984: : o
-January-March- w3/ —_—
April-June o . 3/ ———
July-September : L L 3/ : —
October—December e ¥R L 2/ Wk o

1985: : : :
January—March-——-——- —_ 0 . 2/ Wee 8.0
April-June : ek 2/ Wk 17.9
July—September  mmmmmm— L2 2/ R (4.5)
October-December— b 2/ e (9.5)

Product 3
1983: : :
January-March: . — 1) ¥¥X . 3/ —
April-June 1/ ek 3/ : —_
July—September--—-—wmm: 1/ ¥¥¥ . 3/ : o
October-December— 1/ %% . 3/ : —_

1984: : : :
January-March———-———: 1/ ¥ . 3/ : -
APril—Jung-—mrmmmmma - 1/ W 3/ : —_—
July—September————: 1/ %ee 3/ :  —
October—December-—-— —: 1/ et 2/ ek 27.3

1985: : : :
January-Marchmwm —_— 1/ W% 3/ ——
April—June : 1/ 0% 2/ WEE 4.2
.July-September————: 1/ ¥ . 2/ K ; ——
October-December————: 1/ 6% : 2/ 66k ; 4.2

See footnotes at end of table.
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Table 27.-—Iron construction castings: Weighted-average f.o.b. prices of U.S.
producers and importers of product from Brazil, and margins of underselling,
by quarters, January 1983-December 1985-—Continued

: ~ Margin of
: Importers : underselling or

: (overselling)
: —Cents per pound— : —Percent——

U.s.

Product and period :
, . producers

Light construction castings
Product 4
.1983: .
January-March—-—————0-:
A pr I R (T L Vo ——
July-September-—
October-December
1984: .
January-March--— e ?
April-June .
Jul y-Se ptember - mmmm—
October-December———— :
1985:
January-March
April-June .
July-September————:
October—December-mw— : 1/

w

~
RER
| 1]

lw

~
i
i

BREE IRRE Rl

Product 5
1983: : :

January-March-mmmm———: 3/ i 3/
April-June 2/ Wb : -
July—September-—-—mmmm——: 2/  ¥¥¥ . 3/ : e
October-December———: 2/ %% ; : —
1984: : :
January—-March—-—————-: 3/ : 3/ : —_—
A pri T = TUN @ s e & 2/ W 3/ . e

July-September——- i 2 :
October-Decembe - - 2/ W 3/
1985: : :

January-March--mmm—-: 3/ : 3/
April-June 2/
July—-September-—mmm—-: 2/ :
October-December————: 3/ 3/

i

1/ Only two price observations reported.

2/ Only one price observation reported.

3/ Not available.

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

Note.—For product descriptions, see p. A-54-55,.
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The margins of underselling between the U.S. and Brazilian product were
never less than 4 percent for any of the four products for which prices are
available, except for two periods in which overselling took place. Product 1
from Brazil undersold tha domestic product in every quarter for which there
were data, ‘and the margin was never less than 8 percent. For product 2, the
Brazilian product undersold the domestic in the first 6 months of 1985, and
then oversold the domestic product in the remaining 6 months of the year. The
margin of underselling for product 3 declined dramatically from 33.3 percent
in October-December 1984 to only 4.2 percent in April-June 1985. In the next
quarter, July-September 1985, the products from both sources were priced the
same. In October-December 1985 the Brazilian product again undersold the
domestic by 4.2 percent. The prices reported for product 4 show the margins
of underselling for the Brazilian product in excess of 10 percent throughout
1985.

Indian prices.—In general, the same story can be told for the prices of
the iron construction castings from India as that for Brazil. With the
exception of the price of product 5, prices usually remained constant or
varied no more than about 3 cents per pound between quarters (table 28). The
price of product 1 remained at **%* cents per pound during all of 1983 and
1984, and then declined somewhat during 1985. Overall, the price declined 22
percent from October—December 1984 to October-December 1985, when it reached a
3-year low of ¥¥% cents per pound. The price of product 2 varied bhetween XXX
and ¥¥* cents per pound in 1983, and then hovered around ¥¥¥ cents per pound
for the remaining 8 quarters of the investigation period. For product 3, the
price was stable at *¥ cents per pound from January-March 1983 through
July—-September 1984, and declined to %% cents per pound in October-December
1984, It remained at this level through 1985 with the exception of a
one—period rebound to *¥X cents per pound in January-March 1985. Overall, the
price declined 12 percent between January-March 1983 and October-December
1985. The price of product 4 showed slight quarter—to-quarter variability
with no discernible trend, and the price of product 5 showed somewhat greater
variability and a net decline of 44 percent over the 3-year period.

For the most part, the Indian products undersold the domestic product,
and often did so significantly. For example, although product 1 from India
oversold the domestic product in all but one quarter between January-March
1983 and January-March 1984, and then it undersold the domestic product during
1985. Overall, the margin of underselling increased from 3.6 percent in
April-June 1984 to 19.2 percent in October-December 1985. Product 2 from
India undersold the domestic product in every quarter except three.
Underselling was greatest in April-June 1985, when the margin was 38.1
percent; but in the following two quarters the Indian product oversold the
domestic product by 4.5 and 4.8 percent, respectively, due to the decline in
the domestic price. The margin of underselling for product 3 was greatest in
1983, and eroded to 4.2 percent in October-December 1985, as U.S. prices fell
more rapidly than Indian prices. For product 4, the margin of underselling
varied from quarter to quarter, and was almost always greater than 15
percent. Product 5 from India also undersold the U.S. product, and did so
substantially throughout the survey period. The margin showed a net increase
between April-June 1983 and April-June 1985, the last period for which the
margin could be calculated.
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Table 28.—Iron construction castings: Weighted-average f.o. b prices of U.S.
producers and . 1mporters of products - from India, and margins of underselllng,
by quarters, January 1983-December 1985

. U.S Margin of
Product and period oy : Importers : underselling or
: : : producers \
: -l (overselling)
" ~ © 1 —=-—Cents, per pound—- : ——Percent—-
Heavy construction castings : : :
Product 1 :

1983: : : :
January-March — L WK e (14.8)
APril-June et RWR e (12.5)
July-September——mo— : N G IR sk (3.8)
October-December- —— L Bt . (8.0)

1984 : : : .
January-March-: - : P wee ;. . . (8.0)
April-June - : WHH *HA 3.6
July—Septembepr mmmmm—y L KRR XX ;e —
0ctober~December - Lk x N L (3.8)

1985: : : :
January-March—-——— : Larar, L 15.4
April-Jung mm— I 7>, L 2.7 12.0
July—-September— o Larax L1 4.2
October-December- e : L AR - 19.2

Product 2 : : :
1983: : :
January-March—-———-—— : R 1/ 0% 4.0
APril—=June o H L N L L S 10.7
July—September—— S A 3.8
) October-December- e ¢ ©OXNR 0% (4.3)
. 1984: S O . LoE S
January-March : L2 S NN 21.4
April-June _ : ka2 SR Lk xS 12.0
July—Septembe ¥R . R 27.6
October-December—-wr—: U o . W% o 9.1

1985: . o - : : : ,
January—March——~—--—: L L WA 12.0
TYaT.or 1) B (1] [-Emmm———— Loy £ 5 ©.38.1
July—September-—~—~~——: L 1/ %6k . (4.5)
October-December——m—: L 1/ e - (4.8)

Product 3 : :

1983: _ : : :
January-March—--———— —1 1/ K o 2/ KK - .20.0
April-June 1/ Wee 1/ Kbk - 22.6
July—-September——-——: 1/ %% 1/ wee . 22.6 .
October-December - —: 1/ Wk 1/ K6 ——

1984 o L : K
January-March—————: 1/ ¥¥% : = 2/ W% . 7.7
April-June o1/ WX 1/ Bk 8.3
July-September—mmmm— 1/ ¢ . 1/ 06k . 11.1
October-December—-————: 1/ ¥¥% : 2/ %% : 36.4

1985: . : : :
January-March—————: 1/ % 2/ WX . 8.0
April-June -1 1/ Wk 2/ ek 12.5
July-September— - : 1/ 6% 2/ XHK 8.7
October-December———: 1/ *%% . 2/ X% . 4.2

See footnotes at end of table.



A-60

Table 28.—Iron construction castings: Weighted-average f.o.b. prices of U.S.
producers and impotrters of products from India, and margins of underselling,
by quarters, January 1983-December 1985—Continued

: Margin of

u.s.. .

: : Importers : underselling or
producers .

; : (overselling)

: ——Cents per pound— : —Percent——

Product and period

Light construction castings
Product 4
1983: :
January-March—————————w-—:
A pr 1 1o T U@ st ¢
July-September——————-:
October-December- -
1984: :
January-March:mm e |
April-June T
July ~Soplamber - et
October-December—
1985: :
January-March————- e}
APri 1 —-June e |
July—September-——e— H
October-December—mw—: 1/

15.
21,
21,
25,

O v woo

18.

18.
33.

19,
19.
25,
17.

B3R Rii: nM
SR LI

NP D

Product 5
1983: :
January-March-—-mmmee—: 3/ : 2/
April—June : 2/
July—-September- - ey 2/
October-December:
1984 : :
January-March-———-——-: 3/ : 1/

i

July-September——————: 2/ WXk 1/
October-December - —i 2/ NN
1985: : :
January_nar-c o Y 3 / . 1 /
April-—-June 2/ :
July-September-——m———: 2/ :
October-December———-: 3/ 2/

H
BEIR RERI ERIR

1/ Only two price observations reported.
2/ Only one price observation reported.
3/ Not available.

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

Note.—For product descriptions, see p. A-54-55,
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Chinese prices.—Importers of iron construction castings from the
People's Republic of China reported complete prlce ser1es for all years for
products 1 and 2, and for 1983 and 1984 for product’ 4 (table 29). No prices
were available for products 3 and 5. For product 1, the price was fixed at
¥#¥ cents per pound throughout 1983, and then dipped to ¥¥¥ cents per pound
throughout most of 1984.. It rebounded dur1ng 1985, when the price varied
between X% and KN cents per pound.’ The price of product 2 showed a net
increase over the period, rising 25 percent between January-March 1983 and
January-March 1985. The data reported for product 4 show the price varylng
between *¥¥ and X¥% cents per pound between January-March 1983 and
October-December 1984,

Product 1 from Chlna oversold the domestic product by about 4 percent or
more in five quarters.. Underselling occurred during six ‘separate quarters,
and was mostly between 12 and 25 percent during 1984. During 1983 and 1984
product 2 from China undersold the domestic product, often by margins of 20 to
nearly 30 percent. During 1985, however, the Chinese product began to
oversell the U.S. product, and in October-December 1985 the margin of
overselling was 19 percent. Product 4 from China undersold the domestic
product throughout 1983 and 1984, and during the one quarter for which data
were available. In most of these periods the Chinese product undersold the
domestic by about. 30 percent
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Table 29.—Iron construction castings: Weighted—average f.o.b. prices of U.S.
producers and importers of products from China, and margins of underselling,
by quarters, January 1983-December 1985

u.s. : Margin of
Product and period : T : Importers : underselling or
producers _ .
- : : (overselling)
: —Cents per pound— : —-Percent
Heavy construction castings : :
Product 1.
1983: :
January-March——-—————-: L 1/ W (8.0)
April-June - . L L LG L (4.2)
July—-September—w——: Llar 1/ ek .. 3.8
October-Decembe P mimmmmmt *nx . e . . e
1984 : :
January-March——smem—t——: nxe . L 12.0
April-June s : Ll g Lo 25.0
July—-September - —— : Lk B Lz s 22.2
October-December————: e AN 19.2
1985: : : . :
January-March——————; L 1/ %% (3.8)
April-June : 06 Ly (4.0)
July—-September————-: e 1/ e (12.5%)
October—December-— W 2/ Wk 3.8
Product 2 :
1983:
January-March okt 2/ WEE 20.0
April-June : Ll 1/ e 28.6
July—September——: Lol S 2/ Hw% 23.1
October-December-- wee . 1/ W 13.0
1984: : : : : '
January-March:-w.. — ek . 1/ w0k 25.0
April—June : LG I VAR S S 20.0
July-September - L1 S VAR 27.6
October-December———: R 2/ KWK 16.7
1985: : : :
January-March— - WK 2/ T KK o
April-June — ek . 2/ R 10.7
July—Septembe r— e L 2/ R (13.6)
L 2/ WM (19.0)

October—-December

See footnotes at end of table.
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Table 29.—Iron construction castings: Weighted-average f.o.b. prices of U.S.
producers and importers of products from China, and margins of underselling,
by quarters, January 1983-December 1985-—Continued

‘ u.s. 4 Margin of
Product and period U Importers : underselling or
= . Pproducers (overselling)
: ——Cents per pound— : —-Percent
Light construction castings : :
Product 4 :

1983: : :
January-March e C ek 2/ KXE 31.2
A pr i 1-Jun e..,....................,,......,-..J.........,....._ : WA : g / W 31.2
July-September—— ———? W 2/ WRE 31.2
October-Decembe W 2/ KRR 31.2

- 1984 ' : : : '

- January-March—————-——: WrR 1/ WX 28.1 '
April-June : ok 2/ R 31.2
July~September- - L 2/ ek 31.2
October-December—-m: WK 1/ K 30.3

1985: : : : ,
January-March-——-- e | o 3/ : —
April-June — *H% . 2/ WK 22.6
July—-September—— D L L 3/ : —
October-December-ww——: 1/  ¥¥% 3/ : —

1/ Only 2 price observations reported.
2/ Only 1 price observation reported.
3/ Not available.
Source: Compiled from data submitted in response to questionnaires of the
U.S. International Trade Commission.

Note.—For product descriptions, see p. A-54-55,
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Other pricé comparisons.—Several domestic producers and importers
reported quantities other than those associated with the largest sale per
quarter, and some also reported "average prices," rather than actual
transaction prices, for their products. Because these data were not
comparable to the majority of responses, they could not be included in the
- weighted—-average prices calculated and presented in tables 27-29. These
additional responses are shown in the table 30. 1/

The range of domestic prices presented remained fairly stable throughout
the 3—year period for products 1, 3, and 4, whereas the range of prices
reported for product 2 showed significant narrowing, especially between
October-December 1983 and January-March 1984. For all four products the range
of prices was generally wide enough to include the weighted-average price
(tables 27-29) associated with a particular product in a particular gquarter.
There was an exception to this, however, for product 3 during 1985, when
weighted-average prices declined below the lower bound of the price range in
every quarter of the year.

_ The additional prices submitted for products from Brazil often tell a
somewhat different story from the weighted-average prices in table 27. The
one importer submitting prices in a noncomparable format reported fairly
stable prices for products 1, 2, and 5. For product 3, the range of prices
widens slightly during 1984, but remains fairly stable otherwise. For
products 1 and 2 the price reported exceeded the weightéd—average price during
1985, the only year for which weighted-average price data was reported. The
same is true for product 3, for which a range of prices was available; the
lower bound price included in the range exceeds the weighted-average prices
for all of 1985. 1In addition, the prices in table 29 often exceed the
weighted—average U.S. price for product 1, and for products 2 and 3 during
1985 alone.

The prices tabulated for products 1, 2, and 5 from India show great
stability throughout the 3-year period. The tabulated price of product 1 was
generally lower than the weighted-average price during 1983 and 1984, but
exceeded the weighted-average when, during 1985, the weighted-average price
began to decline. The same type of movement is apparent in the prices for
product 2. During 1983 the weighted-average price fell on the high end of
the tabulated range, only to move toward the lower end of the same range
during 1984 and 1985 as the weighted-average dropped somewhat. For product 5
the same is true; the tabulated price of % per pound is generally below the
weighted-average throughout 1983, but as the weighted—-average declined in 1984
and 1985, the tabulated price exceeded the weighted average.

The tabulated prices of products from China show complete series for
products 1, 2, 3, and 5. For product 1, the price in table 30 varies by no
more than about 1 cent from the weighted-average price in table 29 during 1983
and 1985. However, the price of product 2 is substantially above the
weighted-average as well as the U.S. weighted-average. For product 3, the
tabulated price is above the average in those quarters for which weighted
averages could be calculated, but is generally below the U.S. average in each
quarter.

1/ Domestic producers included in table 30 are as follows: X%, Importers
included in table 30 are as follows: ¥¥¥ for products 1, 2, 3, and 5 from
Brazil, India, and China; ¥*% for product 2 from India; and *¥* for product 1
from China. -
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Table 30-=Iren construction castings: F.o.b. prices received hy U.S.
producers and importers of products from Brazil, India, and China,
by quarters, January:1983-December. 1985 ’ Co

October-December-—:

Table continued on following page.

Product .and period ' United States- '’ ' Brazil India 77 China
. . Tt Dollars per pound
Product 1 : :

1983: : : - :
January-March-——: $0.236-0"34 Ea L Laar
April-June—— 0.221-0./34 : Ll s N,
July-September 0.221-0.34 L *en
October-December——: 0.221-0.34 : L L ~ R

1984 : ' : s
January-March——-: 0.221-0.34 : 6% L
APri 1=June =i | 0.221-0.34 : L IR
July-September——-: 0.221-0.34 ¢ N LTt
October-December—: 0.221-0-34 : L T

1985; : : : :
January-March-—-—- — 0.221-0.30 : L L
April-June— - 0.221-0.48 : K ek
July-September-——: 0.221-0:32 : R L
October-December—: 0.221-0.2408 : . N R

Product 2 : ' '

1983: : : 4

- January-March—-——; 0.20-0.418 CW¥N 1 0.2134-0.254
Apri I--June—--— i " 0.19-0.418 . W% ;. 0.2134-0.254

. July-Septéember—— 0.19-0.418 : ¥Xk : 0.2134-0.254
October-December—:=7 0.19-0.418 : WX ;- 0,2134-0.254

1984 : : ’ : o
January-March-——:" 0,2354-0.294 : % . 0 0.217-0.254
Apri 1=Jun@smmimmmmias s 0.235-0,294 : Wk . -0,217-0, 254
July—-September-—--:" 0,2354-0.294 : K ;. 0.217-0.254
October-December-—: 0,2354-0.30 kK . ©0:217-0.254

1985; ' : .o : : '
January—-March-——:"  0,235-0.304 W ;. °0,217-0.254
Apri l1—June———mem— 0.235-0.304 : Wk . 0,217-0.254
July-September———: 0.229-0.264 : Ly 0.21740,254 :
October—December—-:  0,229-0.255 : Lt SR Lt

Product 3 : . H

1983: o . vhy .. - S R
January-March——-—: 0.2578-0.32 : 0.30-0.36 :
April-June——— et 0.2578-0.32 . 0.30-0.36 :
July-September-———: - 0.2578-0.32 : 0.29-0.36
October-December—: 0.2578-0.32 : 0.29-0.36

1984 :

January-March——-— : 0.2755-0.32 0.29-0.36 :
Apri 1-June s 1 0.2765-0.32 0.284-0.36 :
July-September—--: 0.2765-0.32 : 0.284-0.36 :
October-December—: 0.2765-0.32 0.284-0.36 :

1985 : :
January-March—-——: 0.2745-0.32 0.29-0.36
April-June— e | 0.2745-0.32 : 0.284-0.36 :
July—-September-——: 0.2755-0.32 0.284-0.36

0.2755 0.284-0.36

A

RrK

$iif 1

:

KHH

:

FFf 3138

HIe

E33:
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Table 30—Iron construction castings: F.o.b. prices recédived by U.S.
producers and importers of products from Brazil, India, and China,
by quarters, January 1983-December 1985—Continued

Product and period f United States'f Brazil f India f China

Dollars per pound
- Product 4 :
1983:
January-March
April-June
July—-September
October-December—:
1984: : :
January-March————:
April-June ————:
July-September——-:
October-December—:
1985: :
January-March———:
April-—-June :
July—-September———:;
October—December—:
Product 5 :
1983: : :
January—March S *% :$0.2134-0.254
April-June—————o-: S : BV . 0,2134-0.254 :
July-September-—-— : : ®N% . 0,.2134-0,.254 :
October-December—: : : 0.2134-0.254
1984 : :
January-March—--:
April-June-——————:
July-September-——-:
October-December—:
1985: :
January-March-
April-June—
July-September
October-December—:

.289-0.376
.289-0.376 :
.289--0.376 :
.289-0.376 :

©C 00O

.289-0.376 :
.289-0.376 :
.289-0.376 :
.289-0.376

el o NeNo)

.311-0.376 :
.311-0.376 :
.311-0.376 :
.311

(e leRoNel

0.217-0.254 :
0.217-0.254 :
0.217-0.254 :
0.217-0.254 :

K .
R
L2 L

.

M

NN

AWM

KM

*nx HHN

Fii

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

Note.-——For product descriptions, see page A-54-55,
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2148 Fedesal Register / Vol. 50, No. 99 / Wednesday, May 22, 1985 / Notices

(investigations Noe. 701-TA-249
(Preliminery) and 731-TA=262 Through 268
(Preliminary)}

fron Construction Castinge From
Srazil, Canada, india, and the People’s
Republic of China

AGEMCY: International Trade
Commission.

ACTION: Ingtitution of preliminary
countervailing duty and antidumping
investigations and scheduling of &
conference to be held in connection with
the investigations.

SUMMARY: The Commission hereby gives
notice of the institution of preliminary
countervailing duty investigation No.
702-TA-248 (Preliminary) under section
703(a) of the Tarift Act of 1930 (19 U.S.C.
1671b(a)) to determine whether there is
a reasonable indication that an industry
in the United States i{s materially
injured. or is threatened with material
injury, or the establishment of an
industry in the United States is

materially retarded, by reason of
{mports from Brazil of iron construction
castings,’ provide for in item 657.00 of
the Tariff Schedules of the United States
(TSUS), which are alleged to be
subsidized by the Government of Brazil.

The Commission also gives notice of

the institution of preliminary
antidumping investigations Nos. 731~
TA~202 through 268 (Preliminary) under
section 733(a) of the Tariff Act of 1830
{19 U.S.C. 1673b(a}) to determine

* For purposes of thees imvestigations. “iron
construction castings” (nclude manhols covers.
rings. and frames. catch besia grates and frames.
cleanout covers snd frames. aad vaive, sarvics. and
meter boxes used either for drainage or sccass
purposes for public utility. water: and sanitary
systems. ‘:‘;mcmdnmuthnoluu iron. not

11 Y . M'ﬂl 13, | %}
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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 from Brazil. Canada. India, and
the People's Republic of China of iron
construction castings,! provided for in
item 857.09 of the TSUS, which are

. alleged to be sold in the United States at
less than fair value.

As provided in sections 703(a) and ~
733(a), the Commission must complete
preliminary countervailing duty and
antidumping investigations within 48
days, or in these cases by June 27, 1968,
For further information concemning the
conduct of these investigations and rules
of general application, consult the
Commission's Rules of Practice and
Procedure. Part 207, Subparts A and B
{19 CFR Part 207). and Part 201, Subparts
A through E (10 CFR Part 201, as
amended by 49 FR 32508, Aug. 18, 1984).
EFFECTIVE DATE: May 13, 1968.

FOR PURTHER INPORMATION CONTACT:
Brian Walters (202-523-0104), Office of
Investigations, U.S. International Trade
Commission, 701 E Street NW.,
Washington, DC 20438.

SUPPLEMENTARY RFORMATION:
Background
These investigations are being
instituted in response to petitions filed
- on May 13, 1885, by counsel on behalf of
the Municipal Castings Fair Trade
Council. a trade association
representing 13 domestic producers of
iron construction castings. The
petitioners reportedly account for over
85 percent of total domestic production
of the subject iron construction castings.

Participation in the invetﬁg.lﬂonl

Persons wishing to participate in these
. investigations as parties must file an
entry of appearance with the Secretary
to the Commission. as provided in

§ 201.11 of the Commission’s rules (19
CFR 201.11), not later than seven (7)
days after publication of this notice in_
the Federal Register. Any entry of
appearance filed after this date will be
referred to the Chairwoman. who will
determine whether to accept the late
entry for good cause shown by the
person desiring to file the entry.
Service list

 Pursuant to §201.11(d) of the
Commission’s rules {19 CFR 201.11{d}),
the Secretary will prepare a servics list
containing the names and addresses of
all persons, or their representatives.
‘who are'parties to these investigations -
upon the expi- ation of the period for

filing entries of appearance. In
accordance with § 201.16(c) of the rules
{19 CFR 201.18(c), as amended by 49 FR
32569, Aug. 15. 1984). each document
filed by a party to the investigations
must be served on all other parties to
the investigations (as identified by the
service list), and a certificate of setvice

-must accompany the document. The

Secretary will not accept & document for
filing without & certificate of service.

Coafsrencs .

The Director of Operations of the
Commission has scheduied & conference
in connection with these investigations

for 9:30 e.m. on june S, 1888, at the U.S.
International Trade Commission

Building, 701 E Street NW., Washington,
. DC. Parties wishing to participate in the

conference should contact Brian Walters
(202~523-0104) not later than June 3.
1968, to arrange for their appearance.
Parties in support of the imposition of
antidumping and/or countervailing
duties in these investigations and
parties it opposition to the imposition of
such duties will each be collectively
allocated one-hour within which to
make an oral presentation at the
conference.

Written submissions

Any person may submit to the
Commission on or before June 7, 1983, a.
written statement of information
pertinent to the subject of the

investigations. as provided in § 207.15 of -

the Commission's rules (19 CFR 207.13].
A signed original and fourteen (14)
copies of each submission must be filed
with the Secretary to ihe Commission in
accordance with § 201.8 of the rules (19
CFR 201.8, as amended by 49 FR 32580,
Aug. 18, 1934). 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 Commissioa.

Any business information for which
confidential treatment is desired must
be submitted separately. The envelope

and all pages of such submissions must

be ciearly 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 201.6. as
amended by 49 FR 32588, Aug. 13, 1984.)

Autherity: Thase investigations are being -
conducted under authority of the Tariff Act of
1834. title VIL This notice is published
purssant to § 207.12 of the Commission’s
rules (19 CFR 207:12). .

Issued: May 18, 188S.

By order of the Commmlon.
Kenneth R. Masoa. L
Secretary. .
{FR Doc. 85-12329 Fnlpd 5-21-& us lrnl
SULLING COOE 70200348
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(investigetions Nea. 70+-TA-200
(Preliminary) sad 731-TA-202 Swough 265
(Preliminary)}

iron Constucticn Castings Frem
Bsazil, Csnada, ndla, and the Peopie’s
Republic of China

Determinations

On the basis of the record * developed

in imvestigation Neo. 781-TA-200
. (Prelinvinery). the Conmmission

determines, purssant to section 708(a) of
the Tariff Act of 19809 US.C. .
1671b(a)y, that there is @ reasonable
irrdication that an industry tn the United
States is mmateriafly infured by reason of
imports from Brazil of certain heavy iroa
construction castings.** provided for in
item 657.08 of the Tariff Schedules of the
United States (TSUS). which are alleged
to be subsidized by the Government of
Brazil. In additiem, the Cammission
determines that thers is no reasonable
indication that an industry in the United
States is materially injured or
threstened with material injury.’ or the!
the establisismest-of an industry in the
Unitad Stases is matesially reterded. by
reason of imports from Braxil of certain
light irom constrection castiegs.’

' The record ts defined in ¢ 207.81) of the -
Commissien's Rales of Practies snd Precedere (19
CFR 20 )

1For the purpeems of thin investigatien, the erm
“certain heavy iren conswuciion castings” is limited
to manhols covers. rings and framses: catch basin
grates and fremen end cleenoct covers amd frames.
Such castings ase umed foy dessrmge Ov scoRes
purposes fer public wtillty. wawr. and samstery
systamaa.

3 Chairwoman Stemn apd Commissioaer Ladwick
found onty « resweastte indication of & threst of
mesesial infery to the heavy wen construction
castings adnswy

+Chasrwemss Stam anéd Commissioner Ecken
found s reascmable indication of o threst of materiel -
injury to the fight iron coastructian castings
doarestic mdustey.

SPor the parposes of this izvestigation. the term
“certain light Sem cemstructins casthgs” is limited
to valve. service. and maser boxas. Sech castings
are placed below ground ¥ encass water. gas of
othér valves. or water or gas meters.
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" provided for in TSUS item 857.08, which
are alleged to be subsidized by the
Government of Brazil. .

On the basis of the record® developed
in the subject investigations, 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 industries in
the United States are materially injured .
by reason of imports from Brazil :
(investigation No. 731-TA-262
(Preliminary)).” * Canada (investigation
No. 731-TA-263 (Preliminary}), India
(investigation No. 731-TA-284
{Preliminary)). and the People’s Republic
of China {investigation No. 731-TA-288
{Preliminary)) of certain heavy and light
iron construction castings.® !° provided
for in TSUS item 657.09, which are

i alleged to be sold in the United States at

less than fair value (LFTV)."

. Background
On May 13, 1885, petitions, were filed

with the Commission and the

. Department of Commerce by counsel on
behalf of the Municipal Castings Fair
‘Trade Council alleging that an industry
in the United Statss is materially injured
or threatened with material injury by
reason of subsidized imports of certain
iron construction castings from Brazil
and by reason of imports from Brazil,
Canada. India, and the People’s

_Republic of China of such castings
which are being sold at LTFV.

. Accordingly, effective May 13, 1985, the

Commission institued preliminary

. *The record is defined in § 207.2(i) of the
Commission’s Rules of Practics and Procedure (19
CFR 207.2(i)).

' Commissioner Eckes found a ressonabie
indication of a threat of material injury to the
domestic industry from imports of light iron
construction castings from Braxil (investigaticn No.
731-TA-282 (Preliminary}).

*Chairwomarr Stem finds only & reasonable
indication of threat of material injury
imports from Brazil. and a reasonable indication of
material injury or that regarding imports from
Canada, India. and the People's Republic of China.

*For the purposes of these investigations, the
term “certain heavy iron construction castings” is
limited to manhole covers. rings and frames: catch
tasin grates and frames: and cleancut covers and
frames. Such castings are used for drainage or
access purposes for public utility, watsr, and
sanitary systems.

" '“For the purposes of these investigations. the
term “certain light iron construction castings” is
limited to vaive. service. and meter boxes. Such
castings are placed below ground to encase watsr,
289 or other valves, or water or gas meters.

'* Commissioner Lodwick found a reasomable
indication of a threat of material injury to the
domestic industries from the subject imports in
investigations Nos 731-TA-282. 283, 284. and 288
(Preliminary).

countervailing duty and antidumping
investigations under the provisions of
the Tariff Act of 1930 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 into the
United States. ’

Notice of the institution of the
Commission’s investigations and of a
public conference to be held in
connection therewith was given by
posting copies of the notice in the Office
of the Secretary, U.S. International
Trade Commission, Washington, DC,
and by publishing the notice in the
Federal Regicter of May 22, 1985 (30 FR
21148). The conference was held in
Washington. DC, on June §, 1885, and ail
persons who requested the opportunity
were permitted fo appear in person or
by counsel.

The Commission transmitted its
determinations in these investigations to
the Secretary of Commarce on June 27,
1988, The views of the Commission are
contained in USITC Publication 1720
(June 1985), entitled “Iron Construction
Castings From Brazil, Canada. India,
and the People's Republic of China,”
Determinations of the Commission in
Investigations Nos. 701-TA-249 and
731-TA-262 through 265 (Preliminary)
Under the Tariff Act of 1830, Together
With the Information Obtained in the
Investigations.

Issued: June 28, 1588,

By order of the Commission:

Kanasth R Mzsac,

Secretary.

[FR Doc. 85-15058 Flled 7-3-85 848 am)
SILLING CODE 7e30-00-i8
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(investigation No. 701-TA~248.(Final)}
Heuvy'ivon Construction Castings
From Bruzll

AaENcY: Internationasl Trede
Coumnission.

ACTION: Institution of a final
countervailing duty investigation and
scheduling of a hearing to be held'in
connection with.the investigation.

suMMARY: The Commission hereby . gives
notice of the.institution of fnal
countervailing duty.investigation No.
701-TA-249 (Final) under section 705(b)
of the Tariff Act-of 193019 U'S:C.
1671d(b)) to determime whether an
industry in the United States is
materially injured, or is threatened with
matersial.injury, or the establishment of
an industry in the United States.is
materially retarded. by reason of
imports from Braazil of reavy iron
construction castings,' provided for in
item 857.09 ofthe Pariff Schedules of tie
United States, which have been.found
by the Department.of Commesce.in a
preliminary determination, 0 be
subsidized by the Government of
Brazile. Commerce will male.its-final
subsidy determination in this
investigation on or befese’january 6,
1986. and the Commission will malwe-ite
final injury determination by Februaxy
19. 1988 (3ee sections 705{a)end 708{b)
of the act (18 US.C. 1873dfw) and
1671d(b))).

For further information-conesrning:the
conduoct of this investigation..hesring
procedures, and rules of generul
application. consult:the Commission’s

' For purpowes of thiv investigation. “hsavy tron
constrection castings.” are limited:to. meabek
covers. rings and frarmws. cisaneet covers sad
framas. ard catch basin grates and frames. wsad for
drainage or access puspcses for public utility. water
dnd sanitary systems. These articles musrbe of cast
iron. not alloved. and not malleable.

Rules of: Practice: and: Prowedure.:Past
207, Subparts A and:C:(19 CFR:Past.207),
and Part 201, Subpart A thzough E {19
CFR.Part 201).

EFRECTIVE DATE: August 12, 1885.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT.
Brian Walters (202-523-0104), Office-of
Investigations. U.S. Intemational Trade
Commission, 701 E Street NW..
Washington. DC 20436. Hearing-
impaired-iridividuals-are advised that
information on this matter can'be
obtained by contacting the
Commission's TDD termimal-on 202-724-
0802.

SUPPLEMENTARY INEORMATION:

Backgroamd
This investigation is being institited
asu result of an affirmative preliminary
determimation by the. Department of
Cuonmrerce that certain bensfits which
constitute subsidtes within the meaning
of section 701 of the act (18°U.S.C. 1871)
are being provided to manufacturers,
producers. or exporters in Brazil of
heavy iron construction castings. The
investigation'wa 4n a-petition
filet-on‘May 13, 1988, by the: Munictpsl
Castings Fair Trade-Council. In-response

- to- thert: petition-the Commtwsion

conducted - prelimimary countervailing
duty investigation and, on the besis of
information dewsloped during the-course
of that investigation.:detarminsd- that
there was a reasonable indication that
an industry in the United States was
materially injured by reason.of imports
of the subject merchandise (50 FR 27499,
July 3, 1988.

Participation in the Investigation

Persons wishing to participate in'this
investigation as parties must file an
eartteyof sppearenss mmmwy
to the Commmissien.-a
§ 201.11 of the Commluhdn-ll\llooo‘f
Practice end Procedure.(19 CFR 201.11),
not later than twenty-one (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 Chairwoman, who.will

determine whether to accept the late
entry for good cause shown by the
person desiring to file:the entry.
Servies List

Pursuant to§ 201.11(d) df-the
Commission’s rules (19 CPR 201.12(8).
the Secretary will prepare a service list
containing the-mames and addresses of
all persons, or their representatives,
who:are'parties‘to:this'investigetion
upon'the-expiration-of the-period for
filing- entries.of -appearance. In
accordance with §3§ 201.16{c) and 207.3
of the rules (19 CFR 201.18(c) and 207.3),

each-document filed by a party to the
investigation must be served on all other -
parties to the invastigation {as identified
by:the-service list). and-a gartificate of
servise muat accompany the document.
The Secretary will.not azcepta
decumant for Rling without a sertificate
of service.

Staff. Report

-A publictversion. of the:prehearing
staff report inthis;investigation will be
placed in the public record on December
23, 19865, pursuant to § 207.21. of the
Commission's-rules (10 CFR.207.21).

Hearing

The Commission will hold a hearing in
connsction with this investigation
beginning at 10:80 a.m. on-January 16,
1986, at the U.8.- Intemational Trade
Commission Building. 701 E Street NW.,
Washington..DC..Requests to appear at
the hearing should be filed in writing
with the Secretary to the Commission -
not later than the cloee: of business (5:13
p:m;)-on jJanuany:8. 1986. All persone
desiring.to appear.at the hearing and
-makeoral presentations simuld file
prehearing briefs and-attend-a
prehearing conference to be held at
10:00 a.m. on January 9. 1988. in room
117 of the U.S. International Trade
Commission Building. The-deadline for
filing prehearing briefs is January 10,
1988.

Testimony at the public hedringie
govarned by §.202.23 of the
Commission’s rules (19 CFR 207.23). This
rule requires thwt testimony be:limited to
a nonconfidential summary and analysis
cf-materid] contatred: in prehearing
briefs and to trffernmation not-availdble
at the time the prehearing brief was
submitted. Any written materials
submitted at the hearing must be filed in
accordanve 'with-theprocedures
described below and any confidential
materials must be submitted at least
three(3) wotking tays.priorto the
hearing {see § 201:8f)(2) of*the
Commission‘s Tutes (19 CFR 201. O(b)(zm

Wiritten Subminsioms

All legal arguments. economic
analyses, and-factiml matertals relevant
‘to* tire pubilichearing should be included
in' prehearing briefs tn accordance with
-§ 207:22 of‘tire‘Commmission's rules.(19
CFR'207.22). Posthearing briefs must
coriform with-the provisions of § 207.23
(19 CFR 207.2%) and must be submitted
not later-than thm clase of'business on
Januvary 23. 7988. In addition, any person
who-has not'ertered an sppearance as a
party to the-investigation may submit a
written statement of information
pertinent to the subject of the
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investigation on or before January 23,
1988.

A signed original and fourteen (14)
copies of each submigsion must be filed
with the Secretary to the Commission in
accordance with § 201.8 of the .
Commission’s rules (19 CFR 201.8). All
written submissions except for
confidential business data will be
available for public inspettion during
regulsr business hours (8:45 a.m. to 5:15
p.m.) in the Office of the Secretary to the
Commission.

Any business mformatwn for whxch
confidential treatment is desired must
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).

Authority

This investigation is bemg conductod
under authority of the Tariff Act of 1930, -
title VIL This notice is published
pursuant to § 207.20 of the Commission's. .
rules (19 CFR 207.20).

By order of the Commission.

Issued: September 24. 1988.

Kenosth R. Mason,

Secretary.

{FR Doc. 85-23561 Filed 10-1-8S: 8:45 am]
SILLING CODE 7020-02-4¢ .
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INTERNATIONAL TRADE
COMMISSION

(investigations Nos. 731-TA-262 Through
268 (Final))

iron Construction Castings From
Brazil, Canada, india, and the Pecple's
Republic of China

AGENCY: United States Internationai
Trade Commission.

ACTION: [nstitution of final antidumping
investigations and scheduling of a
hearing to be held in connectioa with
the investigations.

suMMARY: The Commission hereby gives
notice of the institution of final
antidumping investigations Nos. 731~
TA-262 through 265 (Fioal) under
section 735(b) of the Tariff Act of 1830
(19 US.C. 16734(b)) o determine
whether 2o industry in the United States
is materially injured. or is threstenad
with material injury. or the
establishment of an industry n the
United States is materially retarded, by
reason of imports from Brazil, Canada.
India. and the People's Republic of
China of iron construction castings, !
provided for in item 657.08 of the Tariff
Schedules of the United States. which
have been found by the Department of
Commerce, in preliniinary
determinations. to be sold in the United
States at less than fair value (LTFV).

Unless the investigations are extended. .

Commerce will make its final LTFV
determinations on or before January 6,
1988, and the Commission will make its
final injury determinations by February
19, 1986 (see sections 735(a) and 735(b)
of the act (19 U.S.C. 1673d(a) and
1673d(b))).

For further information concerning the
conduct of these inves ne. bearing
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),
and Part 201, Subparts A through E (19
CFR Part 201).
grrEcTIiVE DATE: October 28, 1985.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT.
Jim McClure (202-523-1793), Office of
Investigations. U.S. International Trade
Commission, 701 E Street NW.
Washington, DC 20436. Hearing-
impaired individuals are advised that
information on this matter can be
obtained by contacting the

' Fur purposes of these investigations. “iron
«i-nstruction castings” include manhole covers.
~iags. and frames. catch besin grates and frames.
rieanoat covers and {rames used eitbar for drainage
ur access purposes for public utility. water. and
<anitary systems. and valve. service. and meter
hinwes These orticles mrust be of cast iren. not
alinyed. und not malleable.

