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UNITED STATES INTERNATIONAL TRADE COMMISSION
Washington, DC

Investigations Nos. 731-TA-271 through 273 (Final)
CERTAIN WELDED CARBON STEEL PIPES AND TUBES

FROM INDIA, TAIWAN, AND TURKEY

Determinations

On the basis of the record 1/ develoﬁed in investigation No. 731-TA-271

(Final) ‘the Commission determines, 2/ pursuant to section 735(b) of the Tariff
Act of 1930 (19 U.S.C. § 1673d(b)), that an industry in thé United States is
Jﬁaterialiy injured, or threatened with material injuhy, by reason of imports
from India of standard pipes and tubes, 3/ which have been found by the
< Department of Commerce to be sold in the United States at less than fair value
V(LTFV); Chairwoman Paula Stern and Commissioners Alfred E. Eckes and
Seeley G. Lodwick determine tﬁat an industry in the United States is
materially injured by reason of the subject imports. Commissioner David B.
° Rohr determines that a domestic industry ié threatened with material iﬁjury by
reason of the subject impdrts. Commissioner Rohr further determines, pursuant
to section 735(b)(4)(B) of the Act (19 U.S.C. § 1673d(b)(4)(B)), that he would
not have found material injury bu£ for any suspensioﬁ of liquidation of

entries of the subject merchandise.

‘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 Susan W. Liebeler and Commissioner Anne E. Brunsdale make
negative determinations. '

3/ For purposes of these investigations, the term "standard pipes and tubes”
covers welded carbon steel pipes and tubes of circular cross section, 0.375
inch or more but not over 16 inches in outside diameter, provided for in items
610.3231, 610.3234, 610.3241, 610.3242, 610.3243, 610.3252, 610.3254,
610.3256, 610.3258, and 610.4925 of the Tariff Schedules of the United States
Annotated (TSUSA).



The Commission also determines, on the basis of thé record developed in
investigation No. 731-TA-272 (Final), 1/ 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 not materiélly injured or threatened with mateiial injury, and the
establishment of an industry in the United States is not hgterially retarded,
by reason of imports from Taiwan of line pipes and tubes, 2/ which have been
found by the Department of Commerce to be sold.in the United States at LTFV.

The Commission also determines, on the basis of the record developed in
investigation No. 731-TA-273 (Final), 3/ puésuant to section 735(b) of the
Tariff Act of 1930 (19 U.S.C. § 1673d(b)), that an industry in the United
States is matefially injured, or threatened with material injury, by reason of
imports from Turkey of standard pipes and tubes, which have been found by the
Department of Commerce to be sold in the United States at LTFV. Chairwoman
Paula Stern and Commissioners Alfred E. Eckes and Seeley G. Lodwick determine
that an industry in the United States is materially injured by reason of the
subject importé._ Commissioner David B. ﬁohr determines that a domestic
industry is threatened with material injury by reason of the subject imports.

Commissioner Rohr further determines, pursuant to section 735(b)(4)(B) of the

1/ Commissioners Alfred E. Eckes and David B. Rohr dissent, finding threat
of material injury. They would not have found material injury but for any
suspension of liquidation of entries of the subject merchandise.

2/ For purposes of these investigations, the term "line pipes and tubes"”
covers welded carbon steel pipes and tubes of circular cross section, with
walls not thinner than 0.065 inch, 0.375 inch or more but not over 16 inches
in outside diameter, conforming to API specifications for line pipe, provided
for in items 610.3208 and 610.3209 of the TSUSA.

3/ Vice Chairman Susan W. Liebeler and Commissioner Anne E. Brunsdale make
negative determinations. '



Act (19-U.S.C. § 1673d4(b)(4)(B)), that he would not have found material injury
but for any suspension of liquidation of entries of the subject merchandise.

The Commission finally determines, on the basis of the record developed
in investigation No..731—TA-273 (Final}, 1/ 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 not materially injured or threatened with material injury, and the
establishment of an industry in the United States is not materially retarded,
by reason of imports from Turkey of line pipes and tubes, which have been

found by the Department of Commerce to be sold in the United States at LTFV.

Background

The Commission instituted these investigations following preliminary
determinations by the Departmeni of Commerce that>imports of certain welded
carbon steel pipes and tubes from India, Taiwan, and Turkey were being sold at
LTFV within the meaning of section 731 of the Act (19 U.S.C. § 16735. Notice
of the institution of the Commission's investigations and of a public hearing
to be ﬁeld 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

January 24, 1986 (51 FR 3272). Thé hearing was held in Washington, DC, on
March 13, 1986, and all persons who requested the opportunity were permitted

to appear in person or by counsel.

1/ Commissioners Alfred E. Eckes and David B. Rohr dissent, finding threat
of material injury. They would not have found material injury but for any
suspension of liquidation of entries of the subject merchandise.






-5 -
VIEWS OF CHAIRWOMAN PAULA STERN AND COMMISSIONERS
ALFRED E. ECKES, SEELEY G. LODWICK, AND DAVID ROHR

We determine that ahiindustry‘iﬁ the Unit;d States is ﬁate?ially injured.
by reason of imports of welded carbon steel standard pipes and tubes (standa:d
pipe) from India and Turkey which the Department of Cémmerce (Commerce) has
found to be sold at less than fair value (LTFV) 1/ 2/

Chairwoman Stern and CommissioneF'Lodwick also détermine tHat an industry
in the United States is'not-materially injured, or threétened wifh haterial
injury, and that the establishment of an inddsfry iﬁ the United States is not
materially retarded, by reason of imports of welded carbon-steef line pipes
and tubes (line pipe) from faiwan and Turkey which Commerce has determined to
be sold at LTFV. Commissioners Eckes and Rohr detefmine that.an,indyétry in
the United States is threatenea with maferial injury by reason of the LTFV
line p1pe 1mports from Taiwan and. Turkey and further determine, bursuaht to
section 735(b)(4)(B) of the Tariff Act of 1930 19 U.S.C. § 1673d(b)(4)(B)
that they would not have found materlal injury but for any suspension of

l1qu1dat10n Qf entries of the_sub]ect merchgnd;se. 3/ 4/

1/ Commissioner Rohr determines that an industry in the United States is
threatened with material injury by reason of the LTFV standard pipe imports
from India and Turkey and further detérmines, pursuant to section 735(b)(4)(B)
of the Tariff Act of 1930, 19°U.S.C. § 1673d(b)(4)(B) that he would not have
found material injury but for any suspension of 11qu1dat10n of entries of the"-
subject merchandise. See his additional views, infra. :

2/ Material retardation of " the establlshment of an industry 1n the Unlted
States is not an issue in any of these 1nvest1gat10ns and is not dlscussed
further.

3/ See their dissenting views, infra.

4/ In the event that Commerce makes a final aFflrmat1ve determination under
19 U.S.C. § 1673d(a)(2) then the Commission must determine whether the-
material injury is by reason of the "massive imports" described in 19 U.S.C.

§ 1673d(a)(3). 19 U.S.C. § 1673d(b)(4)(R). This is commonly called the
“critical circumstances" determination. In the case of line pipe imports from
Taiwan, Commerce has made an affirmative critical circumstances

determination. 50 Fed. Reg. 8865 (1986). However, in the present
1nvestlgat10ns, as a majority of the Commission have determined that there is
no material injury or threat of material injury by reason of the imports from
Taiwan, we need not address the question of critical circumstances.




Like products and domestic industries 5/

Two imborted produéts arelat issue in these investigations: (i) circular
welded carbon steel [standard] pipe and tube with an outside diameter of 0.375
inch or more but not over 16 inches (standard pipe); 6/ and (ii) cirqular'
welded carbon steél [line] pipe and tube with an outside diameter of 0.375
inch or more but not over 16 inches (line pipe). 7/

We have investigated these products on many prior occasions. 8/ We found
the like'product for imported standard pipe to be domestically produced
standard pipe of not more than 16‘inches oﬁtside diameter and the domestic
indugtfy to coﬁsist'of the producers of standard pipe; 9/ We also determined
that the like product fof imported line pipe is domestically produced line

pipe of not more than 16 inches outside diameter and that the domestic

5/ The term "industry" is defined in section 771(4)(An) of the Tariff Act of
1930 as "[t]he domestic producers as a whole of the 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)(AR). The term "like product,” in turn, 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).

6/ 50 Fed. Reg. 32244 (1985) (India); 50 Fed. Reg. 32246 (1985) (Turkey).

7/ 50 Fed. Reg. 32245 (1985) (Taiwan); 50 Fed. Reg. 32246 (1985) (Turkey).

8/ E.gq., the Commission concluded the following investigations since the
first of 1985: Certain Welded Carbon Steel Pipes and Tubes from Turkey and
Thailand, Invs. Nos. 701-TA-253 and 731-TA-252 (Final), USITC Pub. 1810 (Feb.
1986) ("Turkey and Thailand"); Certain Welded Carbon Steel Pipes and Tubes
from the People's Republic of China, the Philippines, and Singapore, Invs.
Nos. 731-TA-292-294 (Preliminary), USITC Pub. 1796 (Dec. 1985) ("People's
Republic of China, the Philippines, and Singapore"); Certain Welded Carbon
Steel Pipes and Tubes from India, Taiwan, Turkey, and Yugoslavia, Invs. Nos.
701-TA-251-253 and 731-TA-271-274 (Preliminary), USITC Pub. 1742 (Aug. 1985)
("India, Taiwan, Turkey, and Yugoslavia"); Certain Welded Carbon Steel Pipes
and Tubes from Thailand and Venezuela, Invs. Nos. 701-TA-242 and
731-TA-252-253 (Preliminary), USITC Pub. 1680 (Apr. 1985) ("Thailand and
Venezuela"); Certain Welded Carbon Steel Pipes and Tubes from Taiwan and
Venezuela, Invs. Nos. 731-TA-211-212 (Preliminary), USITC Pub. 1639 (Feb.
1985).

9/ Thailand and Venezuela, supra, at 6-9.



industry consists of the producers of.. line pipe. 10/ We have adhered to these
definitions in all subsequent investigations. 11/

In the present investigations, no parties questioned the appropriateness
of these definitions and no information was revealed that warrants-.
reconsideration of these isédes. 12/ Accordingly, we adhere to our prior

_ definitions of the like products and the domestic industries in these

investigations.

Condition of the domestic standard pipe industry 13/

In its analysis of matérial ihjury, the Commission codsidefs,vémong othér
factors, domestic conéumptioh, production,-capaéity, capa;ity utilization;
sales, markef sﬁaré; employment, wades, and fidanéial indicdfof;; lﬁ) id |
these investigations, the Commission corisidered the infofmatidn availabie for
the pediod Jaduafy 1992;December i9h5;.;5/v‘b

We have studled the domest1c standard pJpe 1ndustry in prior
investlgat1ons 16/ Our data in Lh00e 1nvest1gat10ns showed that the domestlc

standard pipe inddétry demonstrated keasonable performaﬁce through’1981 but

suffered serious setbacks in 1982 in terms of almost all significant economic

11/ ﬁge most recently, Turkey and Thailand, i!Rﬁﬁ

12/ Transcript of the Commission hearing (Tr.) at 54, 88, and 110.

13/ Some of the information in these investigations regarding the cond1t10n
of the domestic industries and regarding the impact .of imports on those
industries is confidential and, therefore, can be discussed only in general
terms.

14/ 19:U.S5.C. § 16//(/)(C)(111)

15/ For the domestlc standard pipe 1ndustry, the data in these 1nvestlgdt10ns
include data for the period October-December 1985, data that were not
available to the Commission in our most recent Jnvestlgatlon of the domostlc
standard pipe industry. Turkey and Thailand, sugra .

16/ People's Republic of China, the Philippines, and Singapore, supra; Turkey
and Thailand, supra. o



indicators. Production, shipments, capacity utilization, employment, and
financial indicators all decreased precipitously. 17/ Therefore, the data for
the first year of our current investigation, 1982, reflect very low
performance levels. 18/

In the current investigations, apparent domestic consumption of standard
pipe increased from 1982 to 1984 by 45 percent, and then décreased marginally
from 1984 to 1985. 19/ Domestic producers' production, shipments, capacity,
and capacity utilization also increased throughout the period of
iﬁvesfigation. However, the rgtes of increase for these indicators during the
period 1982 to 1984 were substantially below the incréase in apparent domestic
consumptibn during the same period. Capacity utilization reached only 55
bercenf in 1985. 20/

The number of production and related workers decreased throughout the
period under investigation and their hours worked declined during the period
1982-84, although they increased slightly in 1985, Labor productivity
increased throughout the period of investigation, although unit labor costs,
which had declined from 1982-84, increased in 1985. 21/

‘As would be expected from a capital-intensive indgstry operating at
relatively low levels of capacity utilization, the financial performance of
the industry has not been strong. The domestic industry reported net

operating losses in 1982, 1983, and 1984. 22/ The industry showed a small net

17/ Certain Welded Carbon Steel Pipes and Tubes from the Republic of Korea
and Taiwan, Invs. Nos. 731-TA-131, 132, and 138 (Final), USITC Pub. 1519 at
6--8 (1984). ‘

18/ See Certain Welded Carbon Steel Pipes and Tubes from India, Taiwan,
Turkey, and Yugoslavia, supra, at 9.

19/ Report of the Commission (Report) at Table I-3.

20/ Id. at Table I-4.

21/ Id. at Table I-6.

22/ Id. at Table I-7.



operating income during 1985, amounting to only 1.1 percent of net sales.
 Four firms, the highest number in any year subject to the investigation,
showed net opefating losses during 1985. 23/ 24/ 25/

Accordingly, we conclude that the domestic standard pipe industry is

experiencing material injury. 26/ 27/ 28/

Cumulation with respect to standard pipe imports 29/

The current investigafions involve standard pipe imports from India and
Turkey. Petitioners urge the Commission to conduct a cumulative analysis of
those imports with each other and with imports from Thailand, ‘Singapore, the

Philippines, and the People's Republic of China. 30/

23/ 1d.

24/ As we noted in our recent investigations of standard pipe, “there ‘is a
substantial difference in the financial performance of the various domestic
producers, and in general the nonintegrated producers outperformed the
integrated firms." Turkey and Thailand, supra, at 9. As in that case, the
Commission has taken this fact into account in its analysis while noting that
it is required, by statute, to assess the condition of the industry as a whole.

25/ During the period of the investigations, several firms (e.g., Bethlehem
 Steel Corp., LTV Steel Corp., and Merchants Metal, Inc.) have closed standard

pipe mills. Turkey and Thailand, supra, at 8.

26/ Chairwoman Stern does not believe it necessary or desirable to make a
. determination on the question of material injury separate from the
consideration of causality. She joins her colleagues by concluding that the
domestic industry is experiencing economic problems.

"27/ Commissioner Eckes believes that the Commission is to make a finding
regarding the question of material injury in each investigation. See American
Spring Wire Corp. v. United States, 590 F. Supp. 1273, 1276 (Ct. Int'l Trade
1984), aff'd sub nom., Armco, Inc. v. United States, 760 F.2d 249 (Fed. Cir.
1985). .

28/ Commissioner Rohr concludes that this industry is vulnerable to'a threat
of material injury.

29/ Commissioner Rohr does not Jo1n in this section of this oplnlon in llght
of his conclusions on threat.

30/ Petitioners' Prehearing Brief at 3--5.. In that brief, petitioners also
asked us to cumulate imports from Yugoslavia. The .request, however, predates
their withdrawal of the petition as to Yugoslavia. Cumulation of imports as
to which the petition has been withdrawn is inappropriate because the imports
covered by the withdrawn petition are not ”subJect to 1nvestlgat10n "

&
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Section 612(a)(2)(A) of the Trade and Tariff Act of 1984 amends title VII
of the Tariff Act of 1930 by the enactment of a new subséction pertaining to
cumulation:

(4) CUMULATION—For .purposes of clauses (i) (ii), the

Commission shall cumulatively assess the volume and effect

of imports from tiwo or more countries of like products

subject to investigation if such products compete with each

other and with the like products of the domestic industry

in the United States market. 31/
The legislative history makes clear that the subject imports must be marketed
within a reasonably coincident period of time. 32/ Therefore, the Commission

must "cumulatively assess the: volume and effect of imports" when three
criteria are met: (1) the subject imports must compete with both other
imports and the domestic like product; 33/ (2) they ﬁust be marketed within a
.reasonably coincident time perioq; and (3) they must be squect to
iﬁvestigatioﬁ. 34/ |

.In prior invéstigations, we have.treated standard pipe as a fungiblg
coﬁmodity. 35/ In the preliminary investigation regarding imports from India,
the Indian barty in opposition to the pefition argued that'Indign standard

pipé should not be cumulated with other standard pipe on the ground that India

predominantly exports galvanized pipe while other countries export so-called

7

31/ Pub. L. 98-573, § 612(a)(2)(A)(iv), to be codified at 19 U.$.C.
§ 1677(7)(C)(iv). _ '

32/ H.R. Rep. No. 1156 (Conf. Rep.), 98th Cong., 2nd Sess. 173 (1984).

. 33/ The statute allows for cumulation only of like products. American Grape
Growers Alliance for Fair Trade v. United States, 615 F. Supp. 615 (Ct. Int'l
Trade 1985).

34/ In making a cumulation determination, the Commission has considered a
variety of factors, including: (1) the fungibility of the imports; (2) the
presence of sales or offers to sell in the same geographic markets; (3) the
existence of common or similar channels of distribution of imports; and
(4) whether the imports are simultaneously present in the market. People's
Republic of China, -the Philippines, and Singapore, supra, at 10 n.29; India,
Taiwan, Turkey, and Yugoslavia, supra, at 12 n.28 and cases cited therein.

35/ E.g., People's Republic of China, the Philippines, and Singapore, supra;
India, Taiwan, Turkey, and Yugoslavia, supra.
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black pipe. 36/ The argument has been renewed in this final investigatfonf*
and,  in particular, the Indian party asserts that. Indian imports (more than 90
percent of which are galvanized) should not be cumulated with imports from
Singapore (less than 2 percent of which are galvanized). 37/

Galvanization is a process of coating an article with zinc- to inhibit
corrosion. Coating black pipe with;zinF,;although not :an inexpensive step,
converts black pipe into galvanized pipe. 38/ According to petitioners, a
significant quantity of imported black pipe is.galvanized in the United - -
States.. 39/

We conclude that a cumulative analysis of black and galvanized pipe is
appropriate. 40/ The only difference between black and galvanized pipe is the
fact of galvanization itself and, és petitioners .argue, if price conditions
make it advantageous, imported black pipe may be galvaniéed and sold in
competition with imported‘galvahized pipe aﬁd in coﬁbefitibn witﬁ déﬁeséically
produced-éalvahized pipe.‘ - | | | |

The imports compefe in fhe same geographic areés. g;/ NS party has
érgued that the imports cémpete for differeAt customers or that they ugiiize

different channels of distribution. As we found in the preliminary

36/ India, Taiwan, Turkey, and Yugoslavia, supra, at 13. We cumulated black-
and galvanized pipe imports in the preliminary investigation, but stated that
we would explore the matter in the event of a final investigation. 1Id. ‘

37/ Indian Posthearing Brief at 4-5.

pipe investigations, but the specific question was not raised in any of those
investigations, except in the preliminary investigation here.

41/ Report at I-21; People's Republic of China, the Philippines, and
Singapore, supra, at Table I-10. Even though imports from different sources
are concentrated in different areas, this dispersion is not sufficient to-
negate competition between the various imports. Compare People's Republic of
China, the Philippines, and Singapore, supra. : ‘
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investigation, some sérvice centers/distributors are unaware of the origin of
the pipe they purchase. 42/ There is no question that the standard pipe
imports have been present simultaneously in the market.

Accordingly, we cumulatively assessed the volume and effect of the
standard pipe imports from India and Turkey with each other and with imports
from the People's Republic of China, the Philippines, and Singapore.

We also cumulatively assessed the volume and effect of the standard pipe
imports from India and Turkey with imports of. standard pipe from Thailand. An
antidumping order on Thai standard pipe was issued effective Jaﬁuary 27,

1986. These imports were subject to investigation as recently as January 1986
and imporf data for Thailand are available to us covering the same time period

as the-data available for the imports subject to the current investigations.

Material injury by reason of the standard pipe imports 43/

In determining whether a domestic industry is materially injured by
reason of the unfair imports, Congress has directed us to consider, among
othér Facfors, the volume of imports of the merchandise under investigation,
the‘efféct of such ihports on domestic prices, and the impact of such imports
on the relevant domestic industry. 44/

The cumulated LTFV imports of standard pipe from Thailand, Turkey, India,
tHe People's Republic of China, the Philippines, and Singapore have increased
rapidly over the course of this investigation. There were no imports from the

countries subject to cumulation during 1982. 45/ From a negligible percentage

42/ People's Republic of China, the Philippines, and Singapore, supra, at 11.
43/ Commissioner Rohr does not join in this section of the opinion. See his
additional views regarding threat of material injury, infra.

44/ 19 U.S.C. § 1677(7)(c).

45/ Report at Table I-1.
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of apbarent domestic consumption in 1983, the imports rose ‘significantly “in
1984 and then increased dramatically in 1985. gg/'gz/'

| During these investigations, we gathered quarterly price data for five
specific standard pipe products from the domestic industry and from importers
of Indian and Turkish pipe.' The quarterly price data for domestically
produced sfandard pipe products show considerable»variation for all five
products in both the service centers/distfibhtors and end—ﬁsers markets. In
general, U.S. producers' prices rose from'1983 to ;984 and then decliﬁed in
1985. For the service centers/distributors market, price levels for
October-December 1985 are all substantially below price levels for the
comparable period of 1984 and they ére at approximately the same levels as the
comparable period df 1983, gg/ In the end users market, price trends were
similar, risiﬁg from 19§3 to 1984 and then declining from i984 to 1985,

Uhen domestic producérs"prices are compéﬁed to the pfices-of standard
pipe imports from India in the service centers/distributors market, the data
show that for all five products, Indian standard pipe undersold domestic
gtandard pipe in all instances for which we have data. 49/ In only one
'iﬁstance was the margin of underselling less than 11 percent, and the other

margins were all significantly higher than that. 50/

46/ Id.

47/ The absolute volume of the cumulated imports also increased throughout
the period of investigation. However, given the vulnerable condition of the
domestic industry and the decline in apparent domestic consumption from 1984
to 1985, relative import penetration is a much more revealing figure than
absolute import volume. ' -

48/ Report at Table I-12.

49/ Id. at Table I-13. As significant quantities of Indian pipe did not
enter the U.S. market until 1985, price data for three 'products cover only
1985. For two products, however, we have data permitting comparisons of 1984
prices. .

50/ Id.
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In the case of Turkish imports, the pattern is much the same. There are
margins of underselling for each product for each quartei for which
comparisons are possible. 51/ 1In the service centers/diétributor; market, the
margin of underselliné,was never less than 15 percept,_and it ranged
considerably higher. 52/ 1In thg end users market,wwe'haye comparable data for
one quarter for gach of three products and in each instance there are
significant margins of underselling.

We also obtained weighted average purchase prices for several of the
standard pipes from Turkey and India. 53/ When these data are compared to the
weighted average purchasg price for U.S. producers' standard pipe,
underselling is present in‘each'instance.A In no instance is the margin of
underselling less than 13'percent. 54/ . )

These price comparisbns are significant because .the Commission has
receiyed information that price is the most important purchase consideration
for a substantial portion of the domestic purchasers. 55/ In this
price-sensitive market, the increase in the volume of imports, accompanied by
consistent and significant undersglling{ was coincident with the declines in
domestic producers' prices, indicating price depression resulting from the
imports.

Finally, we note that the President's program of voluntary restraints has
1imited imports of standard pipe from many of the largest traditional
suppliers_in 1985, thus_improviné conditions for.the recovery of the domestic

industry. .However, as noted above, the domestic industry lowered prices

51/ Id. at Table I-14. Here again, the data generally cover 1985, with a few
price comparisons possible for 1984.

52/ Id.

53/ Id. at Table I-16.

54/ 1d.

55/ Id. at I-24-I-26.
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during 1985 and continued to operate at a loss, in significant .part because of
the impact of the cumulated LTFV imports.
We conclude that the imports are cumulatively a source of material injury

to the domestic industry. 56/ 57/

56/ Commissioner Lodwick notes that in the most recent prior investigations
regarding standard pipe, Turkey and Thailand, supra, he found threat of
material injury by. reason of the subject imports from Turkey and by reason of
the subject imports from Thailand. Although each investigation must be
evaluated on its own merits and on the bhasis of the information of record in
that investigation, for the purpose of ensuring that there is no confusion
between his findings in Turkey and Thailand, supra, and the present
investigations, he notes the following.

The sources of the cumulated standard pipe are relatively new entrants
into the U.S. market. Import penetration has risen rapidly during the most
recent periods and over 40 percent of the 1985 imports from India, Tha:land
and Turkey entered during the fourth quarter of the year.

It is not always easy to draw a bright line to distinguish when
potentially injurious imports reach a level (when all statutory factors are
considered) that causes actual material injury. In Thailand and Turkey,
supra, the Commission knew about increasing import volumes, but had no
information on the condition of the domestic industry or price competition
during the last quarter of 198%. In Commissioner Lodwick's view, the
information did not warrant a finding of present material injury, but the
threat of injury was real and imminent.

In the present investigations, he bhelieves that the information mandates
a finding of material injury. As noted, the cumulative volume of LTFV imports
rose sharply during the fourth quarter of 1985. Thus, even though the
investigation regarding standard pipe from Yugoslavia was terminated and
several Indian producers were found not to be dumping, the import penetration
ratio rose. Additional pricing information shows that the imports
consistently undersold domestlc producers' prices at a time when domestic
producers' prices were at best stabilizing at levels below the prior year
figures. Fipally, additional data confirm that these new entrants are
replacing voluntary restraint agreements (VRAs) limited imports and causing
material injury. to the domestic industry.

57/ Chairwoman Stern notes she has considered the weighted average dumping
margins in her analysis of. the impact of imports of standard pipe from India
and Turkey. For standard pipe from India, Commerce excluded Gujarat Stecl
Tubes Ltd. and Zenith Steel Pipes & Industries lL.td. because it found no sales
at LTFV from those producers. For the other Indian producers subject to
investigation, the weighted average margin of dumping is 7.08 percent. For
standard pipe from Turkey, the margins of dumping were 23.12 percent for
Mannesmann-—-Summerbank Boru Endustrisi and Erkboru Profil Sanayi ve Ticaret AS,
1.26 percent for Borusan Holding AS, and 14.74 percent for all others. In
this price~competitive industry, these margins of dumping-—including the
relatively smaller ones for the Indian product—aid the collective price
competitiveness of the LTFV imports.
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ADDITIONAL VIEWS OF COMMISSIONER ROHR REGARDING THREAT OF MATERIAL INJURY
BY REASON OF IMPORTS OF STANDARD PIPE FROM INDIA AND TURKEY

In determining whether a domestic industry is threaFened with material
injury by reason of the subject imports, the Commission is directed to
consider a variety of factors, including foreign productive capacity or
existing unused capacity, rapid increases in dqmestic market penetration, the
probability that importsrwill enter at prices that will have a suppressing or
depressing effect on dohestic prices, increases in inventories, and the
potential for‘product shifting. 1/ A finding‘of threat "shall be made on the
basis of evidence that the threat of material injurylis real and that actual
injury is imminent. Such a determination may not be made on the basis of mere
conjecture or supposition." 2/

Turkish capacity to produce LTFV line pipe increased substantially from
January-—September 1984 to the corresponding period of 1985. 3/ Imports of
standard pipe from Turkey were nonexistent in_1982 and minimal in 1983.
However, they increased from 2,578 tons in 1984 to 36,277 tons in 1985. 4/ 1In
terms of import penetration, the Turkish imports represented 0.1 percent of
- apparent domestic consumption in 1984 and 1.5 percent in 1985. 5/ There are
substantial amounts of unutilized Turkish standard pipe productive capacity,
not merely as a result of the increases in productive capacity.

LTFV imports of standard pipe from India first entered the market in

1983. Indian imports increased sharply in both 1984 and 1985. 6/ These

1/ 19 U.S.C. § 1677(7)(F)(i).
2/ 19 U.S.C. § 1677(7)(F)(ii).
3/ Report at Table 3.

4/ Id. at Table I-9.

5/ Id. at Table I-1.

6/ Id. at Table 1.



- 17 -

figures are reflected in the rapidly increasing import penetration of the LTFV
Indian imports. 7/ Figures regarding the capacity”and“capacity utilization of
the Indian producers at issue Iikewise reveal substantial productive &apacity
to produce and sell LTFV imports in the United States. 8/ |

The pricing data in these investigations, discussed in detail By my
colleagues Chairwoman Stern and Commissioners Eckes and Lodwiék, supra,
indicate that Turkish imports will continue to enter thé United States at
prices that will have a depressing or suppressing effect on domestic prices.
There is nothing on the record of these investigations.to*éuggest'that‘the
consistent levels ofhunderselling from both countries will not continue in the
future. Certainly, nothing in the record suggests that the dumping bractices
will cease if not properly offset by an antidumping order.

Other factors support the conclusion of a threat of material injury. In
light of the VRAs that have been entered into with other pfpe and tube
exporters,. there is an incentive for the producers’ of Turkish and Iﬁdian pipe
and for their importers to increase imports from thése sources. 9/ This
conclusion is buttressed by the fact that for both India and‘Turkey,*expoffs
to the United States have rapidly become a substantial portion of their tdtal
exportsk 10/ Finally, the record reveals some potential for product

shifting. Throughout the current series of pipe and tube cases, we have

7/ Id. at Table I-1. Because only some of the Indian producers and
exporters were found to be selling at LTFV, the exact LTFV export volume and
its penetration into the United States cannot be set out numerically.

8/ Id. at Table 1. Here again, the specific figures are confidential.

9/ See Turkey and Thailand, supra, at 17.

10/ Report at Tables 1 and 3.
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learned that sgveral different pipe and tube products, particularly standard
and line pipe, may be prfoduced in a single mill. 11/

Accordingly, I determine that there is a threat of material injury by
reason of the LTFV imﬁorté from India and Turkey.

I also determine that I would not have found material injury But for the
suspension of liqudation'of eﬁtriés of the merchandise that went into e%fect
as the result qf Commerce's preliminary affirmative determination in these
investigations. 12/ Thg provision requires the Commission to look at the
eondition of'thé industry and the effect of imports during the period between
the date of Commerce's preliminary and the date of this decision to determine
if the suspension of liquidation had the effect of prevent?ng the threat of
injury which now exists from maturing into actual injury. 13/

There is limited information available for the period relevant to the
ibut for" determination. The data which are available, particulérly monthly
import figures for the fourth quarter of‘1985 and antedotal information about
recent shipments of standard pipe from India and Turkey, do not persuade me
that the threat which I have determined to exist would have become a;tugl
injury in the period éince the.suspension of liguidation but for that

)

suspension.

11/ See Turkey and Thailand, supra, at 28.

12/ This determination is required by 19 U.S.C. § 1673d(b)(4)(B). The
finding must be made whenever there is a final affirmative threat
determination but no final affirmative present material injury determination,

13/ Turkey and Thailand, supra, at 29.
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VIEWS OF CHAIRWOMAN PAULA STERN AND COMMISSIONERS
ALFRED E. ECKES, SEELEY G. LODWICK, AND DAVID ROHR

Condition of the domestic line pipe industry 1/

"As in the case of standard pipe, the domestic line pipe industry last
experienced what we could characterize as a “good &éa?“'ih 1981. 2/ Our most
recent prior investigation of line pipe showed improvements from 1982-84 iH
some ecohomic ‘indicators, but declines for those indicators in 1985. 3/ In
the present investigations, thése trends were reaffirmed.

Apparent domestic consumption of line pipe declined from 1982 té 1983,
rose substantially in 1984, and then declined in 1985 to a level only abouti
4 percent greater than that of 1982. 4/ Domestic production and domestic
producers' shipments followed similar trenas. 5/ U.S. producers' shipments in
1985 were slightly below their shipments in 1982. Capacity utilization rose
ffom 27 percent in 1982 to 30 percept,iﬁ'IQS% and to 34 pergent in 1984 before
faliing back to'26’pgrcent"iﬁ.%985. 6/

The.numbérwéf péqduptioﬁ ahd_?glated'workers QMPlqud_iﬁvthiﬁ.jhdqst#y,
the wages.péid to tﬁem, and their total compensation all decreased from 1982
to 1983, increased substantially in 1984, and then decreased in 1985. 7/ Unit

labor costs, however, decreased throughout the period under ihvestigation. 8/

1/ As in the case of standard pipe, some of the data regarding these
investigations are confldentlal and, therefore, can only be discussed in
general terms.

2/ See Taiwan and Venezula, supra. .

3/ E.q., People's Republic of China, the Philippines, and Singapore, supra,
at 21.

4/ Report at Table II-3.

5/ Id. at Tables II-3-II-4.

6/ 194 at Table II-4. In part, the decreased capacity utilization in 1985’
is a reflection of an increase in domestic productive capacity between 1984
and 1985.

7/ Id. at Table II-6.

8/ Id.
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The financial information available in these investigations shows an
industry experiencing difficulty. Net sales decreased from 1982 to 1983,
increased in 1984, and then decreased again in 1985. The industry experienced
net operating losses each year of the investigation, although the net
operating losses were smaller in 1985 than in any other year. 2/ The
industry's financial performance has improved somewhat. However, it still

remains unprofitable.

9/ Id. at Table II-7. As has been the case in various steel investigations,
there are significant financial performance differences between the integrated
and the nonintegrated stedl firms. In this industry, the nonintegrated firms
showed gross profits and het operating income for each year of .the
investigation. Although we take this fact into account, the statute directs
us to consider the condition of the industry as a whole.
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VIEWS OF CHAIRWOMAN PAULA STERN ﬂNDfCOMMISSIONER‘SEELEY G. LODWICK

- Cumulation with respect to line pipe imports - T

The present investigations involve LTFV line pipe imports from Taiwan%and
Turkey. 1/ ‘In these line pipe investigations, the only question is whether to
cumulatively assess the volume and effect of ‘imports from Taiwan and Turkey.
Petitioners, of course, trge us to do so. : The Taiwanesewpartiés are opposed,
arguing.that because Taiwanese pipe entered during diffgrent'pefiqu from ’
Turkish pipe, it does not.cgmpeté with Turkish pipe. 2/ ‘While it is true that
there were no Turkish imports prior.to 1985, .when there -were Talwanese 1mports
on the market, both Talwanese and Turkish imports were present in the Un1ted
States during 1985. 3/ For the perlod July«December 1985, 1mports from both
Taiwan and Turkey showed remarkably s1m11ar patterns. 4/ Thefefore,:the‘data
do not support the Taiwanese argument. 5/ |

The Taiwanese also oppose a cumulatlve analysis on the ground that
Ta1wanese 11ne pipe is 1mported predomlnantly 1nto the west Coast and Turkish
llﬁe pipe is 1mported predom1nant1y into Houston 6/ In these cases, almost

all LTFV 1mports of Turkish line pipe entered through the port of Houston 7/

However, in 1985, approximately half of the Talwanese 11ne plpe 1mports, -

1/ See Views of Chairwoman Paula Stern, and Commiésioners Alfred E. Eckes, -
Seeley G. Lodwick, and David Rohr concerning standard: p1pe from Ind1a and

© Turkey, supra, for a description of cumulation.

2/ Taiwanese Prehearing Brief at 8-9.

3/ Report at Table II-9.

4/ Id. at Table II-10. : :

5/ As the data do not support the Taiwanese argument it appears that the
Taiwanese parties are arguing that it is improper to cumulatively assess the
volume and effect of new entrants into the market with more established import
sources. We reject such an argument. The competition criterion established
by the statute does hot require that the subject imports be present
simultaneously in the U.S. marketplace at all relevant tlmes
6/ Taiwanese Prehearing Brief at 9. :

7/ Report at II-13.
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entered through the Gulf Coast and South East, and approximately one quarter
of all Taiwanese imports entered through the port of Houston. 8/ In our view,
the Turkish and the Taiwanese imports are not sufficiently isolated from each
_ other to defeat cumulétion. 9/

Accordingly, we have cumulatively assessed the volume and effect of the

LTFV Turkish and Taiwanese imports. 10/

No material injury by r;gson of the line piﬁe imports

The voluhe of LTFVVimports of line pi;e, viewgd both in absolute and
rélative terms, remains a small part qugpparent domestic.ponsUmption. 11/
ﬁlthougﬁ.thbse'imports did increase in both absﬁiutergnd rélative‘terms from
1984 to 1985, this increase is less than 10 percent of the magnitude of the

decline in other imports. 12/

8/ Id. at II-14.
9/ Compare People's Republic of China, the Ph111pp1nes, and S1ngapore
-supra, at 15-17. .

10/ We note that Commerce has made a final negative determination regarding
Borusan, one of the Turkish producers and exporters of line pipe, which
excludes imports of Borusan's line pipe from the scope of our investigation.
-Nevertheless, imports of Borusan's line pipe are subject to a final
countervailing duty order.

Chairwoman Stern has determined not to cumulate thé Borusan line pipe
imports with the imports subject to investigation. She notes that she has
determined not to follow the ruling of the United States Court of -
International Trade in Bingham &-Taylor Div., Virginia Industries, Inc. v.
United States, 627 F. Supp. 793 (Ct. Int'l Trade 1986), pending resolution of
an appeal in the case. Chairwoman Stern notes that even if she had cumulated
the Borusan imports with the imports subject to investigation here, it would
not have changed her determination. ‘

Commissioner Lodwick has cumulated the Borusan imports from the
countervailing duty investigation with the imports subject to the current
investigations. ' '

11/ Report at Tables I-1 and I-9. Because of the negative finding regarding
Borusan and the need to preserve. confidentiality, the exact absolute and
relative import figures cannot be disclosed here

12/ Id. at Table I[I-9.
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It does not appear that domestic producers' production or shipments has
suffered as a result of the imports. Notwithstanding the increased imports of
LTFV line pipe, the ratio of domestic producers' shipments to apparent
domestic consumption.increased from 53 percent in 1984 to 57 percent in
1985. 13/ Domestic cgpacity utilization did not su%fer as a result of these
LTFV impqrts. Even had there been no LTFV imports in 1985, domestic capacity
utilization for that year would change less than 1 percent. 14/ Thus, the
volume of imports have had no discernible impact on the oberating levels éf
the domestic_industry. .

Domestic product priceé’dia”decifné in 1985 and the limited information
available suggests Qnderséiiing by the subject imports. However, financial
data show that costs declined substantially more than prices, with the result
that gross margins for the domestic industry improved nearly 10 percentage
points. 15/ 1In fact, from gross losses of almost $19 million in 1984, the
industry posted gross profits in 1985. 16/ Net operating losses decreased by
over three fourths from 1984 to 1985, 17/ These substantially improved . _¢
financial -data simplj do not‘reflectAaﬁy significant impact from the'LTFV
imports at issue here.

This conclusion is confirmed by other pricemrelatedAfactors. First, the

- Commission has received no allegations of sales lost to imports From Taiwan

13/ Id. at Table II-3.