Commission's TDD terminal on 202-724~
0002.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION.

Background

These investigations are being
instituted as a result of affirmative .
preliminary determinations by the
Department of Commerce that imports
of iron construction castings from Brazil,
Canada. India, and the People's-
Republic of China are being sold in the
United States st less than fair value
within the meaning of section 731 of the
act (19 U.S.C. 1673). The investigations
were requested in a petition filed on
May 13, 1885, by the Municipal Castings
Fair Trade Council. In response to that
petition the Commission conducted
prefiminary antidumping investigations
and, on the bexis of information :
devetoped during the course of those
investigetions, dstermined that there
was a ressonable indication that an
industry in the United States was
materially injured by reason of imports
of the subject merchandise (50 FR 27499,

July 3, 19¢8).

Participation in the Investigatians
Persons wishing to participate in these
investigations as parties must file an
entry of appearance with the Secretary.
to the Commission, as provided in
§ 201.11 of the Commission’s rules (19
CFR 201.11), not later than twenty-one
(21) days after the publication of this
notice in the Federal Register. Any entry
of appearance filed aftar this date will
be referred to ths Chairwoman, who will
determine whether to accept the late
entry for good cause shown by the
persoa desiring to file the entry.

Service List

Pursuant to § 201.11(d) of the
Commission's rules (19 201.11(d)).
the Secretary will prepare a sarvios list
containing the names and saddresses of
all persoas. or thair representatives.
who are parties 10 these investigations
upon the expiration of the period for
filing entries of appsarancs. In
accordance with §§ 201.16(c) and 207.3
of the rales (19 CFR 201.18(c) and 207.3).
each documeat filed by a party to the
investigations must be served on all
other parties to the nvestigations (aa
identified by the servics list), and a
certificate of service maust accompany
the documsnt. The Secretary will aot
accept a document for filing without &
certificate of service.

Staff Report

A public version of the prehearing
staff report in these investigations will
be placed ia the public recard on ’
December 23, 1968, pursuant to § 207.21

of the Commission’s rules (19 CFR
207.21).

Hearing

The Commission will bold a hearing in
connection with these investigations
beginning a{ 10:00 a.m. on january 18,
1988, at the U.S. Intemational Trade
Commission Building. 701 E Street NW.,
Washington, DC. 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 January 8. 1888 All persons

desiring to appear at the bearing and
make ozal presentations should file
prehearing briefs and attend a
prehearing conference to be held at
10:00 a.m. on Jarruary 9, 1888, in room
117 of the U.S. International Trade
€ommission Building. The deadline for
filing prehearing briefs is January 10.
1988,

Testimony at the public hearing is
governed by § 207.23 of the
Commission’s rules (19 CFR 207.23). This
rule requires thet testimony be limited tc
& nonconfidential summary and analysis
of material contained in prehearing
briefs and to information notavailable
at the time the prehearing brief was
submitted. Any written materials
submitted at the hearing must be filed in
accordance with the pracedures
described betow snd any confidential
materials must be submitted at least
three (3) working days prior to the
hearing (s¢e § 201.8(b)(2) of the
Commission's rules (19 CFR 201.6(bj(2)))

The bearing in connection with these

" investigations will be beld concurrently

with the hearing to be held in
connection with the Commission's
countervailing duty investigation No.
701-TA~240 (Final) concerning heavy
iron construction castings from Brazil.

Writtea Submissivns

All legal argumants, economic
analyses, and factual materials relevant
to the public hearing should be included
in prehearing briefs in accordance with
§ 207.22 of the Commission's rules (19
CFR 207.22). Posthearing briefs must
conform with the provisions of section
207.24 (19 CFR 207.24) and must be
submitted not later than the close of
business on jenuary 29, 1866. In
addition. any persea who has not
entered an appearance as a party to the
investigations may ssbaxit & written
staterment of information pertinent to the
subject of the investigations oa or before
January 23, 1988.

A signed original and fourteen (14)
copies of each submisson must be filed
with the Secretary to the Commission in
accordance with § 201.8 of the
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S
Commission's rules (19 CFR 201.8). All

bmissions except for

c?ng:iz;aal business data will be
available for public inspection during
regular business hours (8:45 a.m. to 5:18
p.m.) in the Office of the Secretary to the
Commission.

Any business information for which
confidential treatment s desired must
- 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 § 201.8 of the
Commission’s rules (19 CFR 201.6).

Autbarity: These investigations are being
conducted undsr autharity of the Tariff Act of ) .
1930, title VII. This notice is published o o o .
pursuant to § 207.20 of the Commission’s . . T ’
rules (18 CFR 207.20).

Issued: November 12, 1983,

By order of the Commission.
Kenneth R. Mason,
Secretary.
(FR Doc. 83-27274 Filed 11-14-8% &:45 am|}
BLLING COOE 7e53-08-48




vvith tne tntormation Vbtained in the
Investigation.”

Issued: February 19, 1968.

By Order of The Commission.
Kenneth R. Mason, :
Secretary
[FR Doc. 86-4781 Filed 3—-86: 8:45 am]
SALLING COOR 7020-03-48

[ LR



(Investigation No. 731=-TA-263 (Finaf)) '

Import lnvestigation; iron
Construction Castings From Casnada

Detarmination

On the basis of the record ! developed
in the subject investigation, the
Commission determines. pursuant to
section 735(b) of the Tariff Act of 1930
{19 U.S.C. 1673d(b)). that an industry in
the United States is materially
injured 2 3 by reason of imports from

' The record is defined in § 207.2(i) of the
Commission's rules of practice and procadure (19
CFR § 207.2(i}).

3 Vice Chairman Liebeler dissenting with respect
to “heavy" iron construction castings.

Canada of “heavy" iron construcuon
castings and that an industry in the
United States is threatened with
material injury ¢ by reason of imports
from Canada of “light” iron construction
castings, provided for in item 657.08 of
the Tariff Schedules of the United
States, which have been found by the
Department of Commerce to be sold in
the United States at less than fair valus
(LTFV).* The Commission further finds
that it would not have found meterial
injury but for the liquidation of entries
of “light” iron construction castings.
Background

The Commissian instituted this
investigation effective October 28, 1985,
following a preliminary determination
by the Department of Commerce that
imposts of iron construction castings
from Canada were being sald at LTFV
within the meaning of section 731 of the
Act 19 U.S.C. 1873}, Natice of the
institution of the Commission's
investigation and of a public hearing to
be held in connection therewith was
given by posting copies of the notice in
the Office of the Secretary. U.S.
International Trade Commission,
Washington, DC, and by publishing the
notice in the Fedecsl Register of
November 15, 1885 (50 FR 47287). The
hearing was held in Washington, DC, on
January 16, 1988, and all persons who
requested the opportunity were
permitted to appear in persan or by
counsel.

The Commission transmitted its
determination in this investigation to the
Secretary of Commerce on February 19,
1988. The views of the Commission are
contained in USITC Publication 1811
(February 1988), entitled "Iron -
Canatruction Castings from Canada:
Determination of the Commission in
Investigation No. 731-TA-263 (Final)
Under the Tariff Act of 1930, Together

8 Commissioner Brunsdale finds threat of material
injury with respect 10 both “beavy" and “light” iron
construction castings. She further determinas that
she would not have found material injury but for the
suspension of liquidation of entries of “heavy” and
“light” iron construction castings.

¢ Commissioner Lodwick found that s domestic
industry was materially injured by reason of
imponts of “'light” construction castings.

% In the notice of its final LTFV determination
with respect to imports from Canada. Commerce
stated that it believes that light and heavy
consteuction castings should be considered within
the same “class or kind" of merchandise. Therefore.
it did not differentiate between heavy and light
castings in making ite LEFV determinations. s\ating
that ""We have therefore determined that light and
heavy construction castings are of the sane class or
kind. and that any differences between the two
types of castings are not significant enough to
warrant the application of separate margins” (51 FR
2412).



‘Those listed below appeared as witnesses at the United States
International Trade Commission's hearing:

Subjects : Heavy Iron Construction Castings from Brazil
and
Iron Construction Castings from Brazil,
Canada, India, and the Peopie's Repubiic
of China
~ Iny. Nos. : 701-TA-249 (Final)
and
731-TA-262 through 265 (Final)
~Date and time: January 16, 1986 - 10:00 a.m.
.Sessions were held in connection with the investigation in the

Hearing Room of the United States International Trade Commission,
7017 E Street, N.W. in Washington.

In support‘of:;he imposition of countervailing
" and/or antidumping duties:

Collier, Shannon, Rill & Scott--Counsel
Washington, D.C,
_on behalf of:

. The Municipal Castings Fair Trade Council. The council
consists of: Alhambra Foundry, Inc., A11egheny Foundry Co.;

" Bingham & Taylor; Campbell Foundry Co.; Chariotte Pipe & ‘
Foundry Co.; Deeter Foundry Co.; East Jordan Iron Works, Inc.;
LaBaron Foundry Co.; Municipal Castings, Inc.; Neenah Foundry

_Co.; Opelika Foundry Co., Inc., Pinkerton Foundry, Inc.,

Tyler Pipe Corp.; U.S. Foundry & Manufactur1ng Co., and
Vulcan Foundry, Inc.

_William Ay]ward Neenah Foundry, Neenah, wfsconsin

w1111am Burke, Vu1can Foundry, Denham Springs,
- Louisiana. .

Roddey ded, Jr., Chariotte Pipe and Foundry,
Chariotte, North Caroiina

- More -
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"Collier, Shannon, Rili & Scott (Continued)
William Herfmahh, Neenah Foundry, Néeah,
Wisconsinl

wal1ace Morgan, Vulcan Foundry, Denham
Spr1ngs. Louisiana

James Pinkerton, P1nkerton Foundry, LOdl,
Ca11forn1a

Doc Shaw, Opelika Foundry Company, Opélika,
Alabama

~ Steven Wolfberg, A]Tegheny Foundry Co.,
-+ Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania

" Patrick Magrath, Georgetown Economic Services,
wash1ngton. D: C

Paul Rosentha]--OF COUNSEL

In opposition to the imposition of COuntervailing
a;;/or antidump1ng duties:

‘Law Offices of Larry Klayman, P.C. --Counsel
' . Washington, D.C. -
on behalf of

The Associatlon of Last1ng Importers of Amer1ca (ACIA)
_T1mqthy Goolin, bouthwgstern Commerciat Corporation

- Larry Klayman--OF COUNSEL

‘- mre -



Kaplan, Russin & Vecchi--Counsel
Washington, D.C.
on behalf of:

Engineering Export Promotion Council of India (EEPC),
Kajaria Castings Pvt. Ltd., Kejriwal Iron and Steel
Works, RSI India Pvt. Ltd. and Serampore [ndustries
Pvt. Ltd.

Kathleen A. Patterson--0F COUNSEL

Bauer, Winfree, Anderson, Fountain & Schaub--Counse]
Portland, Oregon
on behalf of

The H. Bowen Company (an 1mborter of iron construction
cast1ngs from the People s Repub]1c of China)

Harry Bowen, Pres1dent
. Douglas Bowen, :Vice President

Samuel L. Anderson--0F COUNSEL

Dow, Lohnes & A1bertson--Counse1
Washington, D.C. .
on behalf of

Bibby-Ste. Cro1x Foundr1es Inc and B1bby—Ste Croix
Distributing Co. Inc., Mueller Canada Inc., =~ *
Wotherspoon Foundry Ltd., Associated Foundry Ltd.,
and LaPerle Foundry Ltd.' HER
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Certain iron Constructien Castings
From Braxztt; laitiestion of Antidumping
Duty investigstion

AGENCY: International Trade )
Administration, Import Administration.
Commerce.

ACTION: Netice.

SUMMARY: On the basis of a petition
filed in proper form with the United
States Department of Commerce, we are
initiating an antidumping duty .
investigation to determine whether
certain iron construction castings
(castings) from Brazil are being, or are
likely to be. sold in the United States at
less than fair value. We are notifying the
United States International Trade
Commission (ITC) of this action so that
it may determine whether imports of
these products are causing material
injury. or threaten material injury, taa
United Statés industry. If this
investigation proceeds normally, the [TC
will make its preliminary determinatien
on or before june 27, 1985, and we will
make ours on or before October 21. 1888,

ErPEETIVE OATE: June 7. 1985.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Francis R. Crowe. Office of
Investigations. International Trade
Admiuntstration. U.S. Department of
Commerce. 14th Street and Constitution
Avenue NW.. Washington, D.C. 20230;
telephone: (202} 377-4087.
SUPPLEMENTANY INPDAMATION:
The Petition

On May 13. 1985, we received a
petition in proper form filed by the
Municipal Castings Fair Trade Council.
a trade association representing

domestic producers of castings and
fifteen individually-named members of

the association. Those producers are:
Alhambra Foundry: Allegheny Foundry
Company: Bingham & Taylor: Campbell
Foundry Company: Charlotte Pipe &
Foundry Co.: Deeter Foundry Co.; East
Jordan Iron Works. inc.; E.L. Le Baron
Foundry €Eompany: Municipal Castings
Inc.: Neenah Foundry Coorpany: Opelika
Foundry Co.Jac; Pinkerton Foundry
Company: Fylder Ripe Cerp; U.S.
Foundry and Manufacturing Co.; and
Vulcan Foundry, Inc.; filing on bekalf of
the U.S. producers of castings. In
compliance with the filing requirements
of § 353.38 of the Commerce Regulations
(19 CFR 353.38), the patition alleged that
imports of the subject merchandise from
Brazil 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 1930, as amended
(the Act). and that these imports are
causing materisl injury, or threaten
material injury, to a United States
indmstry.

The petitiners based the United

States price on U.8. impert statistics,
U.S. resale transactions, direct import
transactions and bid and price
quotatioms.

Petitioners hased fomgn markst value
of heavy castings oa price quotations
from a Brazilian producer. Petitioners
state that they were unable to obtain
similar price data for light castings.
They therefore used as the foreign
market value for light castings s
constructed valee based upon Brazilian
raw material costs aad U.S. foundry

. casts adjusted for differences between

U.S. and Brazilisn labor costs. veriable

fabrication expsnuses, capitsl costs and -

general expsnsss. To the sum of
materials, fabrication asd general

. ewmwhmm

mininum of 8 pereant far profit. The
amaunt of ganarel axpsnses used was
higher than the statutory minimum of 10
percent of the sum of the cost of
materials aad fabricatian. Petitioners
also provided a constructed value for
heavy castings, based upon the same
methodology used for light castings. as
an alternative foreign market value for
these castings.

Based on the comparison of these
values, petitieners alleged dumping
margins of frem 18 to 138 percent.

Initiation of Investigation

Under saction 732(c) of the Act. we
must determine. within 20 days after a
petition és filed. whether it sets forth the
allegations nacessary for the initiation
of an antidumping duty inwvestigation
and whether it contains information
reasonably available to the petitioner
supporting the allegations.

We examined the petition on castings
and found that it meets the requirements
of section 732(b} of the Act. Therefore. ~
in accordance with section 732 of the
Act. we are initiating an antidumping
duty investigation to determine whether
castings from Brazil are being, or are
likely to be. sold in the United States at
less than fair value. If our investigation
proceeds normally, we will make our
preliminary determination by October
21, 1985.

Scope of Investigation

The merchandise covered by the
petition consists of certain iror,
coastructien castings, limited to
maahole covers, rings and frames. catch
basin grates and frames. cleanout covers
and frames used for drainage or access
purpeses for public utility, water and
sanitary systems: and valve, service and
meter boxes which are placed below
ground to emcase water, gas, or other
valves, or water or gas meters. These
articles must be of cast iron, not alloyed.
and net maileable. and are currently
class#figble under itern number 857.09 of
the Tartff Schedules of the United
States.

Notification of [TC

Section 22(d) of the ‘Act requires us
to notify the ITC of this action and to
provide it with the information we used
to arrive at this determination. We will
notify the [TC and make available to it
all nonprivileged and nonconfidential
information. We will also allow the ITC
access to all privileged and confidential
information in our files, provided it
confirms that it will not disclose such
informatiom sither publicly or under an
administrative protective order without
the cansest of the Depaty Asaistant
Secretary far impert Administratisn.
Preftiminacy Determination by ITC

The [TC will determine by june 27.
1985, whether there is a reasonable
indicstien that txxpoets of certain iron
comstorctisn castings fram Brazil are
camsing material injury. or threaten
rmaterisl imjury. to a United States
industry. If its determination is negative.
the investigation will terminate;
otherwise, it will proceed according to
the stamtory and regulatory procedures.
Alan F. Helmer,

Depety Assistant Secretory for Import
Admunistretion.

june 3. 1988.

|FR Doc. 85-13804 Fited 6-8-85: 8:45 am}
SILLING COOE 3810-08-4
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(A-670-502)

Certain iron Construction Castings
From india; initiation of Antidumping
Duty investigation

AGENCY: International Trade
Administration/Import Administration/
Commerce.

ACTIONE: Notice.

SUMRIARY: On the basis of a petition
filed in proper form with the United
States Department of Commercs. we are
initiating an antidumping duty
investigation to determine whether
certain iron construction castings
(castings) from India are being, or are
likely to be, sold in the United States at
less than fair value. We are notifying the
United States International Trade
Commission (ITC) of this action so that
it may determine whether imports of
these products are causing material
injury. or threaten material injury. to &
United States industry. If this
investigation procgeds normally. the ITC
will make its preliminary determination
on or before June 27, 1985, and we will
make ours on or before October 21, 1985.
EFFECTIVE DATE june 7, 1888

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Raymond Busen, Office of
Investigations. International Trade
Administration, U.S. Department of
Commerce, 14th Street and Constitation
Avenue NW., Washinton. D.C. 20230:
telephone: (202) 377-2830.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:

The Petition

On May 13. 1985, we received a
petition in proper form filed by the
Municipal Castings Fair Trade Council
a trade association representing -
domestic producers of castings and
fifteen individually-named members of
the association. Those producers are:
Alhambra Foundry. Inc.: Allegheny

Foundry Co.: Bingham & Taylor:
Campbell Foundry Co.: Charlotte Pipe &
Foundry Co.; Deeter Foundry Co.: East
Jordan Iron Works, Inc.; E.L. Le Baron
Foundry Co.; Municipal Castings Inc.:
Neenah Foundry Co.: Opelika Foundry
Co.. Inc.: Pinkerton Foundry. Inc.: Tyler
Pipe Corp.: U.S. Foundry and
Manufacturing Co.; and Vulcan Foundry.
Inc.. filing on behalf of the U.S.
producers of certain iron construction
castings. In compliance with the filing
requirements of § 353.36 of the
Commerce Regulations (19 CFR 353.38),
the petition alleged that imports of the
subject merchandise from India are
being, or are likely to be, sold in the
United States at less than fair value
within the meaning of § 731 of the Tariff
Act of 1830, as amended (the Act), and
that these imports are causing material
injury, or threaten material injury, tos -
United States industry.

The petitioners based United States
price on quata and sales invoices from
Indian castings prodocers and importers
for sales in the U.S. markat.

The petitionsrs based foreign market
value aa éhe mm& n:;:n'; of dlndian
cas ecause they a. at due to
the?l?l:n of the product and the hame
market, and precedent from tht!:c 153
antidumping mvestigation, the masat
appropriate means to determine foreign
market value fs by using the constracted

" valwe. Petitioners derived the

constructed valve through use of a

" computer model of Indian foundries’

production costs and sales. The source
of information was primarily the 1081
antidumping investigation and the data
were updated to reflect current costs

dumping margins range from 37.0

- percent for a ¢42-pound catch basin

assambly (heavy construction casticgs)
to 822 percant for a 68-pound valve box
(light construction casting).
Initiation of lovestigation

Under section 732(c) of the Act, we
must determine, within 20 days aftera
petition is filed. whether it sets forth the
allegations necessary for the mitiation
of an antidumping duty investigation
and whether it contains information
reasonably available to the petitioner
supportiag the allegations. )

.We examined the petition oo castings
and found that it meets the requirements
of section 732(b) of the Act. Therefore,
in accordance with section 732 of the
Act, we are initiating and antidumping
duty investigation to determire whether
castings from India are being, or are
likely or be. sold in the United States at
less than fair value. If our investigation

proceeds normally. we will make our
preliminary determination by October -
21. 1985. .
Scope of Investigation o

The merchandies covered by th
petition consists of certain iron
construction castings. limited to
manhole covers, rings and frames. catch
basin grates and frames. cleanout covers
and frames used for drainage or access
purposes for public utility. water and
sanitary systems: and valve. service and
meter boxes which are placed below
ground to encase water. gas, or other
valves. or water or gas meters. These
articles must be of cast iron, not alloyed.
and not malleable, and are currently
classifiable under item number 857.09 of
the Tariff Schedules of the United -
States.

Notification of ITC

Section 732(d) of the Act requires us
to notify the ITC of this action and to
provide it with the information we used
to arrive at this determination. We will
notify the ITC and make available to it
all nonprivileged and nonconfidential
information. We will also allow the [TC
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 consent of the Deputy Assistant
Secretary for Import Administration.

Preliminary Determination by ITC

The ITC will determine by June 27.
1985, whether there is a reasonable
indication that imports of castings from

. India are cansing material injury, or

threaten material injury. to a United
States industry. If its determination is
negative the investigation will
terminate: otherwise, it will proceed
according to the statutory and
regulatory procedures.

Alan . Folmer, \

Deputy Assistant Secretary for Import
Administration.

June 3, 196S.

{FR Doc. 85-13802 Filed 6-0-8%: 845 am}
SLLING COOR 3610-08-4

(A-670-802) -
Certain iroa Canstruction Castings
From the Pecpie’s Republic of China:

initiation of Antidemging Cuty
investigation

AGENCY: International Trade
Administration/Import Administration/
Commerce.

acnow: Notice.
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SumMMARY: On the basis of a petition
filed in proper form with the United
States Department of Commerce. we are
initiating an antidumping duty
investigation to determine whether
certain iron construction castings
(castings) from the People's Republic of
China (PRC) are being, or are likely to
be. sold in the United States at less than
fair value. We are notifying the United
States International Trade Commission
(ITC) of this actian se that it may
determine whether imports of these
products are causing material injury, or
threaten material injury. to a United
States industry. if this investigation
proceeds normally, the ITC will meke its
preliminary detersismtion on oz before
June 27. 1985. and we will make ours on
or before October 21, 1885.
EFFECTIVE DATR: June 7, 1985.
FOR FURTMER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Raymand Busen, Office of
Investigations, International Trade
Administration. U'S. Departmant of
Commerce. 14th Street and Constitation
Avenue, NW.. Washington, D.C. 20230
telephone: {202} 377-2830. '
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:
The Petition. . .

On May 13, 1965, we receiveda
petition in proper form filed by the
Municipal Caatings Fair Ttade Council,

a trade associatfon reprasenting
domestic producers of castings and

fifteen indtvidually-named members of

the association. Those producers are:
Amhambra Foundry, Irc.. AHegheny
Foundry €o:: Bingham & Taylorr
Campbell Foundry Ca.; Charfotte Pipe &
Foundry Co-: Deeter Foundry Co.; East
Jordan hron Works. inc.; EL Le Baran
Foundry Co.: Muricipal Castings bre;
Neenah Foundry Co.: Opeliks Foundry
Co.. Ine.; Pinkerton Faondry, foe.: Tyler
Ptpe Corp.- U.S. Feumdry amd'
Menufacturing Co.: and Vialcart Peundry.
Inc.; filing an behaif of the .S
producers of castings. kr compliance
with the filing requiremsnty-of § 353.38
of the Commerce Regulttoms (19 CFR
353.36), the petition alfaged that imports
of the subject merchondioe from the PRC
are Being, or are likefy to be, sold i the
Urrited States at lesa then fair valwe
within the meaning ef sectierr 731 of the
Tariff Act of 1936, as amended (the Act).
and that tfiese imparts are causing
material infury. or thregter materiel
injury. toa United States industry.

The petitioners based United States
price on quotes and sales inveices from
U.S. purchasers of castings.

Petitoners claim that the PRC is @
state-controlled-economy coantry
(within the meaning of the Act) and.
therefore. a ““surrogate’’ non-state-

controlled-economy country’s prices
should be used as the basis for
determining the foreign market value of
the merchandise under investigation.
Petitioners chose India as a surrogate
country, and based foreign market value
on a constructed value of castings
because they allege that Indis lacks
both honre market and third country
sales of castings.

Based on a comparison of the above
values, petitioners alleged dumping
margins range from 23.5 percent for a
442-pound cstch basin assembly (heavy
construction casting} to 51.8 percent for
a 35-pound service bex (Kght
construction casting).

Initiatfon of Invastigation

Under section 732(c) of the Act, we
must determine, within 20 days after s
petition is filed, whether it sats forth the
allegations necessary for the initiation
of an antidumping duty investigatien
and whether it contains information
reasonably aveilable tr the petitiorer
supporting the allegations.

We examined the petition an castings

and found thatit mests the requirements

of section 732(b) of the Act Therefore.

in acenrdmsce with section 732 of the

Act, we are imitisting en entidumping

duty investigntiorn to determine whether

castings from the PRC are being, or are
likely to Be. sold in the Gniled States at
less than fair value. If our investigation
proceeds normally, we wilk maice cue
preliminary determinatios by Octaber
21, 1986

Scope of [nuastigation _
The merchandise sovered by tha
petition consiste of certein iron
cagstruction castings, limited to
manhele sovers, rings and frames, catch

basin grates and frames, cleanout covers

and frames used for drainage or access
purposes for public etitity, water and.

sanitary syatems: and valve. sazvice and

meter boxee whieh are glaced below
ground to encase wates. gaw. or sther
valves, s water or gas mefezs. Thase

articles must be of cast irem. mot atioyed.

and not malleable. and ase currently
classifiable under item aumbes 657.00 of
the Tariff Schedules of the Lmited
States.

.Mm&ﬂc

Section 7R(d) of the Act requires us
to notify the I'TC of this actfon-and tq
provide it with the information we used
to arrive at this determination. We will
notify the I'TC and make availabls ta it
all eenprivileged and nonconfidential
informatian. We wild slao allaw the [TC
access to all priviieged and coafidential
inforometion s oar {ivs. provided i
confirms that it wifl not disctose sach

informatton either pubficly or under an
administrative protective order without
the consent of the Deputy Assistant
Secretary for fmporr Administration.
Preliminary Detasminetion by ITC

Thq FFC wiit determirre by, June 27,
1985 whether there is a reasenabie
indication that imports of castings from
the PRC are causing meterial injury, or
thredten material injury. to a United
States industry. If its aetermination is
negative the investigation will
terminate: otherwise. it will proceed
according to the statutory and
regulatory procedures.
Alan §. Hohner,
Deputy Assistant Secretary for 'mport
Administration.
june 3. 1988.
(FB Doc. 88~13808 Filed 6-8-8%.8:45 am|
BILLING CODE 300-00-8
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AGENCY: lntémt!onal Trade
Administration/Import Administration/
Commerce.

ACTION: Notice.

SUMMARY: On the basis of a petition
filed in proper form with the United
States Department of Commerce, we are
initiating an antidumping duty

- investigation to determine whether

certain iron construction castings
(castings) from Canada are being, or are
likely to be, sold in the United States at
less than fair value. We are notifying the
United States International Trade
Commission (ITC) of this action so that
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it may determine whether imports of
these products are causing material
injury, or threaten material injury. to a
United States industry. If this
investigation proceeds normally. the ITC
will make its preliminary determination
on or before June 27, 1985. and we will
make ours on or before October 21, 1985.
EFFECTIVE DATE: June 10. 1985.

FOR PURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Frank R. Crowe, Office of Investigations.

" International Trade Administration. U.S.

Department of Commerce. 14th Street
and Constitution Avenue, NW.,
Washington. D.C. 20230; telephone: (202})
377-4087. .
SUPLEMENTARY (NPFORMATION:

The Petition

On May 13, 1988, we received a
petition in proper form filed by the
Municipal Castings Fair Trade Council,
trade sssociation representing domestic
producers of castings and fifteen
individually-named members of the:
association. Those producers are:
Alhambra Foundry: Allegheny Foundry
Company: Bingham & Taylor: Campbell
Foundry Company: Charlotte Pipe &
Foundry Co.; Deeter Foundry Co.; East
Jordan Iron Works: Inc.; E.L. Le Baron
Foundry Company; Municipal Castings
Inc.: Neenah Foundry Company: Opelika
Foundry Co., Inc.; Pinkerton Foundry
Company: Tyler Pipe Corp.; U.S.
Foundry and Manufacturing Co.. and
Vulcan Foundry. Inc.; filing on behalf of
the U.S. producers of castings. In
compliance with the filing requirements
of § 353.38 of the Commerce Regulations
{19 CFR 353.36), the petition alleged that
imports of the subject merchandise from
Canada are being, or are likely to be,
sold in the United States at less than fair
vaiue within the meaning of section 731
of the Tariff Act of 1930, as amended
(the Act), and that these imports are
causing material injury, or threaten
material injury. to a United States
industry. -~ .

The petitioners based the United
States price on U.S. import statistics.
U.S. resale transactions, direct import
transactions, bid and price quotations,
and price list prices.

Petitioners based foreign market value
on seiling prices from wholesalers to
contractors.

Based on the comparison of these
values. petitioners alleged dumping
margins range from 17 to 503 percent.

Initiation of Investigation

Under section 732(c) of the Act. we
must determine, within 20 days after a
petition is filed, whether it sets forth the
allegations necessary for the initlation
of an antidumping duty investigation

and whether it contains information
reasonably available to the petitioner
supporting the allegations.

We examined the petition on castings
and found that it meets the requirements
of section 732(b) of the Act. Therefore,
in accordance with section 732 of the
Act, we are initiating an antidumping
duty investigation to determine whether
castings from Canada are being, or are
likely to be, sold in the United States at
leas than fair value. If our investigation
proceeds normally, we will make our
preliminary determination by October
21, 1988.

Scope of Investigation

The merchandise covered by the
petition consists of certain iron
construction castings, limited to
manhole covers. rings and frames, catch
basin grates and frames, cleanout covers
and frames used for drainage or access
purposes for public utility, water and
sanitary systems; and valve, service and
meter boxes which are placed below
ground to encase water. gas, or othar
valves, or water or gas meters. These
articles must be of cast iron, not alloyed.
and not malleable. and are currently
classifiable under item number 657.00 of
?o Tariff Schedules of the United

tates.

Notification of ITC

Section 732(d) of the Act requires us
to notify the ITC of this action and to
provide it with the information we used
to arrive at this determination. We will
notify the I'TC an¢. make available to it
all nonprivileged and nonconfidential

information. We will also allow the ITC

access 10 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 consent of the Deputy Assistant
Secretary for import Administration.

Preliminary Determination by ITC

The ITC will determine by June 27,
1985, whether there is & reasonable
indication that imports of castings from
Canada are causing material injury, or
threaten material injury, to a United
States industry. If its determination is
negative the investigation will
terminate; otherwise, it will proceed
according to the statutory and
regulatory procedures.

Alan F. Holmer,

Deputy Assistant Secretory for Import
Administration.

June 3. 19838,

{FR Doc. 85-13822 Filed 8-7-85: 8:45 am]
NLING CODE 3810-08-M
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Agscy: International Trade
Administration, import Adzmrinistration,
Cammerce.

" acTI0ne Notice of initfation of
countervailing duty investigation.

‘SUMMARY: On the basis of a petition
- filed in proper form with the U.S.

Department of Continerce, we are
initiating a countervailing duty
investigation to determine whether the
manufacturers, producers, or exporters
in Brazil of certain iron construction
castings, as described in the “Scope of
the Irrvewntigation™ section below, receive
benefity which constitate subsidies
within the meaning of the countervailing
duty law. We are notifying the U.S.

_ International Trade Commission (ITC)
30 thet it may determine whether

_ imports of thuubfect merchandise from
Brazil materially injure, or threaten
materia) injury to, a U.S. industry. The
ITC will make its preliminary
determination on or before June 27. 1983.
If our investigation proceeds normally,
we will make our preliminary
determination on or before August 6,
1968.

EPPECTIVE DATE: [une 10, 1965.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTALT:
Barbara Tillman, Office of .

- Investigations, lmport Administration.
International Trade Administration. U.S.
Department of Commerce, 14th Street &
Constitution Avenue, NW., Washington.

. D.C. 20230. Telephone {202) 377-1765.

SUPPLEMENTARY mm
Petition

Ou May 13, 1906, wa recsived a
petition in proper form from the
_Municipal Castings Pair Trade Council.
a trade association representing
domestic producers of certain iron
construction castings and fifteen
individual-named members of the
associgtion. Thosa producers are:
Alhambra Poundry. Inc: Allegheny
Foundry Co.; Bingham & Taylor:
Campbell Foundry Co.: Charlotte Pipe &




24270
AT

Federal Register / Vol. 50, No. 111 / Monday. June 10. 1985 / Notices

Foundry Co.; Deeter Foundry Co.: East

jordan Iron Works, Inc.: E.L. Le Baron. .

Foundry Co.: Municipal Castings. Inc.:
Neenah Foundry Co.; Opelika Foundry
Co.: Inc.; Pinkerton Foundry Co.; Tyler
Pipe Corp.: U.S. Foundry &
Manufacturing Co.: and Vulcan Foundry,
Inc., filing on behaslf of the U.S.
producers of iron construction castings.
In compliance with the filing
requirements of § 355.28 of the
Commerce Regulations (19 CFR 355.26),
the petition alleges that manufacturers,

- producers, or exporters in Brazil of
certain iron construction castings
receive, directly or indirectly, benefits
which constitute subsidies within the
meaning of section 701 of the Tariff Act
of 1930, as amended (the Act), and that
these imports materially injure, or
thfeaten materiakinjury to. a U.S.
industry.

Brazil is a “country under the -
Ageement” within the meaning of
section 701(b) of the Act; therefore Title
VI of the Act applies to this
investigation and an injury
determination is required.

Initistion of Investigation

Under section 702(c) of the Act, within
20 days after a petition is filed. we must
determine whether the petition sets forth
the allegations necessary for the
initiation of a countervailing duty -
investigation and whether it contains
information reasonably available to the
petitioner supporting the allegations. We
have examined the petition on certain
iron construction castings from Brazil
and we have found that the petition
meets those requirements. Therefors, we
are initiating a countervailing duty
investigation to determine whether
manufacturers. producers. or exporters
in Brazil of certain iron construction
castings, as described in the “Scope of
the Investigation” section of this notice,
receive benefits which constitute
subsidies. If oug investigation proceeds

‘normally. we will make our preliminary
determination by August 8, 1968.

Scope of Investigation

The merchandise covered by the
petition consists of certain iron
construction castings, limited to
manhole covers, rings and frames, catch
basin grates and frames. cleanout covers
and frames used for drainage or access
purposes for public utility, water and
sanitary systems: and valve. service and
meter boxes which are placed below
ground to encase water: gas or other
valves. or water or gas meters. These
articles must be of cast iron. not alloyed.
and not malleable, and are currently
classifiable under item number 6857.09 of

the Tariff. Schedules of the United States .

(TSUS).
Allegations of Subsidies

The petition alleges that
manufacturers, producers, or exporters
in Brazil of certain iron construction
castings receive benefits which
constitute subsidies. We are initiating
an investigation on the following
allegations:

« [P! Export Credit Premium,;

* Income Tax Exemption on Export
Eamings (Decree Laws 1158 and 1721);

o BEFIEX Program (Decree Laws
n.oss and 72.1219) ’

¢ CIEX (Decree Law 1428):

» Export Financing under CIC-
CREGE 14~-11 Circular;

* Working Capital for Export

~ Financing (Resolutions 674, 882, and

950):

Export Merchandise (Resolution 330);

* Resolution 68 Financing:

¢ PROEX Export Production Credit:

¢ [ncentives for Trading Companies
(Resolutions 643 and 883)

¢ CDI Program (Decree Laws 737 and
738 and Resolution 22)

¢ ADTEN Program of FINEP:

¢ Guarantees for Long-Term Foreign
Currency Denominated Loans:

+ BNDES Financing’

. Accelerated Depreciation; and

¢ State or Regional Development
Financing.

Notification of ITC

Section 702(d) of the Act requires us
to notify the U.S. International Trade
Commission (ITC) of this action, and to
provide it with the information we used
to arrive at this determination. We will
notify the ITC and make available to. it
all non-privileged and non-confidential
information. We will also allow the ITC
access (0 all privileged and confidential
information in our files, provided it
confirms that it will not disclose such
information. either publicly or under an
admitistrative protective order. without
the written consent of the Deputy
Assistant Secretary for Import
Administration.

Preliminary Determination by ITC

The ITC will determine by June 27,
1988, whether there is a reasonable
indication that imports of certain iron
construction castings from Brazil
materially injure, or threaten material
injury to, a U.S. industry. If its
determination is negative, the
investigation will be terminated:
otherwise, the investigation will proceed
according to statutory procedure.

o Preferential Financing for Storage of ‘

Dated: june 3. 1988.. .
Alag F. Holmer,
Deputy Assistant Secretary for Import
Administration.
{FR Ddc. 85-13918 Piled 8-7-85: 8:45 am|
SNLING CODS 3810-08-4
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. [C-351-504) . We determine the estimated net of this notice, and we have changed i,
Prefiminary Airmative Eountervamn'g subsidy to be 4.58 percent ad valorem. title of the investigation accordingly.

re .

Dy Deseminano: Conai ey 0 CaeHistary o el Besiorvate
Iron Construction Casting From Brazll . on May 13, 1985, we received a government of Brazil in Washington.
AGENCY: Import Administration, petition in proper form from the D.C.. on June 11, 1985. On July 22, 1985,
Inernational Trade Administration. Municipal Castings Fair Trade Council.  we received a response to the
Commerce. . a trade association representing questionnaire. There are four known
acmion: Notice. domestic producers of certain iron - -producers and exporters in Brazil of

_ - construction castings and fifteen certain heavy iron construction castings
SUMMARY: We preliminarily determine individually-named members of the that exported to the United States
that certain benefits which constitute association. Those members are: during the review period. We have
subsidies within the meaning of the Alhambra Foundry, Inc.; Allegheny received information on three of the
countervailing duty law are being Foundry Co.: Bingham & Taylor: companies. which according to the
provided to manufacturers. producers, Campbell Poundry Co.; Charlotte Pipe &  government of Brazil, account for
or exporters in Brazil of certain heavy Foundry Co.; Deeter Foundry Co.; substantially all exports to the United
iron construction castings. The Municipal Castings, Inc.; Neenah States. These are Fundicao Aldebara.
estimated net subsidy is 4.56 prcent ad Foundry Co.; Opelika Foundry Co., Inc.: - ' Lida. (Aldebara), Usina Siderurgica
valorem. . - Pinkerton Foundry, Inc.; Tyler Pipe Paraense—Usipa Ltda. (Usipa) and

We have notified the United States Corp.; U.S. Foundry & Manufacturing Co. Sociedade de Metalurgica e Processos
International Trade Commission (ITC) =~ and Vulcan Foundry, Inc.. filing on Ltda. (Somep).
of our determination. We are directing behalf of the U.S. producers of certain
the U.S. Customs Service to suspend = iron construction castings. In Scope of the lnvestigation
liquidation of all entries of certain heavy compliance with the filing requirements The products covered by this
iron construction castings which are of § 355.28 of the Commerce Regulations investigation are certain heavy iron

entered or withdrawn from warehouse. (19 CFR 355.28), the petition alleges that  construction castings. which are defined
for consumption, on or after the date of ~ manufacturers, producers, or exporters  for purposes of this proceeding as

ppblicau'on of this notice. We h‘avo also  in Brazil of certain iron construction manhole covers, rings and frames: catch
directed the U.S. Customs Service to castings receive, directly or indirectly, basin grates and frames: and cleanout
require a cash deposit or bond for each  benefits which constitute subsidies covers and frames. Such castings are
such entry in an amount equal to the within the meaning of section 701 of the  used for drainage or access purposes for

estn'nated net subsidy as describedin . Act, and that thess improts materially _ public utility, water and sanitary
the "Suspension of Liquidation™ section ~  injure, or threaten material injury to.8 ' systems. Manhole covers, rings and

of this notice. .~ US. industry. frames are currently provided for in item
If this investigation proceeds We found that the petition contained  607.0850 of the Tariff Schedules of the

normally, we will make our final sufficient grounds upon which to " United States. Annotated (TSUSA). All
determination by October 21, 1985. intitiate a countervailing duty other certain heavy iron construction
EPFECTIVE DATE: August 12, 1985. - investigation, and on June 3, 1968, we castings are subsumed in item 607.0990
FOR FURTHER l:uﬁomm CONTACT: ° initiated such .:d lnt;eadgudon (wedm of the TSUSA.
‘Thomas Bombelles, Loc Nguyen or 24269). We stat at we expected to :

Barbara Tillman, Office of issue a preliminary determination by . Analysis of Programs

Investigations, Import Administration. - August 8, 1988, " Throughout this notice, we refer to
International Trade Administration, U.S. Since Brazilis a "country under the certain genersl principles applied to the
Department of Commerce, 14th Street Agreement” within the meaning of facts of the current investigation. These
and Constitution Avenue, NW., section 701(b) of the Act. an injury - principles are described in tha
Washington, D.C. 20230; telephone: (202) determination is required for this Subsidies. Appendix” attached to the
377-3174 (202) 377-0187, or (202) 377~ investigation. Therefore, we notified the  notice of “Cold-Rolled Carbon Steel
2438. ITC of our initiation. On June 27, 1988, Flat-Rolled Products from Argentina:
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: the ITC preliminarily determined that Final Affirmative Countervailing Duty

) . there is a reasonable indication that . Determination and Countervailing Duty
Preliminary Determination imports of certain heavy iron Order.” which was published in the
Based upon our investigation, we . construction castings materially injure, April 26, 1964, issue of the Federal

preliminarily determine that thereis .  or threaten material injury to, a U.S. Register (49 FR 18008).

reason to believe or suspect that certain  Industry (50 FR. 27488). Consistent with our practice in
benefits which constitute subsidies The ITC also determined that t.hm is  preliminary determinations, where a

within the meaing of section 701 of the no reasonable indication that imports of response to an allegation denies the
Tariff Act of 1930, as amended (the Act), certain light iron construction castings existence of a program, receipt of

are being provided to manufacturers, cause or threaten material injury to a benefits under a program. or eligibility
producers, or exporters in Brazil of U.S. industry. For the purposes of thu of a company or industry for a8 program.
certain heavy iron construction castings.  investgation, the term “certain light iron  and the Department has no persuasive
For purposes of this investigation, the construction castings” is limited to evidence showing that the response is
following programs are found to confer valve, servcie and meter boxes. Such incorrect, we accept the response for
subsidies: . castings are placed below ground to purposes of the preliminary

¢ Preferential Working Capital encase water, gas or other valves, or determination. All such responses are
Financing for Exports—Resolutions 674,  water or gas meters. Therefore, our . - subject to rigorous verification. If the
882 and 950: : investigation is limited to certain heavy  response cannot be supported at

¢ Income Tax Exemption for Export '~ ifon construction castings as defined in verification, and the program is

Earnings. : the "“Scope of the Investigation" section otherwise countervailable. the program
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will be considered a submdy in the f:nal
determination.

For purposes of this preliminary
determination. the period for which we
are measuring subsidization (“the
review period”] is the calendar year
1984. In its response. the government of
Brazil provided data for the applicable
period. including financial statements
for Somep. Usipa and Aldebara.

Based upon our analysis of the
petition and the response to our
questionnaire. we preliminarily
determine the following:

{. Programs Determined To Confer
Subsidies

We preliminarily determine that
subsidies are being provided to
manufacturers. producers, or exporters
in Brazil of certain heavy iron
construction castings under the
following programs:

A. Preferential Working-Capital
Financing for Exports

The Carteira do Comercio Exterior
(Foreign Trade Department. or CACEX)
of the Banco do Brasil administers a
program of short-term working capital
financing for the purchase of inputs.
These working-capital loans were
originally authorized by Resolution 674,
which was superseded by Resolution
882, which was itself substantially
amended by Resolution 850 on August
21, 1984. During the review period. these
loans were provided under Resolutions
882.and 950.

Eligibility for this type of financing is
determined on the basis of past export
performance or of an acceptable export
plan. The amount of available financing
is calculated by making a secies of
adjustments to the dollar value of
exports. During the review period. the
maximum level of eligibility for such
financing was 20 percent of the value of
exports.

Following approval by CACEX of
their applications. participants in the
program receive certificates
representing portions of the total dollar
amount for which they are eligible. The
certificates, which must be used within
one year of their issue. may be
presented to banks in return for
cruzeiros at the exchange rate in effect
on the date of presentation. Loans
provided through this program are made
for a term of up to one year.

On January 1, 1984. Resolution 882
modified the interest rate to full
monetary correction plus 3 percent. with
the interest and principal payable in one
lump sum at the expiration of the loan.
On August 21, 1984. Resolution 950 made
this working-capital financing available
from commercial banks. with interest

calculated at time of repayment. Under
Resolution 950. the Banco do Brasil paid
the lending institution an equalization
fee of up to 10 percent of the interest
(after monetary correction). Resolution
950 was amended in May 1985. The
equalization {ee was increased to 15
percent of the interest (after monetary
correction).

Since receipt of working-capital
financing is contingent on export
performance. and provides funds to
participants at interest rates lower than
those available from commercial
sources. we preliminarily determine that
this program confers an export subsidy.

Consistent with our stated policy te
take into account program-wide changes
that occur before our prelimi
determination. we caiculated the benefit
by multiplying the current maximum
level of eligibility (20 percent) by the
equalization fee {15 percent) plus the
Imposto sobre Operacoes Financeiras
(Tax on Financial Operatfons, or IOF).
We allocated the benefit over the total
value of all exports, resulting in an
estimated net subsidy of 3.30 percent ad
valorem.

B. Income Tax Exemption for Export
Eamings

Under Decree-Laws 1138 and 1721,
exporters of certain heavy iron
construction castings are eligible for an
exemption from income tax on a portion
of profits attributable to export revenue.
Because this exemption is tied to
exports and is not available for
domestic sales. we preliminarily
determine that this exemption confers
an export subsidy. One producer of
certain heavy iron construction castings
took an exemption from income tax
payable in 1884 on a portion of export
profits earned in 1983. We multiplied
that portion of tax savings gained by the
company that exported in 1983 by the
nominal corporste tax rate. and
allocated the benefit over the total value
of respondents’ 1964 exports to caiculate
an estimated net subsidy of 1.28 percent
ad valorem.

{l. Programs Determined Not.To Be
Used

We preliminarily determine that
manufacturers, producers, or exporters
in Brazil of certain heavy iron
construction castings did not use the
following programs which were listed in
our notice of “Initiation of a
Countervailing Duty Investigation:
Certain Iron Construction Castings from
Brazil” (50 FR 24268).

A. Resclution 330 of the Bance Central
do Brasil

Resolution 330 provides financing for
up to 80 percent of the value of the
merchandise placed in a specified
bonded warehouse and destined for
export. Exporters of iron construction
castings would be eligible for financing
under this program. However. the
government of Brazil stated in its
response that none of the construction
castings producers under investigation
participated in this program during the
review period; therefore, we
preliminarily determine that this
program was not used.

B. Export Pinancing Under the CIC-
CREGE 14-11 Circular

Under its CIC-CREGE 14-11-circular
(“14-11"), the Banco do Brasil provides
180- and 380-day cruzeiro loans for
export financing. on the condition that
companies applying for these loans
negotiate fixed-level exchange contracts
with the bank. Campanies obtaining a
380-day loan must negotiate exchange
contracts with the bank in an amount
equal to twice the value of the loan.
Companies obtaining a 180-day loan
must.negotiate an exchange contract
equal to the amount of the loan.

According to the response of the
government of Brazil, none of the
companies under investigation had
loans under this program during the
review period.

C. Exemption of IPI Tax and Customs
Duties on Imported Equipment (CDI)

Under Decree-Law 1428, the Conselho
do Desenvolvimento Industrial
{Industrial Development Council, or
CDI) provides for the exemption of 80 to
100 percent of the customs duties and 80
to 100 percent of the [P1 tax orrcertain
imported machinery for projects
approved by the CDL The recipient must
demonstrate that the machinery or
equipment for which an exemption is
sought was not available from a
Brazilian producer. The investment
project must be deemed to be feasible
and the recipient must demonstrate that
there is a need for added capacity in
Brazil.

The governmem of Brazil stated in its
response that none of the construction
castings producers subject to the
investigation received incentives under
this program during the review period.

-D. The BEFIEX Program

The Comissao para a Concessao de
Beneficios Fiscais a Programas
Especiais de Exportacao (Commission
for the Granting of Fiscal Benefits to
Special Export Programs. or BEFIEX)
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grants at least three categories of :
benefits to Brazilian exposers:™ ~ - - -
e Under Decree-Law 77.085, BEFIEX |
may reduce by 70 to 90 percent import,
duties and the [P1 tax on the importation
of machinery. equipment, apparatus,
instruments, accessories and tools |
necessary for special export programs_

-

d by the Ministry of Indus ,
approvee Y o . “Nacional do Comércio Exterior

and Trade, and may reduce by 50 °

nt import duties and the IPl taxon .
B o p " " draw upon the resources of the Fundo

imports of components, raw malerials
and intermediary products;

o Under articie 13 of Decree No. ~ -

. 72.1219, BEFIEX may extend the carry- .
forward period for tax losses from 4 to 6
years; and
o Under article 14 of the same deme.

BEFIEX may allow special amortization
of pre-operational expenses related to "~
approved projects. In its response, the
government of Braxil stated that the
construction castings producers under
investigation did not participate in this
program.
E. The CIEX Program

Decree-Law 1428 authorized the
Comissao para Incentivos & Exportagao -
(Commission for Export Incantives, or
CIEX) to reducs impart taxes and the [P1
tax up to 10 percent on certain
equipment for use in export production.
In its response. the government of Brazil
stated that none of the construction
castings producers under investigation
participated in this program.

F. Accelerated Depreciation for
Brazilian-Made Capital Equipment

Pursuant to Decree-Law 1137, any
company which purchases Brazilian-
made capital equipment and has an
expansion project approved by the CDI
may depreciate this equipment at twice
the rate normally permitted under
Brazilian tax laws. In the response, the
government of Brazil stated that none of
the respondents used this program
during the review period.

G. Incentives for Trading Compame-

Under Resolution 843 of the Banco
Central do Brasil, trading companies can
obtain export financing similar to that
obtained by manufacturers under
Resolutions 882 and 950. In its response,
the government of Brazil stated that the
construction castings producers under
investigation did not receive any
benefits under this program.

H. The PROEX Program

Short-term credits for exports are
available under the Programa de
Financiamento & Producao para a
Exportacao (PROEX), a loan program
operated by Banco Nacianal do
Desenvolvimento Economico e Social

TSN I

- (National Bank of Economic and Social
Development, or BNDES,) In its

response, the.government of Brazil

.stated that none of the companies under

investigation participated in this
program during the review period.

» I Resolutxonea(FlNEX) Findncing

"Resolution 68 of the Consetho
(CONCEX) provides that CONCEX may
de Financiamepnto a Exportagao (FINEX)

“to extend dollar-denominated loans to
. both exporters and foreign buyers of

Brazilian goods. Financing is granted on

~ _ a'transaction- by-transaction basis. In its
“response, the government of Brazil

stated that the respondents did not
receive Resolution 68 financing during
thg reviewperiod. . .

J. Government Loan Guarantees on
Foreign-Denominated Debt

Petitioners allége that thopmnat

-of Brazil provides guarantaes on long-

term, foreign-denominated loans in .
order to help enterprises servics such.
loans. The government of Brazil stated
in its response that none of the

companies under investigation received
government loan guuramm on foreign-
denominated debt during the review
period.

K. Losns Through the Apoio o
Desenvolvimento Tecnalogica a
Empresa Nacional (ADTEN) .

Petitioners silege that the government

‘of Brazil maintains, through the

Financiadors de Estudos Projectos
(FINEP), a
provides loq-tonn loans on pufmnd

loan program, ADTEN, that
!ermw
technology. In its responsa, the

govcmmntoledﬂmmol

the companies undsr investigation bad
loans through this program outstanding
during the review period.

L. IP1 Rebatas for Capital Investment

Decree law 1547, enacted in April
1977, provides funding for approved
expansion projects ia the Brazilian steel
industry through e rebate of the IP1, &
value-added tax imposed on domestic
sales. According to the response of the
government of Brazil, iron construction
castings producers are not eligible to
participate in this program. :
1IL Progroms Preliminory Determined
To Require Additional information
A. IP1 Expart Credit Premium

Until very recently, Brasilian
exporters of manufactured products

were eligible for a tax credit on the
{mposto sdbre Produtos Industrializados

(Tax on Industrialized Products, or IPi).

The IPI export credit premium, a cash
reimbucsement paid to the exporter
upon the export of otherwise taxable
industrial products. has been found to
confer a subsidy in previous

- countervailing duty investigations

involving Brazilian products. After
having suspended this program in
December 1979, the government of Brazil
reinstated it on April 1. 1881.

According to the government of Brazil,
this program was phased out between
November 1984 and May 1. 1986, under
the terms of “Portaria” (Nouce) of the
Ministry of Finance No. 176 of
September 12, 1984. This action was
taken in accordance with Brazil's

. commitment pursuant to Article 14 of

the Agreement on Interpretation and
Application of Articles VI, XVI and

. XXIII of the Genersl Agreement on

Tanffs and Trade (“the Subsidies
Code™'). Cansistent with our stated

policy of taking into account program-

wide changes that occur prior to our
preliminary determination, we are not
including this program in calculating the
deposit/bonding rate. Howsver, we
intend to sascertain at verification thet
no exports declared eligible for the
credit premium before May 1, 1985, were
still receiving it after that date.

.- B. Loans ‘n:mn.h the National Bank of
Economic and Social Development

The National Bank of Economic and
Social Development (Banco Nacional do
Desenvolvimento Economico e Social, or
BNDES) is the sole source of long-term
cruzeiro loans in Brazil. Petitioners
allege that BNDES loans are allocated in
accordance with governmment

* development plans to finance the needs

of designated priority sectors. and that
they are granted on terms inconsistent
- with commercial considerations.

In support of their allegation.
petitioners argue that the iron and stes!
industry, in which foundries are

" included, received a disproportionate

amount of BNDES lending in 1582,
The response provided some
documentation on the distribution of

"BNDES loans demonstrating that BNDES

loans are used by many sectars of the
Brazilian economy. However. we need
additional information to determine
whether the foundry industry received a

. disproportionate share of BNDES funds.

and if so, which loans received by the

- respondents are fram BNDES.

C. Regional Development Financing

Petitioners allege that development
banks make loans to enterprises in their
regions at rates that are inconsistent
with commerc.lal considerations. In its
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respanse the government of Brazil stated
that loans made by regianal
development banks in Brazil represent a
pass-through of BNDES funda. We do
not have specific information en
whether this type of {inanacing is
provided through the state developmeat
bank in Minas Gerais. where the
companies under investigation are
located. or whether the respondeats
have benefitted from any such loans.
We intend to obtzin complete
infarmation about the operation af this
program at verification.

Suspensiea of Liguidetion

In accoedance with sectien 78Md) of
the Act. we are divecting the US.
Cm-muww

Brazil eateved er withdrasa frem
warchause. for canmmpiion, on or after
the dais of publicatian of this nedice in
the Fedeanl Register. and i sequire 2
cash depoait or baad far eech such eatry
of this mazchaadies of 4.58 pescent ad
valonem. This suspeasien of i atien
will remain in effect until further astics.

ITC Natffication .

In accardamce with secion 7000 of
the Act. wme yuill mstify tve TOC of our
delerminstion. in addiion. we are
making available \e the ITC sl aom-
privileged and non-cesfideatial
information relating to this
investigation. We will allow the {TC
access to all privileged and conlidential
information in our files. providad the
ITC confirms that it will not disclose
such information. either publicly or
under an administrative protective
order, withomt the waitlem coasant of te
Deputy Assistant Secrelary far impernt
Administration.

The ITC will determine whether these
imparts mawrially mjure. or threeten
materid inpary to. a3 US. indwetry 128
days after the Depactment mabes #ts
pretimunary affirmative deternvmution or
45 days after its fianl afficerati ve
determination. whichever is tabewt.

Public Comment

In accordanoe weth § 355.25 of our
regulations. we will hold a pubkie
hearing. if requested. %o alford imterested
parties an opportunity to Corment on
this prelimiscry deterssination on
Suplember 6. 1985, ot 0G0 aun. at the
U.S. Doparuaenl of Cosvmerce. room
5611. 14th Street und Consttuetion
Avenue. NW_ Washmgiaa. D.C. 20230
Individuals who wesk to parucipate in
the hearing must submit a request to the
Nenaty A ! < °

Administration, room B-099. at the
above address within 10 daye of the
publication of this notice.

Requests should contaia: (1) The
party's name. addoess. and telephans
number: (2) the aumber of participants
(3) the reasaa fer aitending: and (4} a Bst
of the issues (o be discasevd. in
additien. at least 10 cepins of poe-
heariag briefs must be scbmilted ts the
Deputy Assistamt Secrewmry by Angust
28, 1868.

Gzal presentations will be limited %o
issuns raissd in the brisfa. Al wrthea
views should be Sied i acooadance
with 19 CFR 355.34, withia 30 daye of the
publicatian of ihis netioe. at the abeve
address and in at least 10 copies.’

This notice is published pursuant to
section 703(f) of the Act (19 US.C.
1671b(f)). :

Gilbast B. Kaplem,

Acting Daputly Assistant qul-wn
Admisistemtion,

Aagguatd, 1808
[FRDoc.“llﬂed“-.:ﬂnﬂ
SILUNG CINE W00
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AGENCY: Impart Administration,
International Trade Administration.
Commercs. -

Acnow: Notics.

SUMMARY: Based upon the request of
petitioners, the Municipal Castings Pair
Trade Council and its individually-
named members. the Department of
Commercas is extending the deadline for
its final determination in the
countervailing duty investigation of
certain heavy iron construction castings
from Brazil. Pursuant to section 703(a)(1)
of the Tariff Act of 1830, as amended by
section 008 of the Trade and Tariff Act
of 1984 (Pub. L. 98-573), this case
deadline is being axtended from
October 21, 1988, to january 6, 1968,
which corresponds to the date of the
final determinations in the entidumping
investigations of the same products from
Brazil, Canada, India and the People's
Republic of China. In keeping with
Article 8, paragraph 3 of the Agreement
on [nterpretation and Application of
Articles V1, XV, and XXIII of the
General Agreement on Tariffs and -
Trade (the Subsidies Code), the
Department will terminate the
suspension of liqufdation in the
countervailing duty investigation 120
days after the date of publication of the
preliminary determination in this case.
EFFECTIVE DATE August 30, 1888
FOR PURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:

" Thomas Bombelles or Barbara Tillman.
Office of Investigations, Import
Administration, International Trade




T[nlle\s.rmcz 5\?558.5::»; - 35281
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Admisisiretion, U.S. Depagtimant of iron construction castioge. as d defined is ' hearing s teceifed by the Departm

Co! J’gl“ﬁs the “Scope ZbMo tigation' Soss._on Gibent 8. Kaphm, .5 o
Ave :o E 20230 our 3_555 terminat i‘.l.l ¢S,

telephone (202) 377-3174 ar $77-2438. August 8, on:!:..w N._Brnbn nn_d for im;
n\r!sg . n__-uu-:ru title of the io cuzs.. >&l.l.3l.

Case Historiss . - accardingly. & 1988 the petitioasrs flad (FR Doc. 83-20823 Filed §-29-85: 8:45 am)

On May 13, 1985, we received E‘“ﬂlﬁl&v& the deadiins SILLINO CODE 254-08-8

countervailing duty petition fil the for the final determinatien ia the

the People's Republic of China.
Section YOU{a){(1) of the Tarilf Act of

. iﬁ.&%!ﬂ&?lh 1890, o3 ememded by section 668 of the
regulations {19 CFR 353.39), the Trade wnd Teriff Act of 1904, provides
antidumping peWSens alteged that that when a counterrafiing duty
imperts of curtaia isen constreciien investigation is “inittated ,
castings from Busall, Canaca, Indin ead  simoltanscusly with a» jantidimping]
the People's Republic of Chine are investigatinn . . . which involves
vniﬁlc;ltr.&r!- go:l-!n-ngﬁg&
Ounited States at Jess Giaa faiz valwe marchandise frem the same or other

within the meaning of section 751 ol the  countries, the administering suthority, &
Tariff Act of 2030, o0 amwrvind Rhe Actl.  requested by the peSitense, shall extend
and that these imporis casse ar thrasten  the dais of the finsl determination fin
material injury to a U.S. industry. the csuaterwailing daty insestigation} to
In compliance with-the filing the dase-of she fimel deieminstion” ia
requirements of § 39828 of our the entidumging iwvestigaties (10 USLC
regulations (19 CFR 355.39), the 1671d(a)(1)). Pussuant 10 this geovisisa,
counterveiling duty pefition elleged it the Department is granting an extsnaion
manufacturers, producers, orexporters  of the deadline for the final

in Braxfl of certwin fron constrectien detesmineten in the counturvalling duty

directly recely :
cu.h&.tz&sﬂ.?. vasdgation of cartain hevvy rem

constvaciion caslings from Bresil fram
i the meesegof ot 1 o 80 G 1 10 amary . B
threaten meterial infery 9 s US. . current duadfine for € fned
industry. determinations in %o ctidemaping duty

investigations. Yo comply with the
Emggmﬁnﬁnﬂvoznon.ﬂssg " 13 of ArSicle 8, hsof
un gaﬁaiu;ﬂu&-i the Subsidies Cods, the Department will
tia investigatinns termina soapwzsion of Squidatton
38.83338;!“183 in the courtervaiiing duty trrestigation

: 24014 and 50 FR 20016). Since Brexfl is Sguﬂiétsg

fTC of our initiation. Cn june 27, erchandise which emars alter
985, the ITC preliminarily deternvined Decembar 10, 1085. The saspension of
that there is a reasonalds indication that  liquidation will not be resumad apless
imports nnaaabgcu:dn . and until a sl affirmative ITC
construction from Baiffcause . determination is published in this case.

gﬁsﬁ%ﬁﬁdh We will adso divect the U.8. Customs
industry Sarvics %o heid the entriss suspended .
determined that there is no reasonable prior to Decembar 30, 1008, unsil the

5&2 on that inrports of certxin fight
on conclusien of this iwvestigetion.

. alleged to be subsidized by the Public Comment

go iﬁ.lcw'ﬂg The public beering in this case,

material Daxy 0 a iadusiry originally schesinied for Septomber 4,

Egoﬁsgg 1985, has been
investigatioa is limited to cartain keavy  rescheduied if &
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. {A~351-8603)

Cartain tron Construction Castings
From Brazi; Preliminary Determination
of Sales at Lees Than Fair Vatue -

AGENCY: International Trade
Administration. lmport Adnunistnuon

"~ Commerce.

ACTOK: Notice.

SUMMARY: We preliminarily determine
that certain iron constraction

from Brazil are being. or are likely to be.
sold in the United States at less than fair
value. We have notified the U.S.
International Trade Commission (ITC) -
of our determination. and we have

directed the US. Customs Serviceto . -

suspend the ligquidation of all entries of
the subject merchandise as degcribed in

the Wdl.iquidcﬁcn'seaion :

of the notice. If this investigation
proceeds normally, we will make a final
determination by Januery 6, 1888. .
srrEcTive DATE October 28, 1985.

FOR PURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
David D. Johnston, Office of
Investigations, Import Administration,
International Trade Administration, U.S.
Department of Commerce, 14th Street
and Constitution Avenue. NW.,
Washington. D.C. 2023 telephone: (202)
377-2239.

SUPPLEMENTARY BFORMATION:

Preliminary Determination .

Based upon our investigation, we
preliminarily determine that certain iron
construction castings from Braril are
being, or are likely to be, sold in the
United States at less than fair valoe. as
provided in section 733 of the Tariff Act
of 1830, as ameadsd (the Act). We have
preliminarily determined the margin of
sales at lass than fair value to be 68.3 for
all construction castings.

If this investigation proceeds. -
normally, we will make a final -
determination by January @, 1988. -

Case Histery

On May 13, 1885, we received a
petition in proper form filed by the
Municipal Castings Fair Trade Council,
a trade assocfution
domestic producers of castings end
fifteen individunlly-named members of
the association. Those producers are: -
Alhambrs Poundry, Inc.; Allegheny
Fcndry Co.; Bingham & Taylor:

bell Foundry Co.; Chariotte Pipe &

Foundry Co. Deeter Foundry Co- East |

Jordan lron Wozks, Inc: EL. Le Baren
Foundry Co.; Municipal Castings Inc.
Neenah Foundry Co.; Opelika

Co., Inc.; Pinkerton Foundry,

castings. In compliance with the filing
requiremsnts of section 353.36 of tha
g:mm R.wot:: (18 CFR. S!sfage)
petition t imports of the
subject merchandise from Brazil are
being, or are likely to be sold in the
United States at less than fair value
within the meaning of saction 731 of the
Act, and that these imports-ere causing
material infury. or threaten maferial
injury, to a United States industry.
After reviewing the petition, we
determined that it contained sufficient
grounds upon which to initiats an .
antidumping duty investigation. We
notified the ITC of our action and
initiated such an investigation on June 7,

1885 (50 FR 24008). On June 27, 1965, the

ITC determined that thereis a

-.we limitad our

reasonable indication that imports of

. iron construction casting are materially

injuring. or threatening material injury
to, a U.S. industry (50 FR 27498).

On July 29, 1985, a questionnaire was
presented to respondents in Brazil. On
September S and September 24. 1985,
Usina Siderurgica Paraense—USIPA
Ltda. (USIPA), Fundicao Aldebara Lida.
(Aldcbara) and Sociedade de Metalurigs
E Processors Lida. (SOMEP) responded
ta our questionnaire.

Scape of investigation

The merchandise covered by this
investigation consists of certain iron
construction castings. iimited to
manbhole covers, rings and frames. catch
basin grates and frames, cleanout covers
and frames used for drainage or access

purposes for public utility, water and

sanitary systems; and valve, service and
meter boxes which are placed below
ground o encase water, gas, or other
valves, or water or. gas meters. These

" _articles must be of cast iron, not alloyed.

and not malleable, and are currently

. classifiable under item rumber 857.09 of

the Tanﬂ'Schadnlca of the United

.States.

Beczuse these three oumpumeo
accounted for at least 90 peroentof -
exports of the merchandise to the United
States during the period of investigation.
investigation to them. We
investigatsd virtually ali sales of certain
iron constroction castings by these

- companies for the period December 1,

1064 through May 31, 1965.
Fair Vahse Compurisons

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
based on the best information available,
with the foreign market valus. also
based on the best information available.

We used the best information
svailable as required by section 776(b)
of the Act. because adequate responses

. 'ware not submitted in an acceptable

form. We have requested sdditional

. information fram the respondents.
‘United States Price

In accordance with section 772 of the
Act, we calculated United States price
as described below. Because of the
pumerous deficiencies found in the
responses and the failure of the
respandents to provide United States
sales information in an acceptable form.
we used petitioners' information ca
pricing or offers of this merchandise
without daductions, and aversge import
statistica, as the best mfarmation

" available, in accordance with section
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776(b) of the Act. The deficiencies
involve the absence of specific data on
product descriptions. terms of sale
expenses and quantities.

Foreign Market Value

In accordance with section 773(e) of
the Act. we calculated foreign market
value based on constructed value. Two
respondents provided a constructed
value response since there were not
sufficient home market or third country
sales of such or similar merchandise.
One respondent had sales of such or
similar merchandise in the home market.
The petitioners alleged that these sales
were at prices which were below the
cost of production, therefore. we
required cost of production data. The
cost data provided did not reflect
increases which would be expected in a
hyper-inflationary economy. In addition..
information regarding various elements
of cost was not provided or adequately
explained. This lack of information .
made it impossible for us to determine
whether the cost data was calculated in
a reasonable manner. We, therefore,
used the constructed value information
for light and for heavy iron construction
castings provided by. the petitioner as
the best information available, pursuant-
to section 778(b) of the Act. The
Department is continuing to review the
- issue of whether there should be one
average cost for all products subject to
the investigation. as reported by each
respondent, or separate production costs
for each product category produced by
each respondent The Department will
resolve this issue prior to verification.

- Verification

As provided in section 7768{a) of the
Act, we will verify all data used in
reaching the final determination i in thu
investigation.

Suspension of Liquidation

In accordance with section 733({d) of
the Act. we are directing the United
States Customs Service to suspend
liquidation of all entries of certain iron
construction castings from Brazil that
are 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 amount by which the foreign
market value of the merchandise subject
to this investigation exceeded the .
United States price is 8.3 percent This

_ determination.

suspension of liquidation will remain in
effect until further notice.
ITC Notification i

In accordance with section 733(f) of
the Act, we will notify the ITC of our
determination. In addition, we are
making available to the [TC all
nonprivileged and nonconfidential
information relating to this
investigation. 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 consent of the Deputy
Assistant Secretary for hnport !
Administration. . )

The ITC will determine whether thm '

imports materially injure, or threaten

" material injury to, a U.S. industry before

the later of 120 days after we make our
preliminary affirmative determination,
or 45 days after we make our ﬁnal

?

Public Comment

In accordance with § 353.47 of our
regulations (18 CFR 353.47), if requested,
we will hold a public hearing to afford
interested parties an opponumty to
comment on this pre

-determination and the verification

report at 10:00 a.m. on November 28,
1985, at the U.S. Department of
Commerce, Room 3811, 14th Street and
Constitution Avenue, N.W., 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 3098B, at the above address.
within 10 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 10 capies must be submitted
to the Deputy Assistant Secretary by.
November 18, 188S. Oral presentations
will be limited to issues raised in the
briefs. All written views should be filed
in accordance with 19 CFR 35346, -
within 30 days of publication of this
notice, at the above address in at least
10 copies. .

‘John L. Evans,

Acting Deputy Assistant Socretaty for import
Administration. .

October 21, 1885. -~ ~
{FR Doc. 85-25828 Filed 10-25-85: 8:45 am]
BULING CODE 3610-08-48

[A-122-503) -
Certain iron Conatructon Castings

From Canada; Preiiminary
Determingtion of Sales at Less than
Fair Value

AGENCY: Intemational Trade
Administration, Import Administration,
Commerce.

acTion: Notice.

syMMARY: We preliminarily determine
that certain iron construction castings
from Canada are being, or are likely to
be. sold in the United States at less than
fair value. We have notified the U.S.
International Trade Commission (ITC)
of our determination, and we have
directed the U,S. Customs Service to
suspend the liquidation of all entries of
the subject merchandise as described in
the “Suspension of Liquidation” section
of this notice. If this investigation
proceeds normally, we will make a final
determination by january 6, 1966. .
EPFECTIVE DATE: October 28, 1985.
Patrick O'Mara or Raymond Busen. -
Office of Investigations, Import
Administration, International Trade
Administration, US. Department of
Commerce, 14th Street and Constitution
Avenue, N.W., Washington. D.C. 20230:
telephone (202) 37741898 ar (202) 377-
2830.

SUPPLEMENTARY mnon:

Pnliminlry Determination

Based upon our investigation. we
preliminarily determine that certain iron

" construction castings from Canada are

being. 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 (the Act). We have
preliminarily determined the weighted-
average margin of sales at leas than fair
value to be 8.7 percent for LaPerle
Foundry, Limited (LaPerle). 0.9 percent
for Mueller Canada. Inc. (Mueller). and
15.7 percent for Bibby Ste. Croix (B:bby)
If this investigation proceeds  °
normally, we will make a final
determination by January 6, 19&

Case History

‘On’ May 13, 1985, we received a.
petition in proper form filed by the
Municipal Castings Fair Trade Council,
a trade association representing .
domestic producers of castings and
fifteen mdxvxdually-named members of
the association. These producers are:
Alhambra Foundry, Inc.: A.llegheny )
‘Foundry Co.; Bingham & Taylor: . .
Campbell Foundry Co.; Charlotte Pipe &
Foundry Co.. Deeter Foundry Co.. East
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Jordan tron Works, 1nz.: E.L. Le Baron
Foundry Co. Municipal Castings Inc.:
Neenah Foundry Co.: Opelike Foundry
Co.. Inc.; Pinkerton Foundry, Inc.; Tyler
Pipe Corp.: U.S. Foundry and
Manufacturing Co.; and Vulcan Foundry. -
Inc.. filing on behalf of the U.S.
producers of certain iron construction
castings. In compliance with the filing
requirements of section 353.36 of the
Commerce Regulations (19 CFR 353.36).
the petition-alleged that imports of the
subject merchandise from Canada 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 causing
material injury, or threaten material
injury, to a United States industry.
After reviewing the petition, we
determimed that it contained sufficient
grounds upon which to initiate an
antidumping duty investigation. We
notified the ITC of our action and

initiated such an investigation on June 7,

1885 {50 FR 24264). On June 27, 1985, the
ITC determined that there was a
reasonable indication that imports of
iron construction castings from Canada
were materially injuring. or threatening
material injury to, U.S. industry (50 FR

~ 27488).

On June 17 and July 8 1985,

. questionnaires were presanted to

respondents LaPerle. Bibby and Mueller.
Responses to the questionnaires were
received August 9, 16, and 23, 1885, -
respectively. On September 11. 1885, we
received supplemental responses from
LaPerle and Bibby. .

' Scope of Investigation oo

The merchandise covered by this
investigation consists of certain iron
construction castings, limited to
manhole covers. rings and frames, catch
basin grates and frames. cleanout covers
and frames used [or drainage or access -
purposes for public utility, water and
sanitary systems; and valve, service and
meter boxes which are placed below
ground to encase water. gas, or other
valves, or water or gas meters. These
articles must be of cast iron. not alloyed.
and not malleable. and are currently

-classifiable under item number 657.09 of

the Tariff Schedules of the United
States. Because these three companies
accounted for at least 60 percent of
exports of merchandise to the United
States from Canada during the period of -
investigation. we limited our

investigation to them. We investigated

all sates of certain iren construction
castings by these comnpenies for the =
period December 1. 1984 through May -
JL1iees o

[

Fair Velue 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
w\:h foreign market value as specified
below.

United States Price

As provided in section 772(b) of the
Act, we used the purchase price of
castings to represent the United States
price for sales by Mueller, LaPerie, and

- Bibby, because castings were s0ld to

unrelated purchasers prior to their
importatian into the United States. We

made deductions, where appropriate, for
- foreign inland freight. early payment :
discounts, and brokerage. For Bibby, we :

also made a deduction. where

‘appropriate, for sales discounts.

Foreign Market Value

In accordance with section 773 of the
Act, we based foreign market value for -
the three respondents on home market
prices. We calculated the foreign market
value on the basis of gross, delivered
prices per pound with appropriate
deductions for freight, early payment

_ discounts, and rebates.

In accordance with § 353.15 of the
Commerce Regulalions {18 CFR 353.15),
we also made circumstances of sale . -
adjustments, where appropriate, for
differences in credit expenses and

_ commission. For Bibby, sales

commissions were paid on most sales in
one market and on only few sales in the
other market. In cases where we had
commissions in only one market. we
made adjustments far the differences
between commissions in the applicable
market and indirect selling expenses in
the other market. used as an offset to the
commissions. in accordance with .
§ 353.15(c) of our Regulations. Pursuant
to § 353.38 of our Regulations, we made
currency conversions at the rates
certified by the Federal Reserve Bank

We made comparisons of "such or
similar” merchandise based on a
consideration of shape, weight, and size
of the particular castings invoived.

Verification
In'accordance with section 778(s) of

the Act. we verified the information -
used in making this determination by

. using standard verification procedures,
including-on-site examination of records

and selection of original source .
documentation contaiming relevant
ir}‘fmﬁm. o ’
Suspension of Liquidation

In accerdance with section 733(d) of -
the Act. we are-directing the United

e———

_States Customs Service to suspend
liquidation of all entries of certain iron
construction castings from Canada that
are 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 weighted-average amount by
which the foreign market value of the
merchandise subject to this
investigation exceeded the United
States price. as shown below. The
suspensgion of liquidation will remain in

effect unti] further notice.
: | wegreso
" Matachew Lprocuce /exponer . i
: | ocoreem
1 . *
" } o
LaPere : ¢
[ ] —i (LR
* A% Onen ‘ €3
ITC Notification

In accordance with section 733(f) of
the Act, we will notify the ITC or our
determination. In addition. we are
making available to the ITC all
ponprivileged and nonconfidential
{nformation relating to this )
investigatian. We will allow the ITC -
access to-all privileged and confidential
information in gur files, provided the -

" ITC confirms that it will not disclose
such information. either publicly or
under an administrative protective
order, without the consent of the Deputy

. Assistant Secretary for Import

Administration.

The ITC will determine whether these
imports materially injure. or threaten
material injury to, & U.S. industry before
the later of 120 days after we make our
preliminary affirmative determination.
or 45 days after we make our final
determination.

Public Commant

in accordance with § 353.47 of our
regulations (18 CFR 353.47). if required.
we will bold a public hearing to afford
interested parties an opportunity to
comment on this preliminary
determination at 2:00 p.m. on November
26. 1985, at the U.S. Department of
Commerce, Room 3708, 14th Street and
Constitution Avenue, N.-W., Washington.
D.C. 20230. Individuals who wish to
participate in the hearing must submit a
written request to the Depaty Assistant
Secretary far import Administration.
‘Room 3099B. at the above address
within 10 days of this notice’s
publication. The fequest should contain:
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(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 10 copies must be submitted
to the Deputy Assistant Secretary by.
November 19, 1885. Oral presentations
‘will be limited to issues raiséd in the
briefs. All written views should be filed
in accordance with 19 CFR 353.48,
within 30 days of publication of this
notice. at the above address in at least
10 copies.

john L. Evans,

Acting Deputy Assistant Secretary for Iport
Administration.

October 21. 188S.
- [FR Dog. 85-25628. Filed 10-25-85; 8:45 am)}
SNAING CODE 3619-00-M

{A-570-502)

Certain iron Construction Castings
From the People’s Republic of China:
Prefiminary Determination of Sales at
Less Than Fair Value

AaENcY: Impart Administration,
International Trade Administration,
Commerce. -

AcTion: Notice of Preliminary
Determination of Salen at Less than Fai:
Value.

SUMMARY: W¢ preliminarily determine

. that certain iron construetion castings
from the People's Republic of China
(PRC) are being. or are likely to be, sold
in the United States at less than fair
value. 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 on all en'ries of the

subject merchandise as described in the
- “Suspension of Liquidation™ section of
this notice. If this investigation proceeds
normally, we will make our fidal
determination by January 6. 1986.
EFFECTIVE DATE October 28, 1985.
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Steven Lim or Charles E. Wilson. 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)

377-1776 or (202) 377-5288.
. SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:
Preliminary Determination -

Based upon our investigation. we

preliminatily determine that certain iron
construction castings from the PRC are
being. 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 1830, as amended (19 U.S.C. 1673b)
(the Act). The estimated margin was
based on the best information available.
as explained below in the section of this
notice which describes our fair value -
comparisons and calculations. The °
margin is listed in the “Suspension of
Liquidation” section of this notice. If this
investigation proceeds normally, we will
make our final determination by January
8, 1888.