14/ In fact, almost half of the decline in domestic capacity utilization from
1984 to 1985 is directly explained by the increased productive capacity
brought on line by the domestic industry that year. Id. at Table II--4.
Increased domestic productive capacity, of course, is the sign of an industry
that is optimistic about its future. Further, the increase in domestic
capacity in 1985 was roughly 20 times the magnitude of the increase in the
subject imports.

15/ Id. at Tables II-7-II-8.

16/ Id. at Table II-7.

17/ 1d.
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and only one allegation regarding sales lost to imports from Turkey. 18/
Although the petitioners have asserted that the nature of this marketplace
does not permit the specification of the source 0f imports to which sales or
revenues are lost, this assertion is not éupported by the record. In the
parallel investigations regarding standard pipe in which the Commission
conducted numerous conversations with purchasers, the overwhelming response of
the purchase}s evidenced very specific knowledge of the source of the standard
pipe they purchased. 19/ Given the pervasive similarities between the
standard and line pipe industries and markets, we see no reason why purchasers
and producers 6f line pipe -should be significantly less aware of the origin of
their purchases.

For the foregoing reasons, particularly the very small market presence of
the LTFV imports and the lack of any discernible price impact on the domestic
industry, we conclude that there is no material injury by reason-of the

subject imports.

No threat of material injury by reason of the LTFV line pipe imports 20/

Market penetration by the subject LTFV imports, as noted above, has been
quite small throughout the period of this investigation. That market
penetration is not likely to increase significantly. The Taiwanese line pipe
producers have commitments for substantial portions of their production. 21/

Assuming that the Taiwanese producers honor their commitments to the China

18/ Id. at II-19.

19/ 1d. at I-24-I1-26.

20/ The legal criteria for conducting a threat of material injury analysis
are discussed, supra. See Views of Commissioner Rohr regarding threat of
material injury by reason of LTFV imports.

21/ Tr. at 71; Taiwanese Prehearing Brief at 24-25 and attachments 2 and 3.
The exact numbers regarding these commitments are confidential.
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Petroleum Corporation—-and it would be speculation for us to>presume that they
would not—we find that there will be insufficient Taiwéhese productive
capacity available to generate volumes of additiohal exports to the United
étatés that would cause materialAinjury in the foreseeabié‘fhturei There is
'no real likelihood that the Taiwanese producers will shift production from
standard to line pipé. Such.a sﬁift;has not been e@id;nced, evencthouéh'there
has been an antiaumping order on Taidanese standard pipé up té 4.% inches
outside diaméter effective May 7, 1984. 22/ |

InAthe.case of Turkish‘LTFV‘imports, there is same avéiiable capacity.
However, capacity utilization rates for the producers of LTFV}Turkish pipe are
Qignificantly higher than the rates éf fhe broducers in‘the United States, and
the capacity utilization rates for the.Turkish:pp¢duceF§ havé ihcréased |
significantly from January~$eptembef-i984 to janharyéseptember 1985. 23/
Product éﬁiffing, according to the infofmation aQailablé tb us, 'is relatively
slow and is limited in the case of the, Turkish producers. 24/

Finally, we have found no indication that the priées ofithe LT?V impdrts
from Turkey have had a significant impact on the U.S. producers. Even if we
assume that the same price frends, includiﬁg the saﬁé reiafive'underselling;
continue into the future, there is no likelihood tﬁat those prices.Qiil have a

discernible impact on the domestic producers in the future.

22/ See Report at Table I-1.
23/ 1Id. at Table 3.
24/ Id. at a-6.
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Accordingly, we conclude that there is no threat of material injury by

reason of the subject imports. 25/ 26/

25/ Commissioner Lodwick notes that information obtained in the current
investigation involving LTFV imports from Turkey diminishes the significance
of three factors which were the primary bases for his affirmative
determination in the earlier case involving subsidized imports from Turkey.
The three factors were an accumulation of stocks in the United States,
available .capacity in Turkey, and the ability to shift from standard to line
pipe production in Turkey.

In the earlier investigation the latest inventory data (as of Sept. 30,
1985) showed domestic stocks up 1520 percent from prior year levels despite
significantly lower apparent demand. Additional information in the current
investigations shows that by year-end 1985 domestic stocks were well below
levels from year-end 1984.

The current LTFV investigation involving Turkey excludes some Turkish
capacity. Based on reported capacity information, ability to shift between
standard and line pipe production, and recent standard pipe production, the
available capacity to produce.line pipe subject to this investigation is of a
maghitude substantially less that in the earlier 1nvestlgat10n Further, a
very significant percentage of line pipe exports to' the United SLates are
excluded from the current investigation. ’

Finally, the potential magnitude vor product shifting from standard to
11ne pipe is similarly substantially reduced in the current investigation.

As a result, he finds no real and imminent threat of 1nJury from LTFV
imports from Turkey. :

26/ Chairwoman Stern notes that .Commerce has made final affirmative
determinations regarding imports from Taiwan and Turkey. For Taiwan, the
-weighted average margin is 27.98 percent. For Turkey, Borusan was excluded
because of de minimis margins. Mannesman and Erkboru were found to have 40.23
percent margins -and the margin for all others is 14.81 percent. Although
these margins are relatively large, other factors explained above preclude the
subject imports from having been a cause of actual or potential material
injury to the U.S. industry.
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DISSENTING VIEWS OF COMMISSIONER ECKES AND COMMISSIONER ROHR
~ ON LINE PIPES AND TUBES FROM TAIWAN AND TURKEY s

We determine that the domestic industry producing welded
carbon steel line pipes and tubes (line pipe) is threatened-
with material injur} by reason of imports from Taiwan and also
from Turkey that are being sold at less than fair value. Our
analysis, following statutory guidelines, reveals: that the
domestic industry is very vulnerable to injury from unfair
imports after several years of unsatisfactory performance; and
that the kéy economic factors clearly establish that the unfair
imports from each country pose a threat of material injury to
the domestic industry.

A Commission majority determined in these in&estigations
and in a recent countervailing duty case on line pipe from
Turkey that the domestic industry producing line pipe is
"experiencing difficﬁlty." The data discussed in the majority
opinion supra show that although the domestic industry's narket
share and profitability trended upward in 1985 compared to
1984, the industry operated at low levels of qapacity
utilization and expefienced financial losses throughout the
entire investigative period.

Several adverse factors affected the performance of the
line pipe industry during the period of investigation. First,
until the President's program of voluntary restaints went into

effect, the industry faced rapidly increasing volumes of
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low-priced imports from a variety of sources. Second, the
slump in oil prices resulted in decreasing demand for line
pipe. These conditions weakened the domestic industry.
Although improving in'some areas of performance, the industry
'will not be able to compete with substantial volumes of dumped

imports from new suppliers without sustaining injury.

Imports from Taiwan

In assessing threat of material injury, the Commission
examines, among other factors, trends in the volume and market
' penetration of the subject imports; factors that might cause
imports to increase to injurious levels, such as increases in
foreign capacity or product shifting; and the probability that
imborts will enter the United States at prices that will have a
suppressing or depressing effect on domestic product prices.

The volume of imports from Taiwan fluctuated during the
period of investigation, but remained relatively low compared
to the import levels of other suppliers. However, in 1985 the
volume more than doubled over the 1984 total. Market
penetration jumped from 0.4 percent in 1984 to 1.3 percent in
1985, o?er twice the penetration level of any other year during
the investigation period.

The record shows that until January 1986, Taiwan had a
substantial percentage of unused capacity to produce line

pipe. Then capacity utilization rose, presumably as a result
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of a contract with the China Petroleum Corporation. (The
Ccommission does not have a copy of that contract) The line

- pipe producers in Taiwan assert that they have dedicated their .
production from January - June 1986 to fulfilling that
contract, but they make no statements as to dedication of.their
‘production after June. - ) B

Taiwanyalsc has a very large capacity to produce standard
pipe. There is considerable difference of'opinion as to the
time and expense required.to product switch from standard pipe
to line pipe prcduction. The principal obstacle is obtaining
API certification. One firm in Taiwan reportedly needed two
years for licensing. ﬁoweyer, hearing testimony indicated that
'theeusualttime is much shorter and tne prccess_is not very
-expensive. | | |

- Line pipe from Taiwan undersold domestic pipe by
substant1al margins in almost all. price comparisons in this
“investigation. There is no reason to assume that this pattern
- would not contlnue absent antidumping dutles.

With alternative export markets'decreasing.and VRA's
restricting the competition from traditionai suppliers to the
United States, Taiwan producers and domestic importers have the
incentive and the capability to direct increasing volumes cf
line pipe to this country. Selling at less than fair value,
these imports are likely to depress or suppress domestic prices
and cause material injury to a domestic industry struggling to

recover after several disasterous years.
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Turkez'

In February 1986 a Commission majority in Inv. No.

.701-TA-253 (Final) found that subsidized imports of line pipe

from Turkey threatened material injury to the domestic
industry. The only major change that has occurred in the data
considered for the current investigation is a reduction in the
volume of Turkish imports. This reduction occurs because
although all Turkish imports were found to be subsiaized, only
a portion of the imports were found to be sold at less than'
fair value.

In assessing threat, however, the focus is on import
trends, rather than absolute volume, and the probability that
imports will increase in the future toAinjurious levels. wé
see no reason to change our earlier opinion that iﬁports from
Turkey threaten injury to the domestic line pipe‘ihdustry.

Turkish imports did not enter the U.S. ﬁarket unfil the
second half of 1985. By the end of that year, 7,111 tons had
been imported, although a smaller quantity was‘founa to be sold
at less than fair value.

As we noted in the countervailing duty investigation,
Turkey's capacity to produce line pipe is substantial ahd.dould
expand to meet changes in demand. Turkish'produéers afe -
certified for line pipe producfion and have shown in the past
that fhey will switch production between line and standard
pipe. With a duty on standard pipe, there is a real threat of

product shifting.
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The'pricing data available indicate that Turkish line pipe
undersold domestic pipe by margins ranging from 6 percent to
more than 20 percent. Although this data is limited because of
the recent entry of Turkish imports, the underselling does
point to the probability that future Turkish pipe imports will
enter the United States at prices that will depress or suppress
domestic prices. The average unit import value reported for
Turkish line pipe is lower than the average unit value for
imports from any other major supplier except Brazil.

The shrinking market for line pipe in the Middle East and
the opportunity presented by VRA restrictions on traditional
foreiqn suppliers to the U.S. markéet will encourage Turkish
producers with their large productive capacity to éxport to the
United States. Increasing volumes of LTFV imports from this
new market entrant undoubtedly would cause material injury to

the domestic industry.






VIEWS OF VICE CHAIRMAN LIEBELER

AND COMMISSIONER BRUNSDALE

Based on the record in these investigétions, we determine
'that no domestic industry in the United States is matefially
~ injured, or threatened with material‘injury by.feason of less
_than fair vaiue (dumped) impbrts of welded carbon steel standard
and line pipes and tubes from India, Taiwaﬁ, and Tﬁrkey that have
been fhe subject of affirmative antidumping determinations by the

1 L
Department of Commerce.

In order for a domestic industry to prevail in a final
investigation, the Commission must determine that the dumped
imports cause or threaten'tO»cause material injury to the
domestic induStry producing the like product. First, the
Commission must determine whether the domestic industry producing
the like prbduct is injured or is threatened with material
injury. Second, the Commission mﬁstAdetermine whether any injury

or threat thereof is by reason of the dumped

1 ' :
Material retardation of the establishment of an industry in
the United States is not an issue in these investigations and
will not be discussed.
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imports. Only if the Commission answers both questions in the
affirmative will it make an affirmative determination in the

investigation.

I. Like Product and Domestic Industry

Two imported products are the subjects of the petitions in
these investigations: (15 circular welded carbon steel standard
pipes and tubes, 0.375 inch or more but not.over 16.0 inches in
outside diameter, and (2) circular welded carbon steel line
pipe; and tubes, 0.375 inch or more but not over 16.0 inches in
outside diameter. The Commission has considered such steel
pipes and tubes, both standard and line, in .previous.

2 .
investigations. The majority in this case has apparently -
followed its prior practice of finding two like_prodhcts and
two domestic industries comprised of the domestic producers of

3

standard pipe and line pipe. In a recent case involving

these products, however, Commissioner Brunsdale noted some

2

See those cases referred to in Certain Welded Carbon Steel
Pipes and Tubes from India, Taiwan, Turkey, and Yugoslavia,
Invs. Nos. 701-TA-251-253 (Preliminary) and 731-TA-271-274
(Preliminary), USITC Pub. No. 1742, n. 6 at 7.

3 .
Id. at 8. Unfortunately we have not seen the majority
opinion in these investigations. Because one commissioner
refuses to exchange draft opinions, recent commission practice
has been not to exchange opinions prior to their release.
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evidence suggesting that separate consideration of the
PUeEES RO > : 4
producers of each like product was inappropriate.

We believg ;hgg ;hg gvidenqe,now gstablishes_the need to
apply a product-line analysis, pursuant to 19 U.5.C. sec.

v . oo : 5
1677(4) (D), when assessing the effect of imports. We
believe that the available data do nqt‘Permit the separate
identification of production in terms Af the production process
or the producers’ profits. This coné}usion rests on the
existence of signif;cant 1inks petween the two products in
terms'ﬁf domestic industry production characteristics. These
supply-side links are so strong éhat ii is not meaningful -to -
separately consider’the:effegg of imports on the production of
each like prodgct. .;?spead, tbg effgqt,of imports 'should. be

assessed by examining the narrowest group or range of

4 , L o

Certain Welded Carbon Steel Pipes and Tubes from Turkey
and Thailand, Invs. Nos. 701-TA-253 (Final) and 731-TA-252
(Final), USITC ‘Pub. No. 1986 at 49 (Additional Views of
Commissioner Brunsdale). Vice Chairman Liebeler stated that
those additional views deserved careful consideration. Id. at
36. She now joins in Commissioner Brunsdale's analysis.

3 . A R

Even if we did not join the majority in its like product
and domestic industry definitions and, instead, found one like
product and one domestic industry, it would not affect our
determination in these cases. Since we have adopted a product
line analysis, the aggregate data for the two industries are
the same as the data for the single industry producing line and
standard pipes and tubes. Furthermore, even if we did not
apply a product line analysis and; instead, evaluated the
effect of imports on two distinct industries, our determination
in these investigations would be the same.
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products that includes the like product and for which the

necessary information can be provided.

When there is a high degree of commonality of inputs in the
production of two products, it may be impossible for domestic
firms to segregate those inputs in such a manner that they are
able to analyze the performance of each product separately.
This occurs, for'example, when two products are (or can be)
produced using.the same equipment and the same labor so that
the relevant information for such impoftant variables as
production capacity and profits cannot be obtained separately
for each product. In such cases, the two products are very
close substitutes in supply and an analysis of the effect of
imports'ghould properly encompass the production processes for

both products.

More generally, when the domestic supply-side
substitutability bétween two products is very strong -- when
the domestic industry can easily switch from the production of
one product to a second -- then thé appropriate analysis of the -
effect of imports on the domestic industry should focus on the

6
product line consisting of both products. To do otherwise;

6 .
Compare with the statement by Professor F. M. Scherer. ;
(Footnote continued to page 37 )
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i.e., to evaluate the effect of imports on the production of

each product separately could lead to incorrect conclusions
7
about material injury and causation.

This approach is consistent with the petitioners’ view that
8
the standard -and line pipe industry is inseparable.

Moreover, testimony from the petitioner now confirms our
earlier supposition that standard and line pipe can be made on

‘ 9
the same equipment and using the same labor. It does not

(Footnote continued from page 36 )
. "Substitution on the production side must also be considered
"[in the ideal definition of a market or an industry]. Groups
of firms producing completely noncompeting products may
nevertheless be potential competitors if they employ
essentially similar skills and machinery,; and if there aré no
barriers preventing each group from entering the other's -
product lines should the profit lure beckon."” Industrial
Market Structure and Economic Performance, 53 (1970).

7 .
See the example with respect to widget product in Pipes and
Tubes from Turkey and Thailand, supra, at 51-53. -

8 . - :
Tr. at 63.
9 .
Tr. at 40, Evidence of strong supply-side flexibility
between the two products is also bolstered by petitioners’
arguments in a previous LTFV case involving these same .
products. Those arguments cast doubt on reported data in the
present investigations that.- purport to distinguish financial
and capacity information for the two products. In Certain
Welded Carbon Steel Pipes and Tubes from Thailand and
Venezuela, supra, petitioners maintained that firms that
produce both standard and line pipes and tubes are unable to
provide separate data for the two products and that they "view

the producers of _ , :
(Footnote continued to page 38)
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matter, for example, whether the line pipe being produced is

seamless, electric, or continuous weld. "[A]ln electric weld

mill can make both standard and line pipe. A continuous weld
10

mill can do the same, and so can a seamless mill."

Petitioner’s witness also stated that there was no-difficulty

in shifting from either line to standard or standard to line,

11
and agreed the shifting took "no time." Moreover, the

(Footnote continued from page 37 )

standard and line pipe as a single industry."” Certain Welded
Carbon Steel Pipes and Tubes from Venezuela and Thailand, Invs.
Nos. 701-TA-242 (Preliminary) and 731-TA-252 (Preliminary),
USITC Pub. 1680 at 9 note 14 (April 1985). Since that' time,
these firms have apparently devised a procedure to allocate
such variables as capacity and profits between the two
products. However, we question what meaning the Commission can
give to these new data. Since, as has been discussed above,
the same machinery can be used to make both standard and line
pipes, the new data are not appropriate in assessing the
performance of the firms producing each of the two products.

10
Tr. at 41.

11

Tr. at 41. 1In previous investigations regarding similar
products, there was a question whether the fact that line pipes
are produced to more exacting specifications than are standard
pipes and require additional testing precluded a finding of
strong supply-side flexibility. Venezuela and Thailand,
supra. It was noted, however, that some producers already
produce both types of pipes. Thus the supply-side flexibility
between standard and line pipes appeared to be very strong.
There was no testimony in this case suggesting otherwise.
Petitioner’s witness stated that obtaining certification did
not involve a long period of time. Tr. at 61l. Setting up to
make the different product was not costly, Tr. at 61, although
end finishing and testing .for line pipes was a "great deal more
involved." Tr. at 62. .The important proof, however, is that
significant firms in the industry produce both products.
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Staff Report, at II-1, indicates that while some domestic firms

specialize in standard or line pipes and tubes, other firms

produce both.

The conclusion that follows from the above discussion is
that the effect of imports cannot be assessed in terms of two
distinct industries, but must be assessed in terms of the line

of production encompassing both like products.

II. Condition of the Domestic Industries

We have recently considered the condition of domestic
producers of standard and line pipes and tubes and, while some

additional information has been obtained in this case, our

basic'aésessment has not changed. In Certain Welded Carbon

’

Steel Pipés and Tubés from furke1 and Thailand, supra, at
36-39, we.fbund that.thé availabie daté did not pe:mi;_gs to
determine whether there was material injury. However, the
analysis in the instant investigation differs from that of the
earlier case for two reasons. First, as explained above, Qe
are using product line analysis to examine the condition of the
standard and line pipes and tubes industries{‘ Second, the

analysis focuses on the record for 1985 because, according to
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counsel for the petitioners, the alleged material injury
suffered by domestic producers as a result of the subject

12
dumped imports basically occurred in 1985.

.In our evaluation, we consider, among other factors,
production, capacity, capacity utilization, profits, and
investment.l3 However, the mere preéentation of statistics
indicating recent trends in these and other variables is seldom
adequate for purposes of analyzing the condition of domestic
producers. This is especially true here. In particular, the
fact that ‘an industry has an apparently low rate of capacity
utilization or that it has sustained negative operating income
does not necessarily -warrant the inference that it is injured,
let alone that it is materially injured. We are required by
the statute to "evaluate" such factors.14 To do this, we
will subsequently consider a major structural change that is

occurring in the domestic industries that produce standard and

line pipes and tubes.

12
Tr. at 36

13
19 U.S.C. Sec. 1677(7)(c)(iii)

14

Id. In addition, we are to evaluate "all relevant economic
factors which have a bearing on the state of the industry .
.", not just those the statute enumerates. Id.
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A. Aggregate Data for the Industries

We note, first, that domestic production,.shipments, and
capacity have all increased between 1982 and 1985. Domestic
production was up by 15 percent, sﬁipments by 10 percent, and
capacity by 8 percent.15 Capacity utilization also increased
~ over this period, moviné from 36 percent in 1982 to 41 percent
in 1985._16 Moreover, the financial data suggest that the
fortungs of domestic firms improved conside;ably between 1983

17 :
‘and 1985.

While operating income was negative in every year between
1982 and 1985, the losses declined steadily after 1983, moving
from $58 million that year to $1.9 nllillion in 1985.
Furthermore, gross profits turned from negative to a positive
$20.9 million in 1984 and_increésed further to $50.2 million.in
1985. Therefore, the financialiconditions of the industries

briéhfened significantly in 1984, and especially in 1985,'the
vyear'when the_alleged injury by reason of the du@ped impért;

was, according to

15
Report at D-4-

16
Id.

17
Report at D-8
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18
petitioner’s counsel, supposed to have occurred.

B. Structural Change in the Domestic Industries

Quite aparﬁ from the effect of import competition on the
domestic indusQries,"there appear to be significant structural
changes occurring in the domestic market. These chariges
suggest that the industries may not be suffering matériali
injury. The overall industry consists of t&o different types
of firms: (1) a few large, integrated producers that
manufacture basic steel, semifinished steel products, and a

variety of finished steel products including standard and line

18 . .
Tr. at 36. 1In our recent opinion on these industries,
Certain Welded Carbon Steel Pipes and Tubes from Turkey and
Thailand, supra, at 38-39, we expressed reservations about
certain financial data. 1In particular, we were concerned about
the gross profit data reported for the integrated producers.
However, in the present investigation, staff has acquired new
and important information about the accounting practices of one
of these firms. We have learned that the transfer price used
by LTV (for the raw material it produces in its basic steel and
semifinishing operations and subsequently transfers to its pipe
and tube mills) * * %, Report at a-15. To the extent that
other integrated producers adopt the same policy, the céncerns
we expressed in our earlier decision have been resolved. For
us to evaluate properly the financial condition of an industry
where the products under investigation are made using raw
materials produced by firms in the same industry, it is of
central importance that we acquire information about transfer
pricing policies. We are grateful to Staff for obtaining this
information in the present case.
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pipes and tubes and (2) many smaller nonintegrated firms that
specialize. in making finished pipe and tube products, including

standard and line pipes and tubes.

As Table 1 indicates, while overall induséry sales changed
little between 1982 and 1985, the performances of the
integrated and nonintegrated firms were sharply 4iffefent,
Sales by integrated prodqcers'declined by 25 percent wﬁile
sales by nonintegrated producers increased by 28 percent. This
contrasting performance is also reflected in recent changes in-
capacity. Integrated firms such as Bethlehem and LTVﬁﬁave
;caled back or closed down their pipe and tube operations,19
while the nonintegrated firms have expanded theirs..ﬁOverallf
industry capacity increased.Btheen 1982 and 1985,‘expanding by

20
10 percent in 1985 alone.

19
Report at I-5 and II-2.

20
Report at D-4
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Net Sales
Nonintegrated
Integrated

TOTAL

Gross Profit
Nonintegrated
Integrated

TOTAL

Operating Income
Nonintegrated
‘Integrated

TOTAL

Gross Profit
Nonintegrated
Integrated

TOTAL

Operating Income
Nonintegrated
Integrated

TOTAL

Source: Report at D-8.

TABLE 1

1982 1983
( ........

* * * %
632.0 574.8
* * * *
(5.8) (5.3)
* * * *
(56.5) (58.0)

( .......

15.6 18.1
* * * *
(0.9) (0.9)
6.0 7.9
* * * *
(8.9) (10.1)
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1984

*

1

(3.

7.

w
o

(=]
* B~

S
(o]

% ~J

1985
-------- )

* *
641.3

* *
50.2

% %
(1.9)
-------- )
17.2

* *
(7.8)
7.7

* *
(0.3)



The fipancial cqnditioq of_the two groups pf,firms.iS'also
a s;udynih contrasts. .Nonintegéted fifm; were.profitable
‘tﬁrsughout the i982f8§ periéd.' As a Rerqeﬁtagg of net sales,
for example, their grqég prof?té ;ang?d between 15.6 and 18.1
pércéﬁt and their opérating income ranged between 5.6 and 7,7_

percent. . But the financial situation of integrated produgefs

\

was just the réverse. They.not oniy sustained negative -
éperafing income, but also negative gross profits. As a
percenﬁ;éé éf ﬁet saies; their negative operating income ranged
from 13.7 to 23.7 percent and their n?gative:quss profipg
vaxié& betw;en 8.1 percent gnd.27.5 percent. -
Theachaﬁging fortunes of nonintégrated and integratgd
producers in the market reveals the comparative efficieﬁéy of
the former group of firms, a conclusion‘alsﬁlsuppbrted by .
petitioners.21 In determining wheﬁher there:is‘maperial ,
injury in a title VII case, it is not suffiéient to demonstrate
‘only that one group orlclass of firms i; ihjuréq: The s@atute

‘states the Commission is to determine whether "an industry in

21
Tr. at 48-49.
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22
the United States is . . . materially injured." Thus),

whiie it seems clear in the current case that integrated firms
are impaired, this is not enough to support a finding of )
material injury to the ‘industry as a whole. When inefficient
producers are béing supplanted by more efficient firms, it is
necessary to consider the combined operations of both types of
producers. . As the information in Table 1 indicates, it is not

clear that the industry as a whole is materially injuréd.

In conclusion, we dre unable to determine whether domestic
producers are materially injured in this case. However,
assuming material injury, we proceed to consider the issue of

causation..

III. Cumulation

" The statute requires the Commission to assess cumulatively
"the volume and effects of imports from two or more.countriés
of like products subject to investigation if such imports
compete with each other and with like products of the domestic

23
industry in the United States market."

22
19 U.S.C. sec. 1673(2)(A), emphasis supplied.

23
19 U.S.C. sec. 1677 (C)(iv) (1980, 1985 Supp.).
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The Commission’s investigations in these cases cover
standard pipes from India and Turkey and line pipes from Taiwan
and Turkey. Petitioners urge the Commission to cumulate
standard pipe imports from Thailand, Singapore, the
Philippines, and the People’s Republic of China (PRC) with the
imﬁorts from India and Turkey. For line pipe, petitioners urge

cumulation of imports from Taiwan and Turkey.

As to standard pipes and tubes, there are pending
antidumping investigations for the Philippines, Singapore, and
the PRC, in addition to the'insfant investigations involving
India ana Turkey. It is appropriate to cumulate standard pipes
and tubes imports from these five countries since the evidence
shows that these imports compete'with each other and the
domestic product. It is not appropriate, however, to cumulate
imports fromlThéiland. The antidumping duty order on standard
pipe from Thailand was issued January 2f,_1986. The language
of the 1984 Act refers to "imports from two or more countries

24
of like products subject to investigation...." Thus, the

plain meaning of the statute precludes cumulation -- Thai

24
19 U.S.C. 1677(7)(C)(iv) (1980 & 1985 Supp.) (emphasis
added). . ‘
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imports are no longer subject to investigation. Moreover, it
would be contrary to the injury requirement in title VII to
cumulate products from countries subject to a final
countervailing duty or antidumping order with imports from
countries that are currently under investigation. The purpose
of the investigation undertaken by the Commission is to
determine whether the dumped or subsidized imports from the
countries under investigation are causing or threatening to
cause material injury to the domestic injury. Because of the
countervailing ddty order, the imports from Thailand are
eqﬁivalent to fairly traded goods. Thus, it makes no sense to
cumulate imports subject to a final order with those from
countries under investigation.25 Consequently, we shall
cumulate imports of standard pipes and tubes from the
Philippines, Singapore, the PRC, India, and Turkey. The r;tio
of Indian imports to apparent consumption is confidential.
That ratio is in the sa@e low range as the import ratios from
the other countries being cumulated. It is sufficient to say

that the -

25

The cumulation of imports from countries that are not
currently under investigation would require the statute to read
"products that were or are subject to investigation." The
pPresent tense is not the same as the past tense. Such a
reading can only lead to arbitrary results as one struggled to
invent a standard for when investigations were too remote in
time. Any attempt at setting a standard would find no guidance
in the legislative history.
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cumulated: Fatio for standard pipes and tubes imports is very

low and well below 5 percent.

As to line pipe, the present investigations inVolVe'impbrts
' from Taiwan and Turkey. The evidence convincés us ‘that the =
imports froﬁ‘tﬁese countries compete with each other and with
the domestic prodﬁct; Consequently; it_ié‘appropriaté to
cumulétg imports of line pipes and tubes from thgse two -
countries.. *The import penetratioh~ratio”for Tﬁrkéy is
confideﬁtialL- The ratio.for Taiwan is,1.3fpérgent..»Agéin} it
is sufficient to state that the cumulated import pehetration

ratio for line pipes and tubes is vefy low.

" IV. Material Injury by Reason of Imports or Threat Thereof

¢

A. Lost Sales

Some-CPmﬁiséiqnerskprefef.to use ldgt;sgleglas a;proxy'fdr
causation analysis. We doAnot do s; ﬁécause the analyticalf
framéwork on which the proxy is based is qbséure. Wé note
first that lost sales are n&t mentioned in title VII.
Moreover; the presence or absence of specific lost sales is

rarely'determinétive or persuasive on the question of a causal
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link between dumped imports and material injury to the domestic :
" 26 -
industry. In these investigations, confirmed lost sales . ' -

account for only a miniscule portion of total imports or excess
27
domestic capacity. Aggregate.trade, production, arid °
) 28
capacity data are far more useful. : ’ )

B. Underselling,”,

e

Title VII requires the Commission to "consider whether
there has been price undercutting by ‘the .imported merchandise
as compared with the price of like produéts of the United
States . . ."29 Instead,hhowéver; the Commission majority

usually looks at "underselling" as a proxy for "price

undercutting” by foreign suppliers.

26

See Views of Chairwoman Stern, Vice Chairman Liebeler, and
Commissioner Brunsdale, Heavy-Walled Rectangular Welded Carbon
Steel Pipes and Tubes from Canada, Inv. No. 731-TA-254, USITC
Pub. 1808 at 12 n. 28 (1986). g :

27 )
Report at 1-24-26 and 11-19.

28

See Memorandum from Director, Office.of Economics, EC=J-010
(January 7, 1986) at 1-5. 1In addition, the Commission’s
sampling method is biased and does not indicate whether sales
lost to importers have been replaced by sales to customers
formerly buying from importers (i.e., whether customers have
simply exchanged suppliers).

29
U.S.C. 1677(7)(C)(ii)(I) (1980).
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We do not generally consider the "underselling margins" set
forth in Commission reports to be particularly persuasive
evidence of price undercutting or probative on the issue of
causation. And we do not fiﬁd the data on underselling
gathered by the Commission in this case to be useful. In
brief, when-there are price differences we expect that they are
usually explained by differences in the items compared. Rarely
will all of the characteristics of the imported product exactly
match those of the domestic product. Even when products appear
to be identical (e.g., a bushel of wheat), a correct price
comparison would have to take into accéunt factors other than
the exchange of ownership of the product. Inventory costs,
reliability of the producing firm, timely delivery,
transportation costs, and other service elemehts all go into
the buyer’s decision on what price it will pay. Merely
comparing transaction prices and makiAg a seat-of-the-pants
judgment that the products are "homogeneous" is not a useful

exercise.

In this investigation there is some evidence éhat vhile the
physical characteristics of the products are very similar, they
are not identical (i.e., homogeneous). Indeed, in this case,
important factors distinguishing domestic and imported products

are the relatively large differences in availability and prompt

51



delivery. The average lead time between receipt and shipment
of an order from U.S. producers is seven days for line pipe and
eight days for standard pipe. In contrast, the average time
reported for imports of both standard and line pipe from the
subject countries is seven months.30 Thus, the observed
price differences among firms are not helpful in analyzing

31
causation in this investigation.

C. Causation Analysis

In determining whether there is material injury to the
domestic industry "by reason of" the imports subject to the
investigation, the Commission must consider, amorig other

factors, the volume of imports, the effect of the dumped

30

See Memorandum from the Director of the Office of
Economics, EC-J-173, at 3. More generally, imported steel
products have been found to be priced below domestic steel
products because of such unfavorable service characteristics as
long. lead times and insecurity of supply. See Jondrow, Chase,
& Gamble, "The Price Differential between Domestic and Imported
Steel," 55 J. Bus. 383, 383-99 (1982).

31

See also Memorandum from Director, Office of Economics,
EC-J-010 (January 7, 1986), at 8-22. Vice Chairman Liebeler’s
views are more fully set forth in Certain Table Wine from the
Federal Republic of Cermany, France, and Italy, Invs. No.
701-TA-258-60 and 731-TA-283-85 (Preliminary), USITC Pub. 1771
at 34-36 (1985) (Additional Views of Vice Chairman Liebeler).
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imports on'pfibes for th; 1iké ﬁfoduct in the United Stétes,
and the impact of such 1mports on’ the relevant doméstlc

32
industry. In these ihvestigations we find that there is no
material injury by reason of the imports. This conclusion
rests prihcipally on the finding that cumulated impért
penetration has remained very low over the entire period of'
investigation. Moreover, although imports have increased over
this period, the condition of the induétries hag improved;_
providing evidende thét the requisite.causal link Between éﬁe

33
injury and imports is not present.

32 s
19 U.S.C. sec. 1677(7)(C) (1982).

33 . : :
Vice Chairman Liebeler finds five factors to be
particularly helpful on the issue of causation. An affirmative -
vote is more likely when the following conditions are present:
(1) a large and increasing market share; (2).a high margin of
dumping or subsidization; (3) homogeneous products; (4)
declining domestic prices; and (5) barriers to entry (or
foreign supply elasticity). See Certain Red Raspberries from
Canada, Inv. No. 731-TA-196 (Flnal), USITC Pub. 1680 at 11-19
(1985). 1In addition to the concurring views she expresses in
the text, she notes that as to (1), although market share is
increasing, it remains at a very low level. As to (2), dumping.
margins are generally in a low to moderate range.  As to (3),
standard and line pipes both must meet product specification
requirements and thus each like product has nearly identical
physical characteristics. However, other factors substantially
reduce substitutability, such as the relatively large
differences in availability and prompt delivery. As to (4),
domestic product price trends are very mixed, although on the
whole line pipe prices were healthier than standard pipe
prices. As to (5), there are relatively high barriers to entry
in the form of voluntary restraint agreements, although the
(Footnote continued to page 54 )
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In the line pipe industry, import penetratioﬁ}for Taiwan
increased erratically from 0.6 percent of consumption to 1.3
percent in 1985. Imports from Turkey in 1985 are on the same
order of magnitude as those from Taiwan in 1985.34

Cumulating these two countries produces a very small import

penetration.

As for standard pipe, a similar scenario exists. Cumulated
imports again are very small and increased most during

35
1984-85.

Such small import penetrations have, at most, a de minimus
effect on the condition of the domestic line and standard pipe
industries. Generally speaking, a sméll market penetrétion
ratio for a product implies that'the imports will have little
effect pntthe equilibrium price of the éroduét. A small market
penetration for a product can have a disproportionate effect: on

price only if both the domestic demand for the product is

4

(Footnote continued from page 53 )
variety of countries producing the products suggests that,
absent VRAs, entry barriers are low.

34
The exact figure is confidential. Report at Table II-1.

35 : _
The figures are again confidential. Report at Table I-1.
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highly insensitive to price changes and the domestic supply of
the product is highly insensitive to price changes.

Because the products in these cases are intermediate products
on the demand side, demand may be fairly insensitive to changes
in price. However, there is no evidence to indicate that

domestic supply is inelastic. .

Furthermore, during the period when the cumulated imports
increased, the .condition of the industries has improved
markedly. Production, shipments, capacityj capacity-
utilization and net sales are all up. .The ratio .of operating -
income to net sales has improved dramatically .for the combined

37
standard and line financial data.. Although this negative
correlation does not prove.that imports have not caused
material injury, strong evidence would be required to establish

a causal link. No such evidence is present. Rather, we are

left with small import penetration ratios and a negative

36 : .
Elasticity of demand is a measure of responsiveness of
quantity demanded to price changes. Mathematically it is:
expressed as the percentage change in quantity demanded divided
by the percentage change in price. Inelastic demand means that
the quantity demanded changes by a smaller percentage than does
price. The elasticity of supply measures the responsiveness of
supply to price changes in the same manner. P. Samuelson & W.
Nordhaus, Economics, 380-84 (12th ed. 1985).

37
See Table 1 supra.
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correlation with the improving condition of the domestic

industries.

As to threat of material injury, we considered whether
capacity utilization in the cumulated countries is such that
the domestic industry might eventually be harmed by large
increases in import volume. The low base of penetration
achieved by those countries makes it improbable that there
could be any real threat of material injury or imminent actual
injury. Moreover, decisions to invest necessarily are based on
the domestic producers’ estimates of future demand and supply
con&itions. In view of the above, along with the fact that
domestic firms expanded industry capacity by 10 percent in
1985, we find no support for the aréument that there is a

threat of material irnjury.

V. Conclusion

On the basis of the records in Investigations Nos.
731-TA-271-273 (Final), we determine that an industry in»the
United States is not materially injured or threatened with
material injury, and that the ‘establishment of an industry is
not being materially retarded, by reason of imports of standard

pipes and tubes from India, line pipes and tubes from Taiwan,
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and standard and line pipes and tubes from Turkey, which are

being sold in the United States at less than fair value.
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INFORMATION OBTAINED IN THE INVESTIGATIONS
Introduction

As a result of preliminary determinations by . the U.S. Department of
Commerce that imports of certain welded carbon steel pipes and tubes from

India, Taiwan, and Turkey ‘are being sold in the United States at less than
fair value (LTFV), 1/ the U.S. International Trade Commission instituted in-
vestigations under the Tariff Act of 1930 to determine whether an industry in
the United States is materially injured or threatened with material injury, or
whether the establishment of an industry in the United States is materially
retarded, by reason of the following imports: '

Standard pipes and tubes 2/ from India (investigation No. 731-TA-271
(Final));

Line pipes and tubes 3/ from Taiwan (investigation No. 731-TA-272
(Final)); and

Standard and line pipes and tubes from Turkey (investigation No.
731-TA-273 (Final)).

Notice of the institution of the Commission's investigations and of a
public hearing to be held in connection with the investigations 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 January 24, 1986. 4/ The hearing was held in the
Commission's hearing room on March .13, 1986. 5/ The briefing and vote were
held on April 21, 1986.

1/ The Commission received notice of Commerce's preliminary decision con-
cerning pipes and tubes from Taiwan on Dec. 30, 1985; the notice of Commerce’'s
preliminary determination concerning 1India was published in the Federal
Register of Dec. 31, 1985; and the notice concerning pipes and tubes from
Turkey was published in the Federal Register of Jan. 3, 1986. Commerce sub-
sequently made affirmative final determinations in these investigations.
Copies of these final determinations are presented in app. A.