Case History

On May 13, 1985, ye received a
petition in proper form filed by the
Municipal Castings Fair Trade Council,
a trade association representing
domestic producers of castings and
fifteen individually-named members of
‘the assaclation. Those producers-aze:
Alhambra Foundry, Inc.; Allegheny
Foundry Co.; Bingham & Taylor: -
Campbell Foundry Co.; Charlotte Pipe &
Foundry Co.: Deeter Foundry Co.; East
Jordan Iron Works, Inc.; EL. Le Baron
Foundry Co.» Municipal Castings Inc.;
Neenah Foundry Co.; Opelika Foundry.
Co.. Inc.; Pinkerton Foundry, Inc.; Tyier
Pipe Corp.; U.S. Foundry and
Manufacturing Co.and Vulcan Foundry,
Inc., filing on behalf of the US.
producers of castings. In compliance
with the filing requirements of § 353.38
of the Commerce Regulations (19 CFR

--353.38), the petition alleged that imports
of the subject merchandise from the PRC

are being, or are likely to be, sold in the
United States st less than fair value
within the meaning of section 731-of the
Tariff Act of 1930, as amended (the Act),
and that thege imports are causing
_materidl infury; or threaten material

‘injury, to a United States industry.

After reviewing the petition, we
determined that it contained sufficient
grounds upon which to initiate an
antidumping duty investigation. We-

_ natified the ITC of our action and

fnitiated this investigation on Jurie 8.
1985 (50 FR 24014). On June 27, 1965, the
ITC determined that there is a
reasonable indication that imports of
certain iron construction castings from
the PRC are materially injuring @ U.S
industry.

On July 3. 188S. questionnaires were
presented to the Embassy of the PRC for
transmission to Chinese National
Machinery Equipment Import & Export
Corp.. China National Metals & Minerals
Corp., and Wuhan Shipbuilding Corp.

On August 23, 1985, correspondence
was received from the Embassy of the
PRC: however, it was not responsive to
the questionnaire. On September 3, 1885,
the Embassy of the PRC was informed
that we required responses to all
elements of the questionnaire. -

On September 26, 1985. we informed
the Embassy of the PRC that we may
have to use best information available
for purposes of our preliminary
determination. If responses are received
in time to be verified and evaluated, we
will use them for purposes of our final
determination.

As discussed under the “Foreign
Market Value” section of this notice. we

“have preliminarily determined that the

PRC is s state-controlied-economy
country for the purpose of this
investigation.

Scope of lnvestigation

The merchandise covered by the
petition consists of certain iron

.construction castinas, limited to
"mathole covers, nngs snd frames. catch

basin grates and frames, cleanout covers
and frames used for drainage or access
purposes for public utility, water and

" sanitary systems, and valve, service and

meter boxes which are placed below
ground to encase water, gas, or other
valves, or water or gas meters. These .
articles must be of cast iron. not alloyed.
and not malleable, and are currently
classifiable under item number 857.09 of
?e Tariff Schedules of the United

tates.

Fair Valus Comparison

" To determine whether sales of the

subject merchandise in the United
States were made at less than fair vaiuve.
we compared the United States price.
based on the best information available,
with the foreign market value, also
based on the best information available.
We used the best information available
as required by section 776(b) of the Act -
because respondents did not submit
adequate responses.

‘United States Prics _

Wa calculated the purchase price af
certain iron construction castings as
provided in section 772 of the Act. on
the basis of quotes and sales invoices
supplied by petitioners from U.S.

- purchasers of castings.
Foreign Market Value

Petitioners alleged that the PRC is a
state-controlled-economy country and
tha: sales of the subject merchandise
from that country do not permit a
determination of foreign market vaiue
under section 773(a). After a analysis of
the PRC's economy. we have
preliminarily concluded that the PRC is
a state-controlled-economy country for
purposes of this investigation. Central to
our decision on this issue is the fact that
the Gentral government of the PRC

- strictly controls the prices and ievets of
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production of the PRC iron construction
castings industry, as well as the internal
pricing of the factors of production.
Therefore. we calculated foreign

_market value as provided in section
773(a) of the Act. The best information
available for calculating foreign market
value was the constructed value data
submitted in the petition. These data
were based on alleged Indian costs plus
the statutory minimums for general
expenses and profit. - -

. Verification

In accordance with section 776{a) of

the Act. we will verify all data used in
reaching the final determination in this

investjgation. if adequate responses are

received.

' Suspension of Liquidation -

In accordance with section 733(d) of
the Act. we are directing the United
States Customs Service to suspend
liquidation ef all entries of certain iron
construction castings from the PRC

entered or withdrawn from warehouse,

for consumption. on or after thé date of
publication of this notice in the Federal
Register. The Customs Service shall © -
require a cash deposit or band in an
amount equal to the estimated amount
by which the foreign market value of the

.- - merchandise subject to this

investigation axceeds the United States

: ce i
- pnm suspension of liquidation will

‘remain in effect until further notice.

The margin for all products
investigated is-25.52 percent.

- ITC Notification

In accordance with section 733(f) of -
the Act. we will notify the [TC of our
determination. In addition, we are
making available to the ITC all
nonprivileged and nonconfidential
information relating to this -
investigation. 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 ap administrative protective
order, without the consent of the Deputy
Assistant Secretary for Import
Administration. The ITC will determine
whether these imports are materially
injuring. or are threatening material
injury to, a U.S. industry before the later
of 120 days after we make our

_preliminary affirmative determination.

or 45 days after we make our final

determimration. o

Public Comment . .
In accordance with § 353.47 af our -

regulations {19 CFR 35347}, ff requested.

we will hold a poblic hearing te afford

‘interested parties an opportunity to
comment on this preliminary
determination at 10:00 a.m. on
November 20. 1885, the U.S. Departmant
of Commerca. Room 3611, 14th Street
and Constitution Avenue, NW..
Washington, D.C. 20230. Individuais
who wish to participate in the hearing
must submit a request to the Deputy

. Assistant Secretary for Import

Administration, Room 30688, at the

. above address within 10 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 10 copies must be submitted -

to the Deputy Assistant Secretery by
November 13, 1885. Oral presentations
will-be limited to issues raised in the
briefs. All written views should be filed
in accordance with 19 CFR 35348,

. within 30 days of publication of this

notice, at the above address in at least
10 copies. . S

Dated: October 21, 1088, .

" John L. Evans,
"Acting Deputy Assistant Secretary for Import

Adminsstration. . -
{FR Doc. 83-25828 Filed 10-23-8S;:8:45 am)

{A-853-501)
Determination of Sales st

" Less Then Fair Value
' AGENCY: International Trade

Administration, Import Administratian,
Commercs.
AcTost: Notice.

" susMARY: We have preliminarily

determined that iron construction

' castings (copstruction castings) from -

India are being, or are likely to be sold.
sold in the United States at less than fair

.value. We have notified the U.S.

International Trade Commission (ITC)
of our determination, and we have .
directed the US. Customs Service to
suspend liquidation of all entries of the

" subject merchandise as described in the

“Suspension of Liquidation” section of
this notice. If this investigation proceeds
normally, we will make a final
determination by january 6, 1886.
EFFECTIVE DATE: October 28, 1985.

FOR FURTHER IFORMATION CONTACT:

“Terri A. Feldman, Office of ~

Investigations, Import Administration, -
International Trade Administration, U.S.
Department of Commerce, 14th Street

"and Constitotion Avenwe NW.. o=

Washington. D.C. 20230: telephone: {202)
377-3534.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:
Preliminary Determinstion

Based upon our investigation, we have
preliminarily determined that
construction castings from India are
being, or are likely to be, sold in the
United States at less than fair value, as
provided in section 733(b) (19 US.C.
1673(b)) of the Tariff Act of 1830, a2
amended (the Act). The margins
preliminarily found for &ll companies
investigated are listed in the '
“Suspension of Liquidation” section of
this notice. ,

If this investigation proceeds
normally, we will make s final
determination by january 6, 1866.

_ Case History

On May 13, 1965, we received s
petition in proper form filed by the
Municipal Castings Fair Trade Council.
a trade association representing
domestic producers of castings and
fifteen individually-named members of
the association. Those producers are:

. Alhambra Foundry, Inc.; Allegheny

Foundry Co.; Bingham & Taylor:
Campbell Foundry Co.; Charlotte Pipe &
Foundry Co.; Deeter Foundry Co.: East
Jordan Iron Works, Inc: E.L. Le Baron®
Foundry Co.: Municipal Castings Inc.:
Neenah Foundry Co.: Opelika Foundry
Co. inc: Pinkerton Foundry Inc.: Tyler
Pipe Corp. U.S. Foundry and ..
Manufacturing Co.; and Vulcan Foundry.
Inc. In compliance with the filing
requirements of section 353.36 of the
Commerce Regalations (19 CFR 353.36).
the petition alieged that imports of the

. subject merchandise from India 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 threatening
material injury to, a United States
industry.

After reviewing the petition. we
determined that it contained sufficient
grounds upon which to initiate an
antidumping duty investigation. We
notified the ITC of our action and
initiated such an investigation on June 7,
1885 (50 FR 24014). On Junez 27, 1985, the
ITC determined that there is a
reasonable indication that imports of
construction castings are materially
injuring. or threatening material injury
to, u U.S. industry (50 FR 27488).

On june 21, 1988, a questionnuire was
presented to counsel for respondents.
On August 8 snd Angust 19, 1985, RS1
India Pvt. Ltd. (RST). Kejriwal lron &
Steel Works (Kejriwal}, Serampore
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Industries Pvt. Ltd. iSerampore) and - Foreign Market Value bond equal to the estimated weighted-

Kajaria Castings Pvt. Ltd. (Kajaria}
responded tu our questionpaire.

-Because the above-named four.
companies accounted for at least 80
percent of exports of the merchandise to
the United States during the period of
investigation. we limited our
investigation to them. We investigated
virtually all sales of iron construction
castings by these companies for the
_period December 1. 1984. through May
31, 1985, -

- Scope of Investigation

The products covered by this
investigation are certain iron
construction castings. limited to
manhole covers. rings and frames. catch
basin grates and fremes. cleanout covers
and frames used for drainage or access
purposes for public utility, water and
sanitary systems: and valve, service and
meter boxes which are placed below .-
ground to encase water, gas, or other
valves, or water or gas meters. These
articles must be of cast iron, not alloyed.
and not malleable, and are currently
classifiable under item number 857.09 of
the Tariff Schedules of the United -
States. .

Fair Value Comparison

To determine whether sales in the
United States of the subject
merchandise were made at less tharn
value, we compared the United States
price based on purchase price with the
foreign market value based on the
constructed value of the imported
merchandise. Constructed value was
based on the best information available
for the reasons given in the “Foreign
Market Value" section of this notice.

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 because the
.merchandise was sold to unrelated
purchasers prior to its importation into
the United States. We calculated the
purchase price based on the packed
F.O.B. or CAF price to unrelated
customers in the United States. Where
appropriate. we made deductions for
foreign inland freight. ocean freight.
commissions, port charges. inspection
charges. brokerage and handling. and
insurance. In accordance with section
772(d}(1)(D) of the Act. where
appropniate. we added the amount of
countervailing duty imposed in India on
certain heavy iron metal castings to
offset export subsidies. We also added
rebatad duties and taxes in the form of 8

cash compensatory support and duty
drawback.

In accordance with section 773{e) of
the Act. we calculated foreign market
value based on constructed value since
there were not sufficient home market or
third country sales of such or similar
merchandise. Constructed value was -
based on the constructed value
responses of the respondents. However.
for purposes of the preliminary
determination, the respondents’ data is
considered best information available
because the Department is continuing to
review the issue of whether there should
be one average cost for all products
subject to the investigation, as reported
by each respondent, or separate
production costs for each product
category produced by each respondent.
The Department will resolve this issue

" -prior to verification. . .

In determining constructed value for

RS, Kejriwal, and Serampore we

calculated the cost of materials.
fabrication. general expenses, profit,

‘and the cost of packing. The amounts

added for general expenses were
calculated from data provided in the
responses. In all instances the amounts
used for general expenses were the .
statutory minimum of 10 percent of the
sum of material and fabrication costs.
The amount added for profit was the -
statutory minimum of 8 percent. For
Kajaria we used. as best information
available, the highest constructed value
of the other respondents. since it :
appears that certain materials received
from related parties did not represent
fair value. We added to each company's
constructed value the packing cost for
sales to the United States. We made an
adjustment for differences between

" home market and United States credit

cost.

We made currency conversions in
accordance with § 353.58{a}(1) of the
Commerce Regulations, using certified
exchange rates as furnished by the
Federal Reserve Bank of New York.

Verification
As provided imr section 776(a) of the
Act, we will verify all data used in

- reaching the final determination in this

investigation.
Suspension of Liquidation

In accordance with section 733(d) of
the Act, we are directing the United -
States Customs Service to suspend

* liquidation of all entries of iron

construction castings from India that are
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

average amount by the foreign marke!
value of the merchandise subject to this
investigation exceeds the United States
price as shown in the table below. The

-suspension of liquidation will remain in

effect until further notice. The margins
are as follows: . .

RS
Kaang . i
All Othars . : i

ITC Notification

In accordance with section 733(f) of
the Act. we will notify the ITC of our
determination. In addition, we are
making available to the ITC ali -
nonprivileged and nonconfidential
information relating to this
investigation. 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 consent of the Deputy
Assistant Secretary for Import .
Administration. The ITC wil] determine
whether these imports materially injure.
or threaten material injury to. a U.S.
industry before the later of 120 days
after we make our preli
affirmative determination, or 45 days
after we make our final determination. °

Public Comment

In accordance with § 353.47 of our
regulations (19 CFR 353.47). if requested,
we will hold a public hearing to afford
interested parties an opportunity to_
comment on this preliminary ..
determination at 10:00 a.m. on December

"9, 1985, at the U.S. Department of

Commerce. Room 3708, 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 B099. at the above address within
10 days of the notice’s publication.
Request 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. . S

4n addition, prehearing briefs in at -
least 10 copies must be submitted to the
Deputy Assistant Secretary by .
Decen:.ber 2. 1885. Oral presentations
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will be limited to issues raised in the
briefs. All written views should be filed
in gccordance with 19 CFR 353.48.
within 30 days of publication of this
notice. at the above address in at least
10 copies. _ '

Daled: October 21, 1988,
Jobn L Evans, o
Acting Deputy Assistant Secretory fur Import
Administration
|FR Doc. 85-25518 Filed 10-25-85: 8:45 am}
| BNLING CODE 3610-08-80
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{A~351-803, C-351-804)

AOGENCY: Import Administration. -
Intsrnational Trade Administration.
Commercs.

acnow: Notice.

susmany: Op October 25 and October
20, 1985, we received requests from
sespondents in the antidumping duty
investigation that the fina!
determination be postponed as providec
for in section 735(a)(2(A) of the Tariff
Act of 1830. as amended by section 806
of the Trade and Tariff Act of 1884 (19
‘US.C. 1673(a)(2)(A)) (the Act). Pursuant
to this request. we are postponing our
fina] antidumping duty determination as
to whether sales of oertain iron -
construction castings from Brazil have
been made at less than fair value until
not later than March 12 1906

On August 8. 1965, we received &
-letter from counse! for petitioners
requesting that we extend the final
countervailing duty determinstion on
certain heavy iron construction castings
from Brazil to coincide with the final
antidumping duty determination on
certain iron construction castings from
Brazil, pursuant to section 705(a)(1) of
the Act On August 30. 1885. we
published a notice in the Foderal
Register extending the deadiine for the
final countervailing duty determination
on certain heavy iron construction
castings from Brazil to correspond to the
date of the final determination in the
antidumping investigaton of certain iron
construction castings {50 FR 35280).
Pursuant to petitioner’'s August 8
request. we are also extending the date
of the fina} countervailing duty
determination on certain heavy iron
construction castings until not later than
March 12, 1886. to correspond to the
date of the final antidumping duty
determination.
SUPPLENENTARY INFORMATION:

On June 7, 1885. we publisbed a notice

" in the Federal Register that we were

initiating, under section 732(b) of the Act
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(18 U.S.C. 1673a(b)). an antidumping
duty investigation to determine whether
irsports of certain iron construction

castings were being. ar were likely to be,
sold st less than fair value (S50 FR 24008).

On June 10, 1885. we published a notice
in the Federal Register that we were
initiating. under section 702(c) of the
Act. a countervailing duty investigation
to determine whether certain benefits
which constitute subsidies within the
meaning of the countervailing duty law
were being provided to manufscturers,
producers or exporters in Brazil of
certain iron construction castings (80 FR
24286). On June 27, 1088, the U.S.
Intemational Trade Commission (TTC)
determined that there is s reasonable
indication that industries in the United
States are materially injured by reason
of imports from Brazil of certain heavy
and light iron construction castings -
which are slleged to be sold in the
United States at less than fair value
(LTFV). The ITC also determined that
there is & reasonable indication that an
industry in the United States is

. materially injured by reason of imports
from Brazil of certain heavy iron
construction castings which are alleged

- to be subsidized by the govcrmnem of
Brazil (SO FR 27498).

On August 12,1888, we published a
preliminary determination thst certain
benefits which constitute subsidies
within the meaning of the countervailing
duty law are being provided to
manufacturers. producers or exporters
in brazil of centain heavy iron
construction castings (50 FR 32482). The
notice stated that if the investigation
proceeded normally. we would make our

fina! determination by October 21. 168S. -

On October 28. 1885. we published s
preliminary determination of sales at
iess than fair velue with respect to

. certain iron construction castings from

Brazil (SO FR 43501). This notice stated
that if the investigation proceeded
normally, we would make our final
determination by January.8. 1968,

On August 8. 186S. counsel for
petitioner requested that we extend the
dste of the final countervailing duty
determination on certain heavy iron -
construction castings from Brazil to
coincide with the date of the final
antidumping duty determination on
certain iron construction castings from
Brazi! pursuant to section 705(a)(1) of
the Act. On August 30. 1885, we
published » notice in the Federal
Register extending the deadline for the
final countervailing duty determination
on certain heavy iron construction
castings from Brazil to January 6. 1886.
to coincide with the date of the final

antidumping duty determinstion of
certain tron construction unmo ﬁom
Brazil (50 FR 35280).

On October 25 and October 28, ms
counsel for Jundicac Aldsbara Ltds.
{Aldebars). Industris Viana Ltda. and
Sociedade de Metalurgia e Processos
Lada. [SOMEP). respondents in the
antidumping duty investigation. °
requested that we extend the period for
the final determining in the antidumping
investigation until not later than March
12 1968. which is €0 days from the

“present final determinastion dats.

Collectively, these respondents account
for a significant of the
exports to the United States of certain
iron construction castings. Pursuant to
section 735(a){2XA) of the Act.if
exportars who account for s significant
proportion of the merchandise which is
the subject of the investigation properly

. request an extension of the final

determination following a preliminery
affirmative determination, we are
required. absant compelling ressons to
the contrary. to grant this request.
Petitioners have objected o the request
for a postponement of the final
determination, stating that there is no
basis upon which to grant an extension
of time. The Department. after taking

petitioners’ objection into considerstion.’

has found oo compelling reason to deny
the extension. Accordingly. the '

Department has axtended the date for a
fins! antidumping duty determinstion on
certain iron construction castings to not
later than Mearch 12. 1988. Based on
petitioners’ August 8 request to extend
the fina) countervailing duty
determination to coincide with the final
sntidumping determinatian. we are also
extending the date for the fina!

. countervailing duty determination on

certain heavy iron construction castings
to not later than March 12 1988, to
correspond to the revised final
antidumping duty detsrmination.

Public Comment . -

The antidumping duty hearing.
originally scheduled for November 28,
1985. has been postponed. If requested.
8 hearing will be held on February 10.

1836, ut:pmhmmbenmmt

of Commerce. 14th Street and
Constitution Avenue NW., Washington,
DC 20230. The countervailing duty
hearing has also been postponed and. if
requested. will be held on February 10,
1886. at 9:30 a.m.. at the same location.
All written views should be filed in
accordance with 19 CFR 353.40. at the

nbovc oddnu and in st least 20 copies.

pot later than Fabruary 3. 108,

GUbert B. Keplan, _

Acung Deputy Assistant Secretery for Import
Administrotion

November 21. 3088, -
(FR Doc. 85-20282 Filed 13-20-85: 8:43 sm)
SRLING COCE 2510-00-8
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' DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE portion of exports of the merchandise
under investigation properly request an
intarnaticnal Trade Administration . extension after an affirmative
( A-mi-m1 - preliminary determination. we are

. required. absen! compelling reasons to
iron Construction Castings Fromthe  the contrary. to grant the request.

Peopie’s Repubiic of Chine: Aeeordhaly.mmmungnumuat
Po-too:umnt of Final Antidumping and postponing our final determinstion
Duty Oetermination until not Ister than March 12, 1888.
I 4 This notice is published pursuant to -
Administration, u,oifiﬁmmu section 735(d) of the Act.
Commaerce. - The Unlt.db&am ma%ndo
ACTION: Notice of Postponsmaent of Final  Comznission is being advised s~
. postponement. in sccordance with
Antifumping Duty Determination. ncﬂoa’!&(d)ofhm:t -

SUMMAARY: This notics informs the public :

that we have received a request from . Comments

the respandents in this investigation to 'numudmaiu duty public hurln;.
postpona tha final dstarmination. a8 - -orignally scheduied for-November 20,
permitted in section 735(a)(2)(A) of the . 198S. has been possponed. If req u-t-d.
Tariff Act of 1830, as arnanded (the Ad.) uhum'vﬂlboluldaalmnuym
(19U.S.C.1md(|)(2)(A)).Mu&h /1988, at 10:00 a.zn.. {n room 5611,
requast; we are pastponing our final . Deparunent of Commerce. 14th Street _ -
determination as to whether sales of. - end Constitution Avence NW., -
iron construction castings (construction -  Washington DC 30230. All written views
mm)mmmw.mncr should be filed in accordance with 19

China (PRC) have octurred at " CFR 335348, in room D099, Departmant of

hkvdumﬂlmthwmmu ~cmm1¢thsuwnd¢:mumﬁon

1008, ... - Avenue NW.,Washington, DC 20230
mu‘tmam _ lﬂdhlth&tmmmthwm
_ POR FURTHER BIPFORMATION CONTACT: January 3, 1988, - i
. !snpoﬂhuzuﬂnld hu.s.w' B

on, .
of Commercs, 14th Street and - C- Chrlstopher Purkin,

Constitution Avemae NW.. Waskington, - Ay Depty Assistant Secretary Jor nport

DC 20230, taiephone =78 -
mmnao(namiumlm (PR Doc. 86-29138 Piied 13-6-85 45 am]
7.1985, we published a notice inthe - WiSM UM BUNE" .
Federal Register (50 FR 24014) that we -,
waere initiating, under section 732(b) of
the Act. (18 US.C 1672a(b)). an
. antidumping duty investigation to -
determine whether construction castings
from the PRC were being, or were likely
19 be. sald at less than fair valpe. On
. Junis 27, 198S. the Internatisnal Trads
Commission determined that thare is @
reasonable indication that imports of
construction castings are materially
infuring a US. tndustry. On October 28, .
1088, we published a prellminary
determination of sales at less than fair
value with respect to this merchandise
(50 FR €3504). The notice stated that if
the investigetion proceeded normally,
we would make our final detarmination
by January 6. 1988. On November 18,
163S,.pursuant to section 735(a}{2)(A) of
the Act. the respondents requested an
extension of tre final determination date
until not later than 135 days after the
date of publication of the preliminary
determination. The respondents are
qualified to make such a request
because they account for virtually all of
the exports of the merchandise. I
exporters who account for a significant
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States. and thus are qualified to make
this request. If @ qualified exporter

properly requests an extansion after sn
dtmtm preliminary determination.
the rtment is required. absent
compelling reasons to the contrary. o
grant the uq.:;n. Accordingly ﬁ::l gnant
the request postpone our
determination until not later than March
u:mmdnudtbcpubhchnm
will also be changed. lntuuud
and parties to m
bt beartzg data,

c te.

’“m notice is published pursuant to
ssction 735(d) of the Act.

S ——— - December £, 1983,

2 ' Gilbert B. Kaplan,
oer OF dmmmm‘ "
international Trade Administration mnumnuwu-n.wnl
Postponement of Final Antidumping
Duty Determination; Certain tron

Castings From indla

aaswcy: Import Administration,
international Trade Administration.
acnose Notice.

SUMMARY: On November 28, 198S. we
_roceived a request from respondents in
‘the antidumping duty investigation that
the final determination be postponed as
provided for in section 735{s)(2}(A) of
the Tariff Act of 1630. 3s amended (10
U.S.C. 1673d(a)(2}{A)) (the Act).
Pursuant to this request. we are
. postponing our final antidumping duty
datermination as to whether sales of
certain iron construction castings from
Indis have been mads at less than fair
value until not later than March 12, 36988.
SUPPLEMENTARY BFORMATION: On june
7. 1865, we published & notice in the
Federal Register that we were initiating,
under section 732(b) of the Act (10
U.S.C. 1673a(b)). an antidumping duty
investigstion to determine whether
imports of certain iron construction
castings from Indis were being. or were
likely to be. sold at less than fair value
(SO FR 24008). We issued our prelimingry
sflirmative determination on October
28. 1985 (50 FR 43595). That notice stated
we would issue a final determination by
Janusry 6. 1968. On November 25. 1985,
counsel for the réspondents requested
that we extend the period for the fina!
determination until not later than the
135th day after the date of publication of
owr preliminary determination in
accordance with section 735(s)(2)(A) of
the Act. The respondents account for a
significant proportion of exports of the
subject merchandise to the United
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OEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE

intarnetional Trade Adminigtration
{A-122-003)

Sales ot Loss Than Fair Value

ASENCY: International Trade .
Administration. Import Administration.
Commerce.

acnor Notice.

SAMARY: We have determined that
certain iron construction castings from
Canadas are being. or are likely to be.
sold in the United States at less than fair
value. We have potified the US. .
Internationa! Trade Commission (TTC)
of our determination. and the ITC will
determine. within 45 day» of publicaten
of this potice. whether a US. industry s
meterially injured. or is threatened with
.material injury. by imports of this -
merchandise We have directed the US.
Customs Service to continue to suspend
liquidation of the subject marchandise
as described in the “Suspension of
Liquidation™ section of this notics.
EPPICTIVE BATE january 16 1988

FOR FURTHER SIFORMA TION CONTACT. .
Patrick O'Mare or Mary Clapp. Office of
Investigstions. kmport Administration.
International Trede Administrstion. US.
Deparment of Commerce. 14th Street.
and Constitution Avenue. NW ..~
Waishington. DC 2023C: telephone (202)
377-3788 or 3771786

SUPHLEMENT ARY BIFORMA TYOK

Maal Detarmisstion

We have determined that certain iron
constructios castings from Canads are
being. or are likely to be. sold in the
United States at less than fair value. o9
provided in section 738 of the Tarifl Act
of 1830. 83 amended (10 US.C 1673d)
(the Act). The weighted-average margina
for individual companies investigated
are Usted in the “Suspension of
Liquidation™ section of this aotice.

Case History

On May 13. 1885, we received s
petition filed o proper form from the
Municipsl Castings Falr Trede Council

on bebalf of the U.S. industry producing
tron construction castings In
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. of sectims 3038 of the Commerce
Regulatisns (19 CFR 350.30). the petitien
alleged that cuports of the subjucs

merchandise rom Canada are being, o2 -

are likety w be. soid » the United Saates
2! lums ham for velee within the
meanipg of eection 731 of the Act and
that these anpores matrally ajme. &
thres an mstwerial sy . e US
industey.

‘After reviewing the petition, we
determined that it contained suffcient
grounds span which t» minsie an
antidumping mvestigation. We mitisted
the Evvestige tina en June 7. 1985 (W FR °
24264), and aotilind the ITC of ow
action.

On June 22, 1985, the ITC found that
~ thaia was & reasanable indication thal
imports of castain iran construciion
castings frosn Cawada wers makerinlly
injuring, ov thresicniag movwrial Bjary
to. a U.S imdustry (US. ITC Pub. Na
27496, July 3, 1885).

We inveatigated Mueller Cauds. Ln.
(Mueller) LaPeris Foundry. LId
(LaPerle). and Bibby Ste. Croin
Foundries, Inc. (Bihby) threa
manufacturers whe account {or af least
0 percent of the axparts of the subject
merchandise to the United States. We
exsmined 100 percent of the sales made
by these campanies of the subject
merchandise during the period of
investigation.

On june V7 and July & 1985,
questionnaires were presented to
LaPerla. Bibby. and Mueller. Responses
to the questioanaires ware received.
August 8. 16 and Z3. 198S. respectively.
We verified the respondents’
questionmaire responses from September
16 to September 27, 198S.

On Octoder 2. 1985. we made en
affirmative preliminery dﬂermmﬁcn
(50 FR 43592).

Scope of Invesligation

The merchasxdiss covered by this
inveatigation consiste of cartein ivon
constrection castimgs. Emvited to
manhole ecvers, riags snd rames. caich
basins. gretes and frames. cleanost
covers and frames ssed kv drainege o
access purposes jor public wrility. water
and sanitary systems: and valve.
service. and wewy boxes wivch ave
placed bedow grenard (o encase water,
gas. or ether viiven cr wateror sos
meters. Theae articles srwst be of cast
irom. mot slloyed and sot malleshis. swd
are cwrvamtly classibable undey ioth -
nusabar O 00 of the Tan/f Schedvies of
the Uinitacd! Shotes (TSU'S). The penod of
izvestigatin is Decomber 1. 1984
throwgh Msy 3. WAL

Feiv Vaiue Comparinces

To determine whather sales of the
subfect merchandise (n the United .
States ware made at leas than fair value,
we compared the United States price
with the foreign market value. .

Ucited Siates Pricn

Aspmvidedhlecﬁn?ﬂ(bldd!
Act. we oved tire purchase price aof the
subject merchandise since it was sold

" prior ta the date aof inrpartation to

urrelsted purcirasera m the United
States. We calkenlated the purchase price

. based on the POB or CYF packed price

net of all discounts. We deducted whare
appropriate. foreign indand freight.
rebates, and hndhng and brokerage

charges.

Forqnl-hVal-
In sccordence with section 773(s) of

. _the Act, we caleutated foreign market

valoe based on home market saiey.

’ mwwbm

purchesers. Prom these prices we
deducted wirere appropriate. inland
freight and discomnts

We made adjwstnents. when :
sppropriete. for differences in credte
costs and the difference in commiasions

~ifr scrordunce with § 353.15 of aor
. Reguiativns (19 CFR 353.19). We alsv
" deducted. where sppropriate. the korer

merket pecking cost end added the
packing cost incurred an ssles to the
United Statea Parsoene to § 353.5¢ of
our Regulations. we made currency
cotrversiens at the rates certified by the
Federal Reserve Bank for the dutes of
the sales to the United States.

' We made competivons of “such or

‘lunihr" trerchandive based on weight.

grede. aversB site and dimension, end
production inputs.

Vesificatisn

I» secordence with section 77%s) of
the Act. we werified the imformnation -
provided by the respondents by waimg
standerd verification
incleding exsmiration of recovdsy avd
selection of origimal sowrce
documentation contairrivg refevent
informetion.

Pelilicsar's Commanis

thet the compasses investigs red sccownt
for an insignificant wount of exporis of
Cansdian constrection castings.

DOC Position: Besed on the
information contsimed in the record in
this investigation. the Depertment is
satiafied the! o sofficiewt swmbder of
exports of Canadiew constyuction
castings were incheded for review. Siwce
some ikeme of merchandive clverified
under the sppliceble TSUS mumber

857.08 do not fall withvin e scope of this
investigetion. 8 coOmparison between
import statistics and reporied seles does
not accureiwly reflect merket shore

Comomert 82 The petitioner sryves
that the Departrment should disregard
sales 1o LaPerie’s relwted home merkwt
distridetor for parposes of the fined
determination in the investigation.

DO Positran We agree. For purposes
of the preliminary determination. the
Department did not use hzse sales. We
viewed home market sales to LaPyrle’s
related home market distributar as sales
“to & person refated to tha seller of the
merchandise™ as descrided by § I 2
of owr Regulations. The competips price
lists sabmitted by LaPede as sddfitional
information were considered insufficient .
evidence to allow us to determine that
sales to the related home market
distributor were af arm’s leagih. The
Departinen! does oot consider these
sales o have bheen made “at prices
comparable to those at which anch of
similar merchandise is sald ® persons
unrelated o the seller ” Section 353.22 of
the Regulations. Cansequantly. the
previoualy excluded sales 0 LaPula’s
related bome market distribator wese
excluded from considarstion for '

" purpases of the Goal datermination of

foreign macket valus

Comment £2 The petilioner argues
that the Department should reject
LaPerie's ciaim {08 & level of uade
sdjustment

DOC Poaitica: Ve agree. Section
352.19 of tbe Reguiatons provdes tbat
the comperiaos of US. aad foreign
marke! pncs will grassaully be made st
the same commearcial ievel of wede
Furthermors. if snies ot the sasse level of
trade are insufioorss @ smnber W
permit com parisos. & comparacs will be
made af the nearest com parsble evel of
trade and spproprinie adipmtaests will
be made for differences allecting price
comparabalivy.

All of LaPerie’'s saies o e Unnted
States ware males made (s dis tributors.
LaPerie’'s asive to i0s sede ted castarmer i
Canada comstitute LaFurie’s only
distnbutar sales in Canadu. Thess saley
are being disregurded because of the
relationsivp.

The betance of LaPerie’s Canedian
sales were made o end-wvers
Consequently. the Department
compared thesr sales with the US.
distribotor seles as & cosrperison mede
“at the neerest compereble level of
trade.” LaPerie srgoes that since it
submitted information concerning
indirect sellirg expenves reisted solely
to e third party sefes. the Department
shouid effect edieeements for
“di{ferences sffecting price



2414

B-42

Feders! Register / Vol. 51. No. 11 / Thursday. January 16 1888 / Notices
.— e —————— —

comparability.” However, the
respondents provided no supporting '
documents to substantiate the
information submitted. Tierefors. the
Department has denied the claim since
the documentation provided was not
sufficient to prove that the differences in
prices in the two markets were due to
differences in the leve!l of trade.

Comment #4: The petitioner contends
that the Department should use
exporter's sales price in the case of
Bibby. Alternatively, the petitioner
srgues. that if the Department uses s
purchase price as it did in its preliminary
determination. the purchases price
should be based on the price to Bibby's
related U.S. distributor, or upon the
resale price less the distributor's
markup. :

DOC Position: We disagree. Where
merchandise is sold to an unrelated
party prior to importation. we determine
United States price under the provision
for purchase price since the provision
specifically covers such sales. We apply
exporter’'s sales price when the sales to
.. the unrelated United States purchaser
‘are made after importation. We interpret
the phrase “before or after importation”
a8 providing one statutory basis for
calculating United States price in
instances where an individual sale is
" filled in part by merchandise which had
n'olt been imported at the time of such
sale.

" Based on the foregoing. we have
determined that these sales fall within
the definition of purchase price. Since
purchase price deductions are limited to
“any additional costs. charges and
expenses. and United States import
duties incident in bringing the
merchandise from the place of shipment
in the country of exportation to the
- place of délivery in the United States”
and export taxes (19 U.S C. 1677a(d}(2)).
~ we have not deducted the distributor’s
markup.

Comment #5: Petitioner urges the
Department not to average United
States price for respondent Bibby.

DOC Position: We agree. Contrary to
respondent’s argument. the legislative
history does not suggest that section
777 A requires us to weight-gverage
United States price whenever we
weight-average foreign market value.
Rather. Congress intended to expand the
instances in which the administering
suthority may use sampling and
.sveraging techniques to include “United
States price or foreign market value.” H
Rep. No. 1156, 98th Cong.. 2d Sess. 168
(1984).

Congress gave use the authority to
select appropriate averaging ltechniques
representative of the transactions under

- investigation. As the legislative history-

of the 1884 Act plainly indicates. section
777A was enacted 1o reduce the
Department's costs and administrative
burden in cases involving s large

-number of sales or adjustments by

permitting us 10 use averaging
techniques in computing United States
price or foreign market value. H. Rep.
No. 725, 88tk Cong.. 2d Sess. 4548
{1964). We have concluded thst it is not
appropriate to use this discretionary
authority in this case.

Comment 88: The petitioner contends
that Bibby's discounts should not be
treated as circumstance of sale .
adjustments.

DOC Position: We agree. Although the
Department has the suthority to treat
discounts as circumstance of sale
adjustments. the Department generslly
has treated discounts as reductions in
price. Therefore. consistent with past
practice. the Department has used the
price net of discounts to arrive st both

purchase price and foreign market valus.

Comment #7: The petitioner urges the
Department to reject Bibby's proposed
method of establishing foreign market
value by sum averaging the parts of the
various complete vaive and service

xes.

DOC Position: Sales of valve boxes in
the Canadian market were recorded in
component form since Bibby's Canadian
customers were invoiced by reference to
component parts and prices. The
Department accordingly employed &
sum weight-averaging technique to
determine the average price per pound
for s complete valve box sold by its
parts.

An average component price was
calculated since component part price
was not constant. The average weight of
8 complete “box" was calculsted by
summing the average weights of each of
the components. The average price per
pound was then determined by dividing
the average price by the average weight,
box by box.

Comment 88: The petitioner claims
that the Department should disaliow a
circumstance of sale adjustment for

- Mueller's home market sales

commissions since these commissions
were paid to s related party and the
Department has consistently interpreted
the statute and regulations to preclude
adjustments for intracompany transfers
such as payments to related parties.
DOC Position: We disagree. We
recognize that. in general. the
Department has not permitted
circumstance of sale adjustments for
commission payments to related parties.
The principle behind denying &
circumstance of sale adjustment for
payments to related parties is that such
psyments are merely intracompany

transfers of funds: these payments are .
considered to be part of the geners!
expenses of the company. not costs
directly related to particular sales.

Though salesmen of the Mueller
product are salaried employees. no
selling is required to receive this salary.
Howevaer. sslling is required to receive
the commissions. The amount of
commission paid varies according to the
negotiated details of the employment
contract of each individual Mueller
salesman.

While we continue to hold that
circumstances of sale adjustments for
commission payments to related parties
are not generally allowsble, we
determined in this case that the
salesmen in question operated as

. unrelated parties. and an adjustment for

commission payments to them was
allowed. See. Egg Filler Flats from
Canads; Fina! Determination of Sales st
Less Than Fair Value, 50 FR 24000
(198S).

Comment #9: The petitioner argues
thet the Department should conduct &
second verification of certain items
alleged to have been inadequately
verified in the origina! trip. Absent such
a verification. petitioner urges the
Departoent to use the best information
otherwise available.

DOC Position: We disagree. The
responses were verified using standard
verification procedures. The
discrepancies did not exceed the norma)
error rates customarily found in the
course of any investigation. Therefore.
we did not consider re-verification
appropriate.

Comment #10: The petitioner urges
the Department to adopt more
sppropriate model comparisons than
those used for purposes of the
preliminary determination.

DOC Position: The petitioner's
suggested changes to the Department’s
model comparisons for Muelier and
LaPerle would base the comparison
entirely upon relative weight The
Department recognizes that a skewing
effect might occur in the comparison of
unequaily weighted product group
comparisons. Consequently, the
Department has revised its Mueller
mode! matches somewhat to address
this concern. :

The Department has also adopted. in
part, the revised model compsrison
submitted on December 2. 188S. by
respondent LaPerle for use in model
comparisons for this company's product.
The exhaustive comparison submitted is
s more adequate model match than that
used in our preliminary determination as
it groups a product not only by reference
10 its weight. but also by reference o 11s
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shape. overall dimension. and various
production inputs.

Comment £11: Petitioner conlends
that LaPerle's rebate calculations should
be reassessed in light of the time value
of money involved.

DOC Position: We disagree.
Consistent with past practice. when a
rebate is received at the end of the year
for-sales over the course of the year. we
use the actua) rebate received and do
not adjust for the time value of money.
In addition. the methodology applied in
countervailing duty cases for .
determining the present value of a
benefit adjusts the value once a year.
We do not-adjust for a period of less
than one full year.

Respondents’ Comments—Respondent
"Bibby

Comment 21:Bibby urges the
Department to correct computational
errors which may have affected the
weighted-average dumping margins
calculated for the preliminary
determination.

DOC Position: Any computational
errors in the preliminary determination
were corrected in the calculation of
dumping margins for the final

determination.
- Comment £2: Bibby argues-that the
Department should treat its discounts as
a difference in circumstance of sale and
.adjust accordingly.