2/ For purposes of these investigations, the term "standard pipes and tubes"”
refers to welded carbon steel pipes and tubes of circular cross section, 0.375
inch or more but not over 16 inches in outside diameter, provided for in items
610.3231, 610.3234, 610.3241, 610.3242, 610.3243, 610.3252, 610.3254,
610.3256, 610.3258, and 610.4925 of the Tariff Schedules of the United States
Annotated (TSUSA) (items 610.3231, 610.3232, 610.3241, 610.3244, and 610.3247
prior to Apr. 1, 1984). '

3/ Fkor purposes of these investigations, the term "line pipes and tubes”
refers to welded carbon steel pipes and tubes of circular cross section, with
walls not thinner than 0.065 inch, 0.375 inch or more but not over 16 inches
in outside diameter, conforming to American Petroleum Institute (API) specifi-
cations for line pipe, provided for in TSUSA items 610.3208 and 610.3209.

4/ A copy of the Commission's notice is presented in app. B.

5/ A list of witnesses appearing at the Commission's hearing is presented in
app. C. ’




Background

These investigations result from petitions filed with the Commission and
the Department of Commerce by counsel for the Committee on Pipe and Tube
Imports (CPTI) 1/ on July 16, 1985. 2/ 1In response to the petitions, the
Commission conducted preliminary antidumping investigations and, on the basis
of information developed during the course of those investigations, determined
that there was a reasonable indication that industries in the United States
were materially injured 3/ by reason of imports of the subject merchandise
(50 F.R. 37068, Sept. 11, 1985).

on July 16, 1985, the CPTI also filed an antidumping petition concerning
imports of standard pipes and tubes from Yugoslavia. In January 1986, the
Governments of the United States and Yugoslavia signed a voluntary restraint
agreement (VRA) concerning the exportation of this product' to the United
States. As a consequence, on March 27, 1986, counsel for the petitioners
withdrew the petition. On April 4, 1986, the Commission terminated this in-
vestigation.

Discussion of Report Format

This report is organized into two major parts on the basis of product
groups. Part I deals with standard pipes and tubes and part II deals with
line pipes and tubes. Discussions of Commerce's LTFV determinations, the
foreign producers of these products in India, Taiwan, and Turkey, the
President's program for voluntary reductions of steel exports to the United
States, financial information concerning U.S. producers’ operations on welded
carbon steel pipes and tubes, and exchange rates of the Indian, Taiwan, and
Turkish currencies are presented in this introductory portion of the report.
Appendix D presents information concerning U.S. producers' combined operations
on standard and line pipes and tubes.

1l/ The 25 member producers of the CPTI are Allied Tube & Conduit Corp.;
American Tube Co., Inc.; Bernard Epps & Co.; Bock Industries of Elkhart,
Indiana; Bull Moose Tube Co.; Central Steel Tube Co.; Century Tube Corp.;
Copperweld Tubing Group; Hughes Steel & Tube; Kaiser Steel Corp.;
LaClede Steel Co.; Maruichi American Corp.; Maverick Tube Corp.; Merchant
Metals, Inc.; Phoenix Steel Corp.; Pittsburgh Tube Co.; Quanex Corp.; Sawhill
Division of Cyclops Corp.; Sharon Tube Co.; Southwestern Pipe, Inc.; Tex-Tube
Division of Cyclops Corp.; UNR-Leavitt; Welded Tube Co. of America; Western
Tube & Conduit; and Wheatland Tube Corp.

2/ The CPTI is divided into subcommittees, including one for standard pipes
and tubes and one for line pipes and tubes. The 12 members of the standard
pipe subcommittee are Allied Tube & Conduit Corp.; American Tube Co.; Bull
Moose Tube Co.; Century Tube Corp.; LaClede Steel Co.; Maruichi American
Corp.; Pittsburgh-International Division of Pittsburgh Tube Co.; Sawhill
Division of Cyclops Corp.; Sharon Tube Co.; Southwestern Pipe, Inc.; Western
Tube & Conduit; and Wheatland Tube Corp. The four members of the line pipe
subcommittee are LaClede Steel Co., Sawhill Division of Cyclops Corp.,
Tex-Tube Division of Cyclops Corp., and Wheatland Tube Corp.

3/ Chairwoman Stern determined that the domestic industries were materially
injured or threatened with material injury. '



a-3

Nature and Extent of Sales at LTFV

Standard pipes and tubes from India o

In its final determination concerning standard pipes and tubes from
India, Commerce found that the foreign market value of such merchandise manu-
factured by Tata Iron & Steel Co. Ltd. (TISCO) exceeded the U.S. price by an
average of 7.08 percent. Its margins ranged from 0.81 to 57.96 percent.
Commerce excluded two firms, Gujarat Steel Tubes Ltd. and Zenith Steel Pipes &
Industries Ltd., from its affirmative final determination because it found no
sales at LTFV. The margin for all other manufacturers, producers, and ex-
porters is 7.08 percent. Commerce calculated the margins by comparing the
purchase prices in the United States with the home market prices in India
during February 1, 1985, to July 31, 1985. Commerce also made a determination
that critical circumstances do not exist.

Line pipes and tubes from Taiwan

Commerce issued a final determination that the forelgn market wvalue of
line pipes and tubes from Taiwan exceeded the U.S. price by 27.98 percent.
Commerce calculated this margin by using what it considered to be the best in-
formation available. The producers in Taiwan did not respond to the question-
naires Commerce sent to them in connection with its investigation. According
to counsel, they did not participate in Commerce's investigation because of
the enormous expense and time involved. 1/ Thus, Commerce made its LTFV cal-
culations by comparing the average unit values of line pipes and tubes from
Taiwan, as compiled from official import statistics, with the foreign market
values presented in the petition. Commerce made such price comparisons from
imports that entered during February 1, 1985, to July 31, 1985. Commerce also
made a final finding that critical circumstances exist with respect to imports
from Taiwan. '

Standard and line pipes and tubes from Turkey

Commerce s final LTFV margins for imports of pipes and tubes from Turkey
were as follows (in percent):

Firm : Standard : " Line

Borusan Holding AS---———-——coeen : 1.26 : 1/ 0.46
‘Mannesmann-Sumerbank Boru s :

Endustrisi———-———~-——— : 23.12 : 40.23
Erkboru Profil Sanayi ve : :

Ticaret AS--—————mmmmmm : 23.12 : . ‘40,23
All other manufacturers. : : : v

producers. or exporters—-—-———--— : 14.74 : 14,81

1/ De minimis.

l/ Transcript of the hearing, p. 79.
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Since the margin for 1line pipes and tubes manufactured by Borusan was
de minimis, Commerce excluded this firm's exports from its LTFV determina-
tion. Commerce calculated these margins by comparing the U.S. price with the
foreign market value based on home-market prices or on the constructed value
of the merchandise in Turkey. Commerce made a further finding that critical
circumstances do not exist with respect to imports of standard and line pipes
and tubes from Turkey.

Foreign Producers
India

There are four producers of standard pipes and tubes in India that export
these products to the United States--Gujarat Steel Tubes Ltd., Jindal Pipes,
Ltd., TISCO, and Zenith Steel Pipes & Industries Ltd. Commerce determined
that two of these firms, Gujarat and Zenith, had not been selling standard
pipes and tubes in the United States at LTFV; this section of the report will
present information concerning the other two producers in India.

Jindal and TISCO have the capacity to produce * * * tons of standard
pipes and tubes a year and utilized * * * (table 1). TISCO, * * %, utilized
* % x of its capacity in that year. According to counsel for the Engineering
Export Promotion Council of India, the producers in India are unable to expand
their production of standard pipes and tubes because of shortages of raw mate-
rials and electricity. 1/

Table 1.--Standard pipes and tubes: Jindal's and TISCO's capacity,
production, and exports, by firms, fiscal years 1982-85

TISCO accounted for * * * of the LTFV exports of standard pipes and tubes
to the United States during 1982-85. Total LTFV exports increased from * X %
in 1982, to * * * tons in 1983, * * * tons in 1984, and * X * tons in 1985.
TISCO's exports to the United States accounted for * * * percent of its stan-
dard pipe and tube production in 1985.

Taiwan

There are two firms licensed to produce API line pipes and tubes in
Taiwan--Kao Hsing Chang Iron & Steel Corp. (KHC) and Far East Machinery
Company, Ltd. (FEMCO). KHC received its license to produce API line pipe in
* x* * and FEMCO received its license in * * X, These firms have a combined
capacity to produce * * * tons of line pipes and tubes (table 2). Their pro-
duction of the products * * X from * * * tons in 1982 to * * X tons in 1985.
With the increase in production, utilization of productive capacity increased
from * * X percent in 1982 to * * * percent in 1985. 1In 1985, the United

States was * * * export market. Exports of line pipes and tubes to the United

1/ Prehearing brief, p. 4.



Table 2.--Line pipes and tubes: Taiwan's capacity, production, domestic
shipments, and exports, by firms, 1982-85, and January-June. 1986

AN

States were * * * tons in 1982 and * * * tons in 1983. These exports
increased to * * * tons and * X * tons in 1984 and 1985, respectively. The
United States accounted for * * * percent of Taiwan's total shipments (both
domestic and foreign) in 1985,

Both KHC and FEMCO have *. * %X, <These firms project that * * * their pro-

duction of line pipes and tubes will be * * * January-June 1986. * X * to the
United States during this period. :

Line pipes and tubes are produced in facilities in Taiwan that are used
to produce standard pipes and tubes as well. Standard pipes and tubes under
4.5 inches in outside diameter are presently covered by an antidumping .order
that was issued on May 7, 1984, The petitioners allege that producers in
Taiwan will shift production of standard pipe to production of line pipe.

Turkey

There are four principal producers of standard and line pipes and tubes
in Turkey. Borusan Holding AS, * * %, is very export oriented, selling pre-
dominantly to the Middle East. Mannesmann-Sumerbank Boru Endustrisi 1/ * * %,
% % % Erkboru Profil Sanayi ve Ticaret AS, and Umran Spiral Welded Pipe, Inc.
Umran is not known to have exported any of the subject products to the United
States and is believed to produce primarily large diameter pipes. 2/ In late
1983, Umran purchased a pipe and tube facility from Bethlehem Steel. Corp.
located at Sparrows Point, MD. The plant, which had the capacity to produce
200,000 tons of pipes and tubes a year, is currently being dismantled and
shipped to Turkey. The firm expects to begin production of standard and line
pipes and tubes in 1988 at the earliest. The company stated that the pipes
and tubes eventually produced by this mill will be targeted for export to the
Soviet Union. 3/ Erkboru began to produce American Society for Testing &
Materials (ASTM)-grade pipes when it opened a new mill in January 1985. A
fifth Turkish producer, Yucel Boru ve Profil Endustrisi, .exported about * * x*

tons of standard p1pes and tubes to the United States in 1984 and * * % in
1985.

Counsel for Borusan, Mannesmann, and Erkboru provided the Commission with
each firm's capacity, production, and record of exports during January 1982-
September 1985 (table 3). These three firms accounted for all of the pipes

1/ This company is 57.14 percent owned by the Mannesmann Group of West
Germany and 42.86 percent owned by interests in Turkey. The Mannesmann Group
produces steel, through joint ventures or subsidiaries, in West Germany,
Turkey, Brazil, and the Netherlands (Coudert Brothers' submission: of Jan. 16,
1986, investigation No. 701-TA-253 (Final), pp. 2 and 3).

2/ Metal Bulletin Monthly, July 1983, p. 99.

3/ Affidavit submitted with the postconference statement of counsel. on be-
half of the Government of Turkey.
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Table 3.--Standard and line pipes and tubes: Turkey's capacity, production, and
exports, by firms, 1982-84, January-September 1984, and January-September 1985

x X *x * X *x *

and tubes exported to the United States from Turkey in 1985. The com- bined
annual capacity of Borusan and Mannesmann for both standard and line pipes and
tubes is * * X tons. The capacity of Erkboru to produce standard pipes and
tubes was * * * tons in 1985 and is projected to be * * * tons in 1986;
however, * * X,

The producers in Turkey are able to shift between the production of stan-
dard pipes and tubes and line pipes and tubes. Borusan reported its capacity
to produce standard and line pipes and tubes to be * * % tons, of which * * %
to * * * tons can be used to produce either standard or line pipes and tubes
and the remaining * * * tons can be used to produce standard pipes and tubes
only. Mannesmann reported that, although its entire capacity of * * X tons
could be used to produce either standard or line pipes and tubes and any un-
used capacity could be considered available to produce either standard or line
pipes and tubes, its ability to shift from production of standard pipes and
tubes to production of line pipes and tubes (or vice versa) is only * * X tons
per month.

Production of standard pipes and tubes by Borusan, Mannesmann, and
Erkboru * * %X from * * * tons in 1982 to * X * tons in 1983, * * X to * X %
tons in 1984. Production then * * X to * * X tons during January-September
1985, compared with * * * tons in January-September 1984, Production of line
pipes and tubes by Mannesmann, * * X, % X X from * X X tons in 1982 to * * %
tons in 1984, and then * * * to * * * tons in January-September 1985, compared
with * * X tons in January-September 1984. The capacity utilization rate for
the production of beth line and standard pipes and tubes % * % from * * * per-
cent in 1982 to * * X percent in 1984 and * * * percent during January-
September 1985. At the January-September 1985 rate of utilization, * * %,
these three Turkish producers would have approximately * * * tons of un-
utilized capacity.

The firms reported exporting * * * tons of standard pipes and tubes to
the United States in 1982. These exports * * * jin 1983 to * * * tons, then

* X X to * * X tons in 1984. During January-September 1985, exports to the
United States from these firms rose to * * % tons.

Mannesmann reported no exports of line pipes and tubes to the United
States in 1982, 1983, and 1984, It reported shipping * * * tons of line
pipe to the United States during January-September 1985.

The President's Program on Voluntary Restraints
of Exports to the United States

In September 1984, the President outlined a nine-point program designed
to assist the U.S. steel industry in a number of areas, including trade. Un-
der this program, the U.S. Government would negotiate surge-control arrange-
ments (and self-initiate proceedings under the trade laws, if necessary) with
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understandings, or suspension agreements, with countries "whose exports to the
United States have increased significantly in recent years due to an unfair
surge in imports.™ Unfair surges were described in the President's decision
as dumping, subsidization, or diversion from other importing countries that
have restricted access to their markets. The countries that have signed VRAs,
which include the steel pipes and tubes under investigation, as of April 1,
1986, are as follows: :

Australia Mexico

Austria Poland

Brazil N -Portugal

Czechoslovakia Romania

East Germany A South Africa

Finland : Republic of Korea

Hungary : Spain 4

Japan . Venezuela n
Yugoslavia

After agreements were negotiated with Brazil, Mexico, Spain, Venezuela, and
Yugoslavia unfair trade petitions concerning standard and line pipes and tubes
from these countries were withdrawn by the petitiomers prior to the completion
of the investigations. 1In addition, the antidumping and countervailing duty
orders concerning imports of subject products from Korea were revoked after
the Korean Government signed an arrangement. It is expected that the counter-
vailing duty order concerning line and standard pipes and tubes from
Yugoslavia will also be revoked shortly.

Petitioners and respondents assert that one reason countries that did not
export to the United States previously are able to do so now is a void in the
marketplace previously filled by imports from countries that have signed VRAs
with the United States. 1/ Petitioners also point out that the impetus for
increased imports from Turkey and other new entrants in the U.S. market comes
from U.S. importers that are -turning to these suppliers in an attempt to re-
tain their share of the market. 2/ ’

The European Community Pipe and Tube Agreement

On January 11, 1985, the Office of the United States Trade Representative
announced an agreement with the. European Community (EC) on imports of steel
pipes and tubes. The agreement, effective from January 1, 1985, through
December 31, 1986, will reduce the EC share of the U.S. pipe and tube market
from the 14.6 percent share held during January-October 1984 to 7.6 percent in
1985 and 1986. This agreement followed an embargo on pipe and tube imports
from the EC from November 29, 1984, through December 31, 1984.

o

PO

1/ See petitioners' prehearing brief, pp. 2-6, in investigations 'Nos.
701-TA-253 and 731-TA-252 (Final); and transcript of public hearing for in-
vestigations 701-TA-253 and 731-TA-252 (Final), pp. 64 and 70.

2/ Transcript for investigations 701-TA-253 and 731-TA-252 (Final), pp. 167
and 168. See also transcript for the above investigations, pp. 143 and
158-160. This was verified in the case of * * % jin X % %,



Financial Experience of the U.S. Producers of the Subject Products

Operations on welded carbon steel pipes and tubes

Fifteen U.S. producers supplied usable income-and-loss data on their
operations on all welded carbon steel pipes and tubes that are produced in
their establishments within which standard and line pipes and tubes are pro-
duced. Thirteen of these firms produce standard pipes and tubes and six pro-
duce line pipes and tubes; four firms produce both standard and line pipes and
tubes.

Aggregate net sales of the 15 reporting firms declined 28.3 percent from
$1.7 billion in 1982 to $1.2 billion in 1983, then rose by 28.7 percent to
$1.6 billion in 1984 (table 4). Net sales were $1.4 billion in 1985, based on
12 months of data for 12 firms and 9 months of data for 3 firms. An operating
income of $198.3 million in 1982, or 11.5 percent of sales, was followed by
operating losses of $148.7 million, or 12.0 percent of sales, in 1983 and
$29.3 million, or 1.8 percent of sales, in 1984. An operating loss of $35.8
million, or 2.6 percent of sales, was sustained in 1985.

Table 4.--Income-and-loss experience of U.S. producers on their operations on
all welded carbon steel pipes and tubes produced in their establishments
within which standard and line pipes and tubes are produced, accounting
years 1982-85 1/ ’

Item o 1982  ° 1983 . 1984 . 1985
Net sales-——--——- 1,000 dollars--: 1,723,086 : 1,234,892 : 1,589,486 : 1,377,835
Cost of goods sold——-——--—- do----:_1,425,425 : 1,277,867 : 1,507,101 : 1,297,922
Gross profit-—--———-————-- do----: 297,661 : (42,975): 82,385 : 79,913
General, selling, and ad- : . : :
ministrative expenses--do----: 99,397 : 105,745 : 111,731 : 115,760
Operating income or : : : :
(loss)————-———o—mm do——--: 198,264 : (148,720): (29,346): (35,847)
Depreciation and amorti- : : : :
zation expense----——-—-- do-—--: 42,465 : 43,806 : 49,917 : 41,949
As a share of net sales: : : : :
Cost of goods sold--percent—-: 82.7 : 103.5 : 94.8 : 94.1
Gross profit--————eeo do--—-—: 17.3 : (3.5): 5.2 : 5.8
General, selling, and : : : :
administrative : : : :
expenses—-—-————————- do---- : 5.8 : 8.6 : 7.0 : 8.4
Operating income or : : : :
(loss)———-mameom oo~ do----: 11.5 : (12.0): (1.8): (2.6)
Number of firms reporting : : : :
operating losses--——--~——cc— : 2 : 4 : 3: 4

17 12 firms provided information for accounting years 1982-85. 3 firms pro-
vided information for accounting years 1982-84 and for the 9 month period
ended Sept. 30, 1985. * *x %,

Source: Compiled from.data submitted in response to questionnaires of the
U.S. International Trade Commission.
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The integrated firms, i.e., those firms producing raw steel from iron ore
and scrap and then producing the intermediate skelp and -sheets from which*the
pipes and tubes are produced, generally experienced operating losses during
the periods covered by this report, as shown in table 5. The nonintegrated
firms reported aggregate operating incomes of $X * % in 1982, -$* * * in 1983,
$x * % in 1984, and $* * * in 1985. The operating income margins for the non-
integrated firms increased from 4.9 percent in 1982 to 5.2 percent in 1983 and
1984. The operating income margin declined to 4.9 percent in 1985.

x % X, It reported financial information on the establishments within
which it produced standard pipes and tubes * * X, As shown in the following
tabulation, * * x; ' :

Cost allocation ;
Most of the standard and line pipe and tube producers manufacture various
types of pipes and tubes using the same labor and machinery. The majority of
the firms do not maintain separate income-and-loss data for each specification
of pipe and tube. The cost accounting systems utilized in the accumulation of
cost data are unique to each company. Depending on the cost accounting system
employed, some costs are directly  charged to a product line, whereas other
costs are allocated by the company. The basis used for allocating each of the
costs and expenses to- each product varies from producer to producer. However,
if each producer is consistent from year to year in its use of its respective
allocation base (and there is no evidence to the contrary), the data presented
in this report should reflect the profit-and-loss trend on each product line.

Operations of LTV and U.S. Steel

The 1985 10-K financial report for LTV stated that the company's steel
operations generated $4.6 billion in sales in 1985. These operations sus- -
tained an operating loss of $230 million, or 5.0 percent of sales for the
year. These losses exclude a $380 million writeoff in connection with the in-
definite idling of its Aliquippa, PA plant, a facility used to produce a wide
range of steel products, including sheets, plates, bars, structurals, as well
as those pipes and tubes under investigation. The report did not present
income-and-loss data by product line. However, the report did indicate that
LTV's flat rolled -steel operations were not the primary cause of their
losses. Moreover, according to the report, LTV's bar and tubular. operations
were weaker than the rest of their steel operations. The average selling
price of all of LTV's steel products, according to the report, declined by 10
percent during 1985, costing the company $250 million in revenues. The report
further stated that its losses decreased during the second half of 1985.

.
L

ot

g/
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Table 5.--Income-and-loss experience of U.S. producers on their operations on
all welded carbon steel pipes and tubes produced in their establishments
within which standard and line pipes and tubes are produced, by non-
integrated producers and integrated producers, accounting years 1982-85

Item © 1982 " 1983 ° 1984 . 1985

Value (1,000 dollars)

Net sales: : : : :
Nonintegrated firms---—- : fatal Ll T I xkKk. kX
b & 4 S, : kX o 3.3 S Kkk . kK
K —— e ———— : *kk o Kkk o R 2.t S K kK
KRk *kk . XKk . *AK . *kk
Total-——-~—————— oo : 1,723,086 : 1,234,892 : 1,589,486 : 1,377,835
Gross profit or (loss): : : : :
Nonintegrated firms---+<-: *kk alat H ot B *kk
KKK __ — s KAK AKX 3 KRk . Kkk
KKK : KKk o kXX RKK o %k Kk
KKK e —— *kk *hk o *AK . Kk
. Total-—————e s : 297,661 : (42,975): 82,385 : 79,913
Operating income : : : :
or (loss): : : : :
Nonintegrated firms----- : hkk xkk ot S *kk
KKK e e e e . £3 2 xkKX Xk . kk Kk
KKK e — : dkkdk o b 2.3 I kKX o KKK
E 2 2 *kk kKK *kk . Fkk
Total-——————--mmm o : 198,264 : (148,720): (29,346): (35,847)
: Percent of net sales
Gross profit or (loss): : : : :
Nonintegrated firms—----: 13.1 : 14.3 : 13.5 : 13.3
KEK e e e e e : Xkk o AKX o xkX ek k
KKK e : AKX - xRk . *kk s Kkk
KKK s *hK . KKK o *AK KRk
Weighted average--—---—-: 17.3 : (3.5): 5.2 : 5.8
Operating income : : : :
or (loss): : : : :
Nonintegrated firms—----: 4.9 : 5.2 : 5.2 : 4.9
KKK : N *kK . KRK Kk
KKK s AKX - *AKX *kK 3 Kkk
KKK e e e ——— : xkk < b2 ¢ I xkk KKk
Weighted average----——- : 11.5 : (12.0): (1.8): (2.6)

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

As stated in the 1985 annual report for U.S. Steel in 1985, the company's
steel operations generated $6.2 billion in sales and achieved an operating in-

come of $70 million, or 1.1 percent of sales. The annual report did not pro-
vide information for specific steel product lines.
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Both LTV and U.S. Steel, in their public financial reports, provided in-
formation concerning their product mix for steel operations, as presented in
the following tabulation (in percent): : S

Product line : LTV o : U.S. Steel
Sheet, strip, and plate---: 77 : 82
Bar and rod--——————-————o—- : 18 : . , 7
Pipes and tubes——————————- : 5 : 10
Other———————-—-—e : 0 : 1
Total-—-——--—mm o : 100 : 100

According to information developed by the Commission, 1/ for the year
ending June 30, 1985, the U.S. carbon and alloy steel producers sustained
losses of 6.1 percent on their plate operations, 0.6 percent on their sheet
and strip operations, and 5.5 percent on their bar operations. 1In comparison,
they sustained a loss of 6.2 percent on their line pipe operations (including
both welded and seamless product whether or not it is greater than or less
than 16 inches in outside diameter) and 17.7 percent losses on their opera-
tlons on all pipe and tube products.

Investment in productive facilities and capital expenditures

. The aggregate investment by * * * U.S. producers of standard and line
pipes and tubes on their operations on all welded carbon steel pipes and
tubes, valued at cost, increased from $142.6 million at yearend 1982 to $168.1
million at yearend 1984 and rose further to $187.1 million, as of December 31,
1985. The book value of such assets followed a similar trend from yearend
1982 to yearend 1985. Capital expenditures for * * * U.S. producers increased
from $9.2 million in 1982 to $18.0 million in 1983, then fell to $10.5 million
in 1984. Capital expenditures increased sharply from the 1984 level to $23.9
million in 1985. Reported investment in productive facilities and capital ex-
penditures are shown in the following tabulation (in thousands of dollars):

Investment in productive facilities 1/ Capital

Original cost Book value expenditures
1982-- < 142,580 64,858 9,150
1983~ ——~mm—— 158,112 74,181 17,997
1984 ——————- 168,145 74,793 10,490
1985-——————- 187,132 87,225 23,878

1/ As of yearend 1982, 1983, 1984, and 1985.

1/- Annual Survey Concerning Competitive Conditions in the Steel Indus-
try . . ., USITC Publication 1729, August 1985, p. 10.




Capital and investment

The Commission requested that each U.S. producer describe any actual or
potential negative effects of imports of the subject products from India,
Taiwan, and Turkey on their firm's growth, investment, and ability to raise
capital. Three firms issued statements: * % * and * * * addressed the effect
of imports of pipes and tubes in general, from all sources; and * * % (state-
ment not included) described the effect of imports of a product not subject to
these investigations. The replies of * * * are as follows:

Exchange Rates

Indexes of the nominal and real exchange rates of the Indian rupee, the
New Taiwan dollar, and Turkish lira relative to the U.S. dollar are shown in
table 6. The exchange rate indexes are based on rates expressed in U.S.
dollars per foreign currency unit. The real exchange rate is determined by
adjusting the nominal exchange rate for differences in the rates of inflation
in India, Taiwan, and Turkey relative to the inflation rate in the United
States.

The percentage change in the international purchasing power of each cur-
rency from the reference period January-March 1983 provides an indication of
the maximum amount that a foreign producer or its agent can reduce its dollar
prices of foreign products in the U.S. market without reducing its profits,
assuming it has no dollar-denominated costs or contracts. A foreign producer,
however, may choose to increase its profits by not reducing its dollar prices
or by reducing its dollar prices by less than the depreciation would allow.
Within specific industries, such as the carbon steel pipe and tube industry,
the proportion of  foreign producers' costs attributable to imports of raw
materials and energy from the United States or from countries whose currencies
are linked to the dollar would vary by specific product and producer.

In nominal terms, the Indian rupee depreciated by 18 percent relative to
the U.S. dollar from January-March 1983 to October-December 1985. 1In real
terms, the rupee fell by less than 3 percent between January-March 1983 and
October-December 1985 relative to the U.S. dollar.

In nominal terms, the new Taiwan dollar held relatively steady vis-a-vis
the U.S. dollar between January-March 1983 and October-December 1985. 1In real
terms, the value of the new Taiwan dollar depreciated by 5 percent relative to
the U.S. dollar over the same period due to the similar levels of inflation in
the United States and Taiwan.

In nominal terms, the value of the Turkish lira depreciated steadily
relative to the U.S. dollar, falling by 65 percent from January-March 1983 to
October-December 1985. 1In real terms, the value of the lira vis-a-vis that of
the U.S. dollar also declined, by some 11 percent between January-March 1983
and October-December 1985.
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Table 6.--Nominal—exchange—rate equivalents 1/ of the Indian rupee, the New Taiwan
dollar, and the Turkish lira in U.S. dollars, real-exchange-rate equivalents, and
producer price indicators in the United States, India, Taiwan, and Turkey, 2/ indexed

by quarters, 1983-85

(January-March 1983=100)

. u.s. Irdia Taiwan
. . Pro- T pro- : Nominal-: Real- Pro- : Nominal-: Real-
Period ducer
: Price : du?er : exchange-: exchange-: du?er :exchange-: exchange-
: Index : Price : rate : .rate : Price : rate rate
: : Index : index : index 3/ : Index : index : index 3/
: ~—-US$ per rupee-— : : ——--US$ per NTD---
1983: : : : : : :. :
January-March------- : 100.0 : 100.0 : 100.0 : 100.0 : 100.0 : 100.0 100.0
April-June——-—--——-- : 100.3 : 104.2 : 98.8 : 102.7 : 100.8 : 99.7 100.2
July-September-————- : 101.3 : 108.1 : 97.4 : 104.0 : 101.0 : 99.4 : 99.2
October-December----: 101.8 : 109.2 : 95.5 : 102.4 : 101.2 : 99.3 98.7
1984: : : : : : : -
January-March—------ : 102.9 : 110.6 : 92.1 : 99.0 : 101.5 : 99.4 98.1
April-June--———-———- : 103.6 : 112.6 : 90.1 : 97.9 : 101.1 : 100.4 - 98.0
July-September—-—--- : 103.3 : 117.8 : 85.4 : 97.3 : 101.4 : 101.8 100.0
October-December—----: 103.0 : 116.7 81.3 : 92.1 : 100.9 : 101.5 99.3
1985: : : : : : :
January-March-————-- : 102.9 : 116.6 : 77.0 : 87.3 : 99.9 : 101.6 : 98.6
April-June----—————- : 103.0 : 120.9 : 79.1 : 92.9 : 99.1 : 100.3 96.5
July-September---—-- 2 102.2 : 123.7 82.1 : 99,3 : 98.5 : 99.0 95.3
October-December----: 102.9 : 122.5 : 81.8 : 97.4 98.2 : 99.3 : 94.7
Turkey
: Nominal- Real-
Producer
: . exchange- exchange--
Price
: rate rate
: Index —_index index 3/
L et L Us er lira——-——-————-~
1983: .
January-March~—————~ : 100.0 : 100.0 : 100.0
April-June---—————-- : . 107.0 : 91.5 : 97.7
July-September---—-- : 114.7 : 82.6 : 93.6
October-December———-: 126.1 : 74.5 92.3
1984: : :
January-March----——- : 144.1 : 62.6 : 87.8
April-June-—--—————-— -: 165.6 : 55.8 : 89.2
July-September—--—--—--—- : 177.2 : 50.1 : 86.0
QOctober-December——--: 191.9 : 46.1 : 85.8
1985: : : :
January-March—----——- : 215.0 : 41.3 : 86.2
April-June--—————~—- : 232.5 : 37.4 : 84.5
July-September-———-- : 240.5 : 36.0 : 84.7
October-December——--: 264.2 : 34,7 : 89.2
1/ Exchange rates expressed in U.S. dollars per unit of foreign currency.

2/ Producer price indicators--intended to measure final product

prices--are based on

average quarterly indexes presented in line 63 of International Financial Statistics.
3/ The real value of a currency is the nominal value adjusted for the difference
between inflation rates as measured by the Producer Price Index in the United States and

the respective foreign country.

Source: International Monetary Fund, International Financial Statistics, February

1986, and Central Bank of China, Financial Statistics, October 1985.
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PART I. STANDARD PIPES AND TUBES
Introduction
This part of the report presents information relating specifically to the

antidumping investigations concerning imports of standard pipes and tubes from
India and Turkey. : N

The Products

Description and uses

For the most part, the terms "pipes,"™ "tubes," and "tubular products" can
be used interchangeably. In some industry publications, however, a distinc-
tion is made between pipes and tubes. According to these publications, pipes
are produced in large quantities in a few standard sizes, whereas tubes are
made to each customer's specifications regarding dimension, finish, chemical’
composition, and mechanical properties. Pipes are normally used as conduits
for liquids or gases, whereas tubes are generally used for load-bearing or
mechanical purposes. Nevertheless, there is apparently no clear line of de-
marcation in many cases between pipes and tubes.

Steel pipes and tubes can be divided into two general categories accord-
ing to. the method of manufacture--welded or seamless. Each category can be
further subdivided by grades of steel: carbon, heat-resisting, stainless, or
other alloy. This method of distinguishing between steel pipe and tube pro-
duct lines is one of several methods used by the industry. Pipes and tubes
typically come in circular, square, or rectangular cross sections. '

The American Iron & Steel Institute (AISI) distinguishes among the
various types of pipes and tubes according to six end uses: standard pipe,
line pipe, structural pipe and tubing, mechanical tubing, pressure tubing, and
0il country tubular goods. 1/ ’

Steel pipes and tubes are generally produced according to standards and
specifications published by a number of organizations, including the American’
Society for Testing & Materials, the American Society of Mechanical Engineers, .
and the American Petroleum Institute. Comparable organizations in Japan, West
Germany, the United Kingdom, the U.S.S.R., and other countries have also de-’
veloped standard specifications for steel pipes and tubes.

The imported pipe and tube products that are the subject of these inves-
tigations are circular welded carbon steel pipes and tubes over 0.375 inch but
not over 16 inches in outside diameter that are known in the industry as stan-
dard pipes and tubes. Standard pipes and tubes are intended for the low-
pressure conveyance of water, steam, natural gas, air, and other liquids and
gases in plumbing and heating systems, air-conditioning units, automatic
sprinkler systems, and other related uses. They may also be used for light
load-bearing or mechanical applications, such as for fence tubing. These

1/ For a full description of these items, see Certain Welded Carbon Steel’
Pipes:and Tubes from the Republic of Korea: Determination of the Commission
in Investigation No. 701-TA-168 (Final) . . ., USITC Publication 1345,
February 1983. .
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steel pipes and tubes may carry fluids at elevated temperatures and pressures
but may not be subjected to the application of external heat. They are most
commonly produced to ASTM specifications A-120, A-53, and A-135.

Manufacturing processes

Standard pipes and tubes are made by forming flat-rolled steel into a
tubular configuration and welding it along the joint axis. There are various
ways to weld pipes and tubes; the most popular are the electric resistance
weld (ERW), the continuous weld (butt weld) (CW), the submerged-arc weld, and
the spiral weld. The submerged-arc weld and spiral weld are normally used to
produce pipes and tubes of relatively large diameter. The standard pipes and
tubes in these investigations are generally welded by either the ERW or CW
process. Both ERW and CW pipes and tubes are manufactured from skelp, a
flat-rolled, intermediate product that is typically an untrimmed band of hotor
cold-rolled sheet. Immediately after welding, the product may be reduced in
diameter by rolling or stretch reducing or may be further formed into squares,
rectangles, or other shapes by using forming rolls.

In the ERW process, skelp is cold-formed by tapered rolls into a cylin-
der. The weld is formed when the joining edges are heated to approximately
2,600° F. Pressure exerted by rolls squeezes the heated edges together to
‘form the weld. ERW mills produce both pipe in standard sizes and tubular pro-
ducts between 0.375 and 24 inches in outside diameter.

In the CW process, skelp is heated to approximately 2,600° F and hot-
formed into a cylinder. The heat, in combination with the pressure of the
rolls, forms the weld. Continuous-weld mills generally produce the higher
volume, standardized pipe products from 0.375 through 4.5 inches in outside
diameter. :

The advantage of the CW process lies in its ability to produce pipe at
speeds up to 1,200 feet per minute compared with the ERW process maximum of
approximately 110 feet per minute. Thus, economies associated with high-
volume production may make CW pipe cheaper to produce than ERW pipe of the
same grade and specification. The CW process is especially suited for the
manufacture of standardized, high-volume, small-diameter pipe products, such
as ASTM A-120.

The ERW process has gained increased popularity with U.S. producers in
recent years because it requires significantly less energy per pipe produced,
since only the joining edges of the product are heated, creating a weld of
comparatively high integrity within the product specification. Also, it can
be used to produce pipes in sizes up to 24 inches in outside diameter,
compared with the 4.5-inch maximum outside diameter usually attainable in the
CW process. '

.Requirements concerning chemical and mechanical properties for ASTM stan-
dard pipes differ for various specifications and grades. There are two grades
of ASTM A-53 and A-135 standard pipes and one grade. of ASTM A-120 standard
pipe. Standard pipes are inspected and tested at various stages in
the production process to ensure strict conformity to ASTM specifications.
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U.S. tariff treatment

Imports of the standard pipes and tubes covered by these investigations
are classified and reported for tariff and statistical purposes under TSUSA
items 610.3231, 610.3234, 610.3241, 610.3242, 610.3243, 610.3252, 610.3254,
610.3256, 610.3258, and 610.4925, 1/ which cover welded pipes and tubes (and
_blanks therefor 2/) of iron (except cast iron) or of nonalloy (carbon) steel,
of circular cross section, having an outside diameter 0.375 inch or more but
not more than 16 inches.

The current column 1 rate of duty 3/ for standard pipes and tubes classi-
fied under Tariff Schedules of the United States (TSUS) item 610.32 is 1.9
percent ad valorem. This rate of duty was modified as a result of the Tokyo
Round of Multilateral Trade Negotiations (MTN) from the O0.3-cent-per-pound
rate in effect prior to January 1, 1982; there are no further duty modifica-
tions scheduled. The current column 1 rate of duty for standard pipes and
‘tubes classified under TSUS item 610.49 is 8.4 percent ad valorem and is
scheduled to be reduced to 8.0 percent in 1987 as a result of the Tokyo Round
" of the MIN. Imports from India and Turkey are dutiable under the column 1
rates,

In addition to these import duties, final determinations of sales at LTFV
have been made with respect to imports from India and Turkey. Antidumping
duties are currently in effect with respect to imports of standard pipes and
tubes from ‘Taiwan and Thailand. Countervailing duties are currently in effect
with respect to imports from Thailand, Turkey, and Yugoslavia. On March 27,
1986, the petitioners withdrew the antidumping petition concerning LTFV im-
ports from Yugoslavia and also requested that the countervailing duty order be
revoked. The antidumping investigation was terminated on April 4, 1986. It
is expected that the countervailing duty order will be revoked shortly. Until
recently, countervailing duty and dumping orders were in effect with respect
to imports from Korea. On October 29, 1985, subsequent to Korea's signing a
VRA, Commerce published a notice in the Federal Register, effective October 1,
1984, revoking these orders. The dumping margins from current investigations,
outstanding dumping and countervailing duty orders issued since January 1984,
and terminated (other than negative) title VII cases since January 1984 are
presented in table I-1. o

1/ Prior to Apr. 1, 1984, subject products were classified under TSUSA items
610.3231, 610.3232, 610.3241, 610.3244, and 610.3247.