DOC Position: We disagree. See DOC
position to petitioner's comment at
comment £6.

Comment #3: Bibby argues that the
Department should average United
States price.

DOC Posi:ion: We disagree. See DOC
position to petitioner's comment. 5.

Cormen! =4: Bibby argues that the
Department should use purchase price
to caiculate United Stales price. -

DOC Position: We agree. See DOC
position to petitioner's comment ®4.

‘Respondent LaPerle

Comment #1: LaPerle requests that -
the Department treat light and heavy
construction castings as two distinct
products and to calculate separate
weighted averages for each.

. DOC Position: The Department has
discretion in defining the "class or kind”
of merchandise subject to an
investigation and in determining
whether to differentiate among products
within that class or kind As we have
stated in other cases, the Department
will employ the same criteria used to-
determine class or kind in determining
whether separate rates should apply.
The critena used for class or kind
determinations include but are not

limited to: the general physical

characteristics of the merchandise. the -

expectation of the ultimate purchaser,
the channels of trade in which the
merchandise moves. the ultimate use of
the merchandise in question. and the
way the product is advertised and
displeyed for sale to the public We .
believe that light and heavy
construction castings ahould be
considered within the same “class or
kind" of merchandise.

In examining the general physical
characteristics of light and heavy
castings. we noted that both light and
heavy castings are made of cast-iron.
We also noted that both light and heavy
castings are produced in generally the
same method throughout the world.
While heavy castings and light castinga

are not interchangeable. the use of both
light and heavy castings is similar. Both
light and heavy castings are used by
industry to provide access to
subterranean public utility systems. We
also determined that both types of
castings move in the same channels of

trade, and are sold to the same types of -

end-users.

We have therefore determined that
light and heavy construction castings
are of the same class or kind. and that
any differences between the two types
of castings are not significant enough to
warrant the application of separate
margins.

Comment =2: LaPerle argues that the
Department should accept the reported
home market rebates in its calculation
of foreign market value.

DOC Position: The Department
verified these amounts and included the
reported home market rebates in its
calculation of foreign market value. We
did not. however. adjust for the time

value of money. For a further discussion.

see DOC position to petitioner's
comment 11 _

Comment 23: Respondent LaPerle
urges the Department to accept the.
revised freight costs offered at the time
of verification.

DOC Position: The Department has.
accepted LaPerle’s freight costs. The
verification bore out the changes to the
freight costs initially recorded by
LaPerle in its questionnaire response.
Though the changes may have been
substantial. the Department is satisfied
with the revised figures after full
verification of all charges.

Suspension of Liquidation

In accordance with secticn 733(d)} of
the Act; we are directing the United
States Customs Service to continue to
suspend liquidation of all entries of
certa:n iron construction castings from

Canada that are entered. or unthdnwn

. from warehouse. for consumption. on ot

after October 21, 1985. The Customs
Service shall require a cash deposit or
the posting of a bond equal to the .
estimated final weighted-average
amounts by which the foreign market
value of the merchandise subject to this
investigation exceeds the United States
price as shown in the table below. This
suspension of liquidation will remain in
effect until further notice.

Wengread
Manuiacsw / croouce / SxDone versge
~ergn
Mushy Careda. e L 1]
WPere Fourary. LK i Te
ooy S Cron Foundres. e ..o 109

A} others. sl 102

ITC Notification

In accordance with section 735(f) of
the Act. we will notify the ITC of our
determination. ln addition. we are
making available to the ITC-all
nonprivileged and norconfidential
information relating to this ~
investigation. We will allow the ITC
access to all privileged and confidential
information in our files. provided the
ITC confiums 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. The ITC will determine
whether these imports materially injure,
or threaten matenal injury to, a U.S.

"industry within 45 days of the

publication of this notice. If the ITC
determines that material injury or the

‘threat of material injary 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. however, the
ITC determines that such injury does
exist, we will issue an antidumping duty
order. directing Customs officers to -
assess antidumping duties on the
subject products entered. or withdrawn
from warehouse. for consumption on or
after the date of suspension of  °
liquidation. equal to the amount by
which the foreign market value of the
merchandise exceeds the U.S. price.

. This notice is published pursuant to
section 735(d) of the Act.

Paul Freedenbery.

Ass:stant Secretury fur Trade Administrotiop

‘january 6. 1988

{FR Doc. 8s-e81 Filed 1-15-8& &(5 aml
BNLMG CODE 3 10-00-8
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towards difficult-to-enumerate areas

and population groups...

Affected Public: Individuals or
households

Frequency: One time only

Respondents's Obligation: Voluntary

OMB Desk Officer: Timothy Sprehe,

395-4814.

Copies of the above information
collection proposal can be obtained by
calling or writing DOC Clearance

~ Officer, Edward Michals (202) 377-4217,
Department of Commerce, Room 6622,
14th and Constitution Avenue NW.,
Washington, DC 20230

. Written comments and

recommendations for the proposed -
information collection should be sent to

Timothy Sprehe, OMB Desk Officer,

Room 3235, New Executive Office

Building, Washington. DC 20503.

Dated: February 3, 1986

Edward Michals, .

Departmental Clearance Officer.

[FR Doc. 86-4724 Filed 2-4-88; 8:45 am]

S1ULING CODE 3610-07-4

International Trade Administration
[A-122-503)

Antidumping Duty Order; Certain lron
Construction Castings From Canada

AGENCY: International Trade
Administration. Import Administration,
Department of Commerce.

AcTion: Notice.

SUMMARY: In separate Investigations
concerning certain iron construction
castings from Canada, the United States
Department of Commerce (the
Department) and the United States
International Trade Commission (ITC)
have determined that these products are
being sold at less than fair value and
that sales of these products from

- Canada are materially injuring a United
States industry. Therefore, based on
these findings. all unliquidated entries,
ur warehouse withdrawals, for
consumption of certain tron construction
castings from Canada made on or after
October 28. 1985. the date on which the
Department published its “Preliminary
Determination” notice in the Federal
Register, will be liable for the possible
assessment of antidumping duties.
Further. a cash deposit of estimated
antidumping duties must be made on all
such entries, and withdrawals from
warehouse, for consumption made on or
after the date of publication of this
antidumping duty order in the Federal
Register.

EFFECTIVE DATE March 5. 1988.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Patrick O'Mara or Mary S. Clapp. Office.
of Investigations, Import Administration,
International Trade Administration. U.S.
Department of Commerce, 14th Street
~and Constitution Avenue NW.,
Washington, DC 20230; telephone: (202)
377-3798 or 377-17689.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:

The Petition

The merchandise covered by this
order consists of certain iron
construction castings limited to manhole
covers, rings and frames, catch basin’
grates and frames, cleanout covers and
frames used for drainage or access
purposes for public utility, water and
sanitary systems; and value, service and
meter boxes which are placed below
ground to encase water, gas or other
valves, or water or gas meters. These
articles must be of cast iron, not alloyed,
and not malleable, and are currently
classified under item number 857.09 of
the Tariff Schedules of the United States
(TSUS).

In accordance with section 733 of the
Tariff Act of 1930, as amended (the Act)
(19 U.S.C. 1673b). on October 28, 1988,
the Department published its :
preliminary determination that there
was reason to believe or suspect that
certain iron construction castings from
Canada were being sold at less than fair
value (50 FR 43592). On January 16, 1988,
the Department published its final
determination that these imports were
being sold at less than fair value (51 FR
2412). .

On February 18, 1988, in accordance
with section 735(d) of the Act (19 U.S.C.
1673d(d)), the ITC notified the
Department that such importation
materially injure a United States
industry.

Therefore. in accordance with
sections 736 and 751 of the Act (18
U.S.C. 1673e and 1675), the Department
directs United States Customs officers to
assess, upon further advice by the
administering authority pursuant to
section 736(a}(1) of the Act (19 U.S.C.
1673e(a)(1)). antidumping duties equal to
the amount by which the foreign market
value of the merchandise exceeds the
United States price for all entries of
cCertain iron construction castings from
Canada. These antidumping duties will
be assessed on all unliquidated entries
of the product entered, or withdrawn
from warehouse, for consumption on or
after October 28, 1988, the date on which
the Department published its
*Preliminary Determination” notice in
the Federal Register (50 FR 43592). .

On and after the date of publication of
this notice. United States Customs
officers must require. at the same time

as importers would normauy deposit
estimated duties on this merchandise. a
cash deposit equal to the estimated
weighted-averaged antidumping duty
margin as noted below. -

Yo

mergn

Percand)
Mustier Canada, Inc. 1 X ]
Bidy Sts. Cront Founanes, INC ..cw. e .. ‘e
LaPerte Foundry, Lto 120
Al other h oxpOr '70

This determination constitutes an
antidumping duty order with respect to
certain iron construction castings from
Canada, pursuant to section 736 of the
Act (19 U.S.C. 1673¢) and section 353.48
of the Commerce Regulations (19 CFR
353.48). We have deleted from the
Commerce Regulations Annex I of 19
CFR Part 353, which listed antidumping
findings and orders currently in effect.
Instead, interested parties may contact
the Office of Information Services.

Import Administration. for copies of the

updated list of orders currently in effect.
This notice is published in accordance

-with section 738 of the Act {19 U.S.C.

1673e) and section 353.48 of the
Commerce Regulations (19 CFR 353.48).
Gilbert B. Kapian, -

Acting Deputy Assistant Secretary for Import
Administration. ;
February 286. 1986.

(FR Doc: 88-4722 Filed 3-4-88: 8:45 am)
SULLING CODE 3610-00-4

[A-122-057)

Antidumping; Replacement Parts for
Selt-Propelied Bituminous Paving
Equipment from Canada; Correction to
Final Results of Administrative Review

AGENCY: International Trade
Administration, Import Administration.
Commerce.

AcTiON: Notice.

SUMMARY: On January 10. 1984 the
Department of Commerce published in
the Federal Register (49 FR 1263) the
final results of its administrative review
of the antidumping finding on"
replacement parts for self-propelled
bituminous paving equipment from
Canada {42 FR 44811, September 7, 1977)
for the periods December 1, 1978 through
August 31, 1979 and September 1, 1979
through August 31, 1981. The assessment
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[A-351-503) .

Certain iron Construction Castings
From Brazil; Final Dotermination of
Sales at Less Than Falt.Valgo

AGENCY: International Trade
Administration, Impart Administration,
Department of Commerca.

AcTion: Notice.

SUMMARY: We determine that certain
iron constructian castings from Brazil
‘are being, or are likely to be, sold in the
United States at less than fair value. We
have notified the U.S. International
Trade Commission (ITC) of our
determination and the ITC will
determine, within 45 days of publication
of this notice, whether a U.S. industry is
materially injured, or threatened with -
‘material injury, by imports of this :
merchandise. We have directed the U.S.
Customs Service to continue to suspe
liquidation on all entries of the subject
merchandise as describedinthe =
“Suspension of Liquidation” section of
this notice and to require a cash deposit
or posting of a bond for each such entry
in amounts equal to the estimated
dumping margins as described in the
“Suspension of Liquidation” section of
this notice. : : :
-EFFECTIVE DATE: March 19, 1988.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Charles Wilsan, Office of Investigations,
Import Administration, International
Trade Administration, U.S. Department
of Commerce, 14th Street and
Canstitution Avenye NW., Washington,
DC 20230; telephone: (202) 377-528"..

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:
Final Determination:

Based upon our investigation, we
determine that certain iran construction
castings from Brazil are being. or are
likely to be. sold in the United States at
less than fair value, as provided in
section 735({a) of the Tariff Act of 1930,
as amended (19 U.S.C. 1673d(a)) (the
Act). We have found margins on sales of
iron construction castings for all of the
firms investigated. The weighted-
average margins for individual
companies investigated are listed in the
“Suspension of Liquidation" section of
this notice.

Case History

On May 13, 1985, we received a
petition filed in proper form from the
Municipal Castings Fair Trade Council,
a trade association representing
domestic producers of certain iron
construction castings and fifteen
individually-named members of the
association. Those members are:
Alhambra Foundry, Inc.; Allegheny
Foundsy Co.; Binghum & Taylor:
Campbell Foundry Co.; Charlotte Pipe &
Foundry Co.; Deeter Foundry Co.; East
Jordan Works, Inc.; E.L. LeBaron
Foundry Co.; Municipal Castings, Incs’
Neenah Foundry Co. Opelika Foundry
Co., Inc.; Pinkerton Foundry. Inc.: Tyler
Pipe Corp.; U.S. Foundry &
Manufacturing Co. and Vulcan Foundry,
Inc., filing on behalf of the U.S.
producers of certain iron construction
castings. Ia compliance with the filing
requirements of § 353.36 of the
Cummerce Regulations {19 CFR 353.38),
the petition alleged that imports of the
subject merchandise from Brazil are
being, or are likely to be, sold in the
United States at less than [air value
within the meaning of section 731 of the
Act and that these imports mateérially
injure, or threaten material injury to, a
U.S. industry.

After reviewing the petition, we
‘determined that it comtained sufficient
grounds upon which to initiate an
antidumping investigation. We initiated
the investigation on June 7, 1985 (50 FR
24008), and notified the ITC of our
action. On June 27, 1985, the ITC found
that there was a reasonable indication
that imports of certain iron construction
castings from Brazil are materially
injuring, or threatening material injury
to, a U.S. industry {SO FR 27498).

We investigated Fundicao Aldebara
Lida. (Aldebara} Sociedade de
Metalurgia B Processos Lida. (Somep),
and Usina Siderurgica Paraensa S.A.
(Usipa). three manufacturers who
account for at least 60 pascent of the
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exports of the subject merchandise to
the United States. We examined all of
the sales made by Somep of the subject
merchandise during the period of
investigation. For Aldebara. we
examined 88 percent of its sales 10 the
United States. For Usipa. we examined
73 percent-of its sales to the United
States. For Aldebara and Usipa. we
disregarded those sales for which we
had insufficient information. - '

On July 29. 1985. questionnaires were
presented to Aldebara. Somep. and "~
Usipa. Responses to the questionnaires
were received between September 4 and
September 24, 188S. Supplemental
submissions were received between
October, 1985 and January, 1886.

On October 21, 1985 we made an
affirmative prelimiary determination
that certain iron construction castings
from Brazil were being. or wers likely to
be. sold in the United States st less than
fair value (50 FR 43581).

We verified the respondents’ .
questionnaire responses in Brazil from -
Junuary=13 to January 24.1988. .
Verification was also conducted at !
Philipp Brothers, Usipa's parent - ' . .
company. in New York on February 0.
1986. :

On October 25 and 28. 1985 we s
received requests from respondents to
extend the date for our final '
determination to not more than 135 days
after the date of publication of the
preliminary determination. This request
was granted and we postponed our final
determination until not later than March
12. 1966 {50 FR 48826). -

‘As required by the Acl. we afforded
interested parties an opportunity to
submit oral and writiten comments and
on February 10. 1986. & public hearing .
was held to allow parties 16 address the
issues ansmg in- this investigation.

Scope of lnvewgauon

The merckandise covered by this
investigation consists of certain iron
construction castings. limited to
manhole covers. nngs and frames. catch-
basins. grates and frames. ¢cleanout
covers and frames used for drainage or
access purposes for public utility, water
. and sanitary systems (heavy castings):
and valve. service. and meter boxes
which are placed below ground to
encase water. gas. or other valves. or
water of gas meters (light castings).
These articles mus! be of cast iron. not
alloyed. and not malleable. and.are
cyrrently classifiable under item number
657.09 of the Tariff Schédules of the
Un::ed Stotes (TSUS). The period of
investigation 1s December 1, 1984
through May 31. 1885.

Fair Value Comparisons

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 based on
home market prices or. where
sppropriate. constructed value as
explained below.

thnudSuuulhwi

As provnded in lecnon 772(b) of the
Act, we used the purchase price of the
subject merchandise to represent United
States price for all respondents because
the merchandise was sold to unrelated
purchasers prior to its importation into
the United States. We calculated the
purchase price based on the F.OB..C. &
F. or C.I.F. packed price to unrelated
purchasers in the United States. We
deducted. where appropriate. foreign
inland freight, handling. brokerage,
ocean freight, marine insurance,
wharfage, loading and unloading
charges and U.S. inland freight. We also
made an adjustment for the amount of
taxes imposed on such sales in Brazil
which were not collected by reason of

the exportation of the merchandise to

the United States. '
Foreign Market Value

-Price to Price Comparisons

In accordance with section 773(a) of
the Act, we calculated foreign market
value for Aldebara based on ex-factory

". or C.&F., unpacked home market prices

net of discounts. to unrelated purchasers
since there were sufficient sales in the
home market at or above the cost of
production to determine foreign market
value. From these prices we deducted

. inland freight and insurance. We made
. adjustments, were appropriate, for
‘differences in credit costs in accordance

with section 353.15 of our Regulations
(18 CFR 353.15). We also added the
packing cost incurred on sales to the
United States since the merchandise

" was sold unpacked in the home marhet.

- We made comparisons of “such or
similar" merchandise based ons
distinction between “heavy” and "light”
castings since there were no significant
cost differences on a per-kilogram basis
between products within each of these
two categories. For Aldebara, we made
adjustments for physical differences in
the merchandise in accordance with
section 773(a)(4)(C) of the Act. These

" adjustments were based on differences

in the cost of matenals. direct labor and
directly related factory overhead.
Pursuant to § 353.56 of our Regulations.

‘we made currency conversions at the

rates certified by the Federal Reserve

Bank of New York for the dales of the
sales to the United States.

Constructed Value

in accordance with section 773{e} of
the Act. we calculated foreign murket
value for Somep and Usipa based on
constructed value. For Somep. there
were no sales of such or similar
merchandise in the home market or in
third country markets. For Usipa. there
were also no sales of such or similar
merchandise in the home market. Usipa
did. however. make three sales to a third
country market during the period of
investigation through its related parent
company ip the United States. However.
insufficient information was provided
by Usipa on price adjustments relating
(o these sales to.use them as the basis
for foreign market value in this final
determination.

For constructed value, the Department
used the cost of materials and
fabrication. actual selling, general and
administrative expenses (GS&A) and the
statutory 8 percent minimum for profit.

Verification

In accordance with section 776{a) of
the Act. we verified all information used
in making this fina! determination using
standard verification procedures
including on-site examination of
accounting records and selected original
documentation containing relevant
information.

Comments. This section addresses
comments received from petitioners and
respondents on or before March 8, 1886.
Written comments submitted after this
date were not received in time for
inclusion in this final determination.

Petitioner's Comments

Comment 1. Petitioners argue that
submitted cost di'ta on Aldebara and
Somep did not reflect increases which
would be expected in 8 hyper-
inflationary economy.

DOC Position. While initial
submission data did not reflect
increasing values for certain costs.
actual costs for each month were
obtained during the verification and
these costs did reflect inflationary
increases.

Comment 2. Petitioners contend that
the Department should reject claims by
respondents that they incurred no credit
costs on U.S. sales and urge the
Department to calculate a credit
expense based on the period from the
date of shipment to the date that the
purchaser makes payment under the
FINEX financing program. However. if
the Department rejects this approach
credit should be calculated based upon
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the date of lhlpment and. the date of
receipt of paymeat in ‘cruzeiros.

* including any clearance pétiod when
funds are coavertad 1o cruzeiras.

DOC Position. We disagree. For
Aldebars and Somep. we did not
calculate a credit expense far financing -
under FINEX. We determined that these-

- terms were actually arranged betwem
the U.S. buyers and the Brasilian
financing banks. Aldebara and Somep
incurred no credit costs on these sales is.
relation to the FINEX financing. The -
Department does not consider any credit
-costs borne by an unrelated third party
to be a circumstance of sale directly
- . related 1o the sales under consideration
since there are no costs to Aldebara or
Somep. Regarding Usipa’s FINEX -
financing. see our response o Comment
3 below. .
Further, we determmed the U S. sales
.of Aldebara and Somep were made st
sight”. Consistent with our lindings in
Carbon Stesl Products from Brazil (49
FR 28298). we have not calculated a
credit expense for “st sight” sales.

“That thege may be s clearance pcnod‘

which banks require to pracess;

contracts:are not sale specific and. thus. '

are not circumstarices of sale. ~
Comment 5: Petitioners daim that the

Department should use constracted

. value to establish forgign market value

for Usips and Somep because they

. reportad no home market siles of iron -

-construction castings during the period

. of investigation.

.DOG Rasition. We agree. See the -
"Construcud Vdnc ucnul of t}n
.notice.::

Commentc Puunonen mnumd that

~ the Department should not:allow "

- Aldebsra's cdlaims for an offset for
" indirect selling expenses in the home

- market or a level of trade adjustment

because the company alleged that a
-large percentage of the home market
sales were mede io end-users'in lmall
quantities.

DOC Positian. We agres since

- Aldebara was not able to provide
+.documantation substantiating thue
claims at verification: .

- Comment 7. Petitioners state the

Depmem should publish a revised
preliminary determinatian because of
the inordinate amount of supplemnental

payments by U.S. purchasers does not
mean that Aldebara and Somep. are
extending credil during that peciod.
Cammeat 3. Petitioners contend-that
Phahpp Brothers incurs two mdﬂ costs
on'its U.S. sales' and that the
Department's calculauon of credit costs

the preliminary detezminatian

DOC Poxition. We disagree. Section
-. 733 of the Act establishes a sirict time
frame for each stage of the proceeding,
including the preliminary determination.
At the same time. the law does not

ona tra'xaacuonal basis mus! include require us 10 stop accepting

~ tbe cost of financing the importation of . supplemental submissions wfier :

- the goods under the FINEX program and - preliminary determination.
the umpiicit cost of proudmg credit to s Consequently; the Depantment is aot
customers on resales. requirad to update the preliminary

DOC Position. For purposes of tus
final determination we have continued -
to use the me'hodolog\ unplo»ed in
numerous previous cases. and heve
included credst expénses incurred by the -
exporter between the'date of sale to the -
unreiated U.S customer and paymec! by
_ that cus:amer Sincé Phiiipp Brothers did
not provide the Department witn
information or its saori-term borrowing
history we.used as bes: information
c'hewise avauabie Guarteriy Federai
Reserve Board bencnmark interest tates
for short-term fixed-interest loans
denominated in U.S. dollérs.-

Comunient 4. Petitioners argue that
when makicg a circumstance of sale
adjustment for difierences in credit -
expenses. the Department mus! inclide
all bank handlag charges toclose - -
exchange contracts and any discounting

determination upon every receipl of new
~informauon. or after such new
information has reached some .
sighificant acaumulation. la addiuon.
petitioners have enjoyed & coatinuing
--access and opponumty to cammeat- with
‘regard to every new sudmission.
Comment 8. Petitioners cantend that
- the Depariment should desermuce
foreign marae! vélue for Aldebars based
on best information otherwise available
because it faiied to repart complete and
accurale data in a umely manoer.’
’ Petiuonery'also state that if best
informatian otherwise available 13 not
‘used. then home marke! pfces msy be
appropriate to establish foreign markel

allow for their use:
+ DOC Pusition. We disugree with
petitioners’ claim that best informatiun

matanal submitted by respondents since

value if the statulory critenia are met to .

.of letters of credut relaung to those US.

sales.

DOC Posit.an. Discounting fees are
considered a pre-shipment credut - -
expense and are. therefore. nol reievan!
here As for bank handl:ng dharges on
enchange contracts. the exchange -

‘otherwase available should be used for
"Aldebara to delermine foreign markel

- value. Finding amissions of errors in

yresponses is common during
venfication. Aldebara’s omissian or
errors wesre oot of a type or magniwde
that would cause the Deparmment 1o use

the petitioners’ information as best
information otherwise available. We

. used Aldebara’s home market sales

since they ware made over an extended
period of time and in substantial -
quantities at prices which permitied
recovery of all costs withia a reasonable
period of time.

. Comment 9. Petitioners oontend that
there is no statutory suthority to use
date of shipment as date of sale if

.. Aldebara’s home market sales are used

for comparison purposes.
DOC Position. We disagree. In arder

" to compensate for Brazil's hyper-

inflationary environment, we have

_compared home market seles on the |

date of shipment with U.S. sales at the

submitted sales date. When pniceand

terms are set for home market sales.

-they are made with the delivery date in

mind and therefore inflationary

. expectations are built into those prices
- U.S. sales prices. in dollars. similarly

reflect home market inflation through
depreciation of the cruzeiro. Since we
apply conversion rates of the cruzeiro as
of the date of the U.S sale according to”
§ 353.56 of our regulations. it does not
reflect the inflationary effects on the
cruzeiro from the date of sale to the dote
of shipment (o offset the inflationary

-expectations built into the home market

price for that period. Therefare. home

- market shipments that are

contemporaneous with U.S. gales are a
more accurate measure of fair value Sec
also the Department's respornse 1o

- respondents’ comment 13.

" Commen! 10. Pelisoners argue thai un

" adjustment to U-S. price for

counlervailing duties must be denied
because no such duties have actudi:)
been imposed on the subject
merchacdise. Petitioners alsc utge tne
Department not to deduc! an estimatex
export subsidy from cash depes:ic:
bonding reguirements

DOC Posiuon. We d:sagree The
Departmental practice has been o
deduct the amount of estimated
countervailing duties whuch reflieci ine
export subsidy fram the dumping
deposit ar bonding requiremer.! whcn

* there is a [inal countervailiag duty raie

in effect on the imported meschundse
Althuugh no adjusiment o the LS
price 18 warranted uader section

- 772d)(1K D) until the countervasiing duts

is actually assessed on the subrect
merchandise. there 15 0o reasod W

_require  duplicale cush depesit or bond.

for the parian of the antidumping d.ty
which caanot be ulimately assessed -

Commean! 11. Peliucaers sugi st {ha:
the Department treat sales by Sumep
Aldebara as purchase price rarsaclions
il the Deparument determines = -
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Aldebara knew at the time of purchasé
that the merchandise was to be
exported to the U.S. Petitioners also
allege that Somep may have purchased
castings from domestic suppliers during
the period of investigation. Petitioners
contend that. if the supplier knew that
this merchandise was destined for the
U.S. market, the price of the’
merchandise from Somep's suppliers to-
Somep should be used as the basis for
determining United States price. .

DOC Position. We verified that these
sales by Somep to Aldebara involved
unfinished castings. Since Aldebara had
to further process these castings before
exporting. they are correctly treated as
sales by Aldebara. In our calculations of
the cost of production for Aldebara. we
included the cost of purchasing the
unfinished castings. To the extent that
Somep further processed manhold -
covers and rings purchased from
domestic suppliers before selling to the
U.S.. they are included in Somep's cost
of production and U.S. sales of finished
castings. .

Conmurient 12. To the extent that
respondents incurred expenses on U.S.
sales in cruzeiros, petitioners contend
that the Department must convert these
cherges into U.S. dollars on the date of
each U.S. sale using the certified '
e>x.change rates issued by the Federal
Reserve Bank of New York. .~

DOC Rcsponse. We agree. For those
expenses incurred in cruzeiros but
reported in U.S. dollars. we converted
these expenses back to cruzeiros on'the
date of shipmenrt and then re-converted
these charges into U.S. dollars on the
date of sale. using the cerufied exchange
rates of the Federal Reserve Board. In
the case of Usipa where such expenses
were reported in cruzeiros, we simply
corverted to doliars on the date of each
U S. sale.

Comme:t 13 Peuticners claim that
Aiderara sudmitted GS&A and
financing expenses incurred in
connection with 1ts U.S sales for
purpuses of the Department’s
constructed value caiculations.
Pet:t:oners argue that the Department
must reject these expenses and use
home marke! expense in calculating the
constructed value.

DOC Posi:ion. This 1ssue is moot
since the Department used Aldebara's
home marke! prices to establish foreign
market value. .

Comment 14 Petitioners argue that
Aldebara and Somep provided the
Degurtment. not with standard cost of
producnion formation or actual cost of
production informatiun, but with
est:mates of cost of production created
expressly for the purpose of this
dimp:ng inveshigaton. Therefore.

petitioners urge the Department to reject
Aldebara's and Somep's cost of
production information.

DOC Pasition. We disagree. We
evaluated Aldebara’s and Somep’s
methods for developing cost of
production data. including allocation of
costs to heavy and light castings and
found that generally such sllocation
methods were reasonable lor the costs
which were being allocated. In
situations where thess methods were
not accepted. appropriste adjustments
were made. )

- Comment 18. To calculate properly
Aldebara’s constructed valus,
petitioners claim the Department must
sccount for the acquisition of the
electric furnace. with full monetary
correction. in Aldebara’s factory:
overhead.

DOC Position. See the Dapartment's
response to petitioners’ comment 13.

Comment 16. Petitioners argue that
the Rull cost of patterns should be
included as part of rew material costs
for Aldebara in the Department’s cost of
production calculations. or if the
patterns were not sold. they should be
treated as assels with depreciation costs
allocated to factory overhead. '

DOC Position. We agres. The
submission accounted for pattern costs
in the costs of production. No
discrepancies were noted in their
methodology.

Comment 17. Petitioners claim that
Aldebara and Somep did not include
ICM or [Pl taxes paid on material -
purchases in their raw material costs. -
These taxes are not recoverable on
foreign or U.S. sales.

- DOC Position. ICM and 1P1 taxes paid
by these companies on purchases on
raw materials are credited tothe
company upon the sale of the finished
goods. Therefore. these taxes have not
been included in the cost of products o;
constructed velue.

Comment 18. Petitioners contend that
certain finished castings made by
Aldebara were rejected at quality
control and returned to inventory for
remeluing as scrap. The Department
should transfer the rejected castings to
inventory at scrap value and allocate
the labor and overhead costs to finished
castings.

DOC Pasition. We agree. The
transferred caslings were revalued as
scrap and adjustments were made to
finish castings costs. )

Camment 18. Petitioners argue thet
the Department should allocate genera!
factory overhead expenses for Aldebara
on the basis of usabie finished tonnage
produchion.

DOC Positior. We disagree. We
evaluated Aldebara’s methodulogy for

éllotating general overhead expenses
and found them generally reasonable.
Diréct labor hours were used 1o
aégregate costs between castings of
different types and values such as heavy
and light. .

_Comment 20. Petitioners claim that
Aldebara allocated CSAA expenses on
thé basis of production volume. The
Department should follow its past
practice and allocate GS&A on the basis
of cost of goods sold.

DOC Position. We agree. GS8A
expenses were reallocated on the basis
of cost of goods sold.

Comment 21. Petitioners contend that .
ifiterest income which did not result
from production or sales of the products
under investigation should not be
applied 1o offset Aldebara’s cost of
production. -

DOC Position. We agree. The nature
of all finencial expenses and revenues
were gveluated 10 determine if these
items were directly related to
production or sales of castings. All
financial revenues and expenses nol
directly related to castings were not
included in cost of production
calculstions. ‘

Comment 22. Petitioners argue that
the Department must determine the full
amount of packing costs associated with
the U.S. sales and include these costs in

" its constructed value calculations

DOC Position. We agree. All paching
costs were examined and reallocated tc
products produceg for the L'.S. marhe:.
Also. for Aldebara we added the
verified U.S. packing costs to foreigr:
market value.

Comment 23. Petitioners claim that
Somep and Aldebara failed tc inciude
1984 and 1985 year-end monetary
correction in its cost of productior. for
the months covered by the perioc of
investigation. These costs should ce
inctuded.

DOC Pos:it:on. We agree. Munetary
corrvection is @ cos! incurred by the
company and was inciuded 1n the cest
of production and consiructed value for
the period of investigation It s
allocated based on productior. volunie

Comment 24. Petitioners argue that
Sumep submitted an estimate for 1965
depreciation expenses instead of actual
figures. Therefore. they urge the
Department to reject the submutted
figures. :

DOC Position. Somep had not ve!

.closed 1ts books for 1985. Thus. end-of-

year depreciation had no! been
finalized. We examined depreciatiun
calculations and allocations and maae

- adjusiments were depreciatior. 3 & ny’

refivet the full actuw! Loss.
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Comment 25. Petitioners contend that
all end-of-year or accrued costs of
Somep. including the 13 month salary”
must be indexed to inflation to insure an
accurate constructed value analysis.

DOC Position. We agree. All costs of -

this nature were adjusted using ORTN
to reflect accurately current costs and
inflation effects.

Comment 26. Petitioners srgue that
the Department should include
depreciation on idle iron ore gnndmg
medis equipment in its constructed
value calculation for Somep.

DOC Position. We disagree. ‘l‘l‘ae~ ldle :

equipment is not currently used and has
- never been used for the production of
such or similar merchandise to that
under investigation. The depreciation on
these items reflects a cost associated
with a different business and as such
should not be included as a casling cost.

Comment 27. Petitioners claim that
monetary correction was calculated by
Somep based on all permanent assets
but not on sll deprecistion. and that the
Departmept should adjust costs to
reflect this.

DOC Position. Monetary correction
culculations were adjusted st -
verification to reflect all assets and lll
depreciation.

Comment 28. Petitioners contend tlm
certain factory overhead expenses
included in GS&A are directly related to
the operstion of Somep’s factory snd as
such should be allocated to factory
overhead in the Department’s
constructed value analyses.

DOC Position. We agree. These costs. |

such as equipment maintenance. were
reclassified as factory overhead.

Comment 29. Petitioners claim that the
Department should follow its past
practice and allocate Somep’s GS&A an
the basis of cost of goods sold.

DOC Position. We agree. Somep's
CS&A expenses were reallocated by
- cost of goods sold.

Comment 30. Peutioners urge the
Department to allocate all of Somep’s
packing costs to the U.S. sales covered
by the period of investigation.

DOC Positior. We agree. In Somep's -
response. packing was distributed over -
sales of all its products in domestic and
export markets. All packing costs were

reallocated to only those products which -

were packed. which were those
produced for the U.S. market. - i

Comment 31. Assuming that Usipa's °
cost of sales account is based on -
inventory valulations. petitioners are
concerned that such valustions may not
reflect the hyper-inflationary .
‘environment that exists in Brazil.

DOC Position. We agree. Pig iron used
in the castings production was revalued

ulmg current actual costs from the
foundnes.

Comment 32. Petitioners claim that the
Department should allocate Usipa's
general fectory overhead spplicable to
both pig iron and castings production on

- the basis of direct labor hours per ton.

DOC Pusition. The Depariment
decided that Usips's methodology for
allocating overhead costs was the most
reasonable basis svailable and used the
costs developed by this methodology-

Comment 33. Because Usipa's plant

-fabricating expenses are directly related

to production. petitioners argue that the
Department should sliocate them to
factory overhead rather than CS&A is
its final constructed value calculations. -

DOC Position. We sgree. Costs :
uoocmed with plant administration
and fubrication. as opposed to corporate
GS&A. were reclassified as lactory
overhead. .

Comment 34. Petilioners contend the
Usipa’ GS&A and financing expenses
should be allocated on’the basis of cost
of goods sold.

DOC Position. We agree. Adjustcd
GS&A and financing expenses were
reallocaled using cost of goods sold.

Comment 35. Petitioners urge the
Department of allocate Usipa’s packing
costs only to exports.

DOC Position. We agree. Pucking
coits were allocated 1o export products.

Comment 38. Petitioners siate that it is
unclesr what the Department considers

" the date of sale for the US. sales

reported by Usipa. Petiioner contends '
that if pnces and terms are finalized
with a contruct. the Department should
use the date of that contract as the U.S.
sale date. This dute of sale in relation to
date of importstion must govern the

. Department’s determination of whether

Usipa's U.S. sales are purchase pnice or
exporter’s sales price transactions.
DOC Position. Since Us:pa’s prices
and terms are finalized with a saies
contract. we have used this date as the
U.S. sale date. We treated all of Usipa’e

" sales used in our final calculations as
. purchase price transactions. since the

date of each contract preceded the date
of importation of the merchandise. We.
also based our calculations on contract
quantities since the actual contracts
were examined 8t verification. We
found no evidence of warehousing of -

- merchandise by Usipa to fulfill shipment

schedules..

Comment 37. Petitioners argue that
the Department must ensure that all U.S.
sales by Usipa during the investigatory
period are analyzed in its final
determination. Furthermore. the U.S.
sales included 1n the Department’s final
calculations on Usipa must be adjusted

for actual ocean freight and U.S. -
movement expenses.

DOC Position. We have included all
of USIPA’s sales made during the period
of investigation that corresponded with
sales made by Philipp Brothers during
this same period to unrelated U.S.
customers, except for three sales for
which we had insufficient information.
with regard to ocean freight and other
U.S. movement expenses. we used the
actual verified charges incurred on each

Commenl 38 Uf the Depariment
determined that Usipa purchased
castings for export and determined that

.Usipa’s supplisrs knew at the time of

eale that the merchandise was 10 be
exported to the United States.
petitioners contend that the Department
should use the price of the merchandise
from Usipa’s supplier to Usipe. if sl -
arms-length, for the purpose of
establishing United States price.

DOC Position. At verification. the-
Department found that some finished
castings were purchased from unrelated
Brazilian suppliers. In accordance with
DOC polices (see Dried Heavy Salted
Codfish from Canada (50 FR 20819)). the
cost of these castings was weight-
averaged.into Usipa’s cost of
production. We do not bave. information
which indicates that Usipa's suppliers
knew destination at the time of saie.

- Comment 39. Petitioners contend that

- Philipp Brothers gave discounts to at

leust one third-country customer fo-

- "trimming”. shortweight” and "broken
. pieces”. and that similar djscour.1s ma)
. have been offered on its U.S. sales

Furthermore. peititioner believe tha!
Usipa and Philipp Brothers incurred
direct selling expenses of its U.S saics
and that these costs must be accourted
for in the Depariment's fins!
calculstions. -

DOC Position. We verilied thu: thiere
were no discoums given on U.S. sules
The other types of expenses allegi'l.y
incurred are not considered direc:iy
related to Usipa's or Philipp Brotners’
sales and. hence. no adjustments hove
been made for these.

Comment 40. Petitioners contend that
the verified adjustment far phy sicai
differences in Aldebara’s home mariet
and U.S. merchandise must be denied
because Aldebara did not claim this
adjustment in its questionnaire

- response.

. DOC Position. We disagree fo? lru-
same reasons as stated in the
Department's response to petiiofiess”
comment B. In accordance with section

7738 }(4)(C) of the Act we mad: on

adjustment for the bolts and nuis
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included in casting sold in the home
market. ' o :

Respondents’ Comments
Aldebara and Somep

. Comnient 1. Aldebara urges the
Department to use constructed value
und not home market sales 1o determine

_foreign market value because the = -
quantities sold are negligible ig Brazil in
relation to U.§.'sales and the home
murket sales involve different levels of
trdde. Additionally. Aldebara claims -
that home market sales cannot be used
‘due to the hyper-inflationary economy,
the parallel market for exchange -
currency. and the limited convertibility
of the cruzeiro, which place the home
maurket sales outside the ordinary course

- of trade. N T

DOC: Pusition. We disagree that
Aldebura’s home market sules cannot be.
used. Aldebara has not produced any
evidence to justily the claim that it hua’
differcnt costs associated with home " -°

- market versus U.S. sales.due to quantity

. size or customer category. Also, we are” " -

not persybded that Aldebara’s home
_.market prices are an inappropriate basis’
for calculating foreign market value due
to the hyper-inflationary economy. '
parallel markets for exchange currency.
or the limited convertibility of the
cruzeiro. These factors do not invalidate

these prices for fair value comparisons. -

Comment 2. If the Department decides
. to use Aldebara's home market sales in '
its final determination. then each U.S. .
sale should be compared to a Brazilian -
sale with a date of shipment on or near
the date of each U.S. sale.

DOC Position. We agree. See the
Department’s response to petitioners’
comment 9. . : i

Comment 3. Respondents argue that
the Departmenr must grant an * .
adjustment for the countervailing duties
imposed or. the subject merchand:se by
either subtraci:ng the amount of export
subsidies for deposit or bending
purposes from the dumping marngins or
adjusting the U S. price for both heavy
and hight castings T

DOC Positios The Department is not
authorized to make adjustments for - -
subsidies. bu: only for countervaiiing
duties imposed to offset such subsidies.
Since no countervailing duty will be
imposed on light castings due to the
negative injury détermination by the
~ ITC. there can be no adjustment with
regard to light castings. See our
respunse to petitioners’ comment 10 in
regard to'the sdjustment for )
cuuniervailing duties to be assessed on
heavy Castings. - .