2/ Blanks are semifinished pipe or tube hollows that are purchased by pro-
ducers and further processed.

applicable to imported products from all countries except those Communist
countries and areas enumerated in general headnote 3(d) of the TSUS. However,
imports of standard pipes and tubes are eligible for duty-free entry, if the
products of designated beneficiary countries under the Caribbean Basin
Economic Recovery Act or the United States-Israel Free Trade Area Agreement.
The current col. 2 rates of duty, applicable to imports from the Communist
_countries enumerated in general headnote 3(d), are 5.5 percent ad valorem for
~ imports under TSUS item 610.32 and 25 percent ad valorem for imports under
TSUS item 610.49.
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Table I-l.--Standard pipes and tubes: Title VII investigations since January 1984, most recent dumping and
subsidy margins, and import-to-consumption ratios, by sources, 1982-85

Ratio of imports to apparent
U,S. consumption

© Weighted- ; -
Item ° average ) Dateooj bo;j 3 f f N
i-omargtn . T OFIT )t o987 P 1983 P 1984 ¢ 1985
H : H Percent
Antidumping investigations/orders: H H : : : :
Pending antidumping investigations: : : : : : :
India (instant investigation) : 2/ 7.08 : Dec. 31, 1985 : Rk Rk o L baduded
Turkey (instant investigation)-—-——-———e—men==: 4/ : Jan. 3, 1986 : -~ 3/ .1 1.5
. The People's Republic of China—~———-—=aw-— — 5/ : 5/ : - T - -: 3/
The Philippines : 5/ : 5/ : - - -: T
Singapore : 5/ : 5/ : - - 3 .3
Outstanding antidumping order: : : : : : - H :
Taiwan (to 4.5 OD) : 9.7 : May 7, 1984 : 3.9 : 4.4 ¢ .3 .8
Thailand : 6/ 15.67 : Jan. 27, 1986 : - - 3/ 1.4
Recently revoked antidumping order: : : : : : - :
Korea (to 4.5" OD) 7/ : 0.9 : May 7, 1984 : 13.3 : 16.0 : 14.5 : 14.2
Recently terminated antidumping H H : : H :
investigations: : : : : : :
Brazil (to 4.5" OD) 8/ : 3.23 : Dec. 31, 1984 : .72 1.4 : 5.8 : 1.5
Spain (to 4.5" OD) 97 : 40.75 : Dec. 31, 1984 : 3/ : W5t 2.3 : .6
Venezuela 10/ : 26,19 : June 3, 1985 : =~ .2 : .6 1.8 : .9
Yugoslavia 11/ : 33.26 : Dec. 31, 1985 : .2 - .5 .5
Countervailing duty iunvestigations/orders: : : H H H H
Outstanding countervailing orders: : : : : H :
Thailand : 1,79 : Aug. 14, 1985 : - - 3/ 1.4
Turkey : 12/ 17.80 : Jan. 10, 1986 : - 3/ T .1 1.5
Recently terminated countervailing duty : T H : : - H :
investigations: B : H : - : :
Mexico 13/ : 0,67-23,65 : Jan, 31, 1985 : 1.3 : 4,6 : 3.9 : 1.8
Spain (to 4.5" oD) 9/ : 1.14 : Oct, 10, 1984 : 3/ : .5 2,3 : .6
Venezuela 14/ H - : - : T W2 .6 ¢ 1.8 : .9
Recently revoked countervailing duty order: : K H H : H
Yugoslavia 15/ H 74.50 : Oct. 16, 1985 : .2 3 -2 .5 .5

1/ Date posting of bond required or date order issued.

2/ This is the margin for TISCO which’accounted for virtually all of the LiFV imports from india.

3/ Less than 0.05 perceat.

4/ Coumerce determined final margins as follows: Borusan (1.26 percent ad valorem), liannesmann and Erkboru (23.12
percent ad valorem), and all other companies (l4.74 percent ad valorem).

5/ The Commission has issued a preliminary affirmative determination. To date, there is no determination of sales
at less than fair value by Commerce nor a requirement for the posting of bond.

6/ Commerce determined final margins as follows: Saha Thai (15.69 percent ad valorem), Thai Steel (15.60) percent,
and all other companies (15.67 percent).

Z/ Order revoked effective Oct. 1, 1984, the effective date of the import restraint agreement reached with Korea.
The ratios of imports to apparent consumption are overstated to the extent that import data include exports by Union
Steel Manufacturing Co., Ltd., and Dougjin Steel Co., Ltd., which were excluded from Coumerce's affirmative '
determination.

8/ Terminated by ‘the Commission, effective Mar. 20, 1985, following withdrawnl of petition, prior to a final
determination by Commerce.

9/ Terminated by the Commission, effective Feb. 4, 1985, following withdrawal of petition, prior to a finmal
determination by Commerce.

10/ Terminated by Commerce prior to making its final uete;miuaLiuu, effective Tct. 23, 1985, following withdrawal of
petition.

11/ Terminated by the Commission, effective Apr. 4, 1986, prior to a final determination by the Commission, following
withdrawal of petition.

12/ In its final determination, Commerce found the subsidy to be 18.81 percent but the bonding or cash deposit rate
was adjusted to 17.80 percent to take into account changes occurring after the review period.

13/ Terminated by Commerce, effective Apr. 2, 1985, following withdrawal of petition.

16/ Terminated by Commerce prior to making its preliminary determination, effective Nov. 13, 1985, following
withdrawal of petition.

15/ Petition withdrawn on Mar. 27, 1986. The order is expected to be revoked shortly.

Source: HMargins and date of bond or order obtained from U.S. Department of Commerce; ratio of imports to apparent
consumption, compiled from official statistics of the U.S. Department of Commerce and data submitted in respounse to
questionnaires of the U.S. International Trade Commission.

‘Note;-Data in this table are current through Apr. 9, 1986.



U.S. Producers

Standard pipe and tube producers may be divided into two types: large,
fully integrated producers, that make raw steel and produce a variety of steel
products, and smaller, nonintegrated  or partially integrated producers that
concentrate on fewer product lines. The integrated producers, which include
LTV Steel Corp. (LTV) and United States Steel Corp. (U.S. Steel), concentrate
production in the high-volume standardized pipe products. The nonintegrated
producers manufacture the low-volume, more specialized tubular products as
well as the high-volume products. .

In 1985, there were 23 known U.S. producers of standard pipes and tubes.
One other producer, Bethlehem Steel Corp., an integrated steel producer, per-
manently closed its standard pipe and tube mill located at Sparrows Point, MD,
effective April 30, 1983. Umran, a Turkish producer, bought Bethlehem's plant
and is in the process of setting it up in Turkey. A nonintegrated producer,
Merchants Metals, Inc., ceased producing standard pipes and tubes in January-
March 1984. 1In December 1984, LTV Steel announced the closing of its two
standard pipe mills at Aliquippa, PA, and in October 1985, it announced the
closing of a standard pipe mill at Youngstown, OH. 1In early 1985, Central
Steel Tube of Iowa filed for bankruptcy. U.S. production of standard pipes
and tubes is concentrated in the East, where the integrated producers are lo-

cated. The U.S producers of standard pipes and tubes and their shares of 1985
domestic sh1pments are shown in table I-2.

U.S. Importers

According to the net import file compiled by the U.S. Customs Service, in
1985 eight firms imported standard pipes and tubes from India, and eight firms
imported the product from Turkey. During the course of these investigations,
the Commission received questionnaire responses from firms that accounted for
90 percent of the LTFV imports from India, and 40 percent of the 1mports from
Turkey.

The U.S. Market

Channels of distribution

According to AISI data, 69 percent of standard pipes and tubes shipped by
U.S. manufacturers in 1984 and 1985 were sold to service centers/ distribu-
tors. Service centers/distributors are middlemen that buy large quantities of
pipes and tubes, usually from both domestic producers and importers, warehouse
the products, and sell smaller quantities to end users. The service centers/-
distributors may also have some simple finishing equipment to cut pipe to
lengths or to thread and couple it. Most direct shipments to end users were
made to the: oil and gas and electrical equipment industries in
1984,

e
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Table I-2.--Standard pipes and tubes: U.S. producers, 1/ their shares
of domestic shipments, and plant locations, by firms, 1985

: Share of

Firm ‘ : 1985 domestic : Plant locations
: __shipments
Percent
CPTI member firms: : H
Allied Tube & Conduit--—-—--——-—- : *%%* : Harvey, IL.
American Tube Co--——~-——-—=—ee—m : *%% : Phoenix, AZ.
Bernard Epps & Co————~=mommmmmen : *xx : Los Angeles, CA.
Bull Moose Tube Co———--———-——-——- : *%% : Gerald, MO.

: : Chicago Heights, IL.
: : Trenton, GA.

Century Tube Corp——---————————— : *%%x : Pine Bluff, AR.
Cyclops Corp., Sawhill : :

Tubular Division——-———————weo : *x%% : Sharon, PA.
LaClede Steel Co-————m——mmmmmmm e H *%x%x : Alton, IL.
Maruichi American Corp—-----——---: *%% : Santa Fe Springs, CA.

" Pittsburgh Tube Co——————-oeco——— : *%x% : Fairbury, IL.
Sharon Tube CO——————mmm—emmee—— : *%X% : Sharon, PA.
Western Tube & Conduit--————-———- : *%% : Long Beach, CA.
Wheatland Tube Corp——---—-———-——— : *x%x : Wheatland, PA.

Non-CPTI firms: : :

American Cast Iron Pipe Co—————- : *x%x ; Birmingham, AL.
Berger Industries, Inc——-----——- : *%x% : Edison, NJ.
Harris Tube———~—-~ : *%%x : Los Angeles, CA.
J.M. Tull Industries, Inc—--———- : *%%x : Gardena, CA.

: : : Norcross, GA.
Lock Joint Tube Co., Inc—————--- : *%% : South Bend, IN.
LTV Steel Corp——-———————=———moun : *%%x ; Youngstown, OH.

: : Aliquippa, PA.

: : Counce, TN.
United States Steel Corp—--—-—--—- : *%%x : Fairless Hills, PA.

- : Lorain, OH.

: : Geneva, UT.

: : McKeesport, PA.
United Tube Corp—-—----——-—~—-—— : *%% : Medina, OH.

1/ In addition, there are 3 other known producers which together accounted
for an estimated 1 percent of U.S. producers' total domestic shipments.
2/ Firm did not respond to the Commission's questionnaire.

Source:. Share of domestic shipments compiled from data submitted in
response to questionnaires of the U.S. International Trade Commission.

Apparent U.S. consumption

Apparent U.S. consumption of standard pipes and tubes increased annually
from 1.7 million tons in 1982 to 2.5 million tons in 1984, or by 45 percent
(table I-3). Consumption of standard pipes decreased by 1 percent in 1985
compared with consumption in 1984.
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Table I-3.--Standard pipes and tubes: U.S. producers' domestic shipments,
imports for consumption, and apparent consumption, 1982-85

v

U.Ss. H : Avpa N : Ratio to
Year : producers'’ Imoorts ° czzszen_ :__consumption of-—-
domestic mp : tio:p “;:Producers"': Imports
: shipments : : :_shipments: P
Do e 1,000 tons—-———~-vmmm i —oemeo Percent--—---
1982~ - - momm e : 858 : 844 : 1,702 : 50 : 50
1983 —— 920 : 1,182 : 2,102 : 44 : 56
1984~ —— e : 923 : 1,544 : 2,467 : 37 : 63
1985~ - : 999 : 1,434 : 2,433 : 41 59

Source: U.S. producers' shipments, compiled from questionnaires of the U.S.
International Trade Commission; imports, compiled from official statistics™of
the U.S. Department of Commerce. - : "

Consideration of Alleged Material Injury
to an Industry in the United States 1/

U.S. production, capacity, and capacity utilization

U.S. production of standard pipes and tubes increased steadily from
825,000 tons in 1982 to 1.0 million tons in 1984, representing an increase of
22 percent (table I-4). The capacity of reporting U.S. producers to produce
standard pipes and tubes remained essentially constant at about 1.8 million
tons per year during 1982-85. Utilization of capacity by standard pipe and
tube producers increased steadily from 44 percent in 1982 to 55 percent in
1985.

Table I-4.--Standard pipes and tubes: U.S. production, capacity,
and capacity utilization, 1982-85

Item ‘ ' " 1982 ' 1983 1984  © 1985
Production--——-——-~--u- --1,000 tons--: 825 : 908 : 933 : 1,003
Capacity———-=——-mmmmm do———-: 1,758 : 1,731 : 1,770 : 1,824

Capacity utilization 1/-——-- percent--: 44 51 : 53 : 55

1/ Capacity utilization rates were calculated using data from firms that
provided information on both production and capacity. )

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

1/ Information in this section of the report was compiled from data sub-
mitted in response to questionnaires of the Commission in connection with the
instant investigations * * %,
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U.S. producers' domestic shipments
U.S. producers' domestic shipments of standard pipes and tubes rose from

858,000 tons in 1982 to 999,000 tons in 1985, or by 16 percent (table I-5).

Table I-5.--Standard pipes and tubes: U.S. producers'
domestic shipments, 1982-85

. . .
. . .

Item " 1982 1983 . 1984 . 1985
Quantity-——-——---—-—-— 1,000 tons--: 858 : 920 : 923 : 999
Value——————————emm 1,000 dollars--: 490,680 : 503,049 : 555,222 : 584,602

: $602 : $585

Unit value l/---~—oc per ton--: $605 $564

. -
.

1l/ Unit values were calculated using data from firms that provided informa-
tion on both the quantity and value of shipments.

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

U.S. exports

Exports of standard pipes and tubes accounted for less than 1 percent of
total shipments during 1982-85, as shown in the following tabulation:

U.S. producers' inventories

U.S. producers' yearend inventories of standard pipes and tubes dropped
steadily from 153,000 tons in 1982 to 129,000 tomns in 1985, or by 16 percent.

As a share of annual shipments, these inventories decreased from 18 percent in
1982 to 13 percent in 1985, as shown in the following tabulation:

Ratio of inventories

Inventories to_shipments 1/
(1,000 tons) (percent)
As of Dec. 31--
1982 - ———— e 153 18
1983 - ——c e 132 14
1984~ ————m e - 131 14
1985~ 129 13

1/ Ratios were calculated using data from firms that provided information on
both inventories and shipments.
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Employment and wages

The number of workers employed in the production of standard pipes aﬁd
tubes decreased from 3,142 in 1982 to 2,874 in 1985, representing a decrease
of 9 percent (table I-6). Hours worked by such workers decreased by 4 percent
during the period. With the decrease in employment and the 22-percent in-
crease in production, labor productivity, as measured by tons produced per
hour, increased by 26 percent between 1982 and 1985. The hourly wages earned
by these workers increased by 8 percent during 1982-85. When the increase in
productivity is taken into account, however, U.S. producers actually posted a
17-percent decrease in unit labor costs. Workers at 12 of the 19 reporting
firms, that accounted for 88 percent of domestic shipments in 1985 are repre-
sented by unions. '

Table 1I-6.--Average number of production and related workers produciﬁg
standard pipes and tubes, hours paid, 1/ wages and total compensation 2/
paid to such employees, and labor productivity, hourly compensation, and
unit labor production costs, 1982-85

Ttem ‘ ‘1982 1983 1984 - 1985

Production and related workers:

Number-—--———- e -3 3,142 3,104 : 2,911 : 2,874

se e

Percentage change-————==--———ceeunmv : - -1 : -6 : -1
Hours worked by production and : : :
related workers: : : : :
Number—————-—c— e 1,000 hours--: 5,792 : 5,531 : 5,427 : 5,553
Percentage change-——--————-—cc : - -5 : -2 : +2
Wages paid to production and
related workers: : : : :
Value-—-— - 1,000 dollars—-: 76,570 : 69,296 : 72,400 : 78,969
Percentage change-———--—--—-—-ec—— : - -9 : +4 +9
Total compensation paid to production : :
and related workers: : : : .o : ‘
Value-———————r e 1,000 dollars--: 110,049 : 101,886 : 100,003 : 110,237
Percentage change-————--—-~c——cen : - -7 : -2 : +10
Labor productivity: : : : :
Quantity--—---————nuue tons per hour--: 0.140 : 0.162 : 0.169 : 0.177
Percentage change-——--——--————vccec-—o : - +16 : +4 +5
Hourly compensation: 3/ : : : :
Value—— - : $13.22 : $12.53 : $13.34 : $14.22
Percentage change-—-~~—==-—-—ccmme v : ' - -5 : +6 : +7
Unit labor costs: 4/ : : : :
Value-———— e per ton--: $135 $114 : $109 : $112
Percentage change--—-~—=—--—-cncmce—— : - -16 : -4 : +3

- .
. .

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

2/ Includes wages and contributions to Social Security and other employee
benefits. . -

3/ Based on wages paid excluding fringe benefits. :

4/ Based on total compensation paid.

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

Usable income-and-loss data on operations producing standard pipes and
tubes were provided by 13 U.S. firms. During 1982-85, sales of standard pipes
and tubes ranged from 25 to 37 percent of these producers' sales of welded

carbon steel pipes and tubes, as reported in the introductory section of this
report.

Operations on standard pipes and tubes.--Thirteen producers, which ac-
counted for 88 percent of domestic shipments of standard pipes and tubes in
1984, furnished usable income-and-loss data (table I-7). Net sales rose 14
percent from $435.1 million in 1982 to $494.8 million in 1985. Operating
losses were reported in all periods, except 1985. These losses increased
slightly from $18.5 million in 1982 to $19.5 million in 1983, then dropped to
$2.4 million in 1984. 1In 1985, the companies achieved an operating income of
$5.2 million. 1/ The operating losses, which were 4.2 percent and 4.4 percent
of net sales in 1982 and 1983, respectively, declined to 0.5 percent.in 1984.
The operating income margin was 1.1 percent in 1985. Three of the firms re-
ported operating losses for the years 1982 and 1983, and one firm sustained an

operating loss in 1984 and four firms were unprofitable in 1985.

The integrated firms generally experienced operating losses during the
periods covered by this report, as shown in table I-8. The nonintegrated
firms reported aggregate operating incomes of $* * * in 1982, $* * * jin 1983,
$*x % % in 1984, and $* * * jin 1985. The operating income margins for the non-
integrated standard pipe producers increased from 6.3 percent in 1982 to 8.2
percent in 1983 and then declined to 8.1 percent in 1984 and 1985.

Capital expenditures and research and development expenses.--Seven U.S.
producers supplied information on their capital expenditures for land, build-
ings, and machinery and equipment used in the production of standard pipes and
tubes, and two furnished data on their research and development expenses.
Capital expenditures for standard pipes and tubes increased from $3.2 million
in 1982 to $4.4 million in 1983, then fell to $2.7 million in 1984, Capital
expenditures increased sharply to $* * * in 1985. This increase was primarily
due to expenditures of $* * * by * *x *, Research and development expenses for
standard pipes and tubes were $X* * %, $x *x % $x x X, and $* * * in 1982,
1983, 1984, and 1985, respectively. All of these research and development ex-
penses were incurred by * % %,

1/ The financial information presented here, as calculated from responses to
the Commission's questionnaires in connection with these investigations,
differs from that presented in previous Commission reports concerning standard
pipes and tubes. The differences can be attributed to more complete financial
information received during these investigations.
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Table I-7.--Income-and-loss experience of U.S. producers on their operations
producing standard pipes and tubes, accounting years 1982-85 1/

Item © 1982 | 1983 | 1984 | 1985
Net sales——-——~——mc—omem 1,000 dollars—--: 435,110 : 441,328 : 491,433 : 494,814
Cost of goods sold-——-————-morur do--——--: 415,741 : 418,648 : 451,636 : 445,346
Gross profit-——-v———m do----: 19,369 : 22,680 : 39,797 : 49,468
General, selling, and : : : :
administrative expenses----—---- do----:_ 37,832 : 42,224 : 42,177 : 44,233
Operating income or (loss)------- do—---: (18,463): (19,544): (2,380): 5,235
Depreciation and amorti- : : : : '
zation expense--—-—-——————meee—— do--——-: 8,499 : 8,869 : 10,475 : 10,305
As a share of net sales: : : : :
Cost of goods sold——————~———- percent—-: 95.5 : 94.9 : 91.9 : 90.0
Gross profit—--—-———-v—ecmne do----: 4,5 : 5.1 : 8.1 : 10.0
General, selling, and : : :
administrative expenses---—--- do———-: 8.7 : 9.6 : 8.6 : 8.9
Operating income or (loss)----- do—-—-: (4.2): (4.4): (0.5): 1.1
Number of firms reporting : : : :

operating losses—————-memmmmemmem e : 3: 3: 1: 4

- .
S .

1/ 11 firms provided information for accounting years 1982-85. 2 firms ac-
counting for X * % percent of U.S. producers' domestic shipments in 1985, pro-
vided information for accounting years 1982-84 and for the 9-month period
ended Sept. 30, 1985.

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

Capital expenditures and research and development expenses for standard
pipes and tubes are shown in the following tabulation (in thousands of
dollars): :

Capital Research and development !
expenditures expenses
1982-————-mm e 3,213 xkk
1983~ 4,383 Hokk
1984~ ——m—m—mmm 2,728 *kk

1985--———mmm—~ *kk *okk



Table TI-8.--Income-and-loss experience of U.S. producers on their operations
producing standard pipes and tubes, by nonintegrated producers and inte-
grated producers, accounting years 1982-85

.
.

Item " 1982 . 1983 1984 . 1985

Value (1,000 dollars)

Net sales: : : :
Nonintegrated firms---——--————— : fatal N xxk *kk bty
KKK o : AKK 2 *AK KKK o KKK
KKK : xkKX *RK . *kK *AK

Total-—————— e ~———: 435,110 : 441,328 : 491,433 : 494,814

Gross profit or (loss): : : : :
Nonintegrated firms—-——-——~-————~ : atat B XXk xkk ot
KKK : KAK *KK ¢ KKk . KkKk
KKK : xKK KRK 3 R XK

Total--————-—mmmm : 19,369 : 22,680 : 39,797 : 49,468

Operating income or (loss): : - : :
Nonintegrated firms-—---——~———-—- : atat H AKX ot ot S *okk
KKK e o : XkX 23 3 I XKK KKK
KKK : KKK 3 xKkK . Lt I kK

Total-———m—m : (18,463): (19,544): (2,380): 5,235

Percent of net sales

Gross profit or (loss): : : : :
Nonintegrated firms----——v——vn-- : 16.5 : 18.7 : 17.8 : 18.3

K e e e : XkKk AXK . *AK 3 Kkk
KKK o . KKK ¢ KKK KRR 3 KKk
Weighted average-—---——-—————— : 4.5 : 5.1 : 8.1 : - 10.0
Operating income or (loss): : : :
Nonintegrated firms——-——--——--— : 6.3 : 8.2 : 8.1 : 8.1
KK e : *kk KKK *RK 3 XXX
KKK o : KKK 3 XXX AKX o ) KKK
Weighted average-——--~-————em-~ : (4.2): (4.4): (0.5): 1.1

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

Investment in productive facilities.--Seven U.S. producers supplied data
concerning their investment in productive facilities employed in the produc-
tion of standard pipes and tubes. Their investment in such facilities, valued
at cost, rose from $52.7 million as of the end of 1982 to $64.6 million as of
the end of 1985. The book value of such assets was $24.0 million as of year-
end 1985, as shown in the following tabulation (in thousands of dollars):

Original cost Book value

1982 mm e 52,662 16,240
1983 - fmmmmeem 58,089 23,815
1984 ——coemeem 61,057 23,297

1985- - —cemmmem 64,648 24,001



The Question of the Threat of Material Injury

Consideration factors

In its examination of the .question of the -‘threat of material injury to an
industry in the United States, the Commission considers, among other factors,
any increase in production capacity or existing unused capacity in the export-
ing country likely to result in an increase in exports of the subject merchan-
dise to the United States, any rapid increase in U.S. market penetration and
the likelihood that the penetration will increase to an injurious level, the
probability that the price of the subject imported product will have a de-
pressing or suppressing effect on the domestic price of the merchandise, any
substantial increase in inventories of the merchandise in the United States,
any other demonstrable trends that indicate that the importation (or sale for
importation) of the merchandise will be the cause of actual 1nJury, and the
potential for product shifting. ‘

Information on the market penetration of .the subject- products is
presented in the section of -the report entitled "Consideration .of the Causal
Relationship Between Alleged Material Injury or the Threat Thereof and the
LTFV Imports”. Available information on the depressing or suppressing effect
of the imported products on domestic prices is presented in the pricing sec-
tion of this report. Available information on the foreign producers' capa-
city, production, and exports, and the potential for product sh1ft1ng was pre-—
sented in the 1ntroductory part of the report

U.S. importers' inventories

* * X which accounted for * * * percent of the total LTFV imports from
India in 1985, held * * * standard pipes and tubes in inventory at yearend
1984 and * * * at yearend 1985. This inventory accounted for * * * percent of
the firms' imports of these products from India in 1985.

Yearend inventories of?standard pipes and tubes from Turkey, as reported
by * * x firms accounting for 40 percent of such imports..in 1985, were * * %

in 1984 and * * * tons in 1985. One firm, * * %, It advised that it had
* % %k, . it .

Consideration of the Causal Relationship Between Aileged Material ,
Injury or the Threat Thereof and the LTFV Imports T

S. imports

Total U.S. imports of standard pipes and tubes increased from 844,000
+ang in 1982 to 1.5 million tons in 1984, or by 83 percent (table I-9). These
imports decreased to 1.4 million tons in 1985, or 70 percent above the level
in 1982. : ' : . '

Imports from India rose from 118 tons in 1982 to 1,985 tons in 1984 and
22,306 tons in 1985. Total LTFV exports from India increased from * * * jin
1982, to * * * tons in 1983, * * * tons in 1984, and * * X tons in 1985.
There were no imports from Turkey in 1982; such imports increased from 505
tons in 1983 to 2,578 tons in 1984 and 36,277 tons in 198S.
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Table I-9.--Standard pipes and tubes: U.S. imports for
consumption, 1/ by selected sources, 1982-85

Source © 1982 1983 © 1984 . 1985
: Quantity (tons)
India: 2/ : : : :
LTFV exports R XK o XX KKK o ’ KK
All other H RRK 3 Lt xRk o R ¢ ¢ 4
Total : b 2 ¢ S xhkk ' oRkk s AR
Turkey : 0 : 505 : 2,578 : 36,277
Yugoslavia : 3,607 : 0 : 13,553 : 11,517
Republic of Korea : 356,084 : 575,008 : 499,036 : 561,361
Japan : 135,904 : 69,212 : 123,688 : 172,951
Canada. s 74,336 : 88,660 : 165,057 : 140,707
Taiwan : 95,626 : 141,199 : 31,306 : 59,056
Brazil : 20,265 : 52,174 : 186,958 : 47,143
West Germany: : 24,731 : 12,473 : 39,066 : 46,985
All other :_133,248 : 241,864 : 480,915 : . 335,227
Total : 843,919 : 1,181,652 : 1,544,141‘: 1,433,530
: Value (1,000 dollars)
India : 52 : 194 : ‘629 : 7,834
Turkey : -2 200 : 821 : 12,389
Yugoslavia - 1,572 : Ce 3,953 : 3,960
Republic of Korea : 153,224 185,574 : 187,839 : 212,665
Japan = s 74,976 30,407 : 56,655 : 80,134
Canada : 40,150 : 43,279 : 77,125 : 62,854
Taiwan : 39,792 : 41,916 : 10,268 : 19,207
Brazil : 9,654 : 15,291 : 61,109 : 15,884
West Germany: - ¢ 13,399 : 5,383 : 15,755 : 16,464
All other 59,116 : 76,925 : 160,709 : 120,393
Total $_ 391,935 : 399,169 : 574,863 : 551,784
) Unit value
India —— $446 : $349 : $317 : $351
Turkey--- : - 396 : 318 : 341
Yugoslavia : 436 : - 292 : 344
Republic of Korea : 430 : 323 : 376 : 379
Japan : 552 : 439 458 : 463
Canada : 540 : 488 : 467 : 447
Taiwan : 416 : 297 : 328 : 325
Brazil 3 476 : 293 : 327 : 337
West Germany : 542 : 432 : 403 : 350
All other . : 444 318 : 334 : 359
Average : 464 : 338 : 372 : 385

.

1/ Includes imports under TSUSA items 610.3231, 610.3232, 610.3234, 610.3241,
610.3242, 610.3243, 610.3244, 610.3247, 610.3252, 610.3254, 610.3256, 610.3258,
and 610.4925.

2/ These data are exports from India for fiscal years 1982-84 and calendar
year 1985, as reported by counsel for the Engineering Export Promotion
Council. Total imports from India, as compiled from official statisties of
the U.S. Department of Commerce, are 118 tons in 1982, 556 tons in 1983, 1,985
tons in 1984, and 22,306 tons in 1985.

Source: Compiled from official statistics of the U.S. Department of
Commerce, except as noted.
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Imports of standard pipes and tubes from Indla and Turkey, in 1985, by
months, are shown in table I-10. :

P

Table I-10.--Standard pipes and tubes: U.S. imports for consumption, 1/

from India and Turkey, by months, 1985 -
(In tons)

Period ; India 2/ : Turkey
January---——=—==——m— e e : .. 419 : : 3,127
February-—--——--——c - ' 1,030 : 718
March——————— o : 1,114 : ' 2,700
April— - : 429 : . 513
May— -~~~ e : 411 : . 362
June——————— = : 1,899 : - 2,732
July——— e : ) 2,493 : - 1,615
August--———————- e e : 5,172 : ‘ 5,437
September—--———————- - e : 2,639 : 7,587
October--——-——-o—mmmm 1,838 : . 8,797
November—-————————c—emm e : - 2,822 : 484
December-————————m oo : : 2,039 : 2,204

Total-———m e : 22,306 : 36,277

1/ Includes imports under TSUSA items 610.3231, 610.3232, 610.3234, 610.3241,
610.3242, 610.3243, 610.3244, 610.3247, 610. 3252 610.3254, 610.3256, 610.3258,
and 610.4925. :

2/ Includes fair value as well as LTFV imports. Total LTFV exports from
India were * * X tons in 1985. ‘

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

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

The petitioners did not provide any specific information -to the
Commission regarding outstanding orders of the product from India or Turkey.
The staff also knows of no such outstanding orders. Counsel for TISCO re-
ported that this firm ceased taking orders for standard pipes and tubes after
Commerce issued its preliminary LTFV determination on December 31, 1985.
Furthermore, * * *, In addition, * * %, which imported * * % tons of standard
pipes and tubes from Turkey in January-September 1985, or about * * * of the
total imports from Turkey, reported that it canceled orders amounting to * X %
tons on * * *  because of the uncertainty of the outcome of the pending unfair
import 1nvestlgat10ns .

Market penetration

LTFV‘imports from India increased from * * * peréent of the U.S. market
in 1984 to * * * percent in 1985 (table I-11). Imports from Turkey had a 0.1
percent share of the market in 1984. During 1985; this share.increased to 1.5
percent. . : .
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Table I-11.--Standard pipes and tubes: Shares of U.S. consumption
supplied by India, Turkey, and all other countries, 1982-85

(In percent)

.

Source ° 1982 . 1983 . 1984 . 1985
India 1/-——------m : Lt 2 S Kk ; Jek Kk ; KK
Turkey--——-———————————momm oo : - 2/ .1 1.5
All other——~——— : X%kK *kk o 1.2t Kk K
Total-——-—om e e : 49.6 : 56.2 62.6 : 58.9

LYY

1/ Ratio of LTFV exports to U.S. consumption. 2/ Less than 0.05 percent.

Source: Based on data in tables I-3 and I-9 of this report, except where
noted.

Petitioners request that the Commission cumulate imports of standard
pipes and tubes from the subject countries with imports of similar products
from other countries subject to investigation. Market penetration by standard
pipes and tubes from countries currently or recently (since January 1984) sub-
ject to investigation by the Commission or the Department of Commerce is pre-
sented in table I-1.

The U.S. customs districts through which imports of standard pipes and
tubes from India and Turkey entered the United States in 1985, as compiled
from offical statistics of the U.S. Department of Commerce, arée presented in
the following tabulation: ‘

Item : Quantity : Percent of total

: Short tons :

India: 1/ : :
Savannah,GA---———-~ : 4,379 : . 19.6
Philadelphia, PA---: 4,014 : 18.0
Houston, TX---————- : ) 3,700 : 16.6
New Orleans, LA----: 2,336 : 10.5
Bridgeport, CT-—--—— : . 1,704 : 7.6
New York, NY-———-—- : 1,175 : 5.3
Tampa, FL-——————-—— : 1,052 : 4,7
Baltimore, MD-—--——- : 1,032 : 4.6
Los Angeles, CA----: 721 : 3.2
Chicago, IL-—————-- : 499 : 2.2
Seattle, WA———-——-—- : 483 : 2.2
Charleston, SC————- : 454 : 2.0
Boston, MA-———————- : - 409 : 1.8
San Francisco, CA--: 212 1.0
Norfolk, VA-————-—- : 136 : 0.6
100.0

Total-——————————— : 22,306 :

Continued on next page



Item ; Quantity B . Percent of total

Short tons :

Turkey: : H
Houston, TX------—- : 10,687 : 29.5
New Orleans, LA----: 8,270 : . 22.8
Tampa, FL-----——~—- : 7,379 : 20.3
Bridgeport, CT-—---—- : 6,102 : 16.8
Philadelphia, PA---: 3,014 : . 8.3
Baltimore, MD--———-: 826 : 2.3
Total—---——-———-~ : 36,277 : 100.0

1/ Includes fair value as well as LTFV imports. Total LTFV exports from
India were * * X tons in 1985.

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

Prices

The standard pipes and tubes included in these investigations are gener-
ally priced on a per-hundred-foot basis. Several U.S. producers publish con-
fidential price lists, but list prices are often discounted to meet competi-
tive offers. U.S.-produced pipes and tubes are predominantly sold on an
f.o.b. mill basis. The imported products under investigation are normally
sold on an ex-dock, duty-paid, or f.o.b. warehouse basis. Formal bidding is
not the usual means of price competition for standard pipes and tubes up to 16
inches in diameter.

The Commission requested U.S. producers and importers to provide price
and quantity data on their largest sale of each of five product specifications
to both a service center/distributor and an end-user customer during each
quarter during 1983-85., The prices requested were f.o.b. mill for U.S. pro-
ducers and f.o.b. shipping point for importers. These products were reported
to be specifications currently imported from one or more of - the countries sub-
ject to these investigations and manufactured by the U.S. producers. The five
standard pipe product specifications are as follows:

PRODUCT 1: ASTM A-120 schedule 40 standard pipe, carbon welded, black,
plain end, 1.315-inch 0.D. (l-inch nominal), 0.133-inch
wall thickness.

PRODUCT 2: ASTM A-120 schedule 40 standard pipe, carbon welded, black,
plain end, 1.050-inch 0.D. (3/4-inch nominal), 0.113-inch
wall thickness.

PRODUCT 3: ASTM A-120 schedule 40 standard pipe, carbon welded,
galvanized, plain end, 1.660-inch 0.D. (1 1/4-inch nomi-
nal), 0.140-inch wall thickness.

PRODUCT 4: ASTM A-120 schedule 40 standard pipe, carbon welded,
galvanized, plain end, 2.375-inch 0.D. (2-inch nominal),
0.154-inch wall thickness.

PRODUCT 5: ASTM A-120 schedule 40 standard pipe, carbon welded,
black, plain end, 1.900-inch 0.D. (1 1/2-inch nominal),
0.145-inch wall thickness.
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Prices of domestic products.--Eight U.S. producers provided selling price
data for sales to service centers/distributors and four of these producers
also provided prices for sales to end users. 1In 1985, the eight firms ac-
counted for 74 percent of reported shipments of standard pipes and tubes. The
weighted-average price data for the industry are presented in table I-12.

Table I-12.--Selected standard pipes and tubes: U.S. producers’' weighted
average prices to service centers/distributors and end users, by quarters,
1983-85

In sales to service centers/distributors, all five products showed in-
creased prices in 1984 over the 1983 levels, but prices of products 1, 3, 4,
and 5 subsequently slid in 1985 to end the period of investigation about 2 to
6 percent below prices in January-March 1983. Product 2 ended the period
about 7 percent abcve the January-March 1985 level.

The reported selling prices for product 1 decreased from the January-
March 1983 level of $* * * to $* * % during October-December 1985. Prices for
product 3 declined from $* * X to $%x %X *x over the same period. Overall,
prices for product 4 fell off from January-March 1983 to October-December
1985, slipping from $* * X to $* * X, Qver the same period, product 5 fell
from $* * Xx to $*x * X, :

In sales to service centers/distributors, product 2 experienced a boost
in mid-1984 and ended the period under investigation at §* * * or 7 percent
above the beginning level of * * %,k 1/

Weighted-average prices for sales to end users followed a pattern similar
to distributor prices. Selling prices to end users for the standard pipe pro-
ducts generally rose from January-March 1983 to peak in 1984 at levels that
ranged from 8 to 32 percent above the January-March 1983 prices and then ex-
perienced declines. October-December 1985 prices for products 1 through 4
were 5 to 6 percent below those of January-March 1983. The price of product 5
to end users in October-December 1985, however, was virtually the same as the
beginning level of $x * %,

Prices of imports from India.--One importer of standard pipe from India
provided data for sales of the standard pipe products to service centers/
distributors. This importer, * * %, accounted for * * * percent of the LTFV
imports from India in 1985 and sold its product on an f.o.b. basis. * * * im-
ports pipe and tube produced by TISCO, the only Indian firm assigned positive
dumping margins by Commerce. This firm's prices for imports of standard pipe
from India are presented in table I-13.

In 1985, product 1 from India sold for $* * * in April-June, $* X % in
July-September, and $* * * in October-December. At these levels, margins of
underselling were 18, 13, and 4 percent, respectively.

1/ % % x,



I-19

Table I-13.--Selected standard pipes and tubes: 1/ Weighted-average prices to
service centers/distributors, U.S. produced and imported from India, by
specified quarters, April 1984-December 1985

LTFV Indian product

: u.s. Margin of
Item product .
: price : Price unders?ll1ng47
. " Amount ° Percent
——————————— Per 100 feet--—----———-

Product 1: : : : :
April-June 1985---——————m- : et t I *xk ok ;o 18.1
July-September 1985--—-——-——~ : *kk 2 3 3 ot S I 13.4
October-December 1985--—-——-— : et ot B *kXx 3.6

Product 2: : : : :
January-March 1985-—————————- : dk*x *kk *kx 19.2
July-September 1985——--——-——— : *kk *kk XXk . 20.2
October-December 1985-- ----——- : Latot M *kk *kKk o 21.8

Product 3: . : : : ' :
April-June 1984——- oo : *Xk ; kkX ¢ XKk 19.2
July-September 1984-—————-——— : Kk o *kk . Lot T 24.3
October-December 1984---————- : okt *kk . *xk 20.4
January-March 1985-—-—-——~~——- : *kk 3 Lt AKX 19.3
April-June 1985~————-ccmn : et I *%xk 3 XXX 3 14.8
July-September 1985-----—-——- : fade S ot t *kk 12.4
October-December 1985--—-~——- : xEX *kk Lkt I 11.9

Product 4: : : : : : )
July-September 1984-—---————-- : fatet I *kk [l ot 23.9
October-December 1984--———-——— : akot xRk : Tkk 19.9
January-March 1985-——-—~~———-— : XXX *kk *kk o 24.4
April-June 1985-————————ecu- : xkX *XX ot ot I 16.0
July-September 1985—-————-——- : fatet et *kk 12.6
October-December 1985--—-———- : *kk fata S B Kk 12.2

Product . 5: : : : ' :
April-June 1985~——~~~ccemee— : *AX ¢ *RX kot I 17.0
July-September 1985—--——~—~—— : xkk *kk KXk 12.6

October-December 1985-———-——- : X)Xk xxk **xx . 16.8

1/ See product list for specifications.