Cummen! 4. Respondents argue that
Aldebara ancé Somep do not incur credit

.--for respondents’ @

_expenses on their sale; to the U.S.

because customers are obligated to pay
by-irrevocable letter of credit in U.S.
dollars at sight. Respondents futher
argue that the clearance period between
time of shipment and the closing of the
exchange contract cannot be considered
an extension of credit since the importer
has already paid. Respondents also
argue that if the Department does
‘calculate a credit expense for the lug

-between shipment and payment, then

that expense should be offset by the

- - exchange gains that accompany the

delay.

- +-DOC Position. We agree with respec!

to the first two points raised by
respondents. See the Department’s
response (o petitioners’ comment 2. As
ment that credit
expenses be offset by exchange gains.
this issue is moot since we did not
calculate any credit expense on these .

" U.S. sales.

Comment S. Respondents argue that
any bank charges associated with
discounting letters of tredit in advance
of the shipment date should not be

_ treated as 8 credit expense since finance

charges on these advances are not

' directly related to specific U.S. sales.

DOC Position. We agree lor the

‘reasons stated in our response to

petitioners’ comment 4.

- Comment 8. Respondents urge the

Department to use the cost data
submitied by Aldebara and Somep in
calculating foreign market value since
the data accurately reflect the

-repiacement costs of the merchandise

’ under investigation

K

-DOC Position. We used the verified
actual costs. See the Department's
réspanse to petitioners” comment 1.

* Comment 7. Somep believes that the
Department's sales venfication report

‘incorrectly states ver:fied handling
" charges on certain U.S. sales. Somep

states that the amournts used should be

-based ar the charges appearing on the
bills fur each sale divided by net weigh! .

of each shipment. :
DOC Position. The verification report

- shows the per ton charge found or: each

invoice. For purposes of our firal
calculations. we agree with Somep and

- have divided the total amount on each

bill by the net weight of each shipment.
Comment 8. Somep argues that sales
of unfinished castings to other Brazilian
exporters are no! subject to this
invistigation and should. therefore. not
be used to establish United States price.

-even if the Brazil:an producer knew at

the time of sale that the merchandise
was destined for the U.S. Somep also
claims that the price of manhole covers
and rings purchased from domestic
suppliers should not be used as the

basis for determining United Siates
price. even if the suppliar knew that this
merchandise was destined for the US.
market.

DOC Position. We agree. See the
Department's response to petitiopers’
comment 11.

Comment 9. Somep argues that the
Department, in accordancs with sectiun
7731e)(1}(A) of the act. must pot include
ICM and IP] taxes as part of raw
material costs in its constructed vaive
calculations since ICM and IP] taxes on
ruw materials used in exported productu
are refunded.

DOC Position: See the Department’s
response to petitioners’ comment 17,

Comment 10. Somep disputes
petitioners’ aliegation that ids selling.

. general and administrative duta were

incorrect. Somep claims that certain
credit and financing costs were prope:!ly
segregated between the United States
and home markets.

DOC Position. Certain Htems of SCa A
were misclassified and. therefore. were
realiocated to factory overhead. With
regurd to Somep’s second claim.
separation of financial costs were
evaluated for reasonabieness and
sdjustments were made where
sllocations were incorrect.

Comment 11. Somep disputes
petitioners’ claim that depreciation un
certain molding machines be included &
& depreciation expense in constructed
value calculations. Somep argues that
since molding machines were not used
to produce the products under

- investigation. or “such or similar

merchandise” in the home marie:. they
are not required to include this expens:.
in its calculations. in accordance withn
section 773(e}{1){A) of the Act

DOC Position. Molding mach:nes

. were neither installed nor operationa.

during the period of investigaticn
Depreciation was. therefore. not
included for this equipment in
construcied value calculations

Comment 12 Usipa states that ik:=
preliminary determination was uliuwf
and in violation of section 776(®; of the
Act because information from the
peliton was used in lieu of information
furnished directly by Usipa.

DOC Pos::ion. Section T76{b) reguire.
the Department to use informat:on froa:
other sources if a party has refused or
was unable to provide the relevan:
information as requested by the
Department in a timely manner and 15
proper form Because of the numiarcus
deficiencies found in the respondenits’
submissions. the Departmen! d:d not
violate, but specificaily complicd w.in
the requirement of this sectior. b st

c
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information other lhan that submitied by
Usipa.

Comment 13. Respondents claim there
is neither statutory nor judicial authority
for any adjustments to reflect a hyper-
inflationary economy and that actual
costs should be uaed instead of
replacement costs. ’

DOC Position. Section 773(b) of the _
Act does not specify the methodology to
be used in calculating the cost of
production for purposes of determining
whether home market sales have been
made at prices which are below cost -
We recognize that, in dealing with costs
and prices in hyper-inflationary
economies. distortions arise when all
factors included are not -
contemporaneous. Therefore. we use
replacement costs of materials in order
. to reflect the true cos! to the -

manufacturer. We feel that this adjusts
- for any possible revaluation of inventory

1o reflect the effects of inflation and the .
fuct that materials will be replaced at
current prices. Therefore, the practice of
taking the effects of a hyper-inflationary’
economy into consideration is a proper
exercise of administrative discretion.

Suspension of Liquidation’

In accordance with section 733(d) of
the Act. we are directing the United - ..
Siates Customs Service to continue to
suspend liquidation of all entries of
certain iron construction castings from
Brazil that are entered. or withdrawn -

" from warehouse. for consumption. on or
after October 28. 1985. The Customs
Senvice shall require a cash deposit or
the posting of 8 bond equalto the
esumited final weighted-average
amounts by which the foreign market
value of the merchandise subject to this
investigation exceeds the United States
price as showr in the table below. The
secur:ly amourts estabhished i our
prelimmary aeterminatior published in
the Federal Regis:er on October 28. 1985
wili nc longer be n effect. This
suspensior. of hgoiaation will remain in
eficer unn furiner nouce

MaNUIACLI®  XOQLE 100NN

Aouce 3 S 7e
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Article V0.5 of the General Agreement
on Tar:ffs and Trade provides that “(n)o
product . . . shall be subject 10 both
anuduamping and courtervailing duties to
cumpensate for the same situstion of
" dumping or export subsidization.” This
provision is impiemented by section

772(d)(1)(D) of the Act. Since dumping
duties cannot be-assessed on-the portion
of the margin attributable to export
subsidies, there is no reason to require a
cash deposit or bond for that amount.-

‘ Accordingly. the portion of estimated

countervailing duties attributable to the
level of export subsidies found on
certain heavy iron construction castings
from Brazil (as determined in the March
12. 1986, final affirmative countérvailing
duty delermmahon on certain iron

" construction castings from Brazil) will

be subtracted from the dumping margins
for deposit or bonding purposes on

" imparts of certain heavy iron
" construction castings.

. Since the ITC determined in the

concurrent countervailing duty
investigation that there is no reasonable

" indication that imports of certain light

iron construction castings causs or

threaien material injury to.a U.S.

industry (50 FR 27488). the export

. .subsidies apply only to heavy iron

construction castings as defined in the
“Scope of lnvemgauon section of this
notice.

" ITC Notification

ln accordance with section 735(d) of
the Act. we will notify the ITC of our
determination. In addition. we are
making svailable to the ITC all
nonprivileged and nonconfidential

- information relating to this

investigation. We will allow the ITC

- sccess 1o 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
Admunistration. The ITC will determine
whether these imports matenally injure.
or threaten material injury to. s U.S.
industry within 45 days of the
publication of this notice If the [TC
determines that matenial injury or the
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. however. the

ITC determines that such injury does
exis!. we will issue an antidumping duty
order. directing Customs officers to
assess antidumping duties on the
subject products entered. or withdrawn

- 'from warehouse. for consumption on or
¢+ after the date of suspension of

liquidation. equal to the amount by
which the foreign market value of the
‘merchandise exceeds the United States
price.

This notice is published pursuant to
section 735(d) of the Act.
Paul Freadenbery,
Assistant Secretory for Trade Administration.
March 12 1988.

" {FR Doc. 855967 Filed 3-18-88: 8:45 am|

(A-570-502)

Certain Iron Construction Castings
From the People’s Republic of Ching;
Final Determination of Ssies at Less
Than Falr Value

AggNcY: Import Administration.
International Trade Administration.
Commerce.

AcTnione Notice of Final Determinatiun of
Sales ot Less than Fair Value.

SUMMAARY: We have'determined that
certain iron construction castings

_ {castings) from the People's Republic of

China {PRC) are being sold in the United
Stiates st 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 injuring. or
threatening material injury to. @ United
States industry.

EFFECTIVE DATE: Murch 19, 1886.

POR PURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT.
Arthur J. Simonetti or Charles E. Wiison.
Office of Investigations. tmport
Adminisiration. International Trade
Administration. U.S. Department of
Commerce. 14th Street and Constitution
Avenue. NW., Washingtan. DC 2023C
Telephone: {202) 3774829 or {202) 377 -
5288.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:

Final Determinatioa

Based on our investigation. we have
determined that castings from the PRC
are being sold in the United S:ates al
less than fair value. as provided in
section 735 of the Tariff Act of 1930. as
amended {19 U.S.C. 1873d) (the Act).
The weighted-average margin is Listed 1
the “Suspension of Liquidation” section
of this notice.

‘Case History

On May 13. 1985. we received &
petition in proper form filed by the

 Municipal Castings Fair Trade Council.

@ trade association representing
domestic producers of castings and
fif:een individually-named members ci
the association. Those producers are
Athambra Foundry Inc.. Aliegheny
Foundn Co.: Bingham & Taylor.

" Campbell Foundry Co.: Charlotie Pipe &

Foundry Co.: Deeter Foundry Cu.
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Municipal Castings Inc.. Neenah .
Foundry Co.: Opelika Foundry Co.. Inc.:
Pinkerton Foundry Inc.: Tyler Pipe Corp.:
U. S. Foundry end Manufacturing Co.:
and Vulcan Foundry Inc.: filingen .
behalf of the U. S. producers of castings.
In compliance with the filing
requirements of § 353.38 of the
Commerce Regulations {19 CFR 353.36).
the petition alleged that imports of the
subject merchandise from the PRC are
being. or are likely to be. sold in the
United States at less than fair value
within the meaning of sectios 731 of the
Act. and that these imports materially
injure. or threaten material injury to, s
United States industry. '

After reviewing the petition. we
determined that it contained sufficient
grounds apon which to initiate an
- antidumping duty investigstion. We
notified the ITC of our.actionand
initiated this investigation on June 6,
1885 (50 FR 24014} On June 27, 1088, the
ITC determined that thers is 8
reasonable indication that imports of
Certain iron coastruction castings from
the PRC are materially injuring s U.S.
industry.

On July 3. 1983, questionnaires were
presented to the Embassy of the PRC for
trunsmission on China National :
Machinery and Equipment Import &
Export Corp.. China National Metals &
Minerals mport & Export Corp.. and
China National Machinery import &
Exgort Corp.

n August 23, 1885, correspondence
was received from the Embassy of the
PRC: however, it was not responsive to
the questionnaire. On. September 3. 1985,
the Embassy of the PRC was informed
that we required responses to all
elements of the questonnaire.

Or September 26 1885. we infurmed
the Embassy of the PRC that we may
have to use best information available
for purposes of our preiuminsry
determ:nation.

On October 28 1963 we made an
aff:rmative preliminary determination
{50 FR 43504}

Or. December 9 1363 'we posiponed
our final determ:naucn {50 FR 50188)
unt:l no later than March 12, 1986.

We stated 1n our prel:minary
determination that if questionnaire
responses were recerved in ime to be
verified and evaluated. we would use
them for purposes of our final
determination. Responses were.received
from all three companies on December
18. 1985. Verification was conducted
from January 27 through February 7,
1946.

Our notice of preliminary
determination and our postponement
notice provided interested parties an
opportunity 1o submit views orally and

in writing. We did not hold s public
hearing because none of the interested
parties requested a hearing.

As discussed under the “Foreign
Market Value" section of this notice. we
bave determined thal the PRC is » state-
controlled-economy country for the -
purpose of this investigation.

Scope of Investigation

The merchandise covered by the
investigation consists of certain iron
construction castings. limited to
manhole covers, rings and frames. catch
basin grates and frames. cleanout covers
and frames used for drainage or access
purposes for public utililty, water and
sanitary systems. and valve, service and
meter boxes which are placed below
ground to encase water. gas. or other
valves, or water or gas meters. These
srticles must be of cast iron. not alloyed.
and not malleable, and are currently
classifiable under item numbers 657.0930
and 852.0900 of the Tariff Schedules of
the United Siates Annctated (TSUSA).
The period of investigition is December
1, 1064 through May 31, 1985

Fair Value Comparison

To determine whether sales of the
subject merchandise in the United
States were made ot less than fair value.
we compared the United States price.
with the foreign market value.

United States Prices

We used the purchae price of the
subject merchandise to represent United
States ?n'ca because the merchandise
was sold 1o unrelated purchasers prior.
1o its importation into the United States.
We calculated the purchase price of the
subject merchandise a9 provided in
section 772 of the Act. on the basis of
the C&F or CIF packed pnce with
deductions. where applicable. for ocean
freight and marine insurance.

Foreign Marke! Value
In acgordance with section 723(c of

 the Agt.-we used the weighted-averuge

price of castings imported into the
United States from s baske! of countries
as the bas:s for foreign marhet value.
Petiioner alleged that the PRC is o
state-contrglled-economy country and
that sales of the subject merchandise in
the country do not permit a
determinaugn of foreign markel value
under sectipn 773(a). After an analysis
of the PRC economy. and consiudcration
of the briefs submitted by the parties.
we have concluded that the PRC is &
state-controlled-economy country for

. the purpose of this invesligation. .

As a resuit. section 773{c) of the Act
requires us to use either the prices of. or
the constructed value of such or similar

-

meérchandise in 8 non-state-controlled:
sconomy country. Our regulations
establish a preferance for foreign murhet
value based upan sales prices. They
further stipulate that. to the extent
poisidle. we should determine sales
prices on the basis of prices in & non-
state-controlled-economy country at a
stage of economic development
comparuble to the state-controlled-
economy country.

We determined that Egypt. India,
Indonesia. Morocco. Pakistan, The

- Philippines. Sri Lanka, and Thailand

were at levels of economic development
most comparable to the PRC and it
would. therelore, be appropriate to base
foreign market value on their prices. We
sent questionnaires to known
manufacturers of castings in each of
these countries. However none of the
manufacturers, with the exception of an
Indonesian manufacturer. bas to date’
replied to our questionnaire. The
response submitted by Indonesia was
determined unsatisfactory for the
purpase of our final determunation.

We lacked home market prices from
non-state-controlled-economy countries
8! a level of economic development
comparable to that of the PRC.
Therefore. we selected. from the bashet
of countries exporting the subject
merchandise to the United States during
the March 1. 1988, through August 31,
1885 period upon which we have bascd
foreign market value. all countries not
currently subject to antidumping duty ot
countervailing duty erders or
investigations. involving the products
under investigation. This yielded
Belgium. France. ltaly. Japan.
Switzerland. Taiwan and the United
Kingdom: none of which are considera:d
to be at levels of economic develupment
comparable to that of the PRC.
Examining each on a doliars per meun
ton bayis. the Depuarimen! deterrunud
both France's and Belgium's prices t be
aberration~ and. thus. has excludec
them for purposes of determining forean
market value. Also. because the TSL'SA

_calegory. 657.0990. contains imports of

products other than those under
investigation. the Department
determined it to be inadequate for
purposes of making far value
comparisons and. therefure. 16 basing iy
fair value comparisons on the TSUSA
category 657.0950. which includes
manhole covers. rings and frames
Before using the basket of countries.
we looked at South Korea and Hong
Kong as cuuntries from whick we wud'.d
gather IM-146 statistics for puposes of
determining foreign market value
However. due to the fact that IM-14¢
tables showed no imports from South
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Kores under TSUSA category 6570950
during the March. 1885 !0 Avgust. 1985
period. and because Hagg Kang was -
merely ransabippung the merchandise
under investigatian, we determined both -
countries e be inadequate lar purpases
of our investigation. .
Therefore. we calculated fareign -
markel value oo the basis aof the average
f.ob. vnlneodculwmpomdm
the Uniled Siates from the
aforementioned basket of countries
during the six month petiod between
March. 1985 and August. 1985, as

Bureau of the Census. This time period
. was employed to acaount for a time lag
on the order of 10 tq 15 weeks between
the date of sale and the manth in which
the Bureau of the Census actually
records the importatian of merchandise,
for purposes of compiling IM-146 -
stalistics.
Verification
In accordunce with section 776(s} of
the Act. we verified all the informaton
used in making this determination. We
were granted aocess to the books and
records of the companies invalved. We
used standard verificatian procedures,
including examination of accounting
records. financial statements and

selected documents containing rclevaat
information.

Patitioners' Commeats

Commen: #1: Petitioners [cel that the
basiet TSUSA categary. 6570940, is the
mos! appropniile categary to use m
comparisan with Chinese Light casungs
prices 10 the United States

DOC Pasiior: We disagree. Because
this cutegory contains such 8 small
percentage of the merchundise under -
nvesuganon, we feel that u does aat
constituie 8 basws for fair comparisos to
Chinese light casiings prices o the
Ur.::ed States The baske! category can
. conlalr 8 variety of imports whizh are
no! casiings products. We. therefore.
have demaded 10 use oniy TSLUSA
categsry 657.0950 becaLse we ane

ceriaup that the merccandise tncluded 1a

this categary us comparabie to the
merchand:se under invesiigativn

Comment =2: Petitoners contend that
where expenses froro the U.S. sgies
price are pa:d in loca: Chinese currency.
free-market rutes for these expenses
should supplant Yuan denominated
expenses for purposes of reaching a net
U.S. purchase pnice

DOC Postian: We sgree. Where
expenses are ancurred in Chanese Yuan.
we have appued. as surrqgate
informauon, {ree-mearket rutes for
purposes of determining the net L.S
purchase price.

_investigations for

Commeant #3: Petitioners contend that
gross price on CMEC sales 1o the United
States should be determined by the
sales price between CMEC and related .
purchaser. Wgh Yuel (Hong Keng or
USA}

DOC Rasilian: W.e disagnee. It is

established Department palicy 10 use the '

sales price ip the first unrelated party
transaction as the gross sales price.
Because Wah Yust is a related

, purchaser. DOC determines gross price
. :;e be the pnge bel:een Wa:: Yuet ugd
. warelsted purchaser in the Unite

provided in the IM-146. compiled by the '

States. :
Raspondsnts’ Comments

Camment #1: Respondents assert that
Indian home masket prioes should be

' nuanOCthnuhrdcmu
, ~ foreign market valus.

DOC Pogitian: We disagree. Saaum

- 777(b)(1) 18 LLS.C. 1677f{b}1), states

“information submitted to the
administering authority . . . which is
designaisd as confidential by the person
submitting it shall not be disclosed 10
any peeson {othar thap an officer or
employee of the admisistenng suthority

. wha is directly concermed wilh
carrying out the ipvestigation in
connection with which the information
is submitted) without the consent of the
person submitting it." In conformity with
this statute. it is estublishad Departmesnt
policy oot W use confideatia)
iniormation gathersd in concurrent
ases of another
investigation involving the same
merchandise. without the consent of the
party submitting it. In this case. the
Indian government. on behalf of iis
producers. has refused 10 allow the
Indiun informetion 1o be usad in this
investigation

Gammen: #2: Respondents contend
that another alternative for detgrmining
foreige marke! value would be for the
DOC v use the indian sales pnces (o
the United States. adjusied upward by

L 4

. apy dumping margin found in the

concurrent Ilndian investigation. as the
basis for deiermining foreygs market
value. Respondents also suggest that we
use publicly svailable information from
IM-148 s atstics to determine Indian
pnices to the United States, and then
adjus! those prices to account far apy
dumping margin found in the concurrent
Indian invesugation involving the same
merchandise.

DOC Pogitian: We disagree. Because
doing so would be contrary to the lacian
government's request that the
Deparimest not use confidential lndian
pricing data as its basis for delermmmg

-foreign marke! value in this

investigation. and for the reason stated
in DOC's position to respondents’

-fazeign market value.

comment number one. this is not a
viable alternative. We also decline to
use publicly available IM-149
information from Indis for purpases of
calculating foreign market value. The
dumping margin in the indiaa
investigetion has been determined on
the basis of confidential information
submirted by the Indian produocers to the
Department of Commerce, not from
figures in the IM-148. Both section 773(c)
and 19 CFR $53.8(a) provide that in
determining foreign market vatue for a
state-controlled-economy country. the
preference is to utilize actual third
country prices to the United States or
third country costs. if the Department of
Commerce were to adjust the indian
sales prices ip the IM-146 by an
estimated dumping margin. which was
calculated on the basis of Indian
configentia infarmation, not IM-148 -
dsta. the resulting figure would be
neither a price nar a cost. but a
completely artificial pumber. [See Shup
Towels from the People's Republic of
China (50 FR 26023, June 24, 1885)).

Commeant 83 Respondents cantend
that. in the case of CMEC sales Lo the
United States. the gross price shauld be
the price between Wah Yuet and the
unrelated purchaser io the Lnited
States.

DOC Position: For reasoning set forth
in comment #3 of Peytioners’ Comments
section. we agree.

Comaent =4: Respondents asser: tha!
the basket TSUSA category. 657.099Q
should notbe used in determining

DOC Positon: For reasoning set forth
in comment #1 of Pet:tioners’ Commen:s
section. we agree

Suspensios of Liquidation

Inaccordance with sectson 733id! of
the Act we are directing tbe Unitec
Siates Customs Service to conunue (o
suspend hiquidation of al! entries of
castings from the PRC that are entered.
or withdrawn fram warehouse. for
consumphion. an or afier Qctober 26
1985. The United Siates Customs Service
shall require a cash deposil or the
posting af 8 baod equal te the eslimaed
weighted-svernge amounts by which the
foreign market value of the merchandise -
subjec! to this ipvestigation exceeds the
United States price as sbown in tbe
tabie below. This suspensian of
hqudanon will remaio 1o effect unt.!
further actice.

Meaceaum . Pradeces ‘Eaparter cu!
We:ghied- Average Marg:n

-AL Producers. Manufactuters ud-

Exporiers—11.6G .
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ITC Notification

Pursuant to section 733(f) of ihe Act.’
we will notify the ITC and make
available to it all non-privileged and
nonconfidential information relating to
this determination. We wiill allow the
ITC access to all pnvnleged and
confidential informatian 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

EFFECTIVE DATE March 19, 1986.

FOR PURTHER NEFORMATION CONTACT:
Terri A. Feldman or Mary S. Clapp.

" . . Office of Investigations. Import

Administration. International Trade
Administration. U.S. Department of
Commerce, 14th Street and Constitution

e Avenue NW., Washington, DC 20230,

(202) 377-0160 or (202) 377-1768.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:

N Flnaldelcmimliou

exist, this proceeding will be terminated

and all 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. we will issue an antidumping duty
order directing Customs officers to
assess an antidumping duty on certain .
iron construction castings from the PRC
that are entered, or withdrawn from
warehouse, for consumption on or after
the date of suspension of liquidation.
equal to the amount by which the
foreign market value exceeds the Uniled
States prices.

This determination is bemg pubhlhed
pursusnt to section 735|d) of the Act (19
U.S.C. 1873d). :

Dated: March 12, 1986
Paul Freedanbers,

Assis:ant Secretary for Trade Administration.
(FR Doc. 86~5984 Filed 3~18-85.8:45 am]
WLLING CODE 3610-08-4

[5-533-5011

Certain lron Comtructlon Cutlngl
From India; Final Determination of
Sales st Less Than Fair Vaive

AGewncY: Interdetional Trade .
Adm:nisiration. Impor: Administration.
Commerce.

ACTION: Notice.

SUMNMARY: We have determined that
certain iron construction castings
(construction castings! from India are
being. or are like'y 10 be. sold in the
United Staies at less than fair value. 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. exept that produced and
exported by RSI Indis Pvt. Ltd. (RSI).

Kejriwal lron & Steel Works {Kejriwal) -

and Kajaria Castings Pvt. Lid. (Kajaria)
as descnibed ir the "Suspension of
Liquidation” section of this notice.

" Based upon our investigation. we have
determined that construction castings
from India are being. or are likely to be,
sold in the United States at less than fair
value, as provided in section 735(a) (19
U.S.C. 1673d(a)) of the Tariff Act of 1830,
as amended (the Act). Three of the four
companies investigated, RSI. Kejriwal"
and Kajaris. have been excluded from
this final effirmative determination
since we have found Kejriwal and
Kajaria's welghled-average margin to be

_ de minimis and since we have found

that RSl made no sales at less than fuir
value. The margins ranged from 0.033%

. 10 35.13%. The weighted-average margin

for each company is shown in the
- "Suspension of Liquidstion" eection of
‘this notice.

Case History «
On May. 13, 1885. we received a

. .petition in proper form filed by the
- Municipal Castings Fair Trade Council.

a trade association representing
domestic producers of castings. and

-fifteen individually-named members of

. the association. Those producers gre:

. Alhambra Foundry, Inc.; Aliegheny

Foundry Co.: Bingham & Taylor:
Campbell Foundry Co.: Charlotte Pipe &
Foundry.Co.: Deeter Foundry Co.: East -

' -Jordan lron Works. Inc.. E.L. Le Baron

Foundry Co.: Municipa! Castings Inc.;
Neenah Foundry Co.; Opelika Foundry
Co.. Inc.; Pinkerton Foundry. Inc.: Tyler
Pipe Corp.; U.S. Foundry and

; Manulfacturing Co.. and Vuican Foundry

Inc. In complhiance with the filing

requirements of § 353.36 of the
Commerce Regulations {19 CFR 353.36).

_ the.petition alleged that imports of the

subject merchandise from India 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 threatening
material. injury to. 8 United States
industry.

After reviewing the petition. we
determined that it contained sufficient
grounds upon wich to initiate an
antidumping duty invest:gation. We
notified the ITC of our aztion and

initiated such an investigation on June 7.
1985 (50 FR 24014). On june 27, 1983, the
ITC determined that there is @
reasonable indication that imports of
iron construction castings are materially

- injuring. or threstening material injury

to. a U.S. industry (50 FR 27488).

On june 21. 1885, 8 questionnuire wus
presented to respondents. On August 8
and 19, 1888, RS] India Pvt. Lid. (RSI).
Kejriwal Iron & steel works (Kejriwal).
Serampore Industries Pvt. Lid.
(Serampore) and Kajaria Caslings Pvt.
Ltd. (Kajaria) responded to our

. questionnaire.

Because the above-named companies
accounted for more than 60 percent of
exports of the merchandise to the Umited
States during the period of investigation.
we limited our investigation to them. We
investigated virtually all sales of
standard pipe and tube by these .
companies for the period December 1.

- 1984, through May 31. 1885.

On October 28. 1985. we made an
affirmative preliminary determination
{50 FR 43585). .

We verified the quemonnanre
responses in January. A hearing was
held on February 21. 1886. -

Scope of Investigation

The products covered by this
investigation are certain iron
construction castings. limited to
manhole covers. rings and frames. catch
basin grates and frames. cleanou! tovers
and frames used.for drainage or access
purposes for public utility. water and
sanitary systems. and valve. senice and
meter boxes which are placed below
ground to encase water. gas. or other
vulves. or water or gas meters. These
articies must be of cast tron. not atloy et
and not malleable. and are currently
classifiable under item number 85709 Jf
the Tariff Schedules of the Un:teg
States.

Fair Value Comparisons

To determine whethe: sales in the
United States of the subject
merchandise were made at less thur fa:r
value. we compared the United States
price based on purchase price with the
foreigr. market value based on the
constructed value of the imported
merchandise.

United States Price

As provided in section 772 of the Act.
we used the purchase pnce of the
subject merchandise to represent the
United States price because the
merchandise was soid 1o unrelated
purchugers prior 1¢ its impariation inie
the United States We calcuiated the
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purchase price based on the packed
F.O.B. or CAF price to unrelated
customers in the United States. Where
appropriale, we made deductions far .
foreign inland freight, ocean freight. port
charges. inspection charges. brokerage
and handling. service charges. and
insurance. We also added dul)
drawback

Foreign Market Valus

In accordance with section 773(e) of
the Act. we calculated foreign market
value based an constructed value since
-there were not sufficient home market or
third country sales of such or similar
merchandise. Constructed value was
based on the constructed value reponses
of the respondents.

In determining constructed vulue for
each company, we calculated the cost of
materials. fabrication, general expenses,
and profit. In addition. we added the
packing costs for sales to the United
States. The amounts added for general,
expenses were calculated from data
provided in the responses. For the
companies where general expenses .
were less than the statutory minimum,
we used the statutory minimum of 30 -
percent of the sum of material and
fabrication costs. Where generul
expenses were grester than this
mimimum, we used the actual generul
expenses of the company. The amount
added for profit was the statutory
minimum of 8 percent since there were
no home marka: sales. We udded the
packing costs for sales to the United
States. We made an adjustment-for
difference in circumstances of sale
based on credit cost.

We made currency conversions in
accordance with § 353.56(s)(1} of the
Commerce Regulations. using certiied
exghange rates as furnished by the
Federal Reserve Bank of New Yark

Verification

In accardance with sect.an 770ja) of -
the Act. we veriied 81! informauon
provided by respandects by using -
standard verificatian procedures,
including op-site inspectian of the
manufaclurers’ aperatians and
examunation of accouctng records an..
randomly selected documeals.

Petilioner's Comments

Cazunent 1- Petitioner argues that the
Department should treat the sales
between Kajana and its suppliers as the
appropriale transactians in arder 1o
determune Unuted Siates pnice because
Kajaria exparts anly to the United
States and so0 its suppliers knew the
merchandise was desuned for the
Urited States.

., boC R:Jpanne \M disagree. We
verified that Kajaria is relaled o its
suppliers. Therefare. we used Kajaria's
prices 10 its unrelated U.S. customers far
purposes of camparison 10 copsiructed
value (0 determine whether there were
sales at less than fair value

Comment & Pelitioners argue that u_:e )

Departmest should treat the sules
between Kejriwal and its supplier as the
appropriate transactions because there
is nothuu in the record which disposes
of the issue of whether Kejriwal's
supplier knew at the Llime of ils sales to
Kejriwal that the merchandise was

_ destised for expart to the United States.

DOC Respanse We verifiad that
Kejriwalis unrelated to its supplier. and
that Kejriwal's supplier does aot know
the ultimate destination of its products.
At verification, we were shows that -
Kejriwal closely supervised the
production of the castings and exparted
to various countries. We found o . -
indication that its suppliers knew the
destination of the castings. Therefare.
we usad Kejriwal's prices 1o its

" unrelated US. customers for purpuses of

compariaan 1o constructed value.
Camment & Pelitioners argue thet 8o

. adjustment should be made 10 United

States price for rebated duties and taaes
in the form of cash compensatory
support payments [CCS) and duty
drawback because. since ihere are no
home market sales. there could be no

"tax added or included in hame marke!

sales. Furthermare, petitioners state that
if an adjustment for CCS an heavy
castings is made. then ai leaas this

i . adjustment should excluile an amoun!

represenung the overrebate af indives!
taxes
" DOC Respanse We usru i part. We
have not made an adjustment 10 United
States pnce for indirect taxes tbat are
rebated uader the CCS. Duty draw backs
have been added w United States price.
in aceardance w:th secuon 772;d)1)(B;.
Commer: ¢ Pétitonens argue that no

_ adjustdhent should be made 1o United
"States prce for the 10 perceas CCS -

payment of gh: castings becsuse there
“is'rio link between the rebste amoun!
and the amount of indirect taxes and
therefare the rebate is not diracfly
related to the sales being investigated
DOC Respunse: We agree and pave
no: made ap adjustment 10 United -
States price. However. we note that
since there has not been a
countervailing duty isvestigauoa oo
light custings from India. we hawve not as
yel detezmuned whether there is a Lirk
between the amouat of the rebate and
the amount of indirect taxes.
Commen: 5 Petiticners argue that an
adjustmest © United States price far -
estimated countervailing duties must be

" denied because ecunlgn'aililﬁg dubies -

have not yet been imposed an Lhese
entries of castings. Petitioners also uzge
the Department nat o deduct un
estimated export subsidy from any
dumping casb deposit or banding
requirements. -

DOC Response: We disagree. The
Departmentut practice has been to
deduct the amount of the export subsidy
from the dumping deposit or bonding
requirement whea there is a final
countervailing duty arder 1n effect on
the imported merchandise. ’

Althoogh no sdjustmesnt to the United
States price is specifically prescribed
under gection 772(d)(l XDj umtil the

- countervailing duly is ectually assessed

on the subject merchandise. there 1s no
reason to require & duplicate cash
deposrt or bond for the portion of the
antidumping duty wirich cannot be
ultimetely assessed.’

In addntion, the position advocated by
the petitioners would defeat the purpose
and effect of the 1984 amendment 10
secuon 751 of the Act which provides
for assessments of antidumping duties at
the rates of estimated deposits collected
on the merchandise uniess an
adrmoistrative review hus been
requested. Respondents would be
compelled to request an admipistrativ e
review for all imports in order 10
prevent the situation of double-
assessmenis due to the countervailing
duty subsequenty assessed.

- Comment §: Petitioners argue ha!
bank charges are direct selling expenses
for which the Departme=: should muhe &

circumstances of sale adjustmer:.

DOC Response: We ag-ee Secliun
353.15 of our regulations prevides for
reasanable allowances for bona fide
differences in circumstances of sule
which bear a direct relationsh:; to tie

- sales under investigatior Swce bana

charges wouid no: be wcurred absen: &
sale. we believe Lney are direcll) reiated
10 eack U.S. sale and we have inciuded
thert ip the circumstunces cf saie
adjustment for differences to credst
terms.

Comment 7 Petitianers claux tbat the

Department! made 8 punber of

camputaLonal errars. Specifically they
argue tbat the Departmen: shouia
differentiate benween saies of lighi and
heavy castings. that inspectian cha’ges
should be applied to appropriate U.S.
sales of heavy castings. that U.S. sales
of products outside the scope of the
investigation should not be 1acduded
and that the “all other” category shouid

"be calculated accurately.

DOC Respunse: We agree 8ng have
carrected our calculations as nezessary
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Comment 8: Petiiuners ¢claim that.
because Serampore's response roporiéd
inaccurute and incomplete sales data. it
lacks credibility. The Depariment should
use the best information otherwise
available to establish United Stutes
price. and should not rely on the
respondent’s submissions.

DOC Response: Because all
information used by the Department in
analyzing Serampore’s U.S. sales wus
verified. we do not need to resort to the
best information otherwise availuble.

Comment 9: Pelitioners argue that the
Department should use actuai charges
for ocean and inland freight and interest
rates by which to adjust United Slatel
price.

DOC Response: We agree. All
adjustments made by the Department
are based on verified. actual amounts.

Comment 10: Petitioners argue that-
where the cost of interest in 8 particular
transaction has been passed on to the
customer and reported in the sales price,
the Department should make a
circumstances of sale adjustments to
arrixe at the gross unit price comparable
to the constructed value.

DOC Response: We believe this issue
is'-moot. We verified that the unit price
reported by respondents did not include
the cost of interest passed on the
customer. We therefore made no
adjustment

Comment 11: Petitioners clalm that the

IPRS rebate should be assumed to
rebate a proportional amount of indirect
taxes and the tax incidence of castings
exporters should be adjusted
proportionately.

DOC Response: The IPRS rebate is not
related.to the indirect taxes The [PRS
rebate 1s the difference between the
price charged for the pig iror used to
produce castings for the home market

d tha! used to produce castings for the
expor' marke:

Ccmmen? 12 Petitioners argue 'hat
tre Dejartmen: should use actual. rather
thar theoretica! {:.e . 8 percent;. profit
figures in its constructed value analyses.

DOC Resprrse ‘Because the
respondent compdnies do not have
viable home maraet or third country
marhe! sales. the profit used in the
constructed value for all four companies
was the statutory minimum 8 percent of
the total manufacturing cost plus sales,
general. and admunistrative (SG&A)
expenses.

Ccmment 13: Pelmoners claim that the
cost related to i1dle facilities should be
incizded in constructed value.

DOC Resporise. The facilities of the
respondents were not considered to be
idle capacity by the Depariment since
such facilities were permanently closed.

Comment 14: Petitioners argue thal
post-sale warehousing expenses
incurred by all respondents should be »
circumstances of sale adjustment if the
Depsartment determined that these
expenses were directly related to the
U.S. sales under consideration.

DOC Response: The warehouse
fucilities maintained by three of the four
respondents were used for finishing.
warehousing. painting and packing
castings. The cost of these lacilities is
included in the constructed value. The
fourth company does not maintein a
separate warehouse facility.

Commaent 15: Petitioners ergue that,
with regard to Serampore. actual
rroducnon tonnage of finished custings

ess pattern tonnage obtained at
verification should be used to determine
unit production costs in the constructed

-value. Factory staff wages. benefits and

factory security costs should be
included in factory overhead rather than
SGaA.

. DOC Response: ‘nu actual production
tonnage of finished castings obtained st
verification was used to determine the
unit production costs for the constructed
value. Pattern tonnage is not considered
to be production. since such tonnage is
not produced for resale. Factory staff
wages. benefits and factory security
costs were included in factory overhead
since such costs relate io the
manufacturing process in the
constructed value.

Comment 18 Petitioners argue that.
with regard to Serampore. the cost of
purchasing finished caslings for resale
should be included in the constructed
value for in-house produced castings. if
the Department is not going to calculute
a separate constructed value for
purchased and resold.castings.

DOC Response: The Depariment uses
the actual costs which were incurred by
the company as its basis for determining
the cost of production. If some of the
company’s production was purchased ir
a sem:-finished state. or a completed
state. these purchased costs are part of
the overall costs to the company and are
therefore tncluded in the calculation.

Comment 17: Petitioners argue that.
with regard to Serampore. if interest
expenses included in SG&A were in
connection with its production assets.
these expenses should be included in
the factory overhead calculation for
constructed value purposes.

DOC Response: The Department
views the funds obtained from debi as
being fungible: therefore. interest
expense is not identified with specific.
assels.

Comment 18: Petitioners argue that. if
the Department determined that
Serampore's cost of production response

was not sufficiently supported by
corporate cost accounting records. the
Department should use best information
available to esteblish constructed value.
DOC Response: In cases where
primary source documentation was not
available. the Department used
altemnative procedures to determine the

‘reasonableness of the data. In any

situation where alternative
documentation may not have been
available. the Department used a
reasonable amount for the specific costs
obtained from dther company records as
best information available.

Comment 19: Petitioners argue that.
with regard to Kejriwal. direct. stores
and factory overhead should not be
allocated between export and domestic
sales because these costs are not
associated with domestic sales. SGaA
expenses should be allocated between

- export and domestic sales on the basis

of cost-of-goods sold and not on the
basis of sales value.

DOC Response: The Department
identified certain costs included in

_direct stores and factory overhead with

the export and domestic products.
Corporate documentaton did no! permit
the allocation of SCAA on the basis of
cost of sales. Therefore. the Department

. used sales value as the best altemative

basis. )

Comment 20: Petitioners argue that.
with regard to Kejriwal. accrued year-
end bonuses for the period of
investigation. depreciation experses fur
warehouse and office assets and
patterns acquired during the fiscal year
should be included in the construcied
value:

" . DOC Response. We agree. Accrued

year-end bonuses for the period of

_investigation. depreciation eapenses for

warehouse and office assets and

. patterns acgqutred during the fiscai yea-

were included i the constructed vaiue

‘Com:ment 21. Penuicners argue that
with regard to RS! pattern and moid
‘box tonnage shouid be decducted irom.
‘the totai casting production tonfage fur
the purpose of calculating uni
constructed values The Depariment
should include in the construcied vaiue
one-thizd of the moid box and patten
expense transferred from the closed
foundry 1o RS{ Travel expenses. as aii
other expenses. should be calculated on
an accrua! basis. SG&A expenses shcu!:
be allocated between the Import
Division. the Applied Power and
Engineering Division and the Fou adry
and Export Division con the bus:s of co»
of-goods sold and no! on the bas:s of
office salaries extiusive to any onv
divis:on
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DOC Response: Pattern and mold box
production tonnage was deducted from
the totul castings production tunnage for
the purpose of calculating the
construcled value. )

The Department calculated the
depreciution for the patterns und mold
Loxcs at an annual rate of 30%. the rate
normallyv used by the company. -

Truvel expenses were included on an
accrual basis in the constructed value. .