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

Prices in 1985 for product 2 from India were $* * * in January-March,
$* *x x in July-September, and $* * * in October-December. At these prices,
margins of underselling ranged from 19 to 22 percent.

Product 3 from India sold for $* * * in April-June 1984, $* *x *x in July-
September 1984, $* * x in October-December 1984 and January-March 1985, and
for $* * * in April-December 1985. Margins of underselling ranged from a high
of 24 percent to a low of 12 percent. N
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Product 4 of Indian origin sold for $* * * in July-September 1984, $*x * x
in October-December 1984, $* * % in January-March 1985, and $* * * in April-
December 1985. Margins of underselling ranged from 24 to 12 percent.

In 1985, product 5 sold to service centers/distributors for $x * *x in
April-June, §$* * * jin July-September, and $* * * in October-December. At
these prices, margins of underselling were 17, 13, and 17 percent, respec-
tively.

Prices of imports from Turkey.--Three importers of standard pipe and tube
from Turkey provided price data for products 1 through 4. These firms typi-
cally quote their prices on an ex-dock basis, and do not use price lists in
establishing transaction prices. In 1985, these importers accounted for 40
percent of all imports of standard pipe from Turkey. Because price data on
each product are scant, no trends can be established.

Price data for sales of products 1 through 4 to service centers/
distributors and end users of both Turkish and domestic origin are compared in
table I-14. Sales prices to service centers/distributors of Turkish product 1
were $* * * in October-December 1984, $* * * in January-March 1985, $* * % in
April-June 1985, $* * * in July-September 1985, and $* * * in October-December
1985. The margins of underselling over this period ranged from a low of 17
percent in October-December 1985 to a high of 34 percent in October-December
1984. Turkish product 1 sold to end users in July-September 1985 for $*x X %,
pnderselling the U.S. product by 10 percent.

Imports of Turkish product 2 sold to service centers/distributors for
$*x x X in January-March 1985, $* * x in July-September 1985, and $* * % in
October-December 1985. The margins of underselling in these sales were 30,
25, and 26 percent, respectively.

In 1985, imports of product 3 from Turkey sold to ‘service centers/
distributors for $* * X in January-March, $* * % in April-June, and $* *x % in
July-September and undersold the domestic product by between 18 and 21 percent.

Product 4 from Turkey was sold to service centers/distributors between
October-December 1984 and July-September 1985. Product 4 sold for $* * * in
October-December 1984, $* * X in January-March 1985, $* * % in April-June, and
$x *x * in July-September 1985. Margins of underselling ranged from a low of
18 percent in July-September 1985 to a high of 26 percent in April-June 1985.
Imports of product 4 from Turkey sold to end users in July-September 1985 for
$%x % %; at this price, the margin of underselling was 12 percent.

Imports of product 5 from Turkey sold in the United States in all of
1985. The price to service centers/distributors was $* * * in January-March,
$x x X in April-June, $* X * in July-September, and $* * x in October-
December. At these prices, the margins of underselling were 16, 15, 21, and
30 percent, respectively. 1In July-September 1985, product 5 from Turkey sold
to end users for $* * * 26 percent below the U.S. price.

The Commission requested purchasers to provide price data on two of the
standard pipe products for 1984 and 1985 both of which were reported to be
produced in the United States and imported from India and Turkey. Eleven of
the distributors reported purchases of 20,761 tons of U.S.-produced standard
pipe in 1985. Five of these purchasers provided price data (table I-15). -
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Table I-14.--Selected standard pipes and tubes: 1/ Weighted-average pricespto
service centers/distributors and end users, U.S. produced and 1mported from
Turkey, by specified quarters, October 1984-December 1985

Turkish product

: u.S. Margin of
Item °  product .
: . : . underselling
. price . Price a
: : Amount | Percent
Sales to service centers/ : : :
distributors of-- e ataata Per 100 feet—-————~———- :

Product 1: : : : C
October-December 1984—————- : $roxx $rxx $rxx 34.4
January-March 1985--——————-—- : CORAX XXXk R S 19.4
April-June 1985-———— - : xkk o %Xk Rt L 21.3
July-September 1985--—————- : atat S *%kX% o *XX 17.9
October-December 1985--—-——— : ot t B XXX *kk o 17.3

Product 2: : : : Lo ,
January-March 1985————————— : xkk *kk 3 *%% . 30.0
July-September 1985--—---—-— : - kkk g fatot BN *kk . 24.5
October-December 1985--————— : KKKk g xxKk XXk 3 26.4

Product 3: ‘ : : : :
January-March 1985-——————-—- : |OXkk Xk o *kk o 18.2
April-June 1985-————~cc—eu : AKX X%k XXX 3 20.6
July—September 1985———————: Lt KXk o Tokkk g 18.4

Product 4: : : : :
October-December 1984---——- : Lt S *k%k : *Xxk o 23.1
January-March 1985---——————- : *EKX 3 *kXx o ot Sl 19.2
April-June 1985--———~———-—— : *kk o *kk . k%% . - 26.4
July-September 1985-——————— s Lt I *%XX 2t I 18.0

Product 5:

January-March 1985--——————- : Lot b *hk *%kX% " 15.8

April-June 1985--—---—————- : dkk *kk *kk 15.5

July-September 1985-——————- : .2 3 S Latat atat B 21.1

October-December 1985-—-——-— : xx% . xxX o *kk 30.1
Sales to end users of-- : : : :

Product 1: : : : :
July-September 1985--—————- : XKk : et et I XAX : 9.9

Product 4: : o s :
July-September 1985--——-——— s .t L2t B k% 12.5

Product 5: : : : :
July-September 1985--——--—- : *Xk XKk ok S 26.1

1/ See product list for specifications.

Source: Compiled from data submitted in response to quest10nna1res of the
U.S. International Trade Commission.

The prices reported generally followed the trends in producers' data.
Prices for purchases of product 1 from domestic sources fell by 5 percent,
from $* * * jin January-March 1984 to $* * * in October-December 1985. The
purchase price of U.S.-produced product 3 fell by 10 percent over the ‘same
period, from $* * X to $*x x X,
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Table I-15.--Selected standard pipes and tubes: Weighted-average purchase
prices paid by service centers/distributors for U.S.-produced merchandise,
by quarters, 1984-85

Five purchasers responded with price data regarding their purchases of
standard pipe from Turkey. In 1985, the five firms purchased a total of 2,108
tons of Turkish standard pipe. Their prices are reported in table I-16.

Product 1 from Turkey sold for $* * X in January-March 1985 and for
$% x % in April-June 1985. The margins of underselling at these prices were
27 and 28 percent, respectively. Product 3 from Turkey sold for $* * % in
October-December 1984 and $* * * in October-December 1985. The margins of
underselling at these prices were 24 and 21 percent, respectively.

One purchaser reported prices for Indian standard pipe. This firm bought
a total of * * * tons of standard pipe of Indian origin in 1985. Their prices
are also reported in table II-16. Product 3 from India sold for $* * * in
January-March 1984, $* * * in October-December 1984, $* * * in January-March
1985, and $* * * in October-December 1985. The margins of underselling for
these sales were 40, 16, 15, and 13 percent respectively.

Fifteen purchasers responded with some details concerning their firms®
purchasing decisions for standard pipe. The reporting firms are all distribu-
tors of pipes and tubes. Most indicated that they purchase standard pipe from
both domestic and foreign sources. Five stated that while foreign prices were
consistently lower than U.S. producer prices, the quality of the products are
equal. Four stated that foreign quality was inferior to U.S. produced pipes.

Purchasers who recently bought standard pipe from India or Turkey were
asked how much higher the last bid accepted for those imports would have had
to have been before they would have switched from an imported to a domestic
source. Three responded that the price would have to have been 6-10 percent
higher than the price accepted, and 2 said 10 percent or more.

Concerning transportation costs, most purchasers responded that their
firm, and not their suppliers, pay transportation costs for pipe purchases.
Nine 1listed inland shipping costs at less than 5 percent of the delivered
price, 4 put it at 5 to 10 percent, and 1 did not respond.

Transportation costs

Fourteen U.S. producers of standard pipe and tube responded with data de-
tailing their firms' transportation costs. Of these producers, seven listed
their market area as nationwide; three as Midwestern; two as the Western
United States; and two as the Eastern United States.

The Commission requested U.S. producers to estimate the percentage of
shipments in which their firms absorb some transportation costs to effect a
sale. WNine producers responded with such data. Two .indicated that they ab-
sorb some transportation costs in 95 percent of their shipments, . two in
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Table I-16.--Selected standard pipes and tubes: 1/ Weighted-average purchase
prices paid by service centers/distributors for U.S.-produced merchandise
and merchandise imported from Turkey and 1India, by specified quarters,
1984-85

Imported product

U.S.

Item : product . Margin of
' : . : . underselling
price . Price :
‘ ; Amount ' Percent
Purchases of imports : : : :
from Turkey-- P e —— Per 100 feet——--———-——- :

Product 1: : : oo :
January-March 1985-————————- : $xxx $xxx $xxx . 26.9
April-June 1985-——— v : 3.3 B Hkk 27.6

Product 3: : : : : "
October-December 1984---——— : xRk Xk Cokxx . 238
October-December 1985---——- : *xk Lot S A )%k 20.5

Purchases of imports : ’
from India--

Product 3: : : : :
January-March 1984————————— : XXX - 1 I S kkk o - 40,2
October-December 1984-------: KKK *KX xAX 15.9
January-March 1985---————-- : fat S Xkk *kx 15.0

October-December 1985---——- : XKk X%k x%kX 13.4

1/ See product list for specifications.

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

about 80 percent, one in 40 percent, and four in 5 percent or less of their
shipments. : : '

Other purchase decision factors

The Commission also asked U.S. producers to state their standard minimum
quantity requirements for a sale, as well as the average lead time between a
customer's order and shipment date. Ten producers listed 20 tons (one truck-
load) as their minimum quantity requirement, one listed 4 tons, and one cited
no minumum quantity requirement. Referring to lead time between receipt of a
customer's order and shipment date, five producers cited their firms' average
lead time as 4 days or less, four indicated 5 to 10 days, and three said more
than 10 days.

The imported products are normally sold on an ex dock or f.o.b. basis.
The transportation costs are usually paid by the purchaser. The lead time be-
tween a customer's order and shipment date typically ranges from 90 to 150
days for future orders, and 2 to 30 days for ex-warehouse sales.
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Lost sales

Four U.S. producers submitted general statements regarding lost sales
allegations. Two provided specific allegations of sales lost to imports of
standard pipes subject to investigation.

One producer * * *, submitted a detailed statement concerning lost sales
and price suppression/depression. The firm noted that although it has "un-
questionably lost sales" to imports of standard and line 'pipe from countries
subject to these investigations, specific lost sales allegations are "very
difficult to pinpoint." * * % pointed out that its sales information is kept
on the basis of orders, not quotes. Consequently, records of their rejected
quotes are not maintained and not followed up. In addition, * * * statement
continued, if they ascertain that a sale was lost to foreign pipe, determining
the country of origin is complicated due to the distribution process of im-
porters who "rarely, if ever, specify a desired foreign producer." * % %
pointed out. that the only way they can determine the country of origin of
sales lost to imports is to check the import markings on the pipe in the
distributor's yard. * * * concluded by noting that foreign pipe is
"routinely"” priced at least 30 percent below domestic pipe and provided a com-
parison of their standard pipe prices with the Turkish product f.o.b. Houston.
1/

Three domestic producers submitted general statements. These producers
report that the nature of the marketplace does not permit specific examples of
lost sales. * % x,

Another U.S. producer of standard pipes and tubes, * * %, submitted a
list of * * * firms to which it claims it lost sales to imports under investi-
gation from India. The Commission's staff contacted five of the * * * firms.
The * * * allegations totaled * * % tons of * * * gtandard pipes and tubes.

* % * jndicated that they "have not bought any Indian pipe that I know
of." He stated that price is the determining factor in their purchasing deci-
sions and that on a per linear foot basis, U.S.-produced pipes and tubes run
* % * to * * * percent higher than imports. He noted that *x * %,

* * * jndicated that his firm purchased about * * * tons of standard pipe
from India last year. He stated that price is the most important considera-
tion in his firm's purchasing decisions, and that they often purchase imports
because they "average about * * % percent less than the domestically produced”
product. * * % noted that when standard pipe is purchased domestically by his
firm, it is usually "bought because the customer specified it must be domes-
tically produced” goods. * * X,

1/ The following prices (per 100 feet) for galvanized, threaded, and coupled
pipe were provided by * * %,

All prices are f.o.b. Houston, with * * * price f.o.b. from their Houston
warehouse. '
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* X X was cited in an allegation as purchasing * * %X tons of standard
pipe from India in late 1984 and early 1985. * * % gtated that his firm
hasn't bought pipe of Indian origin. He stated that his firm buys pipe mostly
of Japanese and Korean origin, and from a few minor source countries such as
* * X, He stated that he stays away from new entrants to the market such as
India for quality reasons. The pipe he buys is used * * *, he pointed-out,
and the quality of galvanizing is important enough to continue buying from
their major sources and not try pipe that may be of uncertain -or unpred1ctable
quality.

%X X ¥ was cited in two allegations involving * * X, % % %X gtated that
his firm buys a "negligible" amount of pipe .of foreign origin, and that it
considers price, delivery terms, and quality as important factors. in its pur-
chasing decisions. He stated that his firm had purchased pipe of Indian ori-
gin in the past, but not recently. He described the Indian pipe as ''not a bad
product” and said it was purchased at competitive prices. * * X noted that
the purchases were probably about 3 or 4 years ago.. :

* % X was listed as having purchased a total of * X X tons of standard
pipe of Indian origin in late 1984 and early 1985. X X % of * % X gtated that
his firm purchases from both U.S. and foreign sources, with the :majority of
their purchases coming from U.S. firms. Concerning the specific allegation,
* X X then stated that he did not remember any purchases of pipe from India,
but indicated that there may have been some such purchases in. the past. He
added that price is the main factor in their purchasing decisions, and that
they will buy foreign-produced pipe because  of its: lower- pr1ce even though
long delivery times may delay recelpt of the orders. * % %,

Another producer, * * %, prov1ded a list of * * %. gllegations of sales
lost to imports. 1In * * X of these allegations, the producer was unable to
identify the country of origin of the competing imports. . In * * * others, the
countries and products cited, * * %X were not subject to. these investiga-
tions. Of the remaining * * * allegations, all cited two or three countries
of origin as the alleged import competition. Standard pipe from Taiwan (which
is not subject to investigation) was listed in all * * * along with either
Turkey and/or India. The * * * gallegations totaled * * * tons of standard
pipe. The Commission has contacted * * X of these purchasers.

X X X was cited as * * X pipe by * X * in a sale that went pipe from
* % X, X% %X % gtated that, in 1985, his firm purchased pipe from both U.S. and
foreign sources--domestic pipe constituting about 20 percent and foreign pipe
about 80 percent. Most of the foreign pipe his firm purchases is from Taiwan
or Japan, he stated. * % % said that his firm has not purchased any pipe of
Turkish origin that he was: "aware of.” He noted that price was "strictly" the
determining factor in their pipe purchasing decisions, with the U.S. product
price higher than the foreign. In recent months, however, he stated that the
falling prices of the U.S. product to levels very close to that of imports "by
a few cents per hundred foot" justify switching purchases to include more do-
mestic pipe. He stated quality, the likelihood of receiving the product in
good condition, and customer preference of U.S.-produced pipes and tubes as
factors that would further justify this change.

* % X was listed as having purchased * * %X tons of standard pipe from
X %X X,k X X of ¥ * X gtated that his firm doesn't "deal in foreign steel at
all,"” and that they ‘"strictly buy American"” as a matter of their firm's
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policy. * * * ]igted * %X % as their main U.S. suppliers. He stated that they
have never purchased from * * %,

* X X was cited in an allegation as purchasing * * * tons of * % X,
* % X of * * X jndicated that his firm typically buys more than 90 percent of
its pipe from foreign sources, with Korea, Turkey, and Greece the main sup-
plier countries. He noted that they have not purchased standard pipe from
Taiwan recently. * % * stated that in the last quarter of 1985, his firm pur-
chased * * * tons of pipe of Turkish origin. He cited price as the sole de-
terminant of their purchasing decisions. :

*x X X was cited in * * X, X % %X of % * X gtated that 95 percent of his
firm's purchases of imported pipe comes from abroad. He identified Brazil,
Korea, and Venezuela as the major source countries of foreign pipe. * * %
pointed to quality, delivery terms, and especially price as the main determi-
nants of their purchasing decisions. Concerning the specific allegation,
* * x stated that his firm has never purchased standard pipe of Indian origin.

* * X was listed as a purchaser of * * * tons of standard pipe * % X,
* %X X of * * X gtated that his firm largely purchases pipe of Korean origin,
with Brazil, Turkey, and Taiwan also providing some of their foreign produced
pipe. He stated that * * * purchases up to * X X tons of standard pipe a
quarter and that about 70 percent of those purchases come from foreign

sources. * * * added that his firm has not purchased any pipe of Indian
origin. He noted that their most recent purchase of Turkish pipe took place
“*about a year ago." * * X pointed out that he expects "at least a 15 percent

difference in price" between foreign and domestic before he considers buying
foreign pipe due to time delays and the possibilities of receiving the im-
ported product damaged or having to put it in inventory upon arrival.

* X * was identified in an allegation involving * * %X, X X %X of * % %
stated that the imported pipe purchases by his firm comes largely from Mexico
or Korea. He stated that he has "not even had an offer” of pipe from India or
Turkey. * * X% noted that his firm largely purchases ASTM A-120 pipe.
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PART II. LINE PIPES AND TUBES
Introduction
This part of the report presents information relating specifically to the
final antidumping investigations concerning line pipes and tubes from Taiwan
and Turkey. ’

The Products

Description and uses

The imported pipe and tube products that are the subject of these inves-
tigations are circular welded carbon steel pipes and tubes over 0.375 inch but
not over 16 inches in outside diameter that are known in the industry as line
pipes and tubes. Line pipes and tubes are used for the transportation of gas,
0il, or water, generally in pipeline or utility distribution systems. They
are most commonly produced to API specification 5L. -

Part 1 of this report contains a general discussion of the description
and uses of pipes and tubes and the method of manufacturing standard pipes and
tubes. Standard and line pipe can be produced on the same equipment. The
manufacturing processes for the two products are nearly identical; the prin-
cipal differences between the two are that line pipe is made from a higher
grade steel and requires additional testing to ensure that it meets API speci-
fications. 1/ Line pipe may have a higher content of carbon and manganese
than is permissible for standard pipe, whereas standard pipe may have a higher
content of phosphorus and sulfur than is permissible for line pipe. Require-
ments concerning chemical and mechanical properties for API line pipe differ
for the various specifications and grades. There are at least 10 grades of
API 5L line pipe. API 5L line pipe is inspected and tested at various stages
in the production process to ensure strict conformity to API specifications.

Twenty-four U.S. producers completed the Commission's questionnaires con-
cerning line and standard pipes and tubes. Thirteen firms, which accounted
for about one-half of the total U.S. producers' shipments of standard pipes
and tubes in 1985, produced only standard pipes and tubes. Six firms, which
accounted for about one-half of U.S. producers' shipments of line pipes and
tubes, produced only line pipes and tubes. The remaining five firms produced
both products. 1In order to produce line pipes and tubes, a mill must first
obtain certification from the API. It takes a minimum of 6 months for the API
to process an application for certification. The certification process, how-
ever, may take considerably longer. It took a mill in Taiwan, for example,
about 2 years to obtain its API license. No special certification is required
to produce ASTM standard pipes and tubes. After a mill begins to produce a
new pipe product line, it may incur additional expense and spend additional
time developing its market for the product.

1/ Transcript of the public conference, investigations Nos. 731-TA-211 and
212 (Preliminary), p. 17. .
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U.S. tariff treatment

Imports of the line pipes and tubes covered by these investigations are
classified and reported for tariff and statistical purposes under TSUSA items
610.3208 and 610.3209, which cover welded pipes and tubes (and blanks there-
for 1/) of iron (except cast iron) or of nonalloy (carbon) steel, of circular
cross section, having a wall thickness of not thinner than 0.065 inch and an
outside diameter over 0.375 inch but not more than 16 inches.

The current column 1 rate of duty 2/ for line pipes and tubes, which is
1.9 percent ad valorem, was modified as a result of the Tokyo Round of the MIN
from the 0.3-cent-per-pound rate in effect prior to January 1, 1982; no fur-
ther duty modifications are scheduled. Imports of line pipes and tubes from
Taiwan and Turkey are dutiable at the column 1 rate. The column 2 rate of
duty is 5.5 percent ad valorem.

Imports of line pipes and tubes, if the products of designated benefici-
ary countries, are eligible for duty-free entry under the CBERA. Effective
September 1, 1985, imports of such articles from Israel are free of duty under
the United States-Israel Free Trade Area Agreement.

In addition to these import duties, countervailing duties are in effect
with respect to imports from Turkey and until recently were in effect with re-
spect to imports from Korea and Yugoslavia. On October 29, 1985, subsequent
to Korea agreeing to a VRA, Commerce published a notice in the Federal
Register, effective October 1, 1984, revoking these orders. In January 1986,
the Governments of Yugoslavia and the United States signed a VRA concerning
steel pipes and tubes; the petition concerning line pipes and tubes was subse-
quently withdrawn on March 27, 1986, and the countervailing duty order con-
cerning such imports is expected to be revoked shortly. The dumping margins
from current investigations, the outstanding countervailing duty order, and
recently terminated title VII cases are presented in table II-1.

U.S. Producers

Line pipe and tube producers may be divided into two types: large, fully
integrated producers that make raw steel and produce a variety of steel pro-
ducts, and smaller, nonintegrated or partially integrated producers. The in-
tegrated producers include LTV Steel Corp. and United States Steel Corp.

In 1985, there were 12 U.S. producers of line pipes and tubes. One other
producer, Bethlehem, an integrated steel producer, permanently closed its line
pipe and tube operations located at Sparrows Point, MD, effective April 30,
1983. Umran, a Turkish producer, bought Bethlehem's plant and is in the pro-
cess of setting it up in Turkey. In December 1984, LTV Steel announced the
closing of its two line pipe mills at Aliquippa, PA, and in October 1985, it
announced the closing of a line pipe mill at Youngstown, OH. U.S. production
of line pipes and tubes is concentrated in the Eastern United States and the
Great Lakes and Gulf coast regions. The U.S. producers of line pipes and
tubes and their shares of domestic shipments are shown in table II-2.

1/ Blanks are semifinished pipe or tube hollows that are purchased by pro-
ducers and further processed. :

2/ See the U.S. tariff treatment section of part I of this report for an ex-
planation of column 1, column 2, and the CBERA.
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Table II-1.--Line pipés and tuBes. Litle VII investigations since January'. 1984

most recent dumping and subsidy margins, and import to consumption ratigs, by
countrles, 1982-85 ' )

tRatio of imports to apparent
: U.S. consumption

. Weighted- ! : : - 0 0
Item : avgrage : Date‘oﬁ bo;? ' P : |
" margin . °F °FU®T 2/ % 1982 % 1983 F 1984 P 1985
Antldumplng investiga- : : : H :
tions: : : : : :
Pending antldumping' : : : : : :
investigations: : : ‘ : - o
Taiwan : 27.93 : Dec. 30, 1985 : 0.6 : 0.1 : 0.4 : 1.3
Turkey : 2/ 40,23 : Jan. 3, 1986  : - - - kX
Recently terminated : - 3 K H 3 H
antidumping : : : 3 : :
investigation: : : ] : : N :
Venezuela 3/-~===—w—— : 55.7 : Aug. 13, 1985 : 3 1.5 : 7.2 : 5.1
Countervailing duty in- : : : : : :
vestigations/orders: : : : : : :
Outstanding counter- : : : : : :
vailing duty order: : : : : : :
Turkey : 4/ 17.80 : Jan. 10, 1986 : - - -3 0.8
Recently terminated N : o : : :
countervailing du- : : : K : :
ty investigations: : : : : : :
Mexico 5/ : 0.67-23.65 : Jan. 31, 1985 : 1.6 : 5.8 : 6.6 : 3.7
Venezuela 6/-~———-———- : 76.00 : Nov. 13, 1985 : . .3 : 1.5 : 7.2 : 5.1
Yugoslavia 7/-~=~~——=-: 74.50 : Dec. 31, 1985 : .1 - - -

1/ Date posting of bond required or date order issued. - A
7/ This is the margin for Mannesmann and Erkboru. The margin for a third firm,
Borusan, is de.minimis. The margin for all other firms is 14.81 percent.

3/ Terminated by the Commission, effective Dec. 4, 1985, following w1thdraWd1 of
petition prior to a final determination by Commerce. R

4/ In its final determination, Commerce found the subsidy to be 18. 81 percent, but
the bonding or cash deposit rate was adjusted to 17.80 percent to take into account
changes that occurred after the review period. . -

5/ Terminated by Commerce, effeéctive Apr. 2, 1985, following withdrawal of peti-
tion, ’

6/ Terminated by Coumerce, effective Nov. 27, 1985, following withdrawal of peti-
tion. The Commission did not institute a final investigation.

7/ The petition was withdrawn on Mar. 27, 1986. ‘“he order is expected to be re-
voked shortly. On Aug. 30, 1935, the Commission issued a negative preliminary anti-
dumping determination with respect to line pipes and tubes from {ugoslav1a.

Source: Margins and date of bond or order, obtained from the U.S. Department of
Commerce; ratio of iuports to apparent consumption, compiled. from official :statis-
tics of the U.S. Department of Commerce and data published by the American zlron &
Steel Institute. ' S

Note.--Data in this table are current through Apr. 9, 1986.
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Table II-2.--Line pipes and tubes: U.S. producers, 1/ their shares
of domestic shipments, and plant locations, by firms, 1985

Share of :
Firm ) : 1985 domestic : Plant location
shipments
CPTI member firms: : Percent
Cyclops Corp.: ) ) : : .
" Sawhill Tubular Division-—---- : *%x%x : Sharon, PA.
Tex-Tube Division---————cece——-o : *%% : Houston, TX.
LaClede Steel Co-—-————-————o : **x : Alton, IL.
Wheatland Tube Corp——--~—-—~=———-: *%x%x : Wheatland, PA.
Non-CPTI firms: : :
American Cast Iron Pipe Co------ : *%** : Birmingham, AL.
Kaiser Pipe & Casing---—-—-—--—~=-n : *%% : Irwindale, CA.
LTV Steel Corp———-—-------cc—- : *%% : Youngstown, OH.
: : Aliquippa, PA.
: : Counce, TN.
Lone Star Steel Co., Inc--———--- : *X%x : Lone Star, TX.
Newport Steel Corp—-—-——--—-——-v-—- : *x%xx : Newport, KY.
Stupp Corp-—————~m e : *%*% : Baton Rouge, LA.

United States Steel Corp-------- : *%% : Fairless, PA.
: : Lorain,. OH.
: Geneva, UT.
: McKeesport, PA.

1/ In addition, there is another producer that accounted for about 0.05 per-
cent of U.S. producers total domestic shipments in 1985.

Source: Share of dpmestic shipments compiled from data submitted in
response to questionnaires of the U.S. International Trade Commission.

"U.S. Importers

According to the net import files compiled by the U.S. Customs Service,
in 1985, there were 10 firms that imported line pipes and tubes from Taiwan
and 4 that imported the products from Turkey. During the course of these in-
vestigations, firms which accounted for 80 percent of the imports from Taiwan
and virtually all of the LTFV imports from Turkey completed the Commission's
questionnaires.

The U.S. Market

Channels of distribution

According to AISI data for 1985, 32 percent of all U.S. producers' do-
mestic shipments of line pipes and tubes of all sizes were sold to service
centers/distributors. 1/ Almost 46 percent of domestic shipments were made
directly to the oil and gas industry. During 1984, 28 percent of shipments
were made to service centers/distributors and 52 percent were made to the oil
and gas industry.

1/ Data include outside diameters of over 16 inches.
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Apparent U.S. consumption

Apparent U.S. consumption of line pipes and tubes decreased from 828,000
tons in 1982 to 756,000 tons in 1983, or by 9 percent, and then rose by 46
percent to 1.1 million tons in 1984 (table II-3). U.S. consumption in 1985,
at 860,000 tons, was 22 percent below the level of consumption in 1984.

‘Table II-3.--Line pipes and tubes: U.S. producers' domestic shipments,
imports for consumption, and apparent consumption, 1982-85

: u.s. : : : : Ratio to
. . Apparent .
Year : producer : Imports : consump- : consumption of-——

: domestic : : tion : Producers': Imports

: shipments : : : shipments :

I ettt Pt 1,000 tons—————~————- e Percent----—-—
1982 - : 494 : 334 : 828 : 60 : 40
1983 : 479 : 277 : 756 : 63 : 37
1984~ ———— e : 581 : 519 : 1,100 : 53 47

p 1. . S — : _ 492 : 368 : 860 : 57 : 43

Source: U.S. producers' shipments, compiled from data submitted in response
to questionnaries of the U.S. International Trade Commission; imports,

compiled from official statistics of the U.S. Department of Commerce.

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

U.S. production, capacity, and capacity utilization

U.S. production of line pipes and tubes decreased from 444,000 tons in
1982 to 410,000 tons in 1983, or by 8 percent, then rose by 29 percent to
528,000 tons in 1984 (table I1I-4). Production in 1985 was 14 percent less
than production in 1984.

Table II-4.--Line pipes and tubes: U.S. production, capacity, and
‘ ~capacity utilization, 1982-85

.
-

Item ‘1982 ° 1983 ° 1984 1985
Production—-—-—-——-eemee 1,000 tons-—-: 444 : 410 : 528 : . 454
Capacity—-~——~crcmmemmm do——--: 1,546 : 1,313 : 1,474 : - 1,731

Capacity utilization 1/---—- percent--: 27 : 30 : 34 : 26
1/ Capacity utilization rates were calculated using data from firms that
provided information on both production and capacity.

Source: Compiled from data submitted in response to questionnaires of the
U.S. International Trade Commission.
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The U.S. capacity to produce 1line pipes and tubes decreased from 1.5
million tons in 1982 to 1.3 million tons in 1983 and then increased to 1.5
million tons in 1984 and 1.7 million tons in 1985. Capacity utilization in-
creased from 27 percent in 1982 to 30 percent in 1893 and 34 percent in 1984
before dropping to 26 percent in 1985. The increase in capacity in 1985 can
by attributed to * * ¥, This mill opened in late 1984 and achieved full
capacity in 1985.

U.S. producers' domestic shipments

Domestic shipments of line pipes and tubes dropped from 494,000 tons in
1982 to 479,000 tons in 1983, or by 3 percent (table II-5). They increased in
1984 to 581,000 tons, 21 percent above the level of shipments in 1983. Ship-
ments during 1985 declined by 15 percent from the level of shipments during
1984.

Table II-5.--Line pipes and tubes: U.S. producers’
domestic shipments, 1982-85

. .

Item 0 1982 © 1983 | 1984 1985
Quantity-———————c 1,000 tons--: 494 : 479 : 581 : 492
Value—-—————mm e million dollars--: 257 : 185 : 254 220
Unit value 1l/-—————mcmmee per ton--: $605 : $564 $602 : $585

1/ Unit values were calculated using data from firms that provided informa-
tion on both the quantity and value of shipments.

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

U.S. exports

Exports of line pipes and tubes, all of which were shipped by * * *, ac-
counted for less than 0.1 percent of total U.S. producers' shipments during
1982-85. These exports are shown in the following tabulation:

U.S. producers' inventories

Yearend inventories of line pipes and tubes were 55,000 tons in 1982,
42,000 tons in 1983, 61,000 tons in 1984, and 56,000 tons in 1985. These in-
ventories ranged from 8 to 12 percent of the producers' annual shipments, as
shown in the following tabulation:
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Ratio of
inventories to
Inventories shipments 1/
(1,000 tons) (percent)

As of Dec. 31--

1982 55 10
1983 42 8
1984 61 12
1985 56 12

1/ Ratios were calculated using data from firuws that provided information
on both inventories and shipments.

Employment and wages

The number of production workers employed in the production of line pipes
and tubes decreased from 2,098 in 1982 to 1,585 in 1983, increased to 2,103 in
1984, and decreased again, to 1,444 in 1985, for a net decrease of 31 percent
(table II-6). Hours worked by such workers followed a similar trend.

Wages and total compensation paid by U.S. producers to workers producing
line pipes and tubes declined from 1982 to 1983, increased from 1983 to 1934,
and then fell in 1985. Unit labor costs fell by 15 percent in 1983, 5 percent
in 1984, and 5 percent in 1985, for a total decrease of 23 percent. Workers
at firms accounting for about 90 percent of U.S. producers' domestic shipments
of line pipes and tubes are represented by unions.

Financial experience of U.S. producers

Usable income-and-loss data on operations producing line pipes and tubes
were provided by six U.S. firms. During 1982~85, sales of line pipes and
tubes ranged from 11 to 13 percent of of these producers' sales of welded car-
bon steel pipes and tubes, as reported in the introductory section of this re-
port.

Operations on line pipes and tubes.--Six producers that accounted for 68
percent of domestic shipments of line pipes and tubes in 1984, as reported in
the Commission's questionnaires, furnished usable income—and-loss data (table
II-7). 1/ Net sales fell 32 percent from $196.9 million in 1982 to $133.4
million in 1983 and then rose by 56 percent to $207.7 million in 1984. Net
sales for 1985 were $146.5 million, * * *, Operating losses were reported in
every period; these losses rose slightly from $38.0 million in 1982 to $38.5
million in 1983, then dropped to $31.0 million in 1984. The operating loss
for 1985 was $7.1 million. The operating loss margins, which increased from
19.3 percent in 1982 to 28.9 percent in 1983, declined to 14.9 percent in 1984
and 4.8 percent in 1985. ‘Two of. the six firms reported operating losses for

1/ The financial information presented here, as calculated from responses to ™

the Commission's questionnaires in connection with these investigations, dif-:
fers from that presented in previous Commission reports .concerning line pipes

and tubes. The differences can be attributed to more complete financial in-
formation received during these investigation.
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Table II-6.--Average number of production and related workers producing line
pipes and tubes, hours paid, 1/ wages and total compensation 2/ paid to such
employees, and labor productivity, hourly compensation, and unit labor pro-
duction costs, 1982-85

Item 1982 ° 1983

1984 1985

Production and related.workers: :
Number : 2,098

: 1,585 : 2,103 : 1,444
Percentage change : : ~-24 : +33 : -31
Hours worked by production and : : :
related workers: : : :
Number 1,000 hours-- 3,197 2,494 : 3,447 : 2,313
Percentage change ' : - =22 : +38 : -18
Wages paid to production and : : : :
related workers: : : . : H
Value--- 1,000 dollars--: 43,557 : 32,725 : 49,158 : 40,208
Percentage change : - =25 : +50 : ~-18
Total compensation paid to : : : :
production and related workers: : : : :
Value 1,000 dollars--: 67,050 : 51,543 : 69,799 : 57,636
Percentage change : - =23 : +35 : -17
Labor productivity: : .o : :
Quantity tons per hour=--: 0.132 : 0.159 : 0.145 : 0.158
Percentage change : - +20 : -9 : +9
Hourly compensation: 3/ : : : :
Value : $14.16 : $13.66 : $14.58 : $14.72
Percentage change : - -4 +7 : +1
Unit labor costs: 4/ : : : :
value - per ton--: $184 : $156 : $148 : $141
Percentage change : - -15 : =5 : =5

1/ Includes hours worked plus hours of paid leave time.
'2/ Includes wages and contributions to Social Security and other employee
benefits.

3/ Based on wages paid excluding fringe benefits.
E] Based on total compensation paid.

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

1982, three firms sustained operating losses in 1983, and two firms did so in
1984 and 1985.

The integrated firms generally experienced operating losses during the
periods covered by this report. The nonintegrated firms reported aggregate
operating incomes of $* * * in 1982, $* * * in 1983, $* * * in 1984, and
$* * * in 1985, as shown in table II-8. The operating income margins for the
nonintegrated line pipe and tube producers increased from * * * percent in
1982 to * * * percent in 1983 and * * * percent in 1984; the margin was * * *
percent in 1985.
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Table II~7.--Income-and-loss experience of U.S. producers on their operations
producing line pipes and tubes, accounting years 1982-85 1/

-~
E .
-x
L

Item 1982 ° 1983 P 1984 1985
Net sales 1,000 dollars--: 196,927 : 133,427 : 207,656 : 146,522
Cost of goods sold -do : 222,067 : 161,386 : 226,583 : 145,813
Gross profit (or loss) do : (25,140): (27,959): (18,927): 709
General, selling, and : i s :
administrative expenses do : 12,867 : 10,537 : 12,062 : 7 795
Operating income or (loss) do : (38,007): (38,496): (30,989): (7, 086)
Depreciation and amorti- . : : . : :
zation expense do : 5,461 : 4,180 : 7,618 : 4,692
As a share of net sales: : ' : : :
Cost of goods sold=~===——=~—- percent——: 112.8 : 121.0 : 109.1 : .99.5
Gross profit (or loss)-- do : (12.8): (21.0): (9.1): 0.5
‘General, selling, and : : : _ H .
administrative expenses————-- do———: 6.5 : 7.9 : 5.8 : 5.3
Operating income or (loss)-~~-=do=—=-=: (19.3): (28.9): (14.9): - (4.8)
Number of firms reporting : : 3 :
operating losses-— : 2 : A3 : 2 : 2

l/ Five firms provided 1nformation for accounting years 1982-85. These
firms are * * ok, kK ok, '

4Source:' Compiled from data submitted in response to questionnaires of the
U.S. International Trade Commission. :

Capital expenditures and research and development expenses.--Cnly one
producer provided information concerning its capital expenditures incurred ex-
clusively in the production of line pipes and tubes. hese expendituxes are
shown in the following tabulation (in thousands of dollars)

No firm reported any research or development expenses in connection with these
products.

The Question of the Threat of Material Injury

Consideration factors

‘In its examination of the question of the threat of material injury to an
industry in the United States, the Commission'considerg, among other factors,
any increase in production capacity or existing unused capacity in the export-~
ing country likely to result in an increase in exports of the subject merchan-:
dise to the United States, any rapid increase in U.S. market penetration and
the likelihood that the penetration will increase to an injurious level, the’

probability that the price of the subject imported product will have a de-
pressing or suppressing effect on the domestic price of the merchandise, any
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Table II-8.--Income-and-loss experience of U.S. producers on their operations

producing line pipes and tubes, by nonintegrated producers and integrated
producers, ‘accounting years 1982-85

oo

Item ‘1982 © 1983 ' 1984 © 1985
; Value (1,000 dollars)

Net sales: H : : :
Nonintegrated firms : k% 3 %kk *kk *okk
* k% : fkk o k% XXk hk%k
%k k s k% . kkk . *kk . kdek
*kk : %%k kkk o kkk *okk
Total : 196,927 : 133,427 : 207,656 : 146,522

Gross profit or (loss): : : : :
Nonintegrated firms : *kk %k o x%kk %%
k% : *kk . kdk o kX o % ek
LT T : *kk o hkk o *hkk o *kk
kK : *xk . *kk - *kk . fekk
fotal : (25,140): (27,959,: (18,927): 709

Operating income or (loss) : : : :
Nonintegrated firms : kkk 3 kkw o &%k 3 k%
hkk : hkk o *kk kkk fdk
Kkk s Kkk . kkk . k% . KKk
Fekk : hks o kkk ; kkk o *hk
Total : (38,007) : (38,496) : (30,989) : (7,086)

f Percent of net sales

Gross profit or (loss): H : : :
Nonintegrated firms- : *kk *kk LA hkk
kk*x H *k%k o k% kkk o kkk
fedk % : kkk o kkk kkk o Fokk
kk*k : ki ¢ k% o kkk o k%
Weighted average : (12.8): (21.0): (9.1): 0.5

Operating income or (loss): : : : :
Nonintegrated firms : *k%k *k% o kkk k%
dkkk s kkk o kkv *kk d%k%
k% : kkk o k% . xkk . Sk
L3 1] . k% o kk% : kxk%k o Rk %
Weighted average : (19.3): (28.9): (14.9): (4.8)

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

substantial increase in inventories of the merchandise inm the United States,
any other demonstrable trends that indicate that the importation (or sale for
importation) of the merchandise will be the cause of actual injury, and the
potential for product shifting.

Information on the market penetration of the subject products is pre-
sented 1n the section of the report entitled “Consideration of the Causal
R ¥ e dm e Perweey Slle ed dlaterial Injury or the Whreat Thereof and the
LLFV Imports. Available “information on the depressing or suppressing effect
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of the imported products on U.S. prices is presented in the pricing section of
this report. Available information on the foreign producers' capacity, pro-
duction, and exports, and the potential for product shifting was presented in
the introductory part of the report.

U.S. importers' inventories

* * * firms, which accounted for 80 percent of total imports of line
pipes and tubes from Taiwan in 1985, held * * * tons in inventory at yearend
1984 and * * * tons at yearend 1985. <his inventory accounted ior 16 percent
of their imports of such merchandise from Taiwan in 1985.

OCne firm, accounting for #* #* * imports of line pipes and tubes from

Turkey in 1985, provided information concerning its yearend inventories. This
firm held * * * inventory at yearend 1984, and at yearend 1985, it held * #* *,

Consideration of the Causal Relationship Between Alleged Material
Injury or the Threat Thereof and the LTFV Imports

U.S. imports

U.S. imports of line pipes and tubes decreased from 334,362 tons in 1982
to 277,077 tons in 1983, and increased by 87 percent to 519,308 tons in 1984
(table II-9). Imports of these products decreased to 368,200 tons in 1985, or
by 29 percent. Imports of line pipes and tubes from Taiwan dropped from 5,076
tons in 1982 to 862 tons in 1983 and then rose to 4,610 tons in 1984 and fur-
ther increased to 11,511 tons in 1985, or more than double the level of such
imports in 1984. There were no imports of line pipes and tubes from ‘rurkey
during 1982-84; such imports in 1985 amounted to 7,111 tons. LTFV imports
form Turkey, as compiled from data submitted in response to questionnaries of
the U.S. International Trade Commission, totaled * * * tons in 1935.

Monthly import data for 1985 on 1line pipes and tubes from <aiwan and
Turkey are presented in table II-10. Information concerning projected imports.
of line pipes from Taiwan during January-June 1986 is presented in the intro--
ductory portion of this report entitled “Foreign Producers.” Neither the
petitioners nor the respondents have supplied the Commission with any informa-
tion concerning future sales of line pipes and tubes from Turkey.

Market penetration

The share of the U.S. market for line pipes and tubes supplied by imports
from Taiwan decreased from 0.6 percent in 1982 to 0.1 percent in 1983 and then
increased to 0.4 percent in 1984 and 1.3 percent in 1985 (table II-11). LIFV
imports of line pipes .and tubes from Turkey accounted for * * * percent of the
U.S. market in 1985; there were no such imports from Turkey during 1982-84.
Information concerning market penetration by imports from other countries cur-
rently or . recently subject to investigation by the Commission or the
Department of Commerce is shown in table II-1.
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by selected sources, 1982-85

U.S. imports for consumption, 1/

Source 1982 1983 1984 1985
Quantity (tons)

Taiwan 5,076 : 862 : 4,610 : 11,511

Turkey: : : :
LTFV imports 2/ 0: 0: 0: Fkk
All other 0 : 0: 0: kot
Total 0 : 0 : o: 3/7,111
Republic of Korea 85,629 : 98,504 : 137,692 : 102,313
Japan 157,221 : 73,591 : 129,075 : 80,343
Venezuela : 2,599 : 11,524 : 79,451 : 43,546
Mexico : 13,191 : 43,503 : 72,997 : 31,511
Brazil : 17,492 : 27,006 : 25,645 : 28,629
France : 745 : 2,965 : 8,890 : 22,381
West Germany 11,010 : 311 : 20,704 : 6,220
All other : 41,400 : 18,811 : ‘40,245 : 34,636
Total ¢ 334,362 : 277,077 : 519,308 : 3/ 368,200

: Value (1,000 dollars)
Taiwan : 2,135 : 244 1,599 : 3,338
Turkey : - - - 2,297
Republic of Korea H 39,226 : 30,493 : 44,919 : 35,161
Japan- J7,619 : 26,170 : 47,186 : 31,065
Venezuela : 1,014 : 3,483 : 22,229 : 15,099
Mexico : 5,687 : 14,108 : 24,315 : 11,198
Brazil : 7,897 : 8,474 : 8,666 : 9,171
France : 425 : 1,127 : 3,195 : 10,184
West Germany : 6,368 : - 225 : 7,419 : 2,276
All other : 18,844 6,369 : 14,077 : 13,945
Total : 159,215 : 90,695 : 173,606 : 134,234
f Unit value

Taiwan : $421 $283 : $347 : $333
Turkey : - -3 - 3/ 323
Republic of Korea : 458 : 310 : 326 : T 344
Japan : 494 : 356 : 366 : 387
Venezuela : 390 : 302 : 280 : 347
Mexico 431 : 324 : 333 : 355
Brazil 451 : 314 : 338 : 320
France 571 : 380 : 359 : 455
West Germany 578 : 724 : 358 : 366
All other : 455 : 339 : 350 : 403
Average : 476 : 327 : 334 3/ 365

FIYY

1/ Includes imports under TSUSA

items 610.3208 and 610.3209.

EU Compiled from data submitted in response to questionnaries of the U.S.
International Trade Commission.

3/ Estimated by the staff of the U.S.

International Trade Commission. The

1m;brt quantity is understated by 1,910 tons' in the official statistics be-
cause of a keypunch error. .

Source: Compiled from official statistics of the U.S. Department of
Commerce, except as noted.

Note.--Because of rounding, figures may not add to the totals shown.
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Table II-10.--Line pipes and tubes: U.S. imports for consumption, 1/
from Taiwan and Turkey, by months, 1985 -

(In tons)
Period i Taiwan i 2/ Turkey
January : 802 : 109
February : 171 : 0
March : © 3,500 : 0
April : 474 :
May : 0 : 0
June : 247 : 22
July : 1,771 : 2,348
August : 697 : 516
September- : 2,580 : 1,992
October : 1,252 : 3/ 2,124
November : - 10 : 0
December : 0 : 0
Total : 11,511 : 3/ 7,111
i

1/ Includes imports under TSUSA items 610.3208 and 610.3209.

zy Includes fair value as well as LTFV imports. Total LIFV imports from
Turkey, as compiled from data submitted in response to questionnaires of the
U.S. International Trade Commission, were * * * tons in 1985.

3/ Estimated by the staff of the U.S. International Trade Commission. The

import quantity is understated by 1,910 tons in the official statistics be-
cause of a keypunch error,

Source: Compiled from official statisticé. of the U.S. Department of
Commerce, except where noted. . : '

Table Ii-11,—Line pipes and tubes: Shares of U.S. consumption supplied by
Taiwan, Turkey, and all other countries, 1982-85

(In. percent)

Source P 1982 ¢ 1983 } 1984 1985°
Taiwan : 0.6 : 0.1 : 0.4 : 1.3
Turkey (LTFV imports) : - ~ Co=- Fkk
All other countries : 39.8 : 36.6 : 46.8 : *k s
Total : 40.4 36.7 : 47.2 42.8
Source: Tables II-3 and II~9 of this report.

Nearly all imports of line pipes and tubes from Turkey in 1985 entered
through the Port of Houston, TX; 151 tons, or 2 percent of such imports, en-
tered through New Orleans, LA. The U.S. customs districts through which im-~
ports of line pipes and tubes from Taiwan entered the United States in 1985,
as compiled from official statistics of the U.S. Department of Commerce, .are
presented in the following tabulation:
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Customs district f Quantity f Percent of total
: Short tons : Percent

Los Angeles, CA : 6,649 : 57.8
Houston TX : 3,271 : 28.4
Tampa, FL : 535 : 4.6
Savannah, GA : 392 : 3.4
New Orleans, LA : 384 : 3.3
San Francisco, CA-—-——————=u- : 225 : 2.0
Charleston, SC : 55 : 0.5

Total : 11,511 : 100.0

- Prices

Line pipes and tubes are generally priced on a per-100-feet basis. Al-
though several U.S. producers publish confidential price 1lists, list prices
are often discounted to meet competitive offers. U.S.~produced pipes and
tubes are predominantly sold on an f.o.b, mill basis. The imported products
are normally sold on an ex-dock, duty-paid, or f.o.b. warehouse basis. Formal
bidding is not the usual means of price competition for 1line pipes up to
16 inches in diameter, unlike the market for line pipes with diameters of over
16 inches. ' '

The Commission requested U.S. producers and importers to provide price
and quantity data on their largest sale of each of five product specifications
to both a service center/distributor and an end-user customer during each
quarter between January 1983 and December 1985. The prices requested were
f.o.b. mill for U.S. producers and f.o.b. U.S. shipping point for importers.
These products were reported to be articles imported from Taiwan and ‘JTurkey as
well as made by U.S. producers. The importers were to provide price data on

imports from Taiwan and Turkey. The five line pipe product specifications are
as follows:

PRODUCT 1: API 5L line pipe, carbon welded, black, plain end, 4 1/2-

inch diameter, 0.188 inch wall thickness.

PRODUCT 2: API 5L line pipe, carbon welded, black, plain end, 6 5/8-
inch diameter, 0.280 inch wall thickness.

PRODUCT 3: API 5L line pipe, carbon welded, black, plain end, 8 5/8-
inch diameter, 0.188 inch wall thickness. '

PRODUCT 4: API 5L line pipe, carbon welded, black, plain end, 8 5/8-
inch diaweter, 0.250 inch wall thickness.

PRODUCT 5: API 5L line pipe, carbon welded, black, plain end, 10 3/4-

inch diameter, 0.365 inch wall thickness.

Prices of domestic:  products.~--Six U.S. producers reported some selling
price data for line pipe (products 1 through 5) and two also provided prices
for sales to end users. In 1985, the six producers accounted for about 90
percent of line pipe shipments by responding U.S. producers., Weighted-average

selling prices for. U.S. producers to service centers/distributors and end
users of line pipe are shown in table II-12.
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Table II-12.--Selected line pipes and tubes: U.S. producers' weighted average
prices to service centers/distributors and end users, by quarters, 19383-85

In sales to service centers/distributors, all products generally show in-
creased prices in 1984 over the 1983 levels, although prices of products 1, 3,
and 4 then declined in 1985 to less than the January-liarch 1983 levels. 1/

Over the entire period of investigation, prices for product 1 fell by 2
percent from $* * * to §$*% * *, Between January-liarch 1983 and October-
December 1985, prices for product 3 fell by 8 percent, from $* * * to $* * *
and prices for product 4 fell by 3 percent, from $* * * to $* * *_  PpProduct 2
rose by 2 percent from $* *# * to * * * between January-March 1983 and October-
December 1985. Product 5 experienced a rise of 5 percent from $* * * to
$* * * over the period of investigationm. In 1984, prices for products 2

through 5 experienced price boosts of between 6 and 27 percent, followed by
declines.

Overall price trends for sales to end users between January-Harch 1983
and October-December 1985 of the five line pipe products were mixed. Products
3 and 4 experienced overall price rises during the period, whereas products 1,
2, and 5 underwent overall price declines,

Weighted-average prices for sales of product 1 to end users fell ir-
regularly by Y percent from $* * % in January-HMarch 1983 to $* * * in October-
- December 1985. Prices for product 2 declined erratically from $* * * in
April-June 1983 to $* * * in July-September 1985, or by 12 percent. The price
of product 5 slid by 19 percent from a high of $* * * in April-June 1983 to
$* * * in April-June 1985.

The price of product 3 rose by 1 percent from $* * * in October-December
1983 to $* * * in July-September 1985. The price of product 4 rose by 5 per-
cent from $* * * in January-March 1983 to $* * * in January-March 1985.

Prices of imports from Taiwan.--Information concerning prices of line
pipes and tubes from Taiwan is presented in table II-13. Importers responding
to the Commission with price data accounted for about 80 percent of the im-
ports of line pipe from Taiwan in 1985.

1/ One U.S. producer of line pipe, * * * provided price data in the form
of total shipments per quarter, and cited a "* * *" for each of their prices.
In 1985, * * * pade up about * * * percent of U.S. shipments of line pipe.
The prices provided by * * * to service centers/distributors were originally
provided on a tonnage basis. The prices, converted to a per-100-feet basis

are shown below. These prices were not used in calculating price trends in
this section.
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Table II-13.--Selected line pipes and tubes: 1/ Weighted-average prices to ser-
vice centers/distributors, U.S. produced and imported from Taiwan, by speci~
fied quarters, July 1984-December 1935

Taiwan product

: U.S. :
Item : product : Margin of
: price : Price : underselling
. : . Amount f Percent
P mm————————— Per 100 feet——m=———— -

Product 1: ’ : I : : :
July-September 1984~~~—weem—; $Rxk . $Exx Sk . 1.7
July-September 1985-—-——-——-- : *x% ' *kk LA 13.1

Product 2: : S : :
July-~September 1984-=—wceen-- : *k% b kkk 12.8
October-December 1984-—-=-—~—-: kkx . wkk o nkk 13.8
January-March 1985-——=———mwu—o : *xKk o *kk Rk 15.1
April-June 1985 : *kk *kk whkk i7.8
July-September 1985-=—~=—==—m- : kk%k *k¥E *uk 13.4
October-December 1985-—~-—~~--: kkk o kk BT 14.0

Product 3: : : : :
July-September 1985-———~-———- : L whk g *kk 14.0

Product 4: : : : :
July-September 1984-~———~———— : *kk *kk *hk 3 13.8

Product 5: : : : :
January-March 1985-——-———c--—- : *kk hkk *kk . 10.6
April-June 1985 : *kk *kk . ' kx% 18.4
July-September 1985--———————- : *hk o *k% hkk il.7
October-December 1985-——=————- : *xk . rkk *kk -1.3

lj See product list for specifications.

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

The import price of product 2 to service centers/distributors declined
from $* * * in July-September 1984 to $* * * in October-December 1985. During
this period, the margins of underselling ranged from 12 to 18 percent.

The prices of product 5 from Taiwan were $* * * in January-March 1985,
$* * * in April-June 1985, $* * * in July-September 1985, and $* * * {n
October-December 1985. The margins of underselling for these sales were 11,
18, 12, and -1 percent, respectively.

A limited selection of import prices were received for products 1, 3, and
4 from raiwan. Sale prices for product 1 to service centers/distributors in
July-September 1984 were reported at $* * *  underselling the U.S. product by
about 2 percent. In July-September 1985, imports from Taiwan of product 1
sold for $* * *  underselling the U.S. product by about 13 percent. Imports
of product 3 from Taiwan in January-biarch 1985 sold for $* * *, underselling
the domestic product by 14 percent. Product 4 imported from Taiwan in July-

September 1984 was sold to service centers/distributors for $* * *, At this
price, the margin of underselling by the imports was 14 percent.
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Prices of imports from Turkey.--Import prices for 'furkish line pipe are
presented in table IT-I4. One importer, * * *, which accounted for * * * Iy FV
imports from furkey in 1985, provided information on its prices. This firm
reported that it sets its prices either on an ex-dock or f.o.b. warehouse

basis. *#**, It provided selling price information to the Commission for pro-
ducts 1 and 2. 1/

Table II-14.--Selected line pipes and tubes: 1/ Weighted-average prices to ser-
vice centers/distributors, U.S. produced and imported from ‘iurkey, by speci-
fied quarters, July 1985-December 1935

4

LTFV Yurkish product

u.s. ; : liargin of
Period product .
: price f Price f unders?lllng
: ) ) Amount  Percent
I ey Per 100 feet-————-————= :
Sales to service centers/ : : : :
distributors of-- : : : e
Product 1: : : : H
October-December 1985-=—--- : *kk *xk g *kk 20.8
Product 2: : : : :
July-September 1985~~—-——-- : ik ki o kkk o 6.0
October-December 1985-~—-—- : Xkk k% o LE L 14.8

1/ See product list for specifications.

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

Product 1 from Turkey sold to a service center/distributof for $* % * ip
October-December 1985. At this price, the margin of underselling was 21 .per-
cent. Product 2 was sold to service centers/distributors for $* * * in July-

September 1985, and for $* * * in October-December 1985, underselling the U.S.
producers' price by 6 and 15 percent, respectively.

The Commission requested purchasers to provide price data on two of the
line pipe products for 1984 and 1985 both of which were reported to be pro-
duced in the United States and imported from ‘Yaiwan and Turkey. ‘i‘hree of the
distributors reported total purchases of 25,251 tons of U.S.-produced line
pipe in 1985. Their price data is presented in Table II-15.

1/ * % x,
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Table II-15.--Selected line pipes and tubes: Weighted-average puréhase prices

paid by service centers/distributors for U.S.-produced wmerchandise, by quar-
ters, 1984-85

The prices reported generally followed the trends in producers' data.
Prices for U.S.-produced product 1 were $* * * in January-March 1984, ex-
perienced a temporary boost later in 1984, but fell to nearly the January-
March 1984 level in October-December 1985. Product 2 fell by 9 percent, from
$* * * in January-March 1984 to $* * * in October-December 1985.

One purchaser provided prices for purchases of line pipe from Taiwan,
Total purchases of such line pipe by the firm in 1985 were * * * tons. Pur-
chase prices for product 1 were $* * * in January-March 1985, compared to
$* * * for the U.S. product. In July-September 1985, product 1 from Taiwan
sold for $* * * compared to the U.S. price of $* * * At these prices, the
margins of underselling were 13 and 25 percent, respectively.

Five purchasers responded with some details concerning each of their
firm's purchasing decisions for line pipe. The reporting firms.are all dis-
tributors of pipes and tubes. DMost indicated that they purchase line pipe
from both U.S. and foreign sources. Three stated that while foreign prices
are consistently lower than U.S. producer prices, the quality of the products
is equal. One stated that foreign quality was inferior to U.S.-produced
pipes. One described the price and quality of the product from ‘aiwan as
equal to the price and quality of the U.S.-produced merchandise.

Purchasers who recently bought line pipe from Taiwan or Turkey were asked
how much higher the last bid accepted for those imports would have had to have
been before they would have switched from an imported to a domestic source.
Three responded that the price would have to have been more than 10 percent
higher than the price accepted. One firm stated that the price would have
had to have been 6 to 10 percent greater that the accepted price.

Concerning transportation costs, all four purchasers of line pipe re-
sponded that they, not their suppliers, pay transportation costs for pipe pur-
chases. Three listed inland shipping costs as 5 to 10 percent of delivered
prices, and 1 put it at 5 percent.

Transportation costs

Six U.S. producers of line pipe provided data relating to transportation
costs faced by thelr firms. Two line pipe producers indicated that they serve
a nationwide market, two others cited the Southwest as their main market area,

and two listed the Midwest and the Eastern United States as thelir major market
area.

The Commission also requested U.S. producers to estimate the percentage
of shipments in which their firms absorb transportation costs to effect a
sale, Two firms indicated they do so in 80 percent of their snlpments
one in 50 percent; two not at all; and one did not respond.
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Other purchase decision factors

U.S. producers also provided their standard mininum quantity requirements
for a sale as well as the average lead time between a customer's order and
shipment date. Three cited ‘their minimum quantity as 20 tons; one as 15 tons;
and one as less than a ton. Lead time between a customer's order and shipment

was given as 2 to 3 days by four producers; 5 to 7 days by one producer; and
25 days by another.

All imports of line pipe from Turkey during January-November 1985 entered
through Gulf ports. One importer of line pipe from Turkey provided informa-
tion concerning transportation costs. ‘his importer cited the firn's minimum
quantity requireuent for orders as 20 tons and reported average lead time for
ex-warehouse sales as 2 to 3 days, and lead time for future orders as 3 to 5
months, The firm, with its main market area in the Southern United States,

stated that it absorbs transportation costs in 5 percent of its 1line pipe
shipments to effect a sale.

Lost sales

There were no allegations of sales of 1line pipes and tubes lost to
imports from Taiwan. One U.S. producer, * * *, provided one allegation of a
sale of line pipe lost to imports from 7Turkey. The allegation, amounting to
* * % tons on * * * was investigated by the Commission. * * *

* * *  described price as the main purchase consideration of his firm in
recent months. He also cited other reasons such as familiarity with distribu-
tors, the necessity of mills to have API certification, and the ability of the
product to meet certain test specifications as important purchasing concerns
of his firm. He noted that * * * of imported products is a minor, but useful,
advantage of imported over U.S. products, because * *# *, * % * poted that his
firm typically buys both foreign and U.S. pipe, with * * * being its wuain
foreign sources. He indicated that his firm probably purchases * * * of 1its
pipe from U.S. producers and * * * from importers. He stated that * * * pipe
accounts for about * * * percent of the firm's purchases of imperted products,
while * * * pipe accounts for about * * * percent. When contacted in January
1986, * * * pointed out that his firm had purchased-about * * *,
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{A-553-502]

Weldes Carbon Stesi AP! Line Pipe
From Yalwar: Final Ostermination of
Sales at Lass Than Fair Vaius

AcEncY: International Trade

Administration. lmport Administratioa.

Department of Commerca.
ACTION: Notics.

SUMMARY: We have determined that
weldad carboa stesl API line pipe (Mue
pips) from Tatwan &= being, or is likaly

to be, sold in the United States at less
than fais valus an< that critical
circumstances exist, and bave notified
the U.S. Internatioral Trade
Commissioa (ITC) of our determination.
We have also directed the U.S. Customs
Service to continus to suspend the
liquidation of all eatrigs of line pipe
from Tawian that are entered, or
withdrawn from warehouse, for
consumption, on or after the date which
is 90 days bsfore December 30, 1985, the
date of publication of the notice of the
preliminary determination, and to
require 8 cash deposit or bond for each
entry in an amount equal to the
estimated damping margin as described
in the “Suspensioa of Liquidation™
section of this notice.

EFFECTIVE DATE: March 14, 1986.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
johin J. Kenikel or Charles Wilson, Office
ol lmvestigations, Enport Administration,
International Trade Administration, U.S.
Department of Commerce 14th Street
and Constitution Avenove NW.,
Washington, DC 20230, telephone: (202)
377-5404 or (202) 377-5288.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION

Final Determination

We have determined that line pipe
from Taiwan is being. or is likely to be.
sold in the United States at less than fair
value, as provided in section 731 of the
Tariff Act of 1930, as amended (19
U.S.C. 1073) {the Act}). The estimated
margins were based on the best
infermation available as explained
below in the section of this notics which
describes our fair value comparisons.
We also found that critical
circumstances exist The margias found
for the commpanies investigated are Nsted
n the "Sus&nsion of Liquidation”
section of this notice.

Case History

On July 16, 1836, we recetved o
petition filed in proper form from the
Line Pipe Sabcommittes of the
Committee oo Pips and Tube Imports
and by sach of the member companies
who produce line pipe on behalf of the
U.S. industry woduung lime pipe. In
compliance with requirements
of § 353.38 of the Cunmau Regulations
{19 CFR 35338}, the petition alleges that
imports of the subject merchandise from
Taiwan sre betag or are likely to be,
sold in the United States at less than fair
value within the meaning of section 731
of the Act 19 US.C. 1673}, and that
these imports are matertally injuring. or
threstening materisl mjury o, e US
industry.

Afer revnrewing the petition. we:
determined that {t contained sufficien!

grounds opon which to Initiate an
antidumping investigation. We initiated
the investigation on August 5. 1985 (50
FR 32245). and notified the ITC of our
action.

On August 16, 1965, questionnaires
were presented to counsel for the
respondents. Oa August 30, 1985, the
ITC found that there is a reasonable
indication that imports of line pipe from
Taiwan are threatening material injury’
to a U.S. industry (U.S. ITC Pub. No.
1742, August 1965).

On October 31, 1985, counset for the
respondents notified us that they would
not be responding to our questionnaire.

Oa December 23, 1985, we made our

‘preliminary determination, which was

based on the best information available.
Scope of Iavestigation -

The Prodoct covered under this
investigatian s welded carbon steel line
pipe with an outside diameter of 6.375
inch or more but no{ over 16 inches, and
with a wall thichness of not less than
.065 inch, currently classifiable in the
Tariff Schedules of the United States,
Annotated (TSUSA), under items
610.3208 and 610.3209. This prodact is
produted to various APt specifications
for line pipe, most notably API-SL or
API-SLX. The period of investigation is
February 1—July 31, 1985.

Fair Value Comparisons

To determine whether saies 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 value, also
based on the best information available.
We used the best information availablp
as required by section 778(b) of the Act
because the respondents did not submit
respomnses. ‘

Uanited States Price

We calculated the purchase price of
welded carbon steel AP line pipe. as
provided in section 7?72 of the Act. on
the basis of the average f.0.b. packed
values for the six month period of
investigation es provided in the IM148
stattstics compiled by the Burean of the
Census. We usged these data as the bes!
information avaflable instead of the
average FAS values for a 17 month
period which are provided in the
petition.

Foreign Markaet Valus

In accordance with seclion 773 of the
Act. we calculaled foreign market value
using the best mformetion available in
the absenge of & response te ooy
questionnaire. The best information
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available for calculating foreign market
value was statistics provided in the
petition. These statistics were published
by the Taiwan Department of Statistics
for the fourth quarter of 19684. These
statistics encompass all pipe and tube
production in Taiwan.

Affirmative Determination of Critical
Circumstances

The petitioners alleged thet imports of
line pipe from Taiwan present “critical
circumstances.” Under section 735{a)(3)
of the Act, critical circumstances exist if
we find that (1) there is a history of
dumping in the United States or
elsewhere of the class or kind of the
merchandise which is the subject of the
investigation; or the person by whom, or
for whose account, the merchandise was
imported knew or should have known
that the exporter was selling the
merchandise which is the subject of the
investigation at less than its fair value;
and (2) there have been massive imports
of the class or kind of merchandise over
a relatively short period.

In determining whether the importer
knew. or should have known, that the
exporter was dumping the merchsndise,
we normally consider !
percent or more to constitute knowledge
ol.dumping. Since the margins in thii—

exceed this level, we find that
knoEwledge of dumping can be imputed
to the importers. Because we believe
that the importers knew or should have
known that the exporter was dumping
the merchendise, we do not have to
determine whether there is a history of
dumping.

We generally consider the following
concerning massive imports: (1) Volume
and value of imports (2] seasonal trends.
and (3} the share of domestic
consumption accounted for by the
imports. In considering this question, we
analyzed the factors listed above for
line pipe from Taiwan for equal periods
immedistely preceding and following
the filing of the petition. Based on this
analysis. we find that imports of the
subject merchandise from Taiwan
during the period subsequent to receipt
of the petition have been massive.

. Therefore. for the reasons described
sbove, we delermine that “critica!
circumstances” exist with respect to line
pipe from Taiwan.

Verification

Since no responses were submitted.
there were no verifications.

Comments

The Depariment received no ora! or
writlen comments reiative 1o this
investigation.

Suspensioo of Liquidation

In accordance with section 733(d) of
the Act, we are directing the United
States Customs Service to continue to
suspend liquidation of all entries of line
pipe from Taiwan that are entered. or
withdrawn from warehouse, for
consumption on or afier the date which

- is 80 days before December 30, 1885, the

date of publication of the preliminary
determination notice in the Federal
Register. The United States Customs
Service shall continue to require a cash
deposit or the posting of a bond equal to
the estimated weighted-average
amounts by which the foreign market
value of the merthandise 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. .

Article VL5 of the General Agreement
on Tariffs and Trade provides that “[n}o
product . . . shall be subject to both
antidumping and countervailing duties
to compensate for the same situation of
dumping or export subsidization.” This
provision is implemented by section
772(d){1)(D) of the Act, which prohibits
assessing dumping duties on the portion
of the margin attributable to export
subsidies. In the final countervailing
duty determination on line pipe from
Taiwan, we found that the export
subsidies were de minimis. Therefore,
the bonding rate will not be reduced by
the amount of any export subsidies.

MANABCAI S / PrOTMOST / EXPONe ::;'
. percens
g
Fos Eas Mactunery Compery Ltd 7o
ac Hung Cneng won § Seew Corp nee
Al othary 7.9
ITC Notification

In accordance with section 735{d) of
the Act, we will notify the ITC of our
determination. In addition. we are
meking avaiiable to the ITC sl!
nonprivileged and nonconfidentia!
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 written consent of the
Deputy Assistant Secretary for lmport
Administration. If the ITC determines
that material injury or thres! of material
injury does not exist, this proceeding’
will be terminated and ali securities
posted 8¢ 8 result of the suspension of
liguidation wii! be refunded or

cancelled. If the ITC determines thet
such injury does exist. we will issue an
antidumping duty order directing
Customs officers 1o assess an
sntidumping duty on line pipe from
Taiwan entered, or withdrawn from
warehouses, for consumption equsl to
the amount by which the foreign market
value exceeds the United States price.
This determination is being published
pursuant to section 735(d) of the Act (18
U.8.C. 1873d(d)).

Paul Fresdenberg,

Assistani Secretary for Trode Administrotion.
March 10, 1986

(FR Doc. 865635 Filed 3-13-88; 8:45 am}
SNLING CODE 3616-D8-0
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(A-333-502]

Certain Weided Carbon Stee! Standard
Pipe and Tude From Indis; Final
Determination of Sales st Less Than
Fair Vaiue

AGENCY: International Trade
Administration, Import Administration,
Commerce.

ACTON Notice.

SUMMARY: We have determined that
certain welded carbon steel standard
pipe and tube (standard pipe and tube}
from India are being, or are likely to be,
sold in the United States at less than fair
value and that critical circumstances do
not exiet. We have notified the U.S.
International Trade Commission (ITC)
of our determination, and we have
directed the U.S. Customs Service to
suspe W llquidation of all entries of the
subject merchandise, except that
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produced and exported by Zenith Steel
Pipes and Industries Ltd. (Zenith) and
Gujarat Steel Tubes Ltd. {Cujarat). as
described in the “Suspension of -
Liquidatisn™ sectisn of this notice.
OFPECTIVE DATR: March 17, 1989.

FOR FURTHER BIFORMATION CONTACT:
Mary S. Clapp, Terrl A. Feldmun, or Jess
M. Bratton, Office of Investigations,
(mport Administration. International
Trede Administration, U.S. Department
of Commerce, 14th Street and
Constitution Avenne, NW., Washingt
DC 20230; telephone: (202} 377-1789,
(202) 377-0100, or (202) 377-1778.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION

Final Determination

Based upom our investigation. we have
determined that standard pipe and tube
from India are being, or are likely to be,

_ sold in the United States at less than faix
value, as peovided in section 735(a) (19
U.S.C. 1673d{a)} of the Tariff Act of 1830,
as amended {the Act).

Two of the three companies
investigated. Zenith and Gujarat, have
been excluded from this final .
affirmative determination since we have
found no sales at less than fair value.
The weighted-average margin of all
TISCO sales is 7.08%. The i
ranged from 0.81% to 57.96%. The
weighted-average margin for each
company is shown in the “Suspension of
Liquidation™ section of this notice.

Case History

On ]uly 16, 1985, we received a
petition in proper form filed by the
Standard Pipe and Tube Subcommittes
of the Committee on Pipe and Tube
Imports {CPTI). and by each of the
member companies who produce
standard pipe and tube. In compliance
with the filing requirements of § 353.38
of the Commmesce Regulations (29 CFR
353.36). the petition alleged that imparts
of the subject merchandise from India
are being. or are likely to be. sald im the
United States at less than fair value
within the meaning of section 731 of the
Act and thet these imports are
materially injuring. or threatening
material injury to, a United States
industry.

ARer reviewing the petition, we
determined the! R contained sufficient
grounds upon which to initizte an
antidumping dety investigation. We,
notified the ITC of our action and .
initisted such an investigation on
August 8. 1985 {50 FR 32244}. On Angust
30, 1968, the ITC determined thet there is
a reasoniable indication thet imports of

standard pipe and tube are ma'enaﬂ'y
injparing. or threatening material
to. & U.S. induetry (50 FR 37068)

on,

On September 24, 1983, we received
an amendment to the petition slleging
that critical circumstances exist with

mpecttommofmdudprpemd

On September 6, 1906, afqaemonnabe
was presented to counsel

respondents. On October 21 and 22,
1965, Tats lron & Steel Co., Ltd. (TISCO)
and Zenith responded to oar
questionnaire. On November 13, 19886,
Gujarat presented a voluntary response
to our questiomuaire. Because the above-
named companies accounted for more
than 80 percent of exports of the
merchandise to the United States during
the period of investigation, we fimited
our investigation to them. We
investigated virtually all sales of
standard pipe and tebe by these
companies for the period February 1.
1985, through July 31, 1885.

On December 31, 1885, we made an
affirmative prelfminary determination
(50 FK 53358). We verified the
questionnaire responses in January. A
hearing was held in February.

Scops of Investigetion

The products covered by this
investigation are welded carbon steel
pipe and tube with an outside diameter
of 0.375 inch or more but not over 18
inches, of any wall thickpess, carrently
classifiable in the Tariff Schedules of
the United States, Annotated (TSUSA),
under items 610.3231. 610.3234, 610.3241,
610.3242, 610.3243, 610.3252, 610.3254,
610.3258, 610.3258 and 010.4925. These
products ere commonty referred to in
the industry as standard pipe or tube
produced to various ASTM
specifications, most notably A-120, A-

© 83 or A-13S.

Faiy ValunCnmnaﬁm

To determine wbzther sales in the
United States of the subject

" merchandise were made at bess tham fair

value, we compared the United States
price with the foreign market value.

United Statae Price

As provided in section 772 of the Act.
we used the purchsase price of the
subject merchandise as the United
States price becanse the merchandise
way s0id to unrelated purchasers prior
to its importation ime the United States.
We calculated the purchase price based
on the packed F.O.B. or C&F prices to
unreieted customers in the United
States. Where appropriate. we made
deductions for foreign inland freight.
oceen freight, government quality
control and imspection charges. and
clearing/ forwarding charges. Where
appropriate, we also made additions for
indirect tax rebates through the cash

: compensatory support (CCS) uhéme

central excise duty (tax). Imput! duty,
duty drawback.

peymenits made oo ket-rolled aﬂ. duty
exemptions an imported hot-rotled coil
and znc, and the Steel Development
Fund (SDF) Levy.

Foreiga Market Valus
1n accordance with section 7738(a) of

" the Act, we caltutated foreign market

value based om home murket prices. We
used packed CAF and P.OB. delivered
prices to unrelated home market
purchasers to determine the foreign
market valve. We made deductions, .
where appropriate. for freight charges
and discounta. We made comparisons of
such or similar merchandise based upon
product subgroups selected by -
Departinent of Commerce industry
experts and, where approgriate. made
adjustments for differsnces in physical
characteristics based upom dats
provided by the companies and
Department of Commerce industry
experts. We also made adjustments for
differences in packing costs. In
accordance with § 353.15 of the
Commerce Regulationa. we made
circumstance of sale adjustments for
differences in advertising. the
International Price Reimbursement
Scheme (IPRS). commissions and credit
terms in the two markets for ali
respondents.

We disallowed circomstances of sale
adjustments claimed by TISCO for
differences in technical services. legal
expenses and bad debt. We disallowed
these adjustments because they were
not directly related to sales under
consideration as required by § 353. 1sta)
of the Commerce Regutatiom. -

We made corrency coaversions in
accordance with § 353.56{a}(1) of the

' Commerce Regulations, using certified

exchange rates as furnished by the
Federal Reserve Bank of New York.

Final Negative Detetmination of Critical
Gi :

The petitioners alleged that imports of
standard pipe and tube from India
present “critical circumstances.” Under
section 735[a}(3} of the Act. critical
circumstances exist if we determmine that
(1) there is a history of dumping in the
United States or elsewhere of the class
or kind of the merchandise which is the
subject of the investigation or the person
by whom. or for whose accouat. the
merchandise was imported knew or
should have known that the exporter
was selling the merchandise which is
the subject of the investigation at less
than its fair value, and (2} there have
been massive imports of the class or
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kind of merchandise that is the subject
of the investigation over a relatively
short period.

In determining whether there is &
history of dumping of standard pipe and
tube fram India in the United States or
elsewhere, we reviewed past '
entidumping findings of the Department
of the Treasury as well as past
Department of Commerce antidumping
duty orders. We also reviewed the
antidumping actions of other countries.
We did aot find that there was a history
of dumping of standard pipe and tube in
the United States or elsewhere.
Therefore, we considered whether
imparters of this product knew or should
have known that it was being sold at
less than fair value. We found the
dumping margins oo amall to lead us to
gelieve importers knew these finms were

um

Since we did not find a history of
dumping in the United States or
elsewhere, nor that importers of this
product knew or should have known
that it was being sold at less than fair
value, we did not need to consider
whether there have been massive
imports over a relatively short period.
Therefore, for the reascns described
above. we determine that critical
circumstances do not exist.

Verification

.As provided in section 776(a) of the
Act, we verified all information
provided by respondents by using
standard verification procedures,
including op-site inspection of the
manufacturers’ operation and
examination of accounting records and
randomly selected documents.

Comrasats
Petitioners’ Comments

Comment 1: Petitioners argue that the
Department should not make a
circumstances of sale adjustment to
TISCO's home market sales price for the
Internationa! Price Reimbursement
Scheme (IPRS) becsuse (1) the program
might be countervailable: or (2) the
program is not comparable to any
situation i which circumstance of sale
adjustrments ordinarily are allowed: or
(3) the program is merely an
institutionalized cover for dumping
because TISCO both pays into and
receives rebates from the program

DOC Response: We disagree. First,
the countervailability of the IPRS should
be sddressed in the context of &
countervailing duty investigation. Here,
we are determining whether the IPRS
meets the requirements for a difference
in circumstances of sale adjustment. as
provided for in the law and § 353.15 of

the Commerce Regulations. Secondly, in
this case, the IPRS rebate is directly
related io, and in fact comtingent vpon,
the export sake of the merchandies
under investigation. Receipt of the PRS
effectively enbanced the net return to
TISCO on those sales. Therefore, we
believe this adjustmzent is comparable to
other circumstances of sale adjustments.