General and administrative expenses:

were allocated among divisions on the

basis of office salaries exclusive to any
one division. Selling expenses were .
alll%caled on the basis of cost of goods
so

Comment 22: Petitioners argue thai.
with regard 1o RSL. the cost of
purchasing finished castings for resale
should be included in the constructed
value for in-house produced castings. if.
the Department is not going o calculute
a separate constructed value for
purchased snd resold castings.
Depreciution tor fuctory assets -

scquired during the fiscal year and all . ‘

other assetg purchased through May 31.
1985, should be included in the
constructed value.

DOC Response: The cost of
purchasing finished castings for resaie
was included in the constructed value
for in-house produced castings.
Depreciation for factory assets ucquired
through the period ended May 31, 198S.
was inciuded in the constructed value.

Com:nent! 23: Pelitioners argue that,
with regurd to Kajaria. SG&A expenses
should be allocated between Kajaria's ..
varivus divisions on the basis of cost-of-

goods sold and not on the basis of sales

value Warehouse mainienance. repairs.
maintenance. snd production asset
deprecistion expenses snould be
allucated to factory overtead in the
constructed value and no! SG&A. ‘
Patiera deprectation expenses should be
caiculated using ine rate typically
appi:ed by Kajane

DOC Respeuse S:nce the
respcnient g records dic ncl permit us
to ideniify the cosi of sales of the
various products sold. we have
allocated SC&A or. the Lasis of relative
saies as the bes{ alternative method.

Warensuse maintenance, repairs.
other ma:ntenance. and production
assels deprectalion expenses were
included in factory overhesad.

The patiern-depreciation was -
cialculated w1 an annual rate of 30%. the
raie normully used by the company.

Comment 24: Petitioners argue that.
with regard to Kajana. office staff
weifare. donations wealth tax and

bouoks and periodicals expenses should .
Le inciuded 1n SG&A in the constructed

vaiue. Purchuses of finished custings.

hn}d cohe. direct stores and delivery
transportation changes for raw

-materials should be included in the

constructed value. Actual. not
estimuted, pattern and mold box
tonnage should be excluded from the
total production tonnage of finished
castings in the constructed value. The
Depurtment should include the amount

. of accrued interest that was in dispute

during the period of investigation in the
constructed value in factory overhead if
the funds were used to purchase or

. service productive assets, or in SG&A if-

the funds were used for working capital.
The Department should deny the request
to offset interest expense with interest
income.

DOC Response: Expenses for office
staff welfare. donations: wealth tax and

‘books and periodicals were included in

SGA&A in the constructed value. The cost

"of purchasing finished castings for
resale was included in the constructed

value for in-house produced castings.
Purchases of hard coke. direct stores

and delivery transportation charges for

raw materials were included in the

constructed value. The pattern’

production tonnage was removed from

- the total production tonnage of finished

caslings in the measurement of
constructed value. The amount-of
accrued interest-that was in dispute
during the period of investigation was
included in the constructed value as a

. SG&A expense. The Depantment

determined that interest expense is
offset only by interest income related 1o
operstions.

Comment 25. Petitioners argue Lhul.
with regard to Necnaa. depreciatior.

-printing and stationery. salaries. factory
. office. fuctory- office administration.
. miscellaneous. entertainment and audit *

expenses should be wncluded in factory
ovechead in the constructed value.
Interest expenses should be allocetud
over the length of the ioan agreement
and not over the fiscal yeu:.
- DOC Response. These expenses were
included in factory overhead in the
constructed value. Interest expenses
were allocated over the length of the
loan agreement.

Comment 26: Petitioners argue that.

. with regard to Neenaa. delivery

transpartation charges for rew
materials. transportation of finished

~ goods from factory to warehouse.

accured year-end bonuses for the period

- of investigation. depreciation expenses.
. December 1984 interest expenses.

machinery costs. and sctual. rather than
submitted. printing costs should be

_included tn the constructed value.

DOC Responsc These expenses are
part of the cos! of production and huve
been included in.the constructed viive.

Cununents 27: Petitioners argue thal,
with regard to Overseas. lactory office
administrution expenses should be
sllocated to factory overhead and not
SCa&A. Overseus should be allowed to
expense the full value of patterns
acquired during the fiscul year rather «
than depreciate them in the constructed

" walue. Puttern and mold box tonnuge

shuld be deducted from total castings
production tonnage for the purpose of
calculating unit constructed values.-

DOC Response: Factory office
administration expenses were allocated
to factory overhead in the constructed
value. The Department calculated. for
the period of investigation. the patiern
depreciation at an annuasl rate of 304,
the rate normally used by Kajaria. a
related company. The pattern  *
production tonnage was removed from
the total production tonnage of finished.
castings in the measure of constricted
value.

Comment 28 Petitioners argue thst.
with regard to Overseas. delivery’
transportation charges for raw.
materials. factory salary bonuses.
faciory start-up costs end actual, ruther
than submitled. factor staff salary -
expenses should be inlcuded in the
constructed value.

DOC Response: These expenses are
part of the cos! of production énd have
been inlcuded in the constructed.value.

Respondent's Comments

Comment 1. Respondents argue that
the Department should calculate .
weighted-average margins by reference
to-both positive and negative masgins
from individual sales transactions
because the current practice is
inequitable.

DOC Response: We disagree. Our
methodology in calculating weighted-
average margins for an individual,
company insures that sales at less thar:
fair value on a portion of a company’'s
product line to the United Stutes marke!
are not negsted by more profitable saies
in cther portions of the company's
product line. which would mash
dumping.

Comment 2: Respondents argue that
the Department should make currency
conversions at the actual rates reflected
in the companies books and records.
not on data furnished by the Federal
Reserve Bank of New York.

_ Respondents argue thal. where

conversions are already made in the
companies’ books, no conversion using
Federal Reserve Banh duta is necessany
DOC Response: We disagree. Section
353.56 of our regulations mandutes tha:
thé Department make currency
conversiune using the certificd excranyge



9490

B-58

Federal Reuister [ Vol 510 No. 53 / Wednesday Myrck

196G Nonces

rates 1ssued by the Federal Reserve
Bunk of New York. Ous methodology
complies with the regulations.
Comcient 3: Respondents argue that
Lank charges should be included under
the rubric of selling. general and
administrative expenses and notl as
direct selling expenses because these .
charges are incurred on all documents-
irrespective of the terms of sdle

DOC Response: We disagres..See our -

repsonse to Petitioners’' Comment &
Comment 4: Respondents argue that

_ the Department should use actual credit

cosls in its calculations. :

DOC Response: We agree. All credit
vosts used have been verified. _

Comment 5: Respondents argue that
U.S. profits are never an appropriate
addition to constructed. value.

DOC Response: Because the
respondents do not have adequdte home

. market or third country market sales,
the profit used in the constructed value
for all fuour companies was the statulory-
mimimum 8 percent of the total
manufacturing cost plus SC8A.

Comment & Respondents argue that
ine IPRS rebated does not include a
rebate of indirect taxes. .

DOC Response: We agree The IPRS
tebate was not offset by indirect taxes
0 our calculation of constructed value
Sve DOC response to peunoners
Comment 11.

Comment 7: Respondents argue that - -

the constructed value fur the
preuminary determination incorrectly
udded Indirect taxes back into the raw
material cost which ulready included
the indirect taxes.

DOC Response: Indirect taxu were
not double counted 1n the Department’s
calculations.

Camment 8 Respondents argue that
custs assoviated with idle or closed
facilities should not be included in
consructed value.

DOC Resporse- We agree See DOC
respunse to pet:hioriers’ Comment 13

Continuation of Suspension of
Liquidation

In accordance with section 7331d12)

of the Act, we are directing the L‘mled
States Customs Service to continue to
suspend liquidation of all entries of iron
construction castings from India that are
eutered. or withdrawn from warehouse,
for consumption. an or after October 28.
1985. the date of pubhication of the
Department's preliminary determination
in the Federal Register (30 FR 435835).
The Customs Service shall require a
cash deposit or 8 bond equal to the
weighted-average smount by which the
fureign market value of the merchandise
subject to this investigation exceeds the
Unsted States price as showa in the

table below. RS1. Kejriwal and Kajaria
have been excluded from this
determination since we have found they
have made no or de minimis sules st
less than fair value. The suspension of
liquidution will remain in effect until
further notice. The margins are as

follows:

- MBS WY elErY Sap0Ners

For ull entries of castings fium RSL
Kejriwal and Kajaria, the Custums
Service is direcled to terminate the

- suspension of liquidation, release any -

bond. refund uny cash deposit and
liquidute all entries or withdrewals from
warehouse [or consumption.

Article VLS of the Ceneral Ajreement
on Tarifls and Trade provides that “(nk
product . . . shall be subject to both -
antidumpiny and countervauing dutics
to compensate for the same situation of
dumping or export subsidization.” This
provision is implemented by sectiun
772{d){1)(D} of the Act. Since dumping
duties cannot be assessed on the portiun
of the-margin attributable to export
subsidies. there is no reason to require a
cush deposit or bond far that amount.

. Accordingly. the level of export

subsidies {as determined in the Octulier
18. 1964 final ulfirmative cuuntervailing
duty determination on certuin heavy
irun construction castings from India)

-will be subtracted from the dumping

marging for deposit or bonding purpuses
only on imports of certain heavy iron
construction castings. as defined in the
“Scope of Investigations” section of this
nouce.

ITC Nolificatioa
ln accordunce with secuun 735(J) of
the Act. we will noufy the ITC of out

. determination. In add:uon. we are

mahing available to the ITC all
nonprivileged and nonconfidentidl
information relating to this
investigation. We will gllow the ITC

access 1o all privileged and corfidential

infurmation in our files. provided the
ITC confirms that it will not disclose
such information. either publicly or
under an sdministrative protective
order. without the consent of the Deputy

- Assistant Secretary {or Import
- Administration. The [TC will dutermine

whether these iinports are malenadlly
injuring. or threatening material injury
to. a U.S. industry withun 45 days of the
publication of this notice. If the T'C

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 cunceled. However. if the

- ITC determines that such injury does

exist. we will issue an antidumping duty
order directing Customs officers to
assess an anitdumping duty on iron
construction castings from Indis
entered. or withdrawn from warchouse.
for consumption after the suspension of
liquidation, equal to the amount by
which the foreign market value exccids
the United Slates price.

This determination is published
pursuant to section 735{d) uf the Ac1 (19
U.S.C. 1673d(d)).

Dated: March 12, 1906,

Paul Freedenberg.

Assistant &C’!lﬂfy ,Uf Trude Adma stictu,
{FR Doc. 88-398S Filed 3-18-86. 8:45 um|
SILING CODE 3610-08-4
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_Final AMirmative Countervailing Duty
Determination; Certain Heavy Iron
Construction Castings From Brazil

AGENCY: Import Adminis'ration.
International Trade Adminisiraton.
Commerce.

Acnox Notice

SUMMARY: We determ:ne that certain
benefits which constitute subsidies
within the meaning of the countervailing
duty law are being provided to
manufacturers. producers. or exporters
in Brazil of certain heavy iron
construct:on castings. The estimated net
subsidy 18 5.77 percent ad valorem
during the review period. However.

- consistent with our stated policy of
tuking intc account program-wide
changes that occur before our
prebminary determination. we are
adjust:ng the cash deposit rate to reflect
changes 1n the Preflerertial Working
Cupitai Financing for Expourts program

- We have notified the'U.S. international

“Trade Commission {(ITC) of our
“determination. Therefore, if the ITC
determines that imports of certain heavy
' iron construction castings materially
“injure. or' threaten malerial injury to. 8
U.S. industry, we will direc! the U.S.
Customs Service (0 resume the
suspension of liquidation of certain
~heavy iron construction castings from

- Brazil and to require a cash depositon.
- efilries or withdrawals from warehouse
- for consumption in an amunt equal to

3.40 percent ad valorem.
EFFECTIVE DATE March 19, 1988.

- FOR PURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Thomas Bombelies or Barbara Tiliman,
Office of Investigations. Import
Admunistration, International Trade
Administration. U.S. Department of
Commerce. 14th Street and Constitution
Avenue; NW.. Washington. DC. 20230
.telephone: (zoz) 377-3174 or (202) 377~
2438 =< :

. w»uu:nm\uv womulon. '

F‘uul Dcuumuauon

-Based upon our investigation. we
determine that certain benefits which
constitute subsidies within the meanmg
of section 701 of the Tunif Act of 1930. -

‘as umended (the Act). are being

provided to manufacturers. producers,

" or exporters in Brazil of certain heavy
-iron construction castings. For purposcus

‘of this investigation, the following:
programs are found to confer subsidies;
* Preferential Working Capital

Financing for Exporls—Rcsolunons 674

“snd 950
¢ Income Tax Exempuon for Export
Earnings: and
-e Export.Financing Under Resoluuon
508 (FINEX}."

" We determine the esnmated net
. subsidy te be 5.77 percent ad valorem

for all manufacturers. producers. or
exporters of certain heavy iron
construction castings from Brazil.

Cass History

On May 13. 1985. we received a
petition :n proper form from the
Municipal Castings Fair Trade Council.
a trade association representing
domestic producers of certain irun
construction castings and 15
individually-named members of the
association. Those members are:

“Alhambra Foundry. Inc.. Allegheny
Foundry Co:« Bingham & Taylor:
Campbell Foundry Co.: Charlotte Pipe & -
Foundary Co.: Deeter Foundry Co.. East
Jordan Iron Works. Inc.. EL. Le Baron
Fuundry Co.: Municipal Caxtings. Inc.;

*Neenah Foundary Co.. Opelika

Foundary Co.. Inc.; Pirkerton Foundary.,
Inc.: Tyler Pipe Corp.: U.S. Foundary &

Manulacturing Co.: and Vulcan
Foundary. Inc.. filing on behalf of the
U.S. producers of cerlain iron
construction castings. In compliance
with Lhe filing requirements of § 355.26
of the Commerce Regulations (19 CFR
355.26). the petition alleged that
manufacturers. producers. or exporicrs
in Brazil of certain iron construcltion
castings received. directly or indirectly.
benefits which constitute subsidies
within the meaning of sectiun 701 of the
Act, and that these imports materislly
injure. or threalen matefial iniury to. a
US. industry.

We found that the petition contained
sulficient grounds upon which 10 1n:tiate
a-countervailing duty investigution. and
on June 3. 1985. we 1nitiated such an
investigation (50 FR 24268). We siated
thal we expected to issue a prelimuinary
determination by August 6, 1985. -

Since Brazil is @ “country under the

* Agrcement” within the meaning of

section 701(b) of the Act. sn injury
determination is required for this
investigation. Therefore. we nonficd the
ITC of our initiation. On June 27. 1985.
the ITC preliminarily determined that
there is 8 reasonable indication thut
imports of certain heavy iron
construction castings materially irj.rc.
or threaten matenal injury 10. a U S.
industry {50 FR 27488).

The ITC also determ:ined that theic 1s
no reasonable indication thst impur:s of
certain light 1ron constructior casiings
cause or threaten matenal injury t¢ o
U.S. industry. Far the purpose of tf.s
invesuigation. the term “ceriatr Iighi ron

construction castings’ s himited 10

velve. service and meter boxes. Such
castings are placed beiow ground tu
encsse water. gas or other vaives or
water or gas melers Therelore. our
investigation is limited to certa:n heavy
iron construction castings as defined 0
the “Scope of Investigation™ section ¢f
th:s notice and we have changed the
titie of the investigation accordingly

On Jurne 12. 1985. Philip Brethers. L .
a U.S. importer of the subjec:
merchandise. filed a nouce of
appearance us an interested purty in
this proceeding.

We presented 4 questionnaire
concerning petiioners’ allegations tu the
government of Brazil 1n Washington
D.C. on June 11, 1985. On July 22. 1985
we received a resporse o the
quustionnaire. There are fuur hncwn
producers and exporters in Bruzi! of
certain heavy 1ron CONSITUCHION . Zustingy
that expurted to the Un:ted Siates
dur:ng the resiew period. We have
recerved infurmanion on theee of tie

compunies. which. based on iciuraio

olite.ned at venfication. wecoun! far
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substantially all exports to the United
States. These are Fundicao Aldebara, .
Ltda. (Aldebara). Usina Siderurgica
Puraense—Usipa Lida. (Usipa) and
Sociedade de Metélurgica e Processos . .
Ltda. (Somep).

On the basis of information supplied
in the July 22. 1885 responses. we made
8 preliminary determination on August
6. 1885 (50 FR 32462). We verified the
responses of the government of Brazil
and the producers of heavy iron-
construction castings. from August 27 to
September 17, 1685. Subsequent to the
verification, we received an amended
response from the government of Brazil
and the producers under mvungauon

. on September 23, 198S.

On August 8, 1886, we received 8
request from petitioners that the
deadline for the final delermation in this
investigation be extended to correspond

0 the date of the final determination in -

the antidumping investigation of the

same products from Brazil. This request - -

.was made pursuant to section 705(a}(1)
of the Act. as amended by section 8086 of
the Trade and Tariff Act of 1964..0On
August 23, 1885, we extended the date of
.,. this final determination to January 8.

- 1886, the originally scheduled date of the
final antidumping duty determination . -
(50 FR 35280). On October 25 and
_ October 29. 1885. we received requests
- from respondents in the lnudumpmg
duty investigation of certain iron
construction castings from Brazil that
{the final determination.be postponed as
provided for in section 735(a)(2){A) of
the Act. as amended. Pursuant to this
request. and in accordance with

petitioners’ request that the date.of the "~

. final countervailing duty determination.
correspond to the date of the final
antidumping duty determination. we
extended the date fo this ﬁnal
determination to March 12. 1888
{November 21, 1985. 50 FR 48826).

Article 5. paragraph 3 of the
Agreement on Interaretation and
Application of chles VL XVL and
XXIII of the General Agreement on
Teriffs'and Trade {the Subsidies Code}.
prohibits provisionai measures (i.e.,
suspension of liquidation) for more than
120 days in the absence of a final
detcrmunation. Therefore, on December
11. 1885, we terminated the suspension
of liquidation ordered in our preliminary
delermination.’

During verification in Brazil,'we
discovered that Philipp Brothers, Inc.. 8
U.S. importer of the subject -
merchandise: financed the importatian
of these goods by loans made available .
to foreign importers through Resolution
509 (FINEX) of the government of Brazil.
Because of the extra time ib which to
issue 8 final determination afforded by

the extensions in this case. we obtained
specific loan utilization information
from Philipp Brothers after our return to

. Washington. On December 28. 1985, we
. mailed a questionnaire requesting

Resolution 500 loan data from Philipp
Brothers. On January 21 and February
12, 1086 we received responses 10 our
questionnaire. Because the responses

. included, as confidential exhibits,

complete documentation of the type
normally gathered at verification. we
did not travel to Philipp Brothers

_hudqumen in New York City as part

of our verification of the responses.
Petitioners, respondents and an

interested party submitted briefs

addressing the issues arising in this

- investigation on February 3, 12 and 18,

1888.

'Scops of the Investigation

. The products covered by this -
investigation are certain heavy iron
construction castings. which are defined
for pu.rrouel of this proceeding as
manhole covers, rings and frames: catch
basin grates and frames; and cleanout
covers and frames. Such castings are

.used for drainage or access purposes far

public utility, water and sanitary
systems. Manhole covers. rings and
frames are currently provided for in item
857.0950 of the Toriff Schedules of the

.United States. Annotated (TSUSA). All

.. other cartain heavy iron construction
‘castings are subsumed in item 657.0999
of the TSUSA.

J\ulysin of Programs

Throughout this notice. we refer to
certain general principles applied to the
facts of the current investigation. These

" principles are described in the

“Subsidies Appendix” sttached to the

" notice of “Cold-Rolled Carbon Stes!

Flat-Rolled Products from Argentina:
Final Affirmative Countervailing Duty
Determination and Countervailng Duty
Order.” which was published in the
April 26,1984 issue of the Federal
Register (49 FR 18006).

For purposes of this final
determination, the period for which we
are measunng subsidization {“the
review period”) is the calendar year
1984. In its response. the government of
Brazil provided da:a for the applicable
period. including financial statements
for Somep. Usipa and Aldebara.

Based upon our analysis of the
petition, the responses submitied by the
governmen? of Brazil and by Somep.
Usipa. Aldebara. and Phiiipp Brothers to
our questionnaires. our verification. and
the comments filed by the pelitioners.
respondents and the interested party .

we delermme the followmg

Programs Determined To Confer
Subsidies

1. We delermine that subsidies are
being provided to manufacturers.
producen or exporters in Brazi) of
certain heavy iron construction castings
under the fallowing programs:

A. Preferential Working-Capital
Financing for Exports

The Carténa do Comercio Exteriur
(Foreign Trade Department. or CACEX)
of the Banco do Brasil ddministers s
program of short-term working capital
financing for the purchase of inputs.
During the review period. these loans
were suthorized under Resolution 67¢.
On January 1. 1984, Resolution 674 was
superceded by Resolution 882. which
was itself substantially amended by
Resolution 250 on August 21, 1984.

Eligibility for this type of financing is
determined on the basic of past export
performance orof &n acceptable export
plan . The amount of available financing
is calculated by making a series of :
adjustments to the dollar value of
exports. During the review period. the
maximum level of eligibility for such
financing was 30 percent of the value of
exports; at present. financing is capped
at 20 percent of the value of exports.

Following spproval by CACEX of
their applications. participants in the
prograro receive certificates
representing portions of the total doilar
amount for which they are ehgible. The
certificates. which must be used within
onc year of their issuc. may be
presented to banks in return for
cruzeiros at the exchange rate in efiect
on the date of presentation. .

Use of a certilicate esteblishes « loon
obligation with @ term of up to one year
(360 days). Certificates must be used
with:n 12 months of the date of 1ss.e
and loans incurred as a resuit of theur
use mus! be repaid within 18 montns of
that date.

The interest rate ceiling was ruised
from 40 to 60 percent on loans obtaincd
under Resolution 674 on June 11. 1883.
This interest rate is below our
commerciul benchmark rate for short-

" term loans in Brazil. which is the short-

term discount rate for accounts
receivable in Brazil, published in
Business Trends magazine. On January

" 1.1884. Resolution 882 changed the

payment date for both interest and

. principal to the expiration date of the
_loan. On August 21. 1884. Resolution 959

made this working-capital financing
available from commercial banks at
prevailing market rates. with interes:

- calculated at time of repayment
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Under Resolution 950, the Bango do
Brasil paid the lending instilution an -
equalization fee of up to 10 percent of

the interest (after monetary correclion). .

In May 198S. the equalization fee was - *
increased up to 15 percent of the = -
- interest. Therefore, if the interest rate

_ charged to the borrower is.less than full

monetary correction plus 15 percent, the. - -
Banco do Brasil pays the lending bank -

the difference, up o 15 percent. la our

“Final Aflirma Ve
. tive Countarvailing Duty .. of profits attributable to export revenue.

Determination: Certaio Agricultural
Tillage Tools from Brazil” (80 FR 34525,
we verified that the lending bask. in -
turn. passes-the 15 percent equalization
. fee on 1o the barrower- in the farm of &
reduction of the interest due or s credit -
to the borrower's account -Receipt of the
equalization fse by the horrower.
reduces the interesi.rate of these.
working capital loans below the - -
commercial rate of interest. In addition,
Resolution 850 warking capital loans are
exempted from-the: imposto Sobre

Opercoes Fianancieros. (I0F). which i ::::zCermn Agricultural Tillage Tools from‘

charged oo all Bnuhun ﬁmncu.l
transactiens. . - - :

Since receipt of worku:g—camul
financing under both Resolution 674 and
Resolution 850 is contingen! on export .
performance. and since the loans are”™ -
provided at interest rates lower than "
those available from commercial -
sources, we delermine that this progrm
conlers ap export subsidy. . -

During the review period. exporters of
castings received 16ans based op the
criteria set forth in Resolution §74.
Therefore. to delermine the od valarem .
subsidy bestowed by this program
during the réeview period. we campared - -
the actual inlerest rates charged on the
loans received under'Besdlution 874 by
the respondents and on which 1oterest
was paid during the review period. 10
the benchmark and muluplied the
difference by the loar principal. We
then allocated the benefit over otal
exports of the three castings producers.
which resulted :n ac esumated et
subsidy of 2.85 percernt ad valcrem.

Consistent with our stated policy of
taking into account program-wude
changes that go intc elfect after the
review penod but before our preliminary
determination. we calculated a subsidy
rate for duty deposit purposes based op
‘the interes! rale rebate provided for
under Resolution 850. To do this, we
first determined the three companies’
historical utilization rate of this program
by dividing the total value of loans. on
which interest payments were made
during the review period. by the wia!l

" value of the three companies’ 1884
exports. We then muitiplied this figure
by the equal:zation fer 118 percent]. plus

.. the lkiposi&’Sobre QOpercoes Fiiunéieroa .

(1OF), which is charged ao sll financial

*. -transaclions in Brazil. We thus

celculated a rate of 048 percent ad

‘valorem for duty deposit purpases.

* Bllncome’ Tax Exemption for Export
‘ 'E‘Armngn

:Under Demo-um 1158 and 1721,
exparters of cortain heavy iron -
constructian caslings are eligible Io; an
exemption from income tax on a portion

Becauss this exemption is tied to
exports and is nat available for

.domestic saloa, we determine that this .

exemption confers an expart subsidy.

- One producer of certain heavy iron

.constructian.castings tock an exemption

.. from income tax: payabla in 1964 op the
. .-portion.of taxable incame eamed from
3 cxport sales in 1883.

--Accarding to- mfomaﬁon deve]oped

3 nnd verified in pasi investigations in
-Brazil e g. *Final Affirmative

Countervailing Duty Determination:
Brazil” (S0 FR 34525}, and “Final

"+ Affirmative Copumervuhni Duty
..Delermination: Fuel Ethas

Brazil” {51 FR 3361}}. compunu in

- Brazil may op! to invest up 10 28 percent
. .of thewr tax habxlny. as stated on their
:+ .- federal tax raturn, io specified -

companies and funds, thereby lowering
their. effective corporate tax rate. In the

two cases cited sbove. we accepted this

investment in calculating an effective

" corporale tux rate. because the

respondents furnished sll requested
documentalios demonstrating that
investments made under this program

can yield returns and are not merely 8
‘means by which the government of
Brazil targets & firm's taxes.

In this investigstion.. we asked the one

respondent company which claimed the

income tax exemplion on export
earnings on its 1983 1ax form. filed 1n
1984 for documentation regarding the
investments made througb this program.

" We requested this information as further

eviderce of the appropriateness of
calculating ap effective tax rate-when

"measuriog the benefit from the income

tax exernpticn an export earnings. The
respondent did not furnish the requested
documents regarding these investments
either during.the September 1985
venfication or following the verification:
Because the company did not respond to
our request. we are not accepting. for
purposes of this final determination.
respondents’ arguments that the benefit
from the income tax exemption on

export earnings shouid be measured on )

the basis of the company's effective 18x
rate. Therefore, to determine the berefit
from this program. we indexed the

exempled profit from exporu. as:

" pequired by Brazilian tax lsws. und

multiplied it by the nominal corporute
1ax rate. and allocated the benefit over
‘the tatal value of respondents’ 1984
exports to calculate an eotimated net

“subsidy of 1.86 percent ad valorem.
.- C. FINEX Export Financing

" Resolution 509 of the Conselho
Naciona! do Coméreio Exterior.
{(CONCEX} provides that CACEX muy

_draw upon the resources of the Fundo

de Financiamento 8 Exportaxdo (FINEX)
t0 subsidize short- and long-term loans
to foreign importers of Brazilian goods.
The loans are extended to the importer
by & bank in the importer's country at -
interest rates set by FINEX. These
interest rates are based an LIBOR plus &
spread. CACEX will in turn provide the
lending bank, via s correspondent bank
in Brazil with an “equalization fee”
which makes up the difference to the -
bank between.the subsidized interest
rate and the preveiling cammercial rate.

- CACEX also provides the lending baak

with & “hendling fee”” equel to two
percent of the loas principal to

- encourage fureign bank paml:lpallon n

the program.
During verification. we ducovered

: that Usips's U.S. importer hed used

short-term Resolution 509 loans’to

_finance 100 percent of its imports of

heevy tron construction castings from

_ Brazil to the United States during the
. review period We verified that neither

Somep's nor Aldebara’ U.S. impone-s
applied for or used Resoluuon 509
financing during the review penod.
Because use of Resolutior 509 FINEX
finencing is cooungent upon-exports. we

-determune tha! it is contervailable to the
- extent thal it is offered op-preferentai

terms. We learned from the governn:exa!
officigls in Brazi! who admususte: the
FINEX program. for examinatioz of

. company documents, angd from the

informauon published wn the Jorna! d.:
Bres:! and the Gaze:c Mercenl! that the
interest rates on Resolution 509 icans fo:
financing the products under
Investigation daring the review periud
ranged from eight to nine percen: per
annum Since these are short-term loans
which are given'in U.S. doliars 1o U S.
importers. we chose as @ benchmark
interest rate for comparble loans 1 the
United States, the mean average interest
rate for commeraial and industr;a! shart-
term loans as published by the L.S.

"Federa! Reserve Board Comparnson of

the FINEX interes! rate to this domestic -
U.S. rate published by the Federal

- Reserve indicates that FINEX finanzing

is made at preferentia! interes: faies
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In order to measure the benefit
.conferred by Resolution 509 financing on
exports of heavy iron construction
caslings from Brazil. we multiplied the
value of financing on which interest was
paid during the review period by the
difference between the U.S. benchmark
rate and the actual interest rate paid by
Usipa’s U.S. importer. We then divided
the resulting benefit over total exports
of certain heavy iron construction
castings to the United States. and
calculated an estimated net subsidy of
1.08 percent ad valorem. )

1. Programs determined Not To Confér
o Subsidy

We determine that subsidies are not
being provided to manulacturers.
producers. or exporters of certain heavy
iron construction castings in Brazil
under the following programs:

A. Resolution 885—Financing to Small-
. wnd Medium-Size Firms

At verification. we discovered the use
by one company of a line of credit.
classifiad under Resolution 695, that is
available to smail- and medium-size
firms through commercial banks in
Brazil. The text of Resolution 685
" indicates that there are no conditions

which would limit or target the
distribution- of these loans to any
. particular.type or group of companies.
We held extensive discussions with
company and government officials. and,
independently. with commercial banhers
regarding the statutory definition and
operation of Resolution 695. According
to this information. there is no regional

L\ U . .

. preference. either in the distribution of.
- or i the purpose for these loans.
~Furthermore. Resolutior 695 loans are

" -made with commercial banks own

funds. to ail types of companies. We
- have consisiently held that a hine of
-credit extendead only to small-and
medium-size firms withou: any further
Limiauor. 1s no: cortervailable
Accordingiy we determine that
- Resolution 6uS icans are not limited to s
specific enterpnse or industry or group
of enterprises or industnes .
B. Regiona! Bani Financing
Petitioners alieged that regional
development banks in Brazil make loans
to foundries on terms inconsistent with
_ commercial considerations. During
verification. we-discovered that one of
the cempanies under investigation had
loans outstanding during the review
periad from the government-owned
Development Bank of Minas Gerais’
(BDMG). through the Fund for
Development of M:ning and Metallurgy
(FDM}. According to informstion
gathered during the verification. the

FDM is a program administered by the
BDMG and funded entirely by its own
resources. The purpose of the FDM is to
provide working capital o mining and
metallurgy companies in the state of
Minas Gerais. the center of Brazil's
mining and metallurgical sctivities. In
Minas Gerais. mining and metallurgy
activities encompass extracting.
processing and refining gold. bauxite.
tin. columbium. nickel, coal, phosphate.
sulfur. zinc. zirconium, graphite,
tungsten. iron ore. gems. and many other
tinerals and metals. According to
government of Brazil documents
submitted after the verification. mining
and metallurgy together contributed
over 51 percent to the Gross Domestic

- Product of the state. while receiving 33

percent of the credit extended by the
BDMG in 1884. There is no evidence of
targeting of these or other BDMG funds
to the industry under investigation.
Accordingly. we determine that loans
under the FDM program are not limited
to a specific enterprise or industry or
group of enterprises or industries. [See
also. “Certain Carbon Steel Products
from France: Final Affirmative
Countervailing Duty Determination™ (49
FR 38332). where we held that benefits
extended to the extractive sector of the
economy are not limited to a specific
enterprise or industry or group of
enterprises or industries.]

11l Programs Determined Nut To Be
Used

We determine that manufacturers,
producers. or exporters in Brazil of

certain heavy iron construction castings -

did not use the following progrums.

A. Resolution 330 of the Banco Centru!
do Brasil

Resolution 330 provides financing for
up to 80 percent of the value of the
merchandise placed in specified bonded
warehouses and destined for export.
Exporters of iron construction castings
would be eligible for financing under
this program. We verified that none of
the producers of construction castings
under investigation participated in this
program during the review penod

B. Export Financing Under the CIC-
CREGE 14-11 Circular

Under ils CIC-CREGE 14-11 circular.
the Banco do Brasii provides 180- and
360-day cruzerio loans for export
finuncing. on the condition that
companies applying for these loans
negotiate fixed-level exchange contracts
with the bank Companies obtauining a
360-day loan must negotiate exchange
contracts with the bank in an amount
equal to twice the value of the loan.
Companies obtaining 8 180-duy loan

must negotiate an exchunge contruct
equal to the amount of the loan.

We verified that none of the
compunies under investigation received
loans under this program which were
outstanding during the review period

C. Exemption of IP] and Customs Dulics
on Imported Equipment (CDI)

Under Decree-Law 1428. the Conselho
do Desenvolvimento Industrial
(Industrial Development Council. or
CDI) provides for the exemption of 80 10
100 percent of the customs duties and 80
to 100 percent of the IPI tax on certain
imported machirery for projects
spproved by the CDI. The recipient must
demonstrate that the machinery or
equipment for which an exemption 1s
sought was not available from a
Brazilian producer. The investment
project must be deemed to be feasiblc
@nd the recipient must demonstrate that
there is @ need for added capacity in
Brazil.

We verified that none of the
construction castings producers subject
to the investigation received incentives
under this program during the review
period.

D. The BEFIEX Program

The Comissao para a Concessuo de
Benelicios Fiscais a Programas

" Especiais de Exportacao (Commission

for the Granting of Fiscal Benefits to
Special Export Programs. or BEFIEX!
grants at least three categornes of

-benefis to Brazilisn exporters:

* Under Decree-Luw 77.065. BEFIEX
may reduce by 70 to 90 percen: impon
duties and the LPI tax on the jmportatiue
of machinery. equipment. apparatus
instruments. accessones and (ools
necessary for speciai export prograns
approved by the Ministry of Indusiry
and Trade. and may reduce by 50
percent impor! duties and the 1P} tax or
imports of componen:s. raw macr.als
and intesmed:ary products.

* Under articie 13 of Decree N\
72.1218. BEFIEX may extend the carny
forward penod for tax:losses from4 1 b
years; and

* Under article 14 of the sanie decrec
BEFIEX may 8llow special amor::zanan
of pre-operationa: expenses related to
approved projects.

We verified that the constructiun
Gast:ngs producers under invesiigation
did not participate in this program

E. The CIEX Program

Decree-Law 1428 authurized the
Comissuo pata Incentivos 8 Exportoca:
{Commission for Eaport Incentives or
CIEX} 10 reduce impor: taxes and the 1%
tax up 10 10 percen! on ceflain
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" equipment for use in export produm :

We verified that nonedf the
constructian caslings producers under
investigation participsted in this

. program.

F. Accelerated Depreciation for

. Brazilian-Made Capital Equipment

Pursuant to Decree-Law 1137, any

company which purchases Brazilian-
made capilal equipment and basan -
expansion project approved by the CD]
may depreciate this equipment st twice
the rate normally permitted undes
Brazilian tax laws. We verified that

- none of the respondents used this

program during the review period.

G. Incentives for Trading Companies

‘Under Resolution 883 of the Banco
Central do Brasil, trading campaniss can
obtain export financing simailar to that
obtained by manufacturers under
Resolution 882. We verified that the
constructian casting producers under

. investigation did not use trading
. . companies for exports of the subject
. merchandise during the review period

H. The PROEX Prigram
Short-term credits for exports are

o available under the Programa de

Finaciamento a Producao para s
Exportacao (PROEX). a loan program
operated by Banco Nacional do
Desenvolvimento Economico e Social
(National Bank of Economic and Soclal '

B Development. or BNDES). We vertified

that none of the companies under
investigation participated in this
_program during the review p;eriod.

1 Resoluuan 68 (FINEX) Financing

Resolution 88 of the Conselho
Nacional de Comercio Exterior
(CONCEX) provides that CONCEX may
draw upor the resources of the Pundo
de Financiamento & Exportcao (FINEX)
to exiend short-term loans to exporters
of Brazilian goods. Financing is granted
or & transaction-by-transaction basis.
We verified that none of the
respondents received Resalution 68
financing during the review period.

}. Government Loar Guarartees oo
Foreign-Denominated Debt

Petitioners allege that the government
of Brazil provides guarantees op long-
term. foreign-denominated loans in
order to help enterprises service such
loans. We verified that aone of the
companies unde? investigation received
government loan quarantees on foreign-
denominated debt during the review
penod. In the time since the initiation of
this investigation. we determined that
this program does not constitute a
subsidy because it is not imited to a

. they sre granted on terms inconsistent

specific cm'efpriu or indusiry or group

or enterprise or industries. [See, “Final
Affirmative Counterveiling Duty :
Determination: Certain Agncultunl
Tillage Tools from Brazil.” (so FR

M525).)
K. FINEP/ADTEN Long Term Loans

Patitioners allege that the 3avernmen|
of Brezil maintains, through the
Financiadors de Estudos Projectos
(FINEP). & loan program. ADYEN, that
provides long-term loans oo preferentisl
terms to encourage the growth of

. 'indusiries and development of .
-technalogy. We verified that none

lhroush this program outstanding dunns
the review period. .

L IPI Rebates for Capital Investment

Decree law 1547, enacted in April
1972, providen funding for approved
expansion projects in the Brazilian stesl
industry through a rebate of IPL a value-
added lax imposed on domestic sales.
We verified that iron construction
castings producers aré not eligible to
participate in this program_

M. Loans Through the National Bank of
Economic and Social Development

The National Bank of Economic and

. Social Development (Banco Nacional do

Desenvolvimento Economico e Social. or
BNDES) is the sole source of long-terrn
cruzeiro loans in Brazil. PQtitioners
allege that BNDES loans are allocated in
accordance with government
development plans to finance the needs
of designated pnority sectors. and that

with commercial considerations.

In support of their allegation.
petitioners argue that the iron and stee!
industry, in which foundries are
included. received & disproportionate
amount of BNDES lending in 1882

We verified that none of the
companies under invesngation had
BNDES loans outstanding during the
review penod.

N. Loan From the Secretariat for
Technology and Industry

At verification. we discovered that
one of the companies under
investigation. Somep. had s long-lerm
loan from the Secretariat of Technology
and Industry {ST1). This loan was given
to Somep for the purpose of developing
a new process for the manufacture of
“clinkers.” Clinkers are used in the
processing of iron ore which is used to
manufacture pig iron which in wmn is
used in the manufacture of castings. A
review of all the loan contracts and
associated documents regarding this
loan substantiated tha! the loan was
given solely for this specific purpose

Information in the public record of the
antidumping duty investigation of the
same products from Brazil indicates that
Somep does not fabricate pig iron. but

- rather purchases the pig tron gsed in the
production of castings from unrelated

suppliers. Because the ST1 loan is tied
specifically to the development of &

“clinker” machine, and because

“clinkers” are used in the fabrication of
pig iron, which Somep does not produce.
we determine that this loan was not
used by SOMEP in the production of lhe
product under investigation.