Third, elthough TISCO pays required
levies into and receives payments from
the Engineering Goods Exports
Assistance Fund (EGEAF), it does s0
according to the rates established by the
Indian government. Monies for this
generalized fund come from
assessments included in the
government-set price of steel. The
formula for rebates is tied to the
difference between domestically-
produced and internationally-acquired
steel prices. As such, the fact that this
rebate acts 8s & revenue enhancement
for TISCO does not canstitute dumping.

Comment Z: Petitioners argue that no
one in India pays the import duty on
imports of hot-rolled coil (an input into
pipes and tubes), even if the coil were to
be imported for domestic consumption.
Thus. the import duty is not “imposed™
within the meaning of section
772(d){1)(B) and Zenith and Gujarat are
not entilled to an addition to United
States price for duty drawback or
exemption.

DOC Response: We verified that the
Indian tariff schedule contains an entry
establishing an import duty for hot-
rolled coil. We found no evidence at
verification that these duties would be
rebated or not collected if hot-rolled cail
were imported to be sold domestically.
Based on verified information in the
record, it is clear that the import duties
set by the government of India were not
collected on imports oficoil because
Zenith and Gujarat held import licenses
showing they would export the pipes
and tubes produced with the imported
coil. Therefore, we allowed this
adjustment to Umnited States Price, under
section 772{d)}{1){B} of the Tariff Act.

Comment 2: Petitioners contend that
the amount of uncollected duties and
taxes for Zenith should not include the
four percent Central Sales Tax on hot-
rolied ooil because these payments have
not been collected by reason of

importation rather than exportation.

DOC Responge: We disagree. Section
772(b}1XC) allowe an edjustment for
taxes on merchandise sold in the home
market which are not paid on the
product when exported to the United
States. We verified that Zenith paid the
Central Sales Tax on the hot-rolled coit
input in its domestically sold pipe and
tube. Since # is included in the price of
the domestic goods end it is not

collected on the exported product, we
have made an appropriate adjustnent.

Comment & Petittionere argoe that the
Department should not elfow en
adjustment for the Steel Development
Fund levy because this amount io not
collected by reason of importation of the
steel coil, rather then by reason of -
exportation of the pipes and tubes.

DOC Response: Our analysis of this
comment is similar to that in Petitioners
Comment 2. This levy was included in
the price of domestically sold pipe and
tube but was not included in the price of
the pipe and tube exported to the United
States. Therefore, we made an
adjustment as provided for in section
720b)1)(C).

Comment 5: Petitioners argue that the
Department should not make an
addition to the United States price for
the CCS indirect tax rebate because oo
indirect taxes ars actually “added {o or
included in the price of such oz similer
merchandise when sold in the country of
exportation”.

DOC Response: We disagree. Under
section 772(b)(1}{C) we add to the
United States price indirect taxes that
would be included in the home market
prices. For bot-rolled coil and zinc used
to produce pipe and tube for the home
market we verified that the companies
paid a Central.Sales Tax. Therefore,
since this tax was not collected on the
material inputs used o produce pipe
and tube exported to the United States,
we made an addition to the United
States price, as required by the statute.

Comment & Petitioners argue that
Departmest, consistent with its peactice
in the recent antidumping duty
investigation on Ciscular Welded
Carbon Steel Standard Pipes and Tubes
from Thailand {51 FR 3384}, should vse
domestic sales throughowut the entirs gix
month period of investigation to
compere to the sales to the United
States. E

DOC Response: We agree, for reasons
stated in DOC response to respondents
comment 8.

Comment 7: Petitioners argue that the
Department should regrest that the
Steel Authority of Indte. Limited {SAIL
the only known importer of hot-rolled
coil for domestic use. sebmit
documentation of imports of hot-rolted
coil demonstreting that duties were
actually paid on such imports when the
finished product was sold domestical
The petitioners have submitted
independent statements in thelr
comments that SAL never pays import
duties on imported steel, whether
imported for use in producing domestic
or exported merchandise. Absent such



8092

A-7

Federal Register /.Vol. 51, No. 51 / Monday, March 17, 1986 / Notices

documentation. an adjustment for duty
exemption should not be aliowed.

DOC Response: We disagree. The
information submitted by petitioners
after verification is contradicted by
information submitted by respondents.
Absent further verification which is not
posaible because of the statutory
deadline for the final determination, we
are relying on verified information in the
record for our final determination. Based
on the verified information, as indicated

-above in our response to comment 1, we
are allowing this adjustment.

Comment 8: Petitioners argue that the
Department should not use a 12% export
financing rate when calculating imputed
credit on sales to the United States
because the program under which
exports are financed at this rate was
found to constitute a countervailable
subsidy in the countervailing duty
investigation.

.. DOC Response: We disagree. We

verified that Zenith and Gujarat

received short-term financing for U.S.
. exports of pipe and tube at the 12%
interest rate and so used this actual
interest rate for Zenith and Gujarat. We
verified that TISCO did not use the 12%
interest rate to finance its exports.
Therefore, we used the commercial rate
for this firm.

Comment 9: Petitioners argue that
adjustments for certain advertising
expenses claimed by TISCO should not
be allowed because there is not direct
relationship between the advertisements
and the pipe and tube sales.

DOC Response: We disagree. We
verified that the advertisements for
which adjustments were claimed were
of TISCO pipe and tube aimed directly
at the end users. and not simply
promotion of the company name.
Accordingly, we made an appropriate
circumstances of sale adjustment for
these expenses.

Comment 10: Petitioners contend that
the Department should not allow &
circumstances of sale adjustment for
technical services claimed by TISCO.
These charges encompass for more than
what is usually included in technical
services, and a direct relationship
between these expenditures and specific
home market sales of pipe and tube has
not been established.

DOC Response: We agree. We
wverified that the technical service
expenses claimed by TISCO included
general service charges, such as
salaries, branch office overhead
expenses, research and development.
and sales taxes that do not qualify for a
circumstances of sale adjustment.
Therefore. we did not make an
adjustment for technical services.

Comment 11: Petitioners argue that
the Department should find that critical
circumstances exist with respect to
these imports. U.S. importers should
know that merchandise is being sold at
less than fair value if it is imported at
prices that are similar to prices of
imports from other countries which -
recently have been found to be dumping.
Critical circumstances also should be:
found to exist because recent imports
have been massive in comparison to
previous import levels from India.

DOC Response: We disagree. The fact
that we have found companies from one
country to be dumping does not-
necessarily indicate that companies
from another country also are dumping.
Home market prices and the costs of

production may differ substantially from

country to country. Therefore, we are
maintaining our case by case analysis
for determining whether critical
circumstances are present. In this case,
the relatively small mergins do not
indicate that the importers knew or
should have known, that the exports
from India were sold at less than fair -
value. This, plus the fact that there is no
history of dumping of these products. led
us to determine that critical
circumstances are not present in this
case.

Comment 12: Petitioners argue that
setting two different “all others” rates,
one for companies using IPRS and
another for those that do not. is
administratively unfeasible. .

DOC Response: Having allowed the
IPRS ad)untmem. the issue is no longer
relevant

Respondents’ Comments
Comment 1: Respondents argue that

.an adjustment should be made for the

credit cost on the two percent of
payments yet-to be received by TISCO
on home market sales. Respondents
state that the Department should take

. the number of days from the date of

shipment to the date of verification and
should apply this cost as an adjustment
to home market sales. -

DOC Response: We asree. The two
percent of the sales price still
outstanding is directly related to the
sale of the merchandise in the home
market. Therefore, we have allowed this
adjustment as a circumstances of sale
and have imputed credit costs on home
market sales on this basis.

Comment 2 Respondents argue that
the Department should not find that
critical circumstances exist with respect
to exports from TISCO. Importers could
not have known that the merchandise
was being dumped because the
magnitude of TISCO's margins was due

" solely to the Department’s treatment of

the IPRS.

DOC Response: We have allowed the
IPRS adjustment and therefore this
argument {s moot. In this final
determination TISCO's margins are not
high enough to assume that importers
knew or should have known, that TISCO
was selling pipe and tube at less: :than
fair value. See our response to 'z;';,
petitioners’ Comment 12. '

Comment 3: Respondents argue that
the Department should change its.
current practice of considering negative
margins as zero, and instead calculate
weighted-average margins by using both
positive and negative margms from each
sales transaction.

DOC Response: We disagree. Our
methodology in calculating a weighted-
average margin for each individual
company ensures that sales made at less .

~ than fair value on a portion of a

company’s product line to the United

.States market are not negated by more
. profitable sales.

Comment 4: Respondents claim that

- an adjustment for exemption from the

Steel Development Fund levy on export
sales by Zenith and Gujarat should be
made. Zenith and Gujarat pay the tax on
domestic steel. but not on steel that they
are permitted to import to produce the
pipes which they export. Therefore, .
under section 772(d){1)(C). an addition
to U.S. price is required.

DOC Response: We agree. Although
Zenith and Gujarat do not pay the SDF

. levy directly. the tax is included in price
. which they pay the domestic producer of

the coil Therefore the adjustment is
appropriate and has béen made.

Comment 5: Respondents argue that
the credit costs in both the U.S. and
home markets for Zenith and Gujarat
were incorrectly calculated. The -
imputed credit factor was multiplied by
the “net purchase price” rather than the
gross price which is the amoant on
which interest is actually paid

DOC Response: Wb agree. For this
fina! determination we have

. recalculated the interest cost

accordingly.

Comment 8: Gujarat and Zenith
demonstrated at verification that the
interest rate charged in India for -
financing their sales to the U.S. was 12%.
Therefore, the credit expenses on the
U.S. sales should be corrected
accordingly. -

DOC Response: We agree. See also
our responses to petmoners Comments
8ands. .

Comment 7: Respondenu argue that in
adjusting for the difference in
merchandise. the Department
‘understated the discount which both
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Zenith and Gujarat offer on plain ended
pipe by calculating it on the basis of
new home market rather than gross unit
price.

DOC Response: We agree. We :
verified that the discount was applied to
invoice (gross) price. Therefore, in this
final determination we made the
adjustment to gross price. :

Comment & Respondents contend that
the Department incorrectly adjusted for
the differences in galvanization in the
United States and home markets for
Gujarat's fence tubes. The price
difference should have been converted
from dollars to rupees and subtracted
from foreign market value, rather than
added to foreign market value. .

DOC Response: We agree and have
changed our calculation for this final
determination accordingly.

Comment @ Respondents argue that
Zenith's one U.S sale should be
compared to home market sales of that
same month. The one U.S. sale was -
made in February prior to the
* announcement of an increase in the
domestic prices of the major input, steel.
Home market prices fixed after the end
of February reflect the increase in raw
material costs and are not
representative of home market prices at
the time the U.S. sale was made.
Further, citing the Department's practice
of using monthly foreign market values
when investigating prices which are
rapidly changing, respondent argues that
this sudden price increase makes post-
February home market prices
unrepresentative.

DOC Response: We disagree. We use
month to month comparisons only under
exceptional circumstances. such as
when examining prices in a
hyperinflationary economy or where
prices are rapidly changing. One price
increase during the six-month period. in
our opinion, does not constitute rapidly
changing prices. nor does the inflation
rate in Indis approach e
hyperinflationary rate. Therefore, we do
not believe a deviation from our normal
practice in warranted and we have
compared the sale to the U.8. during the
period of investigation to those of such
or similar merchandise in the home
mearket during the same period. as
established in the law.

Comment 10 Respondents argue that
an adjustment should be made for the
yearly performance discount Zenith
extended in late November to its
customers for sales during the period of
October through November. .

Response: We disagres. Since the
claim for this discount was not made
prior to verification the Department
followed its usual procedure and did not
verify this late claim.

Continuation of Suspension of
Liquidation’

In accordance with section 733(d)(2)
of the Act, we are directing the United
States Customs Service to continue to
suspend liquidation of all entries of
standard pipe and tube from India that
are entered, or withdrawn from
warehouse, for consumption. on or after
the date on which the Department
published its preliminary determination
in the Federal Register (50 FR 53336).
The retroactive suspension of
liquidation of entries of the subject
merchandise from TISCO is hereby
terminated.

The Customs Service shall require a
cash deposit or bond equal to the
weighted/average amount by which the
foreign market value of the merchandise
subject to this investigation exceeds the
United States price as shown in the
table below. Zenith and Gujarat have
been excluded from this determination
since they have made no sales at less
than fair value. The suspension of
liquidation will remain in effect urtil
further notice. The margins are as
follows:

W?
parcere
[
nsco 108
Zermn ‘0
Gujarm ‘0
AB Other MenuSachsens/ Producess/ Exporers ] 708
* Exchuded.
For all entries of pipe and tube from

Zenith and Gujarat and entries from
TISCO made priar to December 31. 1988,
the Customs Service is directed to
terminate the suspension of liquidation,
release any bond. refund ‘any cash
deposit and liquidate all entries or
withdrawals from warehouse for
consumption.

ITC Detsrmination

In accordance with section 735(d} of
the Act, we will notify the ITC of owr
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 wil not disclose
such information, either publicly or
under en administrative protective
order, without the consent of the Deputy
Assistant Secretary for Import
Administration. The ITC will determine
whether these impgrts materially injure,
or threaten material injury to, s U.S.

industry within 45 days of the
publication of this notice.

If the ITC determines that materal
injury or threat of material injury does
not exist, this proceeding will be
terminated and all securities posted as @
result of the suspension of liquidation
will be refunded or cancelled. However,
if the ITC determines that such injury
does exist, we will issue an antidumping
duty order directing Customs officers to
assess an antidumping duty on standard
pipe and tube from India entered, or
withdrawn from warehouse, for
consumption after the suspension of
liquidation, equal to the amount by
which the foreign market value exceeds
the United States price.

This determination is published
pursuant to section 735(d) of the Act {19
U.S.C. 1673(d)).

Paul Fresdenbarg,

March 10, 1988

[FR Doc. 88-5787 Filed 3-14-0% %45 am)
SALING COUE 319-08-8
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(A-489-501)

Certain Welded Carbon Steel Pipe and
Yube Products From Turkey: Final
Determination of Sales at Lou Than
Fair Value

AQGENCY: lmemaﬂonal Trade
Administration, Import Administration,
Department of Commerce,

~ ACTION: Notice.

SUMMARY: We determine that certain’
welded carbon steel pipe and tube
products from Turkey are being, or are
hkely to be, sold in the United States at
less than fair value. We also determine
that critical cironmstances do not exist
in these investigations. We have notified
the US. international Teade
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 suspend
liquidation on all entries of the subject
merchandise as described in the
“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.
“Saspension of Luquldation section of
this notice. N

EFFECTIVE DATE: April 17, 1886.

FOR RURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:

Paul Tambakis or Charles Wilson,

Office of Investigations, Import

Admixﬁ.tratiqn. International Trade

Administratign, U.S. Department of

Commerce, 14th Street and Constitution
; Avenue, N.W., Washington, DC 20230;

' telephone: {202) 377-4138 or 377-5288.

SUPRLEMENTARY- INFOR”TION:
Final Determination

Based upon our investigation, we
determine that certain welded carbon
steel pipe and tube products from
Turkey 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 certain
. welded carbon steel pipe and tube
products from Turkey for all of the firms
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investigated. However, one producer, . .
Borusan, is excluded from this
determination with respect to line pipe
because we found de minimis margins
on its sales of this merchandise. The .
weighted-average margins for individual
companies investigated are listed in the
“Suspension of Liquidation” section of -
this notice. .

Case History

On July 16, 1885, we received a-
petition filed in proper form from the’
Standard Pipe and Tube Subcommittee
and the Line Pipe Subcommittee of the:
Committee on Pipe and Tube Imports. In
compliance with the filing requirements:

of § 353.36 of the Commerce Regulations

(18 CFR 353.38), the petition alleged that
imports of certain welded carbon steel
pipe and tube products from Turkey 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 (19 U.S.C. 1673) and that these °
imports are materially injuring, or
threatening material injury to, a United
States industry. The petitioners also
alleged that “critical circumstances"
exist with respect to lmporta of this
merchandise from Turkey. *

After reviewing the petition, we
determined that it contained sufficient
grounds upon which to initiate: :
antidumping duty investigations: We
notified that ITC of our action and '
initiated such investigations on Auguat
5, 1935 (50 FR 32246). On September 5,
1985, we presented questionnaires to'
Mannesmann-Sumerbank-Boru }
Industrisi (Mannesmann), Borusan = '
Ithicat ve Dagitim (Borusan), and
Erkboru Profil Sanayi ve Ticaret
(Erkboru), manufacturers who account
for at-least 60 percent of the exports of
the subject merchandise to the United -
States. On September 11, 1985, the ITC
determined that there is aireasonable
indication that imports of certain . .
welded carbon steel pipe and tube
products from Turkey are materially
injuring a United States industry (50 FR
37068). We received partial responses -
from all three companies on October21,
1985. On November 5 and 8, 1885, we
requested further infarmation from the
three companies in areas where:we
considered their responses deficient,
Supplemental responses were received
from these three companies during
November, 1985. -

On November 26, 1985, the petitioners
alleged that home market and third
country sales of the respondents were at
prices below the cost of producing that
merchandise. Based on the information

contained in the petitioners’ allegation
" of sales at less than cost, we instituted a
cost of produstion investigation since

we found that the allegation was |
sufficiently gupported to give us .
reasonable grounds to believe or suspect
that home market or third country seles
were at prices below cost of production,
as required by section 773(b) of the Act
(19 U.S.C. 1677b). Consequently, on
December 23, 1885, the Department
requested that respondents submit
detailed cost of production information .

i

. relative to the merchandise under

investigauon. At that time, we also
requested any information that ,
respondents failed to provide to the -
Department in earlier submissions. We

received supplemental submissions from -

Borusan between January 24 and March
3, 1988, Erkboru and Mannesmann failed
to respond to the Department's

* December 23, 1985 request for cost of .

production data and other supplemental

" information. :

On December 23, 1985, we made an -
affirmative preliminary determination’
that certain welded carbon steel pipa
and tube products from Turkey were: -

"being, or were likely to be, sold in the .

United States at less than fair value (51
FR 235). We also preliminarily: -
determined that critical circumstances
do not exist with regard to either

.* standard pipe or line pipe; - -

On January 15, 1988, a respbndent.

which accounts for a significant portion :

of imports .of the merchandise covered
by:these investigations, requested that.
we extend the period for the final. . -
determination until no later than 96. days
after the date of publication of the
preliminary determination, in :;

- accordance with section 735(8)(2)[A) of:

the Act. On January 24, 1886, we granted
this request and pogtponed our
determination until not later than Aprﬂ

. 9, 1988 (51 FR 4208),

- We verified Borusan's questionnaire.
responses in Turkey from February 17-
20, 1986. We conducted a partial
verification of Mannesmann's Unlted
States purchase price transactions in
Turkey-on February 21; 1888..No ;. : -
verification of individual home market
sales or cost of production was : ;
conducted at Mannesmann slnce the
company failed to submit this -
information to the Department. At this.
venﬁcatwn. Mannesmann stated that it
no,longer wanted to participate jn these.
inyestigations. Consequently, the
company did not permit verification of
its;reported exporters' sales price
transactions. Erkboru also did not
permit the Department to verify any
information it had submitted in these
investigations.

As required by the Act, we afforded
interested parties an opportunity to
submit oral and written comments. On

March 3, 198'8.‘petitionerh and

respondents withdrew their requests for
a public hearing in these investigations.

. Written comments on the issues arising

in these investigations were submitted
in lieu of the public hearing.

: Producta Under Investigation

The products covered by these
investigations are: (1) Welded carbon

- steel pipe and tube products with en -

outside diameter of 0.375 inch or mére
but not over 16 inches of any wall
thickness, currently classified in the
Tariff Schedules of the United States,
Annotated (TSUSA), under items.. ;
610.3231, 610.3234, 610,3241, 610.3242,
610.3243, 610.3252, 610.3264, 610.32586,
610.3258, and 610.4925. These products,
commonly referred to in the industry as -
standard pipe or tube, are produced to
various ASTM specifications, most:
notably A-120, A-63 or A-135; and, (2)
welded carbon steel line pipe with an -
outside diameter of 0.375 inch or more.
but not over 18 inches, and with a wall -
thickness of not less than 0.085 inch, -
currently classified in the TSUSA under
items 610.3208 and 610.3209. These - .
products are produced to various APL

specifications for line pipe, most notably
API 5L.or API-5LX.

Fnir Valua Comparloom .
' To determine whether sales of the

. subject merchandise in the United -
‘States were made at less than fair value,

we compared United States price with
the foreign market value based on homo

- market prices or, where appropriate, -

congtructqd value as explained below.
Unlted Slates I’deo

* As provided in aection 772(b) of the
Act. for sales by Borusan we used zhe
purchase price of the subject . : ,
merchandjse to represent United States
price because the merchandise was sold
to unrelated purchasers prior to its:
importatjon into the Unijted States. We

.calculated the purchase price baaed on

the F.O.B. or C. & F. packed price to -
unrelated purchasers in the United .
States. We deducted, where appropriate,’
foreign inland freight, port expenses, .
and ocean freight. We madeno .
adjustment for the amount of value- .
added tax imposed on sales in Turkey
which was not collected or.rgbated by

-reason of the exportation of the - -

merchandise to the United States

- because the reported home market

prices were already net of the value-
added tax. We also made an adjustment
to purchase price for the amount of
import duties which have not been
collected by reason of the exportation of
the merchandise to the United States, in
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accordance with gectian 772(d)(1}(B) of
the Act.

"Since Mannesmann and Erkboru did
not permit verifivation of all United - -
States sales data gubmitted to the -
Department, we calculated United
States prica of standard pipe and tube
and line pipe as provided in sections
772(b)-and 772(c) of the Act, on the basis
of average C.LF. prices for all producers.
except Borusan, of standard pipe and
line pipe from Turkey for exports to the
United States during the period of- -
investigation. We gathered simple
average price information from special
summary steel invoices (SSSI) statistics,
which was the best information .
available. We made an adjustment to
these prices for ocean freight based on-
Borusan's ocean freight expenses.

Foreign Market Value

The petitioners alleged that sales in .
the home market were at prices below
the cost ef producing the merchandise.
For Boriisan, we examined production
costs, which included all appropriate '
costs for materials, fabrication and -
general expenses. For Mannesmann and
Erkboru, no such analysis was done .
since these companies failed to respond -
. to the Department's cost of production
questionnaire. Therefore, as explained
below, we based foreign market value
for Mannesmann and Erkboru on
" constructed value using the best
information available. .

Pﬂeeto?ﬂceCompaﬂsons

" In accordance with section 773(a) of
the Act, we calculated foreign market
value for Borusan's sales of standard
pipe based on ex-factory, packed home -
market prices net of discounts and
value-added tax, to unrelated -
purchasers since there were sufficient
sales in the home market at or above the
cost of production to determine foreign
. market value. We made adjustments,
where appropriate, for differences in
credit costs in accordance with § 353.15
of our Regulations (19 CFR 353.15). We
made no adjustment for packing since
differences in packing costs for domestic
and foreign sales on a per ton basis are
negligible.

Since Borusan's forelgn market value
for standard pipe was based on home
market prices, we made comparisons of
“such or similar” merchandise groups
based on grade, dimension and end
finish selected by Commerce
Department industry experts. Where our
comparisons were not of identical
merchandise, we made adjustments to
similar merchandise for physical
differences in the merchandise in
acordance with section 773{a)(4)(C) of
the Act. These adjustments were based

on differences in the cost of materials,
direct labor and directly related factory
overhead. Pursuant to §.353.56 of our -
Regulauons. we made currency

conversions at the rates certified by the '

Federal Reserve Bank of New Yark for '
the dates of the sales to the United
States. -

Cpnatructad Value

“In accerdance with section 773(a)(2)
of the Act, we based foreign market-
value for Borusan's sales of line pipe on.

" constructed value, becauge the ..

quantities sold in the home market were
too small to form an adequate basis for .
deteimining foreign market value. We .
also had insufficient {nformation on ;
third country sales to consider using
them as the basis for foreign market - .
value. We calculated a constructed
value for line pipe by totalling the costs .
of: Materialg, fabrication, general .
expenses, profit and packing. Where the
amount for general expenses was less -
than ten percent of the ¢ost of matenala
and fabrication, we used ten percent.
Where the amount for profit was leas

* than eight percent, we used eight

percent. We made an adjustment under
§ 353.16 of the Commerce Regulations
for differences in circumstances of sale
between the two markets. This- .
adjustment was for differences i in credit
costs.

‘We used “best informauon avallable"
to determine foreign market value for
Mannesmann and Erkboru since they
failed to provide cost data relating to
home market sales and differences in -
merchandise. Additionally,:
Mannesmann failed to provide an
individual listing of home market salea
Therefore, we have used constructed -
value information provided in the
petition, updated by more recent data
submitted by both petitioners and
respondents at the time the sales below
cost allegation was made, as the best
information available; pursuant to
section 778(b) of the Act.

Vanficatwn

In accordance with sectlon 77B(a) of
the Act, we verified all information used
in making this final determination with -
respect to Borusan using standard - -
verification procedures including on-site
examination of accounting records and

selected original source documentation

containing relevant information. Erkboru
did not permit the Department to verify
any of its questionnaire responses.
Mannesmann would not permit any
verification of its exporters’ sales price
data nor would it permit a complete -
verification of its purchase price data.

Petitioners' Comments
Comment 1: Petitioners claim that the

- information provided jn Borusan's cqst

of production response did not
adequately reflect the general expenses
far the constructed value because of the
amouny of Pendik's (Borusan's domestic
seller) selling, general and L
administrative expenses whlch were
included ol

" DOC Position: The Department
verified Pendik’s costs. The general, -
selling and administrétive expenses
related to Pendik’s costa were :
appropriately valued. :

‘Comment 2: Petmoners urge the;

.Department to ensure that it'does not

use cost of production of goods sold in.

- the home market which is understated

because such costs are not based'on the
weighted-average costs of all planta.
including the Borusan Boru plant.-

DOC Position: The Department did

_not include costs of the Borusan Boru

plant because that plant did not have
the capability to manufactire the -
product under investigation,

Comment 3: Petitioners contend that
Gemlik, the manufacturing enterprise |
within the Bgrusan Group that produces
the standard and line pipes subject to
this investigation, may be receiving
goods and services from related
companies for less than their actual
cost. If so, petitioners urge the
Department to ensure that the full price
paid for these goods and services
actually covers all of its related’
suppliers’ costs. Petitioners also urge the
Department to check coil prices between
Borusan and Eregli if these two '
compamen are related to ensure that
prices charged have not been’ nmproperly
discounted. :

*.DOC Position: The Department, dld
not find any indication during the"
verification that Gemlik was buying
from related companies, other than the
companies which were identified in the
response. The Department examined
these costs and found them to
approximate the market value.

Comment 4: Petitioners request that
the Department verify Borusan's
reported quarterly coil costs for one
theoretical ton of standard and line pipe,
including the weight savings rates used
to obtain coil costs. Petitioners argue -
that if Borusan's weight savings claims
are accepted by the Departmant. o
quarterly weight savings ratios should
be calculated to match the quarterly coiu
cost figures to yield accurate total raw -
material costs.

DOC Position: Submitted materlal
costs were verified, and no exceptions
were found. The weight savings rate
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was computed on the basis of common
industry practice.

Comment 5: Petitioners claim that
Borusan understated its cost per ton for
zinc and couplings by making an
inappropriate theoretical weight
adjustment to zinc and coupling costa.

DOC Position: Our verification
procedures indicated that the

- respondent's methodology properly
reflected zinc and coupling costs.

" Comment 6: Petitioners urge the
Department to ensure that Borusan has
included in Gemlik's costs of production
the extra costs associated with
operating “'stretch reducing” equipment.

DOC Position: Our verification
procedures indicated that the costs of
the stretch reducing machine were
allocated to all pipe processed through
this miachinery.

Comment 7: Petitioners claim that
Borusan has failed to justify claimed
adjustments for differences in
merchandise and that, without
calculations supporting the claimed
costs, the Department should not accept
these claims.

DOC Position: The costs related to the
differences in merchandise were
verified and, therefore, used for the final
determination.

Comment 8: Petitioners contend that .
the interest expense for Borusan’'s sales
to the United States should be based on
the Turkish interest rate and nat the U.S.
interest rate. Petitioners believe that the
interest rates on credit extended on
home market sales and U.S. sales should
be based only on Turkish interest rates
because Borusan’s 1884 financial
statement indicates that all working
capital loans are in local currency.

DOC Position: We disagree. We'
verified that U.S. sales were financed
with short-term dollar-denominated

- financing, and have used the we:ghted-
average dollar interest rate for loans
outstanding during the period of
investigation.

Comment 9: In view of the lack of
cooperation by Mannesmann and
Erkboru in this investigation, petitioners
urge the Department to use home market
sales information from the petition as
“best information available.”

DOC Position: As described in the
Foreign Market Value section of this
notice, we agree that best information
available should be used for
Mannesmann and Erkboru. However,
we based this on constructed valué and
did not consider home market prices
from the petition because the petitioners
were unable to obtain home market
sales prices for the Turkish pipe and
tube products covered by this
investigation.

- Comment 10: Petitioners argue that
home market credit costs shuld be based
only on credit terms and should not
include late payment costs. Petitioners
argue that late payment costs are not a -
circumstance of sale because late
payments have no effect on price since
price is set according to credit terms
given at the time of sale.

DOC Position: We disagree. In :
keeping with past Departmental practice
(see Certain Tapered Journal Roller

- Bearings and Parts Thereof from Italy

(49 FR 2278)), in making a circumstance
of sale adjustment for differences in
credit expenses, we considered the
actual difference in payment experience,
including late payment costs, in the two
markets and not merely the offered
terms of payment.

Comment 11: Petitioners argue that
U.S. credit costs should be calculated
from the date of sale to date of payment
to be consistent with the methodology
used in the home market. -

DOC Position: We disagree. Since
date of sale in the United States is the
purchase order date, which is normally
several months before shipment, it
would be inappropriate to use the date
of U.S. sales as the start of the credit
period. In the home market, however,
there is no lag between date of sale and
date of shipment. Borusan used date of
sale as the beginning of the credit perio
because it is also the invoice and
shipment date. . .

Comment 12: Petitioners claim that, in
order to state correctly Borusan's foreign
market value at a time when the Turkish
lira is depreciating against the U.S.
dollar, the Department must calculate
foreign market value in U.S. dollars -
using the exchange rate in effect at the
time of payment for the U.S. sale.

DOC Position: The Department .
disagrees. In keeping with established
practice and § 353.56 of its regulations,
the Department has converted home
market prices to U.S. dollars as of the
date of the U.S. sales to which they are
being'compared.

Comment 13: Petitioners argue that,
even if most of Borusan's sales are
above production costs, the Department
should, pursuant to section 773(b)(2) of
the Act, nevertheless disregard home
market sales of a particular size of pipe
if thege sales were generally below cost
consistently throughout the period. .

DOC Position: We disregarded all
below cost sales in calculating foreign
market value because home market
sales overall for standard pipe were
made over an extended period of time
and in substantial quantities, and were
at prices not permitting the recovery of
all costs within a reasonable period in
the normal course of trade.

Comment 14: Petitioners urge the
Depariment to ensure that the actual
and theoretical weights shown for
Borusan's U.S. sales are correct

DOC Position: The Department
verified the reported weights through
examination of original source
documentation. The theoretical weights
were derived by applying a standard
method of calculation to the quantity of
feet'shown on each invoice. We used
theoretical weights in our final
calculations since home market
quantities are also based on theoretical
weights and the per metric ton charges
and adjustments for Borusan's U.S, sales
were also derived from lheoretlcal
weights. -

Comment 15: Petitioners contend that
if the housing tax and the various duties
that Borusan used in its calculation of
duties far its drawback adjustment were
not rebated or collected upon -
exportation of the pipe, then these
amounts cannot be included i in duty
drawback. '

boc Paamon. The Department
verified that all imported inputs covered
by an incentive export license are
exempt from payment of the various
duties referred to by petitioners upon
importation of the goods. We also
verified that imports of hot-rolled coil
caovered by an export commitment are
also exempt from payment of the
housing tax at time of importation. The
various drawback adjustments claimed
by Borusan have been verified, and
were used in our final calculations.

Comment 16: Petitioners state.that the
cost of production verification should
have been based primarily on Borusan's
actual records and documents kept in
the normal course of business, instead
of relying on worksheets prepared for
this investigation.

DOC Position: Respondent’s
submission and worksheets were
verified by reference to actual records
prepared in the normal course of -
business. The Department is confident
that worksheets linking the
questionnaire response to audited
financial statements accurately
represent Borusan's actual costs when
tied to the company's accounting -
records, as was the case in these
investigations.

Comment 17: Petitioners claim that the
method used by the Department'’s
accountant to verify Borusan's zinc
costs is flawed because the
methodology discussed in the cost
verification report does not account for
the difference between the cost of zinc
which becomes dross and ash during the
production process and the sale pnce of
that dross and ash.
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DOC Position: See petitioners’
comment 5. The respondent’s
methodology properly accounts for zinc
loss due to-dross and ash.

Comment 18: Peititioners argue that
Borusan should have reported scrap -
rates for different sizes of standard and
line Ppipe since scrap rates vary by size
of pipe.

DOC Position: The major source of
steel scrap results from the slitting
process. The amount of scrap from the
slitting process is unrelated to the size of
the pipe. Additionally, normal industry
practices do not identlfy the scrap rate’
with specific pipe sizes,

Comment 19: Petitioners claim that
Pendik's general, selling and
administrative (GS&A) expenses are
understated and should be rejected by
the Department for the lack of
information substantiating these
expenses in Borusan’s response.

DOC Position: The Department
reviewed the respondent’s method for
calculating GS&A and concluded that
the amount of this cost was not "
understated.

Comment 20: Petitioners claim that
Borusan failed to provide profits for -
Pendik, which are necessary to verify
the aggregate profits shown for Gemlik
and Pendik.

'DOC Position: The Department
verified that GS&A reconciled to the
company's books and records. The inter-

company profit was minimal and did not

affect the allocation.’
Rcspondenls' Comments
Borusan

Comment 1: Borusan claims that the -
Department’s use of “best information
available” in the preliminary .

determination was arbitrary, capricious. _

and a patent abuse of discretion. .
Borusan claims it was arbitrary and
capricious because there has been no .
other case, to its knowledge, in which a
cooperative respondent has been
penalized in this fashion. Borusan -
believes that it was an abuse of
discretion to use “best information
available" against a company that has
manifested a willingness to cooperate in
this investigation.

DOC Position: Section 776(b) requires: .

the Department to use information from
other sources if a party has refused or
was unable to provide the relevant -
inforination as requested by the
Department in a timely manner and in
proper form. Because of the numerous
deficiencies found in the respondent’s
submissions, the Department did not -
violate, but specifically complied with-
the requirement of this section by using

information other than that submitted by
Borusan.

Comment 2: Borusan contends that the
Department may not disregard
Borusan's home market sales which are
at prices below cost of production
because the company recovered all of
its costs during the period of -
investigation.

DOC Position: The Department
applied its usyal methodology for
determining if the amount of home
market sales were sufficient to be
considered a viable market.

Comment 3: Borusan claims that
foreign market value should be based on
home market prices for standard pipe, -

~ while. for line pipe it may be appropriate

to use constructed value because

.Borusan had only four sales of line pipe

in the home market during the period of
investigation.

'‘DOC Position: We agree. With respect
to standard pipe, the Department used"

" home market sales since they were

made over an extended perfod of time
and in substantiated quantities at

prices which permitted recovery of all
costs within a reasonable period of time.
For line pipe, we used constructed value
because there were insufficient sales in
the home market on which to base
foreign market value.

‘Comment 4: Borusan urges the
Department to make statutory
adjustments to home market sale prices .
for trade discounts, differences in credit
costs and physical differences in

. merchandise.

1DOC Position: We agree. See "Foreign
Market Value" section of this notice.

:Comment 5: Borusan contends that
credit costs should be computed from

- time of shipment to time of payment,- -
- and should, therefore, include any costs:

associated with home market customers
late payments.’

-DOC Position: We agree. See the
Department's response to petitioners’
comment 11.

- Comment 6:. Borusan urges the

. 'Department to grant an adjustment to

purchase price for duty drawback
earned on Borusan's exporta to the
United States. '

DOC Position: We agree. See United
States Price section of this notice.

“Comment 7: Borusan claims that the
Department is required under section-
772(d)(1)(C) of the Act to make an °
adjustment for non-payment of the
value-added tax on U.S. sales.

- DOC Position: We agree. In :
accordance with past Departmental
policy, we made this adjustment to-
foreign market value by using Borusan's
reported gross prices that already
exlclude the tax paid on home market
sales.

Comment 8: Borusan'argues that if -
constructed value is used as the basis of
foreign market value, Gemlik's and
Pendik's general expenses should be
combined for purposes of the 10 percent
test.

DOC Position: All of the expenses of
Pendik are considered to be selling
expenses and, therefore, included in
general expenses.

Comment 9: Borusan argues that, if
constructed value is used in-this

~ investigation, the Department must

make an adjustment to constructed
value for differences in clrcumatances of
sale.

DOC Position: We agree. See the -
Constructed Value section of this notice.

Comment 10: Borusan claims that if a
firal affirmative antidumping duty
determination is issued, the dumping:
margin should be reduced for deposit
purposes by the value of export
subsidies found in the final
countervailing duty determination.

DOC Position: We agree. See the
Suspension of Liquidation section of this
notice.

Comment 11: Borusan claims that the
exclusion of Borusan Boru's costs from
its cost of production response was
reasonable and correct because it does
not manufacture the pipes which were

.sold to the United States, nor does it

produce pipes similar in characteristics
or uses to those sold to the United
States.
DOC Position: See the Department'’s
response to;petitioners’ comment 2.
Comment 12: Borusan argues that
petitioners’ claim that Gemlik may be .

"receiving goods and services from ‘"

related companies for less than their.

“actual cost is false. With respect to |

freight services provided by a related

" company, Borusan claims that Gemlik

was charged the market rate or higher
for this service. Borusan also claims that
transfer prices were examined at
verification and the fact that costs are
passed on to Gemlik with respect to
both imported raw materials and those
which are purchased domestically.
Lastly, with respect to petitioners’ -
concern over the relationship between
Borusan and Eregli, respondent claims
that the percentage of ownership falls
far short of the standard which the.
Department normally applies in
determining that parties are “related”
for purposes of antidumping duty -
proceedings.

DOC Position: We agree. See the~ :

- Department’s response to petitioners’

comment 3.

Comment 13: Borusan fecls that
petitioners' argument that it should have
reported size-by-size scrap rates is
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unfounded because the methodology
used by Borusan to calculate average
scrap rates has been accepted by the -
Department in past investigations’ and
because this claim has been raised too
late in the proceeding to be accepted
and acted on by the Department. . :
Furthermore, respondent believes that, - .
even if these casts could be submitted in
time for consideration by the
Department, it would be too late to
verify them. Respondent also claims that
petitioners’ claim that scrap rates vary
by size is unsupported.

DOC Position: We agree. See the
Department’s response to petitioners’
comment 18.

Comment 14: Borusan argues that the
Department must use the reported
weighted-average savings rate for the
cost of production and constructed value
since the information on which this rate
was calculated has been verified and is -
correct.

DOC Position: We agree. See the
Department's responae to petitionats
comment 4.

Comment 15: Borusan claims that
application of the theoretical weight .
adjustment to zinc and coupling costs
was entirely appropriats and the method
used to abtain coupling costs per ton of
pipe by size wag reasonable and -
appropriate to Gemlik’s accounting
system. .

DOC Position: We ngree. See the
Department's response to petitioners’
comment5. -

Comment 16: Borusan disagrees with
petitioners’ claim that extra costs -
associated with operating “stretch
reducing” equipment are not included in
Gemlik's costs of production.. -
Respondent claims that the full costs of
these machines were included in" |
Gemlik’s transformation costs. -

DOC Position: We agree. See the
Department'a response to petxtioners
comment 8. -

Comment 17: Borusan argues that the
Department must accept its claimed
adjustments for differences in
merchandige because each of the
adjustments claimed has now been
verified. -

DOC Position: We agree. See the
Department's response to petxtioners
comment 7.

Comment 18: Borusan argues that
even if pétitioners’ suggested
adjustments are made to Pendik’s CS8A
expenses, its effect on Borusan's overall
costs would be negligible. Respondent
argues that the reported GS&A has been
verified and should be used in this ﬁnal
determination. :

DOC Position: We agree. See the
Department's response to petitioners
comment 19 ’

- Comment 19: Respondent disagrees’
with petitioners’ claim that Borusan did
not report Pendik's profits in the cost
response. Furthermore, Borusan claims
that profits were substantiated at
verification through company records.

DOC Position: See the Department’s. -
response to petitioners’ comment 19.

Comment 20: Borusan claims that the
interest expense on sales to the United
States should be based on the U.S.
interest rate and not the interest raté for
loans in Turkish lird, as suggested. by

_ petitioners because Borusan used -

substantial borrowings in U.S. dollars
during the period of investigation to
finance its working capital.

DQC Position: We agree. See -
response fo petitioners’ comment 8.

Comment 21: Respondent argues that
there are no grounds for the Department
to use “best information available” for
Borusan in this investigation because
Borugan has supplied a thorough and
timely cost response using cost
methodologies that the Department has
approved in past investigations. Also,
Borusan claims it permitted verification
of all submitted data. "

'DOC Position: We agree. See the
Department's response ta petitianers
comment 1.

Comment 22: Respondent suggests
that no adjustments should be made for
differences in packing costs between
U.S. and domestic sales because the
cost differences on a metric ton basia
are miniscule. .

DOC Position: We agree and hnve.
therefore, made no adjustment for-
packing, as explained in the Foreign .
Marlget Value section of this notice. -

Final Negative Determination of Critical

Circumstances

-The petitioner alleged that imports of -

certain welded carbon steel pipe and -
tub products from Turkey present.
“critical circumstances.” Under section
733(e)(1) of the Act, critical -
circumstances exist when (1) there is'a’
history of dumping in the United States,
or elsewhere, of the class or kind of the
merchandise which is the subject to the
investigation; or the person by whom, or
for whose account, the merchandise was
imported knew or should have known -
that the exporter was selling the :
merchandise, which {s the subject of the

investigation, at less than its fair value; .
and (2) there have been massive imports.

of the class or kind of merchandise that
is the subject of the lnveatigation overa
relatively short period.

We considered line pipe and standard
pipe separately. In determining whether
there I8 a history of dumping standard
pipe from Turkey in the United States or
elsewhere, we reviewed past

antndumpmg ﬁndmgs of the Department
of Treasury as well as past Department
of Commerce antidumping duty orders.
We also reviewed the antidumping
actions of other countries, and found no
past antidumping determinations on
standard pipe from Turkey. :

We then considered whether the
person by whom, or for whose account,
standard pipe was imparted knew or
should have known that the exporter
was selling this product at less than fair
value. It is the Department’s position -
that this test is met where margins
calculated are sufficiently large that the
importer knew or should have known -
that prices for sales to the United States
(as adjusted according to the
antidumping law) were significantly
below home market sales prices. In this
case, the margins calculated on
standard pipe for all companies are not
at a level that the importer knew or
should have known that the,
merchandise was being sold in the
United States at less than fair value.
Therefore, we determine that this test is
not met for importa of standard pipe: .
fram Turkey.:

. We, therefore, did not need to
consider whether there have heen
massive imports of standard Pipe overa
relatively short period. We have
determined, for the reasons described

above, that “critical circumstances" do -
not exist with respect to standard plpe ,
from Turkey."

In determining whether there have
been massive imports of line pipe, we
considered the following factors: (1) The
volume and value of the imports; (2)
seasonal trends; and {3) the share of
domestic ccnsumptinn accounted for by
the imports. - .-

We analyzed yearly trade data
between 1982 and 1885 and recent trade
statistics for the periods immediately
preceding and following the filing of the
petition. There were no imports of line
pipe from 'l‘urkey between 1982 and
1984. A surge in imports can be seen

_ from the petiod immediately prior to the

filing of the petition to the period
following the filing. However, the share
of domestic consumption accounted for
by these imports decreased over this .
same period. Considering the absolute
quantities imported and the share of
domestic consumption accounted for by
these imports, we do not consider them
to be massive imports over a relatively
short period.-

“We, therefore, did not need to
consider whether there is a history of
dumping line pipe or whether the person
by whom, or for whose account, this
product was imported knew or should
have known that the expgrter was
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selling this product at less than fair
value. For the reasons described above,
we have determined that “critical
circumstances” do not exist with respect
to line pipe from Turkey.

Suspension of Liquidation

In accordance with section 733(d) of
the Act, we are directing the United
States Customs Service to continue to
suspend liquidation of all entries of
certain welded carbon steel pipe and-
tube products from Turkey that are
entered, or withdrawn from warehouse,
for consumption, on or after January 3,
1988. 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
Stales price as shown in the table -
below. Imports of line pipe 2old by
Borusan are excluded from this
suspension of liquidation, since the
weighted-average margin shown below -
is de minimis. The security amounts
established in our preliminary
determination published in the l-‘ederal
Register on January 3, 1888 willno
longer be in effect. This suspension of
liquidation will remain in effect-until
further notice..

, Weighted-average margin
Manutacturer/producet/exporter | Standard | .
. ppe | Lo Sre
i ’ ”““ LS
8 - - 128 0.48
- (de minimis)
& 2312 - . 40.23
Erkbory X a!z @023
Al other manufacturers/produc- |~
Y PO ] 1AT4 1481

Article VL5 of the Genera] Agreement
on Tariffs and Trade provides that *(n)o
product. . . shall be subject to both
antidumping and countervailing duties
to compensate for the same situation of
dumping or export subsidization.” This
provision is implemented 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 foundon
certain welded carbon steel pipe and
tube products from Turkey (as
determined in the January 3, 1886, final
affirmative countervailing duty
determination (51 FR 1288-1274)) will be
subtracted from the dumping margins for
deposit or bonding purposes on imports
of certain welded carbon steel pipe and
tube products.

ITC Notification
In accordance with section 735(d) of

-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 ITC
access to all privileged and confidential
information in our files, provided the
ITC confirms that it will not disclose
such information, either publicly or
under an administrative protective
order, without the written consent of the
Deputy Assistant Secretary for Import
Administration. The ITC will determine
whether these imports materially lnjure.
or threaten material injury to, a U.S. -
industry within 45 days of the -
publication of thig noticé. If the ITC

determines that material injury or the . .

threat of material injury does not exist,
this proceeding will be terminated and
all securities poated 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 United States
price.

This notice is published pursuant {0

section 735(d) of the Act.

Paul Freedenberg,

Assistant Secretary for Trade Administration.

April 9, 1988.
[FR Doc. 86-8549 Filed 4-16-86; 8:45 am]

SILLING CODE 3510-D5-M
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[investigations Nos. 731-TA-271 through
274 (Final))

import investigation; Certain Welded
Carbon Steel Pipes and Tubes From
india, Taiwan, Turkey, and Yugosiavia

AGENCY: United States lntemahonal
Trade Commission.

AcTox: Institution of Tinal antidumping,
investigations and schedulmg ofa
hearing to be held in connection with
the investigations.

SUMMARY: The Commission hereby gives
notice of the institution of final
antidumping investigations Nos. 731-
TA-271 through 274 (Final) under
section 735(b) of the Tariff Act of 1930
{19 U.S.C. 1673d{b)) to determine
whether an industry in the United States
is materially injured, or is threatened
with material injury. or the
establishment of an industry in the
United States is materially retarded. by
reason of imports of the following
welded carbon steel pipes and tubes,
which have been found by the
Departmeat of Commerce, in
preliminary determinations, to be sold in
the United States at less than fair value
(LTFV):
Standard pipes and tubes ¢ from india (inv.
No. 731-TA-271 {Flnal)):

! Far purposes of these investigstivaa the term
“standard pipes and tubes™ covers weldad carbon

" stesl pipes and tubes of circular cross section. 0373

Line pipes and tubes ® from Taiwan (iav. No..
7N-TA-272 (Final)k

Standard and line pipes and tubes from
Turkey (inv. No. 731-TA-273 (Final)k and

Standard pipes and tubes from Yugosiavis
(inv. No. 731-TA-274 (Flnal)}.

Unless the investigations are
extended, Commerce will make its final
LTFV determinations on or before
March 10,1986, and the Commission will
make its final injury determinations by -
April 29, 1886, for the investigation
conceming pipes and tubes from
Taiwan; April 30, 1988, for the
investigations concerning pipes and
tubes from India and Yugoslavia: and
May 5, 1888, for the investigation
concerning the products from Turkey
(see sections 735{a) and 735(b) of the act
{19 US.C. 1673d(a) and 1673d(b))). .

For further information concerning the
conduct of these investigations, hearing
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).

SFFECTIVE DATES: The eﬂ'ecuvc date for
the investigation concerning pipes and
tubes from Taiwan is December 30, 198S.
The effective dates for the investigations
concerning pipes and tubes from India
and Yugoslavia is December 31, 1985,
and the effective date for the
investigation concerning the products
from Turkey is January 3, 1888.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Abigail Eltzroth (202-523-0288), Office
of Lnvestigations, U.S. International
Trade Commiission, 701 E Street NW..
Washington. DC 20438. Hearing-
impaired individuals are advised that
information on this matter can be
obtained by contacting the
Commission's TDD terminal on 202-724-
0002. [nformation may also be obtained
via electronic mail by accessing the
Office of Investigations’ remote bulletin
board system for personal computers at
202-523-0103.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:
Background.—These investigations
are being instituted as a result of
affirmative preliminary determinations
by the Department of Commerce that

inch or more but not over 18 inches tn outside
diameter. provided (b in items 810.3231, 8103234,
810.3241. 810.3242, 810.3243. 810.3252, 8103234,
610258, 610.3254, and 810.482S of the Tarifl
Schedules of the United States Annotated (TSUSA).

? Por purposes of these investigations. the term-
“line pipes and tubes™ covars welded carbon steet
pipes and tubes of circular croes sectioa. with walls
not thinner than 0.088 inch, 0.37S inch or more but
not over 18 inches in outside diameter. co-!ormln.
to AP? specifications for line pipe. provided for in
items 610.3308 and 610.3200 of the TSUSA.
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imports of certain welded carbon steel
pipes and tubes from India, Taiwan,
Turkey, and Yugoalavia are being sold
in the United States at Jess than fair
value within the meaning of section 731
of the act (19 U.S.C. 1673). The
investigations were requested in
petitions filed on July 16, 1985 by
counsel for the Committee of Pipe and
Tube Imports. In response to the
petitions the Commission conducted
preliminary antidumping investigations
and. on the basis of information
developed during the course of those
investigations, determined 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 37088,
September 11, 1985).

Participation in the investigations.—
Persons wishing to participate imr the
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 after this date will
be referred to the Chairwoman, who will
determine whether to accpet 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
service list containing the names and
addresses of all persons, or their
representatives, who are parties to the
investigation upon the expiration of the
period for filing entries of appearance.
In accordance with §§ 201.16{c} and
207.3 of the rules (19 CFR 201.16{c) and
207.3), 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 service must accompany
the document. The Secretary will not
accept a document for filing without a
certificate of service.

Staff report.—A public version of the
prehearing staff report in these
investigations will be placed in the
public record on March 3. 1988, pursuant
to § 207.21 of the Commission’s rules (19
CFR 207.21). :

Hearing.—The Commission will hold
a hearing in connection with these
investigations beginning at 10:00 a.m. on
March 13, 1888, at the U.S. International
Trade Commission Building, 701 E Street
NW., Washington, DC. Requests to
appear at the hearing should be flled in
writing with the Secretary to the
Commission not later than the close of
husiness (3:13 p.m.) on March 3, 1988.
All persons desiring to appear at the

hearing and make oral presentations
should file prehearing briefs and attend
a prehearing conference to be held at
9:30 a.m. on Merch 8 1988 in room 117
of the U.8. International Trade
Commigsion Building. The déadline for
filing prehearing briefs is March 10,
1908 - .

Testimony at the public hearing is
govermned by § 207.33 of the
Commission’s rules (18 CFR 207.23). This
rule requires that testimony be limited to
a nonconfidential summary and analysis
of material contained in prehearing
briefs and to information not available
at the time the prehearing brief was
submitted. Any written materials .
submitted at the hearing must be filed in
accordance with the procedures
described below and any confidential
materials must be submitted at least
three (3) working days prior to the
hearing (see § 201.8(b){2) of the
Commission's rules (18 CFR 201.6(b)(2))).

Written submissions.—All legal
arguments, 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 § 207.24 (19 CFR
207.24) and must be submitted not [ater
than the close of business an March 20,
1988. In addition. any person who has
not entered an appearance as a party to
the investigations may submit a wrilten
statement of information pertinent to the

subject of the investigations on or before’

March 20, 1988.

A signed original and fourteen (14)
copies of each submission must be Aled
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 inspection during
regular business hours (8:45 a.m. to 5:15
p.m.) in the Office of the Secretary to the
Commission.

Any business information for which
confidential treatment is desired 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: These investigations are being

conducted under authority of the Tariff Act of

1930, title VII. This notice is published
pursuant to § 207.20 of the Commission's
rules (19 CFR 207.20).

Issued: January 17, 1888

By order of the Commission.
Kenneth R Mason,
Secretary.
[FR Doc. 88-1499 Filed 1-23-86; &4S5 am}
SRLNG COOE 7020-02-4 ’
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APPENDIX C

LIST OF WITNESSES APPEARING AT THE COMMISSION'S HEARING



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

Subject : Certain Welded Carbon Steel Pipes
and Tubes from India, Taiwan, Turkey,
and Yugoslavia

Inv. Nos. :  731-TA-271 through 274 (Final)
Date and time: March 13, 1986 - 10:00 a.m.
Sessions were held in connection with the investigation in the

Hearing Room of the United States International Trade Commission, 701
E Street, N.W., in Washington.

In support of the imposition of
antidumping duties:

Schagrin Associates--Counsel
Washington, D.C.
on behalf of

The Standard Pipe Subcommittee and the 1ine pipe
subcommittee of The Committee on Pipe and Tube
Imports and the individual producer members of
these subcommittees

Malcolm Hamblen, Vice President of Marketing
and Sales, Sawhill Division of Cyclops
Corporation

Edwin J. Hopkinson, Vice President of sales,
Standard Pipe Division, Wheatiand Tube
Corporation

Roger B. Schagrin)
Paul W. Jameson )~ -OF COUNSEL

- more -
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In opposition to the imposition of
antidumping duties:

Ablondi & Foster, P.C.--Counsel
Washington, D.C.
on behalf of

Far East Machinery Co., Ltd. (“FEMCO") and the
Kao Hsing Chaig Iron and Steel Corporation
("KHC"). FEMCO and KHC are the only producers
of line pipe in the Republic of China on
Taiwan :

Peter Weil, J. Gerber Co., Inc.
Sturgis M. Sobin--OF COUNSEL
Kaplan, Russin & Vecchi--Counsel |

. Washington, D.C.
on behalf of

The Engineering Export Promotion Council of India
(EEPC), Gujarat Steel Tubes Ltd., Zenith Steel
Pipes and Industries Ltd. and Tata Iron and
Steel Co. '

Dennis James, Jr. ) . ,
Kathleen F. Patterson)~-OF COUNSEL
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Table D-1.--~Standard and line pipes and tubes: Title VII investigaiiona since January 1984, most recent
dumping and subsidy margins, and import-to-consumption ratios, by sources, 1982-85

Ratio of imports to apparent
U.S. consumption

: Weighted- : Date of bond : : : B
Item ; average : or order 1/ : : : H
, wargin ; =, 1982 . 1983 ; 1984 oo 1985
Antidumping investigations/orders: : : : : : :
Pending antidumping investigations: : : : : : :
India (instant investigation) (standard)=-=--- : 2/ 7.08 : Dec. 31, 1985 : whk g *hk wkk bbdd
Taiwan (instant investigation) (line)~---—e==: 27.98 : Dec. 30, 1985 : 0.2 : gj H .1 .3
Turkey (instant investigation): : : H H : :
(Gineracs) D osfhoas idemedemee D -y Dl e
The People's Republic of China (standard)==--: 6/ H 6/ : - -3 -3 3/
The Philippines (standard) 3 6/ s 6/ H - -3 - .1
Singapore (standard) : 6/ s 6/ : - - 3/ H .2
Outstanding antidumping order: H H H : :
Taiwan (standard to 4.5" OD)=-==eceecmvccanan : 9.7 : May 7, 1984 : 2.6 3 3.3 : 2 .6
Thailand (standard) : 7/ 15.67 : Jan. 27, 1986 : -3 - 3/ 1.0
Recently revoked antidumping order: : H : : H :
Korea (standard to 4.5" OD) 8/-=-m-==cc—ee——e : 0.9 : May 7, 1984 : 8.9 : 11.8 : 10.° : 13.2
Recently terminated antidumping s : : : : s
investigations: : : : : : :
Brazil (standard to 4.5" OD) 9/-- : 3.23 : Dec. 31, 1984 : 0.5 1.0 : 4.0 : 1.1
Spain (standard to 4.5" OD) 1l0/-=-=---ceeee-- : 40.75 : Dec. 31, 1984 : 3/ : N 1.6 : 4
Venezuala (line) ll/ : 55.7 : Aug, 13, 1985 : .12 o o 2.2 : 1.3
Venezuela (standard) 12/ : 26.19 : June 3, 1985 : .1 2 .5 e 1.3 : .7
Yugoslavia (standard) 13/ H 33.26 : Dec. 31, 1985 : <1 - 4o .3
Countervailing duty investigations/orders: : : : B : :
OQutstanding countervailing orders: : : H : : :
Thailand (standard) : 1.79 : Aug. 14, 1985 : - -t 3/ : 1.0
Turkey (line) : 14/ 17.80 : Jan, 10, 1986 : - 3/ B S .2
Turkey (standard) : 14/ 17.80 : Jan. 10, 1986 : - 3/ H .12 1.3
Yugoslavia (standard) 15/ : 74,50 : Oct., 16, 1985 : IS B - Ao 3
Recently terminated countervailing duty : H : : : :
investigations: : H H H . : :
Mexico (line) 16/ : 0.67-23.65 : Jan, 31, 1985 : S 1.5 ¢ 2.0 ¢ 1.0
Mexico (standard) 16/ : 0,67-23.65 : Jan, 31, 1985 : .9 3.4 ¢ 2.7 ¢ 1.3
Spain (standard to 4.5” OD) 10/-crerrmemeaa - 1,14 : Oct. 10, 1984 : 3/ : R/ 1.6 : W4
Venezuela (line) 17/ : 76.00 : Nov. 13, 1985 : .1 4o 2.2 1.3
Venezuela (standard) 18/ : - : - : .13 S 1.3 : .7
Recently terminated countervailing duty H : ] : H H
order: : : : : H H
Yugoslavia (line) 19/ : 74.50 : Dec. 31, 1985 : 3/ : - - -

1/ Date posting of bond required or date order 1ssued.

Z/ This is the margin for TISCO which accounted for virtually all of the LTFV imports from India.

3/ Less than 0.05 percent.

IY Commerce determined final margins as follows: Borusan (1.26 percent ad valorem), Mannesmann and Erkboru (23.12
percent ad valorem), and all other companies (14 .74 percent ad valorem).

5/ This is the margin for Mannesmann and Erkboru. The margin for a third firm, Borusan, was de minimis, The margin
for all other firms is 14.81 percent.

6/ The Commission has issued a preliminary affirmative determination. To date, there is no determination of sales
at LTFV by Commerce nor a requirement for the posting of bond.

1/ Commerce determined final margins as follows: Saha Thai (15.69 percent ad valorem), Thai Steel (15.60) percent,
and ali other companies (15.67 percent).

8/ Order revoked effective Oct. 1, 1984, the effective date of the import restraint agreement reached with Korea.
The ratios of imports to apparent consumption are overstated to the extent that import data include exports by Union
Steel Manufacturing Co., Ltd., and Dougjin Steel Co., Ltd., which were excluded from Commerce’s affirmative
determination.

9/ Terminated by the Commission, effective Mar. 20, 1985, following withdrawal of petition, prior to a final
determination by Commerce.

10/ Terminated by the Commission, effective Feb. 4, 1985, followxng withdrawal of petition, prior to a final
determination by Commerce.

11/ Terminated by the Commission, effective Dec. 4, 1985, following withdrawal of the petition prior to a final
determination.

12/ Terminated by Commerce prxor to maklng its final determination, effective Oct. 23, 1985, following withdrawal of
petition.

13/ Terminated by the Commission on Apr. 4, 1986,'following withdrawal of the petition.

14/ In its final determination, Commerce found the margin to be 18.81 percent but the bounding of cash deposit rate
was adjusted to 17.80 percent to take into account changes that occurred after the review order.

15/ The petition was withdrawn on March 27, 1986. The order is expected to be revoked shortly.

_3/ Terminated by Commerce, effective Apr. 2, 1985, following withdrawal of petltxon.

17/ Terminated by Commerce, effective Nov. 27, 1985, following withdrawal of petition. The Commission did not
institute a final investigation.

18/ Terminated by Commerce prior to making its preliminary determination, effective Nov. 13, 1985, following
withdrawal of petition.

19/ The petition was withdrawn on March 27, 1986. The order is expected to be revoked ahortly. On Aug. 30, 1985,
the Commission issued a negative preliminary antidumping determination with respect to line pipes and tubes from
Yugoslavia.

Source: Margins and date of bond or order obtained from U.S. Department of Commerce; ratio of imports to apparent
consumption, compiled from official statistics of the U.S. Department of Commerce and data submitted in response to
questionnaires of the U.S. International Trade Commission.

Note.--Data in this table are current through Apr. 9, 1986.
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Table D-2.--Standard and line pipes and tubes: U.S. producers, i/ ineis
shares of domestic shipments, and plant locations, by firms, 1985

T Share of ¥
Firm : 1985 domestic : Plant locations
¢ shipments :
: Percent :
CPTI member firms: v : ' H
Allied Tube & Conduit—=————c———-- : **% : jarvey, IL.
American Tube Co : **% : Phoenix, AZ.
Bernard Epps & Co : *%% : Jos Angeles, CA.
Bull Moose Tube Co : *%% : Gerald, MO.
H ¢ Chicago Heights, IL.
: . ¢ Trenton, GA.
Century Tube Corp : *%%* : pine Bluff, AR.
Cyclops Corp.: : : '
Sawhill Tubular Division-———-- : *%% : Sharon, PA.
Tex-Tube Division : *%% : Houston, TX.
LaClede Steel Co : *%%* : Alton, IL.
Maruichi American Corp—---—--————-—- : *%% : Santa Fe Springs, CA.
Pittsburgh Tube Co : *** : Fairbury, IL.
Sharon Tube Co : %%%* : Sharon, PA.
Western Tube & Conduit-———--————- : **% : Long Beach, CA.
Wheatland Tube Corp : *%% : WYheatland, PA.
Non-CPTI firms: : :
American Cast Irom Pipe Co-——--- : *%% : Birmingham, AlL.
Berger Industries, Inc————=———w- : *%% ; Kdison, NJ.
Harris Tube : #%% : Los Angeles, CA.
~J.M. Tull Industries, Inc—-——-—- : ~%%% : Gardena, CA.
' : : Norcross, GA.
Kaiser Pipe & Casing————-—-—~=—- : *%% : Irwindale, CA.
Lock Joint Tube Co., Inc~—————=—- : *%% : South Bend, IN.
Lone Star Steel Co., Inc~—~————- : *#%% : Lone Star, TX.
LTV Steel Corp : hkk o Youngstown, OH.
: : Aliquippa, PA.
: : Counce, TN.
Newport Steel Co., Inc————=———w=: *%* : Newport, KY.
Stupp Corp : *%% : Baton Rouge, LA.
United States Steel Corp———-————-— : *** . Fairless Hills, PA.
: : Lorain, OH.
: : Geneva, UT.
: : McKeesport, PA.
United Tube Corp : *%* : ljedina, COH.

1/ In addition, there are 4 other known producers that together accounted

for an estimated less than 1 percent of U.S. producers' total domestic
shipments.

2/ Firm did not respond to the Commission's questionnaire.

Source: Share of domestic shipments compiled from data submitted in
response to questionnaires of the U.S. International Trade Commission.



~ Table D-3.--Standard and line pipes and tubes: U.S. producers’' domestic
shipments, imports for consumption, and apparent consumption, 1982-85

: U.S. : : : Ratio to
: producers® : . Apparent consumption of--
Year domestic Imports co:gzgp— :Producers': Imports
shipments : T : shipments: P
e 1,000 tong————=—————- Pomm———— Percent——--—-
1982-—————-——— - : 1,352 : 1,178 : 2,530 : 53 : 47
1983 - - : 1,399 : 1,459 : 2,858 : 49 51
1984 ———— e : 1,504 : 2,063 : 3,567 : 42 58

1985~ : 1,491 : 1,802 : 3,293 : 45 : 55

Source: U.S. producers' shipments, compiled from questionnaires of the U.S.
International Trade Commission; imports, compiled from official statistics of
the U.S. Department of Commerce.

Table D-4.--Standard and line pipes and tubes: U.S. production,
capacity, and capacity utilization, 1982-85

. . .
. . .

Item " 1982 © 1983 | 1984 . 1985
Production--~———c———memc 1,000 tons--: 1,269 : 1,318 : 1,461 : 1,457
Capacity-—--—--ormm - do—---: 3,305 : 3,044 : 3,244 : 3,555
Capacity utilization 1/---—- percent--: 36 : 42 44 41

.
-

1/ Capacity utilization rates were calculated using data from firms that
provided information on both production and capacity.

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

Table D-5.--Standard and line pipes and tubes: U.S. producers’
domestic shipments, 1982-85

Item “ 1982 ° 1983 ° 1984 . 1985
Quantity----———--—o—— 1,000 tons--: 1,352 : 1,399 : 1,504 : 1,491
Value—————-veecmomam 1,000 dollars--: 748 : 688 : 809 : 805

Unit value 1/-—————-Zfoomun per ton--: $597 $533 : $575 $532

1/ Unit values were calculated using data from firms that provided
information on both the quantity and value of shipments.

Source: Compiled from data submitted in response to questionnaires of the
U.S. International Trade GCommission.
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Information concerning exports of standard and line pipes and tubes is
presented in the following tabulation:

* * * * * * *

Information concerning U.S. producers' inventories of standard and line
pipes and tubes is presented in the following tabulation:

Ratio of inventories
Inventories to shipments 1/

(1,000 tons) (percent)
As of Dec. 31-- '
1982 208 15
1983 174 ’ 12
1984 : 191 13
1985 185 13

1/ Ratios were calculated using data from firms that provided information on
both inventories and shipments.



Table D-6.--Average number of production and related workers producing

standard and line pipes and tubes, hours paid, 1/ wages and total
compensation 2/ paid to such employees, and labor productivity, hourly
compensation, and unit labor production costs, 1982-85

Item . 1982 1983 1984 1985
Production and related workers: : : : :
Number 3 5,240 : 4,689 : 5,014 : 4,318
Percentage change : - -11 : +7 : -14
Hours worked by production and : :
related workers: : : : <
Number 1,000 hours—-: 8,989 : 8,025 : 8,874 : 8,366
Percentage change : - -11 : +11 : -6
Wages paid to production and : : : ‘
related workers: : : : :
Value 1,000 dollars—-: 120,127 : 102,021 : 121,558 : 119,237
Percentage change : - -15 : +19 : -2
Total compensation paid to production : :
and related workers: : : : :
Value 1,000 dollars-—-: 177,099 : 153,429 : 169,802 : 167,873
Percentage change : - -13 : +11 : -1
Labor productivity: : : : E
Quantity tons per hour—-: 0.138 : 0.161 : 0.160 ": 0.171
Percentage change : - +17 @ -1: +7
Hourly compensation: 3/ : : : : ‘
Value : $13.55 : $12.87 : $13.82 : $14.39
Percentage change - : =2 -5 : +7 : +4
Unit labor costs: 4/ : : : :
Value . - per ton--: $143 : $119 : $120 : $121
Percentage change : -3 -17 : +1 : +1

1/ Includes hours worked plus hours of paid leave time.
2/ Includes wages and contributions to Social Security and other employee

benefits.

3/ Based on wages paid excluding fringe benefits.

4/ Based on total compensation paid.

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

U.S. International Trade Commission.
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Table D-7.--Income-and-loss experience of U.S. producers on their'ope:atiéns
producing standard and line pipes and tubes, accounting years 1982-85

Item 1982 1983 1984 1985
Net sales————-——- 1,000 dollars—-: 632,037 : 574,755 : 699,089 : 641,336
Cost of goods sold ~do 637,808 : 580,034 : 678,219 : 591,159
Gross profit or (loss)---do----: (5,771): (5,279): 20,870 : 50,177
General, selling, and ad- : : :
ministrative expenses--do---—-: 50,699 : 52,761 : 54,239 : 52,028
Operating (loss) do : (56,470): (58,040): (33,369): (1,851)
Depreciation and amorti- I : : o
zation expense-———————- do——--: 13,960 : 13,049 : 18,093 : 14,997
As a share of net sales: : : ' : T
Cost of goods sold--percent--: 100.9 : 100.9 : 97.0 : 92.2
Gross profit or : : _ : :
“(loss) do : (0.9): (0.9): 3.0 : 7.8
General, selling, and : : : :
administrative : : s
expenses do : 8.0 : 9.2 : 7.8 : 8.1
Operating (loss)-—-—-———= do-——-: (8.9): (10.1): (4.8): (0.3)
Number of firms reporting : : : :
operating losses : 3: 4 : 2 : 3
Source: Compiled from data submitted in response to questionnaires of the

U.S. International Trade Commission.
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Table D-8.--Income-and-loss experience of U.S. producers on their operations
producing standard and line pipes and tubes, by nonintegrated producers and
integrated producers, accounting years 1982-85

o

.

Item ; 1982 1983 1984 1985
; Value (1,000 dollars)

Net sales: : : : :
Nonintegrated firms——--- : ot b *hk *kxk fadaded
Kk - Kk *Kk 3 *kk . S
*kk : XAk - XAk . *kK o kK
KKk : _ *kk kK 3 *AKk . Kk

Total : 632,037 : 574,755 : 699,089 : 641,336

Gross profit or (loss): : : : :
Nonintegrated firms——---: *kk atat B *xk bt
*kk : : E 2 2 I *AX - XXXk - PY 3
Kk - *okk AKX KKK Kk
Jekk : *kk *kk *kk o *okk

Total- 3 (5,771): (5,279): 20,870 : 50,177

Operating income : : : :

or (loss): s : : :
Nonintegrated firms————- : dokk *kk 3 alat A kX
Kk . *kk *AK *kK o Kk K
*dek : *hk *KKk *kk Rk
Jedek . : Kk *hK *kKk < *kk
Total : (56,470): (58,040): (33,369): (1,851)
: Percent of net sales

Gross profit or (loss): : : : :
Nonintegrated firms—---—- : *kk *kk L Latots]
Hokk . *kKk . *kk *kk KKK
Kk . AkK KR *kK . KKK
Kk : *kK 3 KAKX *kk . kk

Weighted average————-- : (0.9): (0.9): 3.0 : 7.8

Operating income : : : :

or (loss): : : :
Nonintegrated firms——--- : et Lale 2 *kk 3 kkk
*kke______ - : AkK . £33 I *kK 3 kK
KRk : AKX *XKk *xkk kK
KKK _ _— XKk *kk *AK Kkk
Weighted average--———- (8.9) (10.1): (4.8): (0.3)

Source: Compiled from data submitted in response to

U.S. International Trade Commission.

questionnaires of the
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Selected financial information for U.S. producers' operations on standard
.and line pipes and tubes are shown in the following tabulation (in thousands
of dollars): '
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Table D-9.--Standard and line pipes and tubes: U.S. imports for
consumption, 1/ by selected sources, 1982-85

Source

. 1%82 . 1983 ©  1v84 ! 1985
. Quantity (tons)
LTFV imports: : : : :
India (standard) 2/--—-—-=-: *kk k% o kkk %k
Taiwan (line)-==———————=: 5,076 : 862 : 4,610 : 11,511
Turkey (standard : : : H
and line) : 0 : 505 : 2,578 : 3/ Rk
Yugoslavia : 4,225 : 0 : 13,553 : 11,517
Republic of Korea —— 441,713 673,512 : 636,729 : 663,674
Japan : 293,125 : 142,803 : 252,762 : 253,293
All other : 434,024 640,491 : 1,151,232 : 796,041
Total : 1,178,281 : 1,458,729 : 2,063,449 : 4/ 1,801,730
: Value (1,000 dollars)
Total imports: : : H :
India (standard)~———=———-=; 52 : 194 629 : 7,834
Taiwan (line)=~—=———w——w———: 2,135 : 244 1,599 : 3,838
Turkey (standard : : : :
and line) : - 200 : 821 : 14,686
Yugoslavia : 1,792 : - 3,953 : 3,960
Republic of Korea~———==—=—: 192,450 : 216,067 : 232,759 : 247,326
Japan : 152,595 : 56,577 : 103,842 : 111,199
All other : 202,346 : 216,582 : 404,868 : 296,675
Total : 551,150 : 489,363 : 748,469 : 686,018
: Unit value
Total jmports: : : : :
India (standard)—————=——; $446 $349 : $317 $351
Taiwan (line) —— 421 : 283 : 347 : 333
Turkey (standard : : H :
and line)-—- ————— - 396 : 318 : 338
Yugoslavia : 424 - 292 344
Republic of Korea=———=——-: 436 : 321 : 366 : 373
Japan : 520 : 396 : 410 : 439
All other : 465 : 338 : 352 : 370
Average : 468 : 336 : 363 : 381
1/ Includes imports of standard pipes under TSUSA items 610.3231, 610.3232,

610.3234, 610.3241, 610.3242, 610.3243,
610.3254, 610.3256, 610.3258, and 610.4925 and imports of line pipes under
TSUSA items 610.3208 and 610.3209.
2/ These data are exports from Indla for fiscal years 1982-84 and calendar
year 1985, as reported by counsel for Engineering Export Promotion Council.
Total imports from India, as compiled from official statistics of the U.S.
Department of Commerce, were 118 tons in 1982, 556 tons in 1983, 1,985 tons in

1984, and 22,306 tons in 1985.

610.3244, 610.3247, 610.3252,

3/ Data for LTFV imports of line pipes and tubes from Turkey are compiled
from data submitted in response to questionnaires of the U.S. International

Trade Commission.

Commerce, were 43,388 tons in 1985.

ﬁ/ Estimated by the staff of the U.S. Intermatioual Trade Commission.

Total imports of standard and line pipes and tubes from
Turkey, as compiled from official statistics of the U.S. Department of

the

import quantity is understated by 1,910 tons in the official statistics

because of a keypunch error,

Source:
Commerce, except as noted.

Coupiled from official statistics of the U.S. Department of
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Table D-10.--Standard and line pipes and tubes: Shares of U.S.

supplied by LTFV imports from India, Taiwan, and Turkey,
all other countries, 1982-85

(In percent)

consumption

and imports from

Source © 1982 ° 1983 ° 1984 | 1985 -
India (standard) 1/ : *kk ; ket B Lot t *Akk
Taiwan (line) - : 0.2 : 2 : .1 .3
Turkey (standard and line)-——————-—- : - 2/ : .1 : fatatel
All other : Xkk Xxk ¢ *k%x . badaled
57.8 : 54.7

Total -3 46.6 : 51.0 :

. .
. o

1/ Ratio of LTFV' exports to U.S. consumption. 2/ Less than 0.05 percent.

Source: Based on data in tables D-3 and D-9 of this report, except where

" noted.

Note.--Because of rounding, figures may not add to the totals shown.
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Information concerning the customs districts through which the LTFV
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imports of standard and line pipes and tubes entered the United States in 1985

is presented in the following tabulation:
Item ) Quantity ) Percent of total
: Short tons :
India: (standard) 1/ : :
Savannah,GA-~-——--—- : 4,379 : 19.6
Philadelphia, PA--—-: 4,014 : 18.0
Houston, TX-—--——-—- 3 3,700 : 16.6
New Orleans, LA----: 2,336 : 10.5
Bridgeport, CT—-——- : 1,704 : 7.6
New York, NY——————- : 1,175 : 5.3
Tampa, FL--———————- : 1,052 : 4.7
Baltimore, MD----—-- : 1,032 : 4.6
Los Angeles, CA-—--—-: 721 : 3.2
Chicago, IL----———- : 499 2.2
Seattle, WA-———————- s 483 : 2.2
Charleston, SC-—-—- : 454 : 2.0
Boston, MA--——————- : 409 : 1.8
San Francisco, CA--: 212 : 1.0
Norfolk, VA---————- : 136 : 0.6
Total———~—-————-- s 22,306 : 100.0
Taiwan: (line) : :
Los Angeles, CA-—--: 6,649 : 57.8
Houston, TX-—------—- : 3,271 : 28.4
Tampa, FL-—————-~—- : 535 : 4.6
Savannah, GA----———- : 392 : 3.4
New Orleans, LA----: 384 3.3
San Francisco, CA--: 225 : 2.0
Charleston, SC---—- H 55 : 0.5
Total-————-~~———-~ : 11,511 : 100.0
Turkey: (standard
and line) 2/ :
Houston, TX---—-—-- : 37 17,647 : 40.7
New Orleans, LA----: 8,421 : 19.4
Tampa, FL----———--- 7,379 : 17.0
Bridgeport, CT—--—- : 6,102 : 14.1
Philadelphia, PA-—~—- 3,014 : 6.9
Baltimore, MD--—-—-—-- : 826 : 1.9
Total-—————————- : 3/ 43,388 : 100.0
1/ Includes fair value as well as LTFV imports. Total LTFV exports from
India were * X X tons in 1985.
2/ Includes fair value as well as LTFV imports of line pipes and tubes.
Total LTFV imports of standard and line pipes and tubes were * * * tons in
1985.
3/ Estimated by the staff of the U.S. International Trade Commission. The

import quantity is understated by 1,910 in the official statistics because of

a keypunch error.

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

Commerce, except as noted.

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