O. Loan Through the Caixa Econvmica
Federal

At verification, we learned that
Aldebars had » loan borrowed during -
the review period, from the BDMG. Tke.-
funds for this loan, however, originated
with the Caixa Economics Federal
(CEF). a government-controlled bank in
Brazil. According W information
gathered at verilication. this loan )
represents a pass-through vf CEF s funds
through the BDMC. Examination of the

" . Joan contract and bank repayment

receipts indicates that no interest or
principal payments on this loan were
due during the review period. Thus. we
determine that no benefits were
rrovided during the review period. This
oan will be examined again in any
section 751 odmmisu'ulwe review that is

" ‘requested.
IV Progrom Determmed To Huve Been

Terminoied

. [P1 Export Credit Premium

--Until very recently. Brazilian
exporters of manufactured products
were eligible for e tax credit on the
Imposto sobre Produtos Industrializadus
(Tas on industrialized Products. or LPI).

- The IP] export credit premium. a cash

reimbursement paid to the exporier
upon the export of otherwise taxable
industrial products, has been found 10
confer a subsidy in previous
countervailing duty investigations
involving Braz:lian products. Afier
having suspended this program in
December 1879, the government of Brazil
reinstated it on Apnl 1. 1881.
Subsequent to April 1. 1881. the IPI
credit premium was gradually phased
out in accordance with Brazil's
commitment pursuant to Article 14 of
the Agreement on Interpretation and
Application of Articles V1. XVI. and
XXIi! of the General Agreemen! of
Tariffs and Trade (“the Subsidies
Code’’). Under the terms of “Porturis™
(Notice) of the Ministry of Finunce Nu.
176 of Septembser 12, 1884, the cred:t
premium was ehminated effective May
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1. 1985. We verified that the companies

under investigation received no [P}
export credit premiums after that date.

Accordingly. consistent with our
stated policy of taking into account
program-wide changes that occur
subsequent to the review period but’
prior to our preliminary determination,
we determine that this program has
been terminated. and no benefits under
the program are accruing to current
exports of heavy iron construction
castings to the United States.

Petitioners' Commaents

Comment 1: Petitioners argue that.
given the substantial use of Resolution
674 financing by Brazilian respondents,
the Department is correct to assume
maximurn utilization of preferential
export financing. They assert that in the
“Final Affirmative Countervailing Duty

.Determination: Certain Agricultural

Tillage Tools from Brazil," (50 FR 34525).

the burden to demonstrate under- -
utilization of Resolution 674 loans is on
the respondent. Verification has shown
two of the respondents have used their
maximum eligibility while a third had
several unreported loans. -~

DOC Position: Prior to the enactment
of Resolution 950 on Augst 1. 1984, the
Department. in prior cases. calculated
the deposit rate for the working captial
financing program by multiplying the
historical utilization of the program by
the current interest differential. {See.
e.g. “Final Results of Administrative

* Review of Certain Castor Oii Products.”

{49 FR 9921): "Fina! Resulls of
Admunistrative Review of Cution Yarn
fror Brazil." (48 FR 34999): and. “Final
Results of Administrative Review of Pig
Irox from Brazil” (48 FR 9923) |
Rsolution 850 completely changed the
program. unlike earlier resoltuions
which had usually just changed the
interest rate Therefore. we were
reluctant to use historical util:zation
untii we undersiood the changes. We
have no seen severai Resoiution 950
loans and conclude tnat histoncal
utilization is the most accurste
calculation method for deposit puroses

Comment 2: Petitioners assert that the
Department should continue to inciude
the IOF tax exemption in any calcuation
of the benefit from preferential working
capial export loans. The Department. in
“Final Affirmative Countervailing Duty
Determination: Qil Country Tubular
Goods from Brazil.” (49 FR 46570).
denied respondent’s contention that the
I0F tax exemption was not
countervailable. Commerce should alsu
use a compounded interest raute, which
inciudes compensating balances when
determining 8 benchmark rate ugainst

‘which 10 measure the benefit from these
loans. 5 .

DOC Position: Consistent with our
pust practice. we have included the
value of the IOF tax exemption on
preferential working capital export
loans s part of the subsidy in order to
measure the benefit provided under this
program. We disagree that we should
use 8 compounded rate that.includes
compensating balances. We have found
that in Brazil, there is no uniform
requirement for such balances. In prior
Brazilian determinations, compenssting
balances have only been included in a
benchmark rate for uncreditworthy _
companies in order to calculate the
highest commercial rate plus a risk
premium.

Comment 3: Petitioners argue thut
while Resolution 885 loans may appeas
to be de jure generelly available, the
terms are so preferential that it is
unlikely that they are de facto generally
svailable. and therefore. these loans -
should be countervailed. The benchmark
rate against which to mgasure the
benefit should include compensating
balunces.

DAL Pusition: We disugree. We have
consistently held that a line of credit
extended to small- and medium-sized
firms is not limited to s specific
enterprise or industry or group of
enterprises or isdustries. The

~ regulations provide no indication of any

limitation other than the small- and
medium-sized criteria.

Comment 4: Petitioners argue that the
government of Brazil's request that the
nominal tax rate be adjusted for
investments into specified companies or
funds before the income tax exemption
benefit is calculated creates an.
unsuthorized offset to a subsidy. Even if

" permissible. respondents huve not

provided sufficient information on the
“investments” to demonstrute their
eligitility. Petitioners also maintain tha!
since the income tax exemption program
is tied to exports. the benefit must be
allocated over total export saies.

DOC Position: For purposes of this
fina! determination. because the
respondent did not respond to our
request for further documentation on
these investments. we have not valued
the income tax exemption on export
earnings on the basis of the effective tax
rate. We also agree that the benefut
should be calculated over total export
sales. See our delermination in section
I.B. of this notice.

Comment 5: Pelitioners content thal
BNDES loans passed-through to the
Development Bank of Minas Gerais
(BDMG). a regional bank. provide a
subsidy. Development banhs. like

BDMG, make credit availsble to
industrial sectors on the basis of the
State Planning Secretariat's annual
development plan. The benefits from the
FDM and CEF loans provided by BDMG
are de facto not generally svailable
because they are Imited to a specific
enterprise or industry or group of
enterprises or industries. Because one of
the respondents had two loans that
were paid off by the issuance of new
loans. the benefit from these loans
should be calculated using the
Department's long-term loen
methodology using a compounded rute
which includes compenasating balances
&3 a benchmark. : 4
DOC Position: We disagree thut louns
given by regional banks are de facto
limited to s specific enterpnse or
industry or group of enterprises or
industries simply because such activines
ure confined to the geographics) area
defined by a regional bank’'s charter.
The BDMG is 8 regional bank which .
provides funds throughout the state of
Minas Gerals. Where a loan program.
such as FDM. is completely funded by »

" regional or state organization. and is not

8 pass-through of funds from the federa!
government. then we must only exsmine
whether it'is limited 1o a specific -

" enterprise or indusiry or group of

enterprises or industiries within thy
political jurisdiction specified by its
charter (r.e.. the state of Minas Geruisi
We have found that FDM is not limited
{see section I1.B above).

With respect to CEF. no interest ot
principal payments were due during the
review period. Thus. 1t isnot necessan
to determine at this ume. whether CEF
loans are countervailable. Since there
are no countervailable benefits under
these two programs. and since
respondents had no BNDES loans
outstanding during the review period
petitioners’ remalning comments ure
moot . :
Cominen: 6. Peuitioners argue tha! th
STl loan 10 Somep should be regarded
as @ long-terro preferential loar which
provides a countervailable benefit
because such research and developmer-
financing is targeted to spec:fic sectors
of the economy and 1s provided on tern:e
inconsistent with commerciol
considerations. Furthermore. since the
Depariment did not verify that there is
direct link between Somep's
expenditures on the “clinker” projet
and the amount of the loan
disbursements. Somep's abil:ty to
produce castings was enhanced be.avse
of u lower weighted cost of cupital fror
the STl loun.

DOC Positioa Wi vernified thict ihe
loan in question was tied to the
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development of the "clinker” project
and. therefore, provided no beanefit to-
the products under investigations during
the review period. See Section III. N. of
this notice for our determination.

" Comment 7: Petitioners ergue-that
because FINEX Resolutions 68 and 509
financing is contigent upon exports, and
is at preferencial rates, the programa
provide countervailable benefits.

DOC Position: We verified that
exporters did not use l} esolution 68 or
Resolution 509 export financing. )
However. one U.S. importer did take __
advantage of Resolution 509 financing
for imports. We have determined that
this financing is countervailable. See our
determination in Secuon LC. of this
notice.

Comment 8: Petitioners contend that
the Department should use as its

-benchmer} rate for Resolution 509 loans
‘either the Brazilian exporter's cost for
borrowina non-guaranteed dollars or the
national average rete for non-
goverrunent controlled short-term dJollar
financing. This benchmark should then
be compared to the FINEX rate. The
interest differential should be multiplied
by the principal for each transaction. /

" These values should be summed end
divided hy the net FOB value of the
exporters’ total net proceeds from their
export castings sales. In addition, the
two percent inducement commission
paid to the fureign bank should be
countervailed separately by dividing the
value of the commission by the portion
of the year that the imnorts are
financed. This amount should be added
to the weighted-average rate of subsidy.
if the Department cannot drtermine the

.above suagested benchmarh rate, it -
should use the Brazilian government's
cust of borrowing dollars plus a risk
premium or. lastly. use @ benchmark
basec on U.S/ interest rutes. Finally. the
conflicting nature of the information
provided by the three parties in the
transuctivr may necessitate the use of
best information availabie.

DOC Pusii.on. The Department does
heve information on the actual terms of
the FINEX financing used. We used this
intormation to calculate the benefit -
rather than the best information
uiheswise available.

‘Thus prugram benelits the exportation
of u'product by reducing the potential
im.porter’'s financing costs if he
purchases the Brazilian made product.
Thus. it is appropriate to use, asa
bunchmark. what the importer would
otherwise have to pay to finance the
in:port. Since these loans were dollar-
denominated loans obtained through a
benking facihity in the United States
even if uinmately financed by the
Braz:lian governmenl, a rate for short-

-term dollar denomineted loans in the
..United States is appropriate. and

captures completely the benefit from
these loans.

. Comunent 8: Petitioners contend that
exports of Somep and Aldebara have
benefitied from Resolution 508 FINEX
financing in 188S. Thus. petitioners
request that the Department include this
Resolution 509 financing for cash

" 'depouit'purposes and apply & country-

wide rate that reflects the subsidy

" . bestowed by Resolution 508.

DOC Position: We verified that
neither Somep's or Aldebare's importers
used this program during the review
period. Public informatian in the record
of the companion antidumping duty
inveatigation indicates that Somep's end
Aldebara's importers may have used
this program subsequent to the review
period. Therefore. we will reexamine
FINEX financing in any section 751
adnministrative review that is requested.

- Comaient 10: Petitioners contend that
8 two-weeh interest-free loan given to
USIPA by Banco Sudameris, discovered
st verification, is @ subsidy to the extent
it.is provided on terms inconsisient with
commerical considerations.

DOC Position: Documents provided
after the verification by the ygovernment
of Brazil indicate that Banco Sudameris
is a private bank: Since Banco
Sudameris is & private bank and-we
have no evidence that this loan was -
given under government direction . we

- find that this loan is not inconsistent

with commerical considerations.

+ . Comment 11: Petitioners request that

the Department invesligate all entries in
USIPA's interest ledger which record
interest payments to Banco do Brasil
because they may relate to’
countervailable loan programs.

DOC Position: During verification, we
throughly examined USIPA's financial
records and found no countervailable or
non-countervailable loans other than
those discussed in this nutice.

Respondents’ Comments

Comp.ent 1. Respondents clain that
the Departnient efred in assuming
maximum utilization and maximum
interes differential in its calculation of
the benefit of Resolution 850 financing.
Cummerce should have calculated the
benefit by reviewing loans with
payments during the review period to
estimate future loan utilization. The
“Final Results of Administration Review
of Cotton Yarn from Brazil" (47 FR
15392), provides that using verified .
historical utilization rates is preferable

“to assuming full utilization in cnlculahng

the deposit rates.
“DOC Pusition: We agree that historic
‘utilization’is appropriate i calculatng

the deposit rate. Bee our response 10
petitioners’ Comment 1. -~

Comment 2 The government of Brazil
contends that the Imposto sobre
Operacoes Fianceirss (IOF) is an
tndirect tax on the production of goods
for export. that the exemption of loans -
under Resolutions 674 /850 from this tax
is not a subsidy, and that if we
determine that Resolution 674 finuncing

- provides a subsidy. we should not

consider this exemption as past of the

- benefit. Respondents further argue we

should reject petitionets’ argument that
‘compensating balances be ircluded in
the calculation of the benchmark against
which any benefit is measured. -

DOC Position: We disagree that the
value of the IOF tax exemption should
not be included in our benefit

" calculation. Since all domestic financing

transactions are subject to the IOF tax.
it is appropriate tha! we reflect the . .
exemption of Resolution 850 loans from
the 1OF as part of the subsidy in order to
measure the full benefit provided under
this program. Moreover, we do not view
the IOF as a tax on the production or
distribution of the product. We agree-.
that compensating balances should not
be included in the calculation of the
benchmark. See our- response t0. - .«
petitioners’ Comment 2. -

Comment 3: Respondents algue. lhdl
Resolution 874 /950 export financing is
tied to particular products because such
financing requires an expon
commitment based on projecied or pasl

. exports of eligible products. At the end
_of each .year. the company must show"

that it has satisifed its obligation
through the export of specific products.
In this investigation. one company
satisficd its commitiaent.through expurt
of s product vther than heavy iran
construction castings. therefcre. the:
benefit from this financing must be
considered to have beer. conferred onty
on tha! product. If the Department
rejucts this argunient. then the bencfit
must be apportioned uver total |..lca

‘not export saules.

‘DOC Pos.tiun: We disagree. At
verification we learned that @ company
may qualify for the lodns in question
based on past export performance or
projected eaport performance. We alsu
verified that the export of heavy iron
construction castings qualifies a.
company o receive such loans and that
two of the firms under investigation did
use heavy construction casiings.to
qualify for these loans. Therefore.-
because castings are ehgible to bene it
from such financing:- 1t 1s irrelevant if a
company qualifics fur these export loans
"on the basis of past exports of another
producl. With respect to the argumi nr
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that we should value the subsidy by -
sliocating the benefit over total sales.
we have consistently held in prior
Brazilian determinations that, when a
firm must export to be eligible for
benefits under a subsidy program. and
when the amount of the benefit received
is iied directly or indirectly to the firm's

.level of exports. that program confers un

export subsidy. Therefore, the
Department will continue to allocate the
benefits under this program over export
revenuss instead of total revenues.
Comment 4: Respondents argue thut

- the Department should have considered
eflective rather than nominal tax rates
in calculating the value of the income
tax exemption for export earnings.
Brazilian tax law allows corporativas to
invest 26 percent of tax liability into
specifisd companies or funds, sffectively
lowering a company's tax rate and

. lessening the benefit from the income
tax exemption from export samings.

~  DOC Position: We disagree with

- respondents’ argument that the nominal
- tax rate should not be used in this
. determination. See our response 1o

petitionars’ Comment 4. and .our

determination under Secuon LB. of this

. notice.

Comment & The governmem of Brazil
argues that the Department erred in
valuing the subsidy arising from the
income tax exemption for export
_ eamings by allocating the benefit over
. export sales rather thap totul sales.
Because the determining factor in a
fum's.eligibility for this benefit is its

- overall profitability for a given year. the -

benefits accrue to the entire operations
of the firm and not just to exports.
Further an income tax exemption
calculated on this basis does not affect
the price of the exported product only:
rather. it has a general effect on gl
prices. both domestic and export
DOC Position: We disagree. As we
have stated in prior Braziliun
determinations. when a firm must export
to be eligible for benefits under a
subsidy program. and when the umount
of the benefil received is tied directly or
indirectly to the firm's level of exports.
that program confers an export subsidy.
The fact that the firm as a whole must
be profitable to benefit from the
program does not detract from the
program’s basic function as an export
- subsidy. Therefore, the Department will
continue to allocate the benefits under
this program over export revenues
instead of total revenues. .
Comment & Respondents claim that
the 1Pl export credit premium is no!
countervailable because it no longer
exists. The response lo the
questionnaire contained the legisiation
phasing out this program. Verification

reports and previous Commerce rulings
have consistently beld that this program
bas been eliminated and {s not
countervailoble. )

- DOC Position: We agree and bave -
determined this program (o be
terminated. See Section IV. of this
notice.

Comment 7: Respondents argue that
none of the companies had oulstending
BNDES or FINAME loans during the
review period. Furthermore, BNDES
financing is generslly available and hus
been recognized by Commerce
previously as non-countervailable. [See,
“Final Affirmative Countervailing Duty
Determination: Tool Steel from Brazil"
(48 FR 25252).)

DOC Position: We verified that none
of the companies under mvutlgnmn
had BNDES or FINAME loans
outstanding during the review period.

Comment & Respondents request that

. the Department review the standing of
_ petitioners to file a petition. The original

petition, in which petitioners claimed to
account for over 85 percent of totul
domestic production of construction
castings, included both heavy and light
castings. The ITC eliminated hight iron
construction castings from its
investigations based on a preliminary
negative injury determination after
concluding that these are two separute

"industries. and that producers of light

castings do not produce beavy castings.
Because of this change, respondents
argue that the Depertment mus! consider
petitioners’ standing by obtairung
information verifying that the petitioners
constitute the majonty of domestic
production of heavy iron constructiun
castings

DOC Pusition: In the petition filed in
this investigution. petitioners filed “on
behaull of” the domestic heavy and light
iron construction castings industry in
accurdance with 189 US.C. 16716(b)1).
Thereafter, in response to respondents’
assertion that petitioners might lack -
standing 1n hight of the fact that the
investigation currently only covers
heavy iron construction castings.
petitioners filed a letter asserung und
supporting their continued
representation of 8 majority of the
industry under investigation.

The petition was filed on behall of the
custings industry by the Municipal
Castings Fair Trade Council and its 15
individually-named members. and no
opposition 1o the petition has been
expressed from the domestic heavy iron
construction castings industry.
Therefore. the Department finds that
there is Insufficient evidence to warrant
8 conclusion that petitioners bave not
filed “on behalf of an industry” pursuant
to 18 U.S.C. 1671a(b){1}. |See slso. “Finsl

Negative Countervailing Duly
Determinations: Certain Textile Mil!
Products and ‘Apparel from Malaysia™
(50 FR 8852, March 12 1985) ]

Caomment 8 Respondents cuntend tha!
Resolution 895 loans are not industry.
region. product, or export related.
Resolution 885 authorizes commerciul
banks to make loans available to small-
and medium-sized husinesses. The
Deparument has previously dctermined
that similar loan progrums to smull- and
medium-sized firms are no!
countervailable.

DOC Position: We agree and have
determined this program not to confur u
subsidy. See Section 1A of this noticc
for our determination.

Comment 10: Respondents arguc that
FDM financing from BDMG is not
countervailable. If all credit lines
svailable through the bank are gencrally
svailable. no countervailable benchit
exists. [See, “Fuel Ethanol from Brazil.”
(51 FR 3361).)

DOC Position. For the ruasuns sct oul
in Section lL.A of this notice. we found
FOM loans do not constitute 8 subsidy
because they are not limited 1o » R
specific enterprise or industry or gruup
of enterprises or industries.

Commeat 11: Respondents srgue that
il FDM provide preferentisl financing
the proper benchmark is the generally
avuilable rate in the region.

DOC Position: Since we have
determined that FDM loans are nut
countervuilable. this issue ts moot.

Comment 12- Respondents argue thai

- regional development ioaans through the

BDMG are not countervailable. Regionai
development banks in Brazil obtain therr
funds through foreign sources. BNDES.
or their own operations. Generally
svailuble louns from a regioral or state

- wuthority are nut countervailable.

DOC Pusition: We agree the iouns
from the BDMG found o tus
investigstion do not cunier a
countervailable benefit. See vwr
response o peutioner’ Comment 5

Comment 13: Responaents contend
the ST1 loan to one respondent was sut
used in the production of castings. Loars
which are not linked specificully to the
product under invesugation are not
countervailable. [See. “lame from
Mexico™ (49 FR 35672).| Futtermore.,
these loans urc made 10 diverse secturs
of the Brazilian economy and all
information developed from STi-
financed projects must be publiciy
disseminated.

DOC Position: We agree thut thas lu.::,
did not benefit the product.on of
castings. Therefore. we are not
determining whether the STl procrua:
itself 1s countervailabie. See our
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determination under Section LLLN. of
this notice. .

Cuomment 14: Respondents argue that
& short-term loan to USIPA from Banco
Sudameris is not countervailable. It was
verified that there was no government
involvement and no coumcrvallable
benefit.

DOC Position: We agree that the
short-term loan to Usipa is not
countervailable. See our response to
petitioners’ Comment 10.

Comment 15 Reupondenu argue that
the Department should disregard
amendments to the original petition
which have not been filed concurrently
with the ITC as they are in violation of .
19 CFR 355.26(e). Also. the Department
should adhers to the spirit of ita
proposed countervailing duty -
regulations and not consider uny new
- allegations submitted beyond the 20 day

period alter the notice of initiation was -
published in the Federal Register. -

DOC Position: Pelitioners’
subniissions were related to programs
discovered during the course of
venfication. Section 775 of the Tariff Act
of 1930, as amended. states that if, in the
course of an investigation. the

Department discovers 8 practice which -

eppears to be a subsidy, but was not
included in the matters ulleged.in the
countervailing duty petition, it shall
include the practice in the investigution
if it appeurs to be e subsidy with fespect
to the merchandise under mvesug‘uon.
Therefore. we do not consider :
petitioners’ submissions 16 be ‘
amendments to the original petition.

loterested Party Comments

Comment 1. Interested purty submits
that the historical ut:hzation rate of -
Preferentidl Working Capital for Export
Financing should be used to quantify.
any benefits from this program.

DOC Pos:iiior: We agree. See our
- response 10 petitioners’ Comment 1.

Cor:meit 2: Interested party asserts
that the one company which benefitted
from the income tax exemption for .
export earnirigs on its 1983 tax form.
filed in 1984, did not export the subject
merchandise in 1983. Therefore. no
courntervailable benefit has been
conferred on exports of heavy iron
construction castings.

DOC Pusition: We disagrue. When a

firm must export to be eligible for )

bencfite under @ subsidy program. and
when the amount of the benefit received
depends directly or indirectiy on the
firm‘s level of exports. that program
confars an export subsidy The fact that
& firm earned an export subsidy from
one product in one year, and shifted ar
diversified its export output to other

products the next year, is irrelevant to
the calculation of the export subsidy.

Comment lnlemle(r:arty contends
the appropriate benchmark aguinst
which to compare the FINEX interest
rate is the short-term interest rates
actually paid by Philipp Brothers on its
other domestic borrowing.

DOC Position: We disagree. The
“Subsidies Appendix” states that the
appropriate benchmark for short-lerm -
borrowing is a national average
commercial method of short-term
financing. rather than a rate derived

- from company-specific financing.

Comment 4 Interested party argues
that should there be a final affirmative
determination in this case, the CVD
deposit rate should not include 2n
amount related to FINEX financing. The
eale of Usipa by Philipp Brothers, the
uncertainty of continued sales o the
U.S.. and the question of whether future
sales of iron construction castings will .
be eligible for this program represent
significant changes from those -
circumstances or progfams during the
 investigatory period. [TA should
recognize those changes and exclude
FINEX from the CVD deposit rate.

DOC Position: The above situation
does not constitute g “program-wide
change” because the Department has no
evidence of & “program-wide change™ in
the benefits conferred by FINEX
financing prior to the preliminary
determination. Therefore, we will not
change the CVD deposit rute in an’
attempt o upproximate future events.
Suspension of Liquidativa

In accordance with our preliminary
affirmative countervailing duty
determinativn published August 12
188S. we directed the U.S. Customs
Service t0 suspend liquidation on the
products under investigation and to
require a cash deposit or bond equal to
the estimated net subsidy. This final
countervailing duty determination was
extended to coincide with the final
antidumping deiermination on the same

-, product from Brazil, pursuant to section

608 of the Trade and Tariff Act of 1084
(section 705{¢){1) of the Act). Hiowever,
we cannot impose 8 suspension of
liquidation on the subject merchandise
for more than 120 duys without the
issuance of final affirmative
determinations of subsidizativn and
injury. Therefore, on December 10. 1985,
we instructed the U.S. Customs Service
to terminate the suspension of
liquidation on the subject merchandise

entered on or aflter December 11, 198S. If

the ITC determines that imports of
certuin heavy iron construction castings
materislly injure. or threalen material
injury to. a U.S. industry. we will order

the U.S. Customs Service to resume the
suspension of liquidation of the producis
which are entered. or withdrawn from
warehouse, for consumption. and to
require 8 cash deposit in an amount
equal 10 3.40 percent od valorem.

ITC Notification

In accordance with section 705(c} uf
the Act. we will notify the ITC of our -
determination. In addition. we are
making available to the ITC all non-
privileged and non-confidential
information relating to this
investigation. We will allow the I1C
access lo all privileged and confidenual
information in our files. provided the
ITC confirme that it will not discluse
such mlorm.mon either publicly or
under an administrative protective
aorder. without the wrilten consent uf the
Deputy Assistant Secretary for Import
Administrution.

The ITC will determine whether these
imports materially injure, or threaten
material injury 10, 8 U.S. industry within
45 days alter the date of this )
determination. If the ITC determines
that material injury. or the threat of
material injury, does not exist. this
proceeding will be terminated and all
estimated duties deposited or securitics
posted as a result of the suspension ol
liguidation will be refunded or
cancelled. If. however. the ITC
determines that such injury exists. we
will issue a countervailing duty order,
directing Customs-officers 10 asscss a
countervailing duty on all entries of
certain heavy iron consiruction custings
from Brazil entered. or withdrawn from

_ warehouse. for.consumption as
. described in the “Suspension of

Liquidation” section of this notice.
This notice is published pursaant to

“section 705(d) of the Act (19 US.C.

1671d(d))-

Paul Freedenberg,

Assistont Secretary for Trude Admiristclion:
Maerch 12, 19088

{FR Duc. 86-5080 Filed 3-18-80. 8.45 «m}
GULLING COOE 3610-08 8
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APPENDIX C

DATA CONCERNING OTHER CONSTRUCTION CASTINGS.
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In the final investigations, in addition to collecting information on
heavy and light iron construction castings, .the Commission collected data on
other iron construction castings not included in the definitions of heavy and
light castings. Such other castings include those requiring a substantial
amount of additional machining and fabrication-—such as tree grates, .park
bepches, lamp post bases, and other streetscape castings; bolt down castings;
and watertight or water resistant castings. The data collected concerning
such other iron construction castings are presented in tables C-1 through Cc-5.

Seven firms provided data concerning production, capacity and shipments.
None of the seven was a producer of light construction castings. -In every
instance, *** accounted for more than *%% parcent of the data reported. ®%¥%,
¥k, qnd HHx generally accounted for the next largest portions of data
reported TENK, HRK ghd wAK were the only firms that reported holding any
inventories of other construction castings, ¥*¥* and **% were not able to
break out employment and wage data for other construction castings and,
therefore, the data in table C-4 reflects information from five firms. With
regard to table C-5, **¥ was the only domestic producer to report imports of
other construction castlngs :

As a share of aggregate productlon (heavy and other) other castings
accounted for 17.1 percent in 1982, 16.0 percent in 1983, 16.2 percent in
1984, and 15.9 percent’'in 1985. As a share of aggregate capacity, other
castings amounted to 13.7 percert in 1982, .13.1 percent in 1983, 13.7 percent
in 1984, and 12.5 in 1985, ' - :

The Commission's staff contacted eight domestic producers of iron
construction castings for their comments on how production is divided between
so~called "standard" and "specialty" items. In addition, they were asked to
describe any difficulties and costs in switching production runs. from standard
to specialty items. Of these eight producers, two were producers of only
light construction castings; 1/ two. were. small foundries producing heavy
construction castings; 2/ two were medium—-sized heavy castings producers; 3/
one was a very large heavy castings producer; 4/ and one was a very large
producer of light and heavy castings. 5/ The two light castings producers
were unable to provide information on the question of how foundries divide
production between specialty and standard castings because there is no such
thing as a "specialty" light casting.

In response to the guestion, "Could your foundry be profitable at its
current size if you were to produce only specialty products?" all eight
producers agreed that it would be difficult, if not impossible, to survive on
specialty items alone, since the market for specialty items is small. Total
production of specialty castings in 1985 amounted to only 14 percent of total
production of all iron construction castings, as reported in response to the
Commission's questionnaires. Most of the producers agreed that there is
neither the volume nor the continuity of special orders to sustain a ftoundry.
One foundry, which currently sells its specialty items within about a

1/ K,
2/ Rk,
3/ WK,
4/ Wk,
5/ K,
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1,000-mile radius, explained that in order to increase production of specials
from 15-20 percent to 50 percent of their tonnage they would have to sell
specialty items in three times their marketing area, or roughly, the entire
“United ‘States. One small heavy castings producer qualified its response by
indicating that it could 5urvive strictly on specialty items if it had a large
enough volume of small orders, which is not currently the case. 1/ In sum,

all the foundries contacted concurred in the fact that, although specialty
castings may be more profitable on a per—pound basis, the production of
high-volume, standard items is necessary for the survival of their businesses.

Additionally, the question "How costly and difficult is it for your
foundry to shift production from standard to specialty items?" was asked of
each foundry representatlve contacted Most producers indicated that it was
not necessarily d1ff1cu1t to change cast1ng patterns tor most specialty items.
However, the cost of such a shift varies widely depending on how cost is
defined and the typé of production process. The cost of a pattern change
entails two things: “the construction of a pattern, if one does not already
exist, and the phys1ca1 changlng of the pattern in the mold. If the foundry
does not already own the pattern necessary to produce a given casting, the
pattern must be designed and built, or an existing pattern must be modified.
The cost of ¢onstruction of new patterns can vary widely, dependlng on size,
intricacy, and materials. Nooden patterns are the least expensive to make,
but they cannot withstand the high pressures of some types of automated
production processes. Alternatively, patterns can be made of aluminum or
iron, with iron patterns being the most costly to produce. Typical wooden
patterns may cost from $1,000 to $1,500, whereas aluminum and iron patterns
might cost anywhere from $5 000 to $16, 000. Therefore, when a new special
ordar is placed, the revenue to be gained trom that production run must be
weighed against not only the typical costs of production, but also against the
cost of pattern construction. All the producers sampled indicated that once a
pattérn is made, the process of changing patterns is relatively simple, and
only requires some mahpower and perhaps some down-time for the production line.

Company-specific comments on these questions and on their respective
productlon processes follow: .
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Table C-1.—Other construction castings: - U.S. prodUction,qpkacficél annual
capacity, 1/ and capacity utilization, 1982-85

_ Item ‘. 1982 ' 1983 1984 1985
Production : " : : :

1,000 pounds——: 45,256 : 48,328 ' 57,533 : . .., 59,960
Capacity -do : 61,188 : 59,206 : 6§,778x:~;'-A 65,631

Capacity utilization . S : i o
percent—: 73.9": 81.6 : 87.4 : 91.4

1/ Practical capacity was defined -as the greatest level of output a plant
can achieve within the framework of -a realistic work pattern. Producers were
asked to consider, among other factors, a normal product:mix and an:expansion
of operations that could be reasonably attained in their industry and locality
in setting capacity in terms of the number of shifts and hours of plant
operation.

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



Table C-2.—Other construction castings;
shipments, 1982-85 1/
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U.S. producers' domestic and export

U.S. International Trade Commission.

Item 1982 f 1983 ..1984 1985
Quantity (1,000 pounds)
Domestic shipments———: 42,217 45,548 55,566 : 58,698
Export shipments--—- L o LadeialE 22 HHH
Total ww¥ P PP HH
- : - .- -Value (1,000 dollars)
Pomestic shipments— 25,818 30,003 35,087 : 42,236
AEiport shipment s—-———tm: WO T Ak ' AR P
Total L L1 e R ; OPvEs
Average unit value (cents per pound)
Domestic shipments-—— : 61.2 : 65.9 : 63.1 71.9
Export shipments--— ——t adaiedi Lol LLE I HHW
Total adokeliE il SR o
1/ *%% was the only exporter of other construction castings.
Source: Compiled from data submitted in response to questiohnaires of the
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Table C-3.—Other construction castings: U.S8. producers' end-oft—period
inventories, 1981-85 1/

Item ~ 7 1981 1982 © 1983 | 1984 i 1985

Quantity—-1,000 pounds—-: 5,281 : ‘4,835A: 4,742 4,975 : 5,252

Ratio to total shipments : : : : : :
percent—: 2/ 10.7 : 9.8 : 8.6 : 8.7

1/ w0k kK, gnd A were the only producers to report inventory data on
other construction castings.
2/ Not available.

Source: Compiled from data submitted in response to quest1onna1res of - the
U.S. International Trade Commission.
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Table C-4.—Production and related workers employed in U.S. establishments in
the production of other iron construction castings: Average number, hours
worked, wages and total compensation paid, labor productivity, hourly
compensation, and unit labor costs, 1982-85 1/

Item S ' 1982- © 1983 ' 1984 1985

Production and related workers

producing other iron
construcion castings:

Average number employed%—¥4—f4;+;"f: -209 ; . .190 é‘~ <213 ; o 228
Hours worked--- -—1,000 hoursm—; 404 ; ‘406 Z ' 454-2‘. o '488
Wages paid~_-~«—1,0Q0Ado;larsff; e 3;446~;n ”3;544 ; 4,2&6'; - 4,616
Total compensatidn-— -------- ————do~—; 4,18; ;. ‘;,237 ; 5,172 ; 5,377
Labor productivity ; ; ; ;

pounds per hour—: 112 119 : 127 123
Hourly wages ; $8.52 ; -$8.72 ; $9.35 ; $9.49

Unit labor costs : : :
cents per pound—: 9.2 : 8.7 : 8.9 : 8.9

1/ #x% and %% did not provide employment and wage information for other
construction castings.

Source: Compiled from data submitted in response to questionnaires of the
U.S. International Trade Commission.
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Table C-5.—O0ther construction castings: U.S.'imports reported by firms
responding to the Commission's questionnaires, by principal sources, 1982-85

(In thousands of pounds)

Item j 1982 j 1983 j 1984 : 1985
All firms:
Canada 0 o : 0 52
Brazil 0 0 : 0 0
India KM L33, 2 NI N
China 0 0 : 0 0]
Subtotal alal] LT Laand L
All other : 0 : 0 : 0 0
Total : - L s ‘ L L K

U.S. producers: 1/ :
0 :

Canada 0 : 0 0
Brazil 0 : 0 : (6] 0
India L *xnK . N NN
China 0 : 0 : ] (0]

Subtotal L L L o
All other 0 : 0 : 0 0

Total L2, Hxk IO I

1/ %% was the only domestic producer to import other construction castings.

Source: Compiled from data submitted in response to questionnaires of thg
U.S. International Trade Commission. '
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The industry in Canada

The following information pertaining to the industry in Canada that
produces iron construction castings was obtained in investigation No.
731-TA-263 (Final) and during the 1984 foundry study.

There are approximately 120 iron and 29 steel foundries in Canada. 1/
At least 36 ferrous foundries discontinued operations during 1979-83, of which
4 were new entrants in the market. Total annual production capacity is
estimated to be 1.5 million short tons for iron foundries. Canadian iron
toundry shipments decreased from 1.2 million short tons in 1979 to 612,000
short tons in 1982, but then rose to 954,000 short tons in 1984. Shipments to
the automotive industry accounted for 41 percent of all foundry shipments; to
the railway industry, 12 percent; and to municipalities, 11 percent. The
Canadian Foundry Association identified 35 foundries that produce iron
construction castings, of which 20 reported that they exported to the United
States during 1980-84. 2/ The capacity of seven major Canadian iron
construction castings producers that provided information to the Commission
was estimated to be *¥¥ million pounds per year in 1984, up 9 percent over
1982. (table D-1). 3/ Production of heavy castings rose from ¥* million 1982
to % million pounds in 1984, while light castings production increased from
*¥% million pounds *¥% million pounds during the same period. Exports to the
United States in 1984 of heavy castings were **% million pounds and light
castings were XX million pounds. Exports to other countries were negligible.

Employment in Canadian iron foundries decreased steadily from 11,742
persons in 1979 to 6,753 persons in 1982, but then increased somewhat to 6,981
persons in 1983 (table D-2). Average hourly wages for Canadian iron foundry
workers increased from $6.92 in 1979 to $9.53 in 1983, or by 38 percent.

The Canadian foundry industry has been faced with the same problems the
United States foundry industry has experienced, including the rising costs of
energy, labor, compliance with environmental and health regulations, 4/ and
declining markets. The Canadian industry enjoys the advantages of less
expensive labor and energy compared with its U.S. counterpart. Canadian labor
costs, which represent 35 percent of production costs, are 5 to 6 percent
cheaper in Ontario and Quebec than those of comparative competitive producers
along the border. Energy costs, which represent 5 to 15 percent of production
costs, are 25 to 50 percent cheaper in Canada. In general, Canada has higher
tariffs on foundry products than the United States-—10.7 percent ad valorem.
tfor iron construction castings, whereas the U.S. column 1 rate is free.
Another major advantage that the Canadian foundry industry enjoys is the
depreciation of the Canadian dollar relative to the value of the U.S. dollar
in recent years. 5/

Although reliable data on total foundry expenditures are not available,
six foundries that export significant percentages of their product to the
United States spent about $32 million during 1979-83 on capital investment and
research and development. The expenditures on capital investments were
primarily to improve output, quality, and productivity and to comply with
environmental and occupational health and safety regulations.

1/ ITC foundry study, op. cit., p. 24.

2/ Prehearing submission of the Canadian Foundry Association during the ITC
foundry study. )

3/ Six of the firms were named in the petition: Dobney Foundry; LaPerle
Foundry, Ltd.; Bibby-Ste. Croix Foundries, Inc.; Mueller Canada, Inc.; Titan
Foundry, Ltd.; and Wotherspoon Foundry, Ltd.

4/ Conference held at the U.S. International Trade Commission, June 5, 1985.

5/ Competitive Assessment of the U.S. Foundry Industry, USITC Publication
No. 1582, September 1984, pp. 16-26.




Table D-1.~—Iron construction castings: Canada's production, capacity, and
exports, by types, 1982-84 1/

Item 1982 1983 1984
Heavy castings: : :
Produc tion—mmmmmm 1,000 pounds-—: L L FN
Capacity do KWK NN - Ao
Exports: :
To the United States————-do~-—: 2/ AR XA
To third countries do : 0 0 Hedek
Light castings: : :
Production ~do WM KK Frevee,
Capacity-— do KRH HRHR xR
Exports: ‘ . o :
To the United States——- —d 0t AAR AHH KKK
To third countries do- 0 0 : 0

[ WRE
/ Not available.

1 N e

Table D~2.—-Canadian foundry industry:

Number of employees and average hourly

wages, by type of foundry, 1979-83 1/
Item 1979 1980 1981 1982 1983
Iron foundries: : o

Number of employees———wmmmmm: 11,742 8,756 7,703 6,753 6,981

Average hourly wage rate 2/ : : : :
. dollars—: 6.92 : 7.27 - 7.98 : 8.98 : 9.53

Steel foundries: : : : : :
Number of employees——wmmmmmeey 5,553 5,705 4,828 3,572 2,911

Average hourly wage rate : :
3/ 3/ 3/ 3/ : 8.75

dollars-——:

1/ CFA estimates account for about 75 percent of total employment of

production employees, including staff.

2/ Rates include earnings, i.e., overtime, incentives, and bonuses.

3/ Not available.

Source:

Canadian Foundry Association, Statistics Canada.










