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UNITED STATFS INTERNATIONAL TRADE a:H1ISSION 
Washi.n:Jton, OC 

Investigations Nos. 731-TA-338 through 340 (Final) 

URFA FRCM 'lHE GERMAN mM:>CRATIC RmJBLIC, RC.MANIA, AND 
'lHE UNION OF SOVIE!' SOCIALIST RmJBLICS 

Detenninations 

On the basis of the record Y developed in the subject investigations, the 

Commission detennines, Y pursuant to section 735(b) of the Tariff Act of 1930 

(19 u.s.c. § 1673d(b)), that an industJ:y in the United States is materially 

injured by reason of i.np>rts from the German Democratic Republic, Romania, and 

the Uni.on of Soviet Socialist Republics of solid urea, provided for in item 

480. 30 of the Tariff Schedules . of the United States, that have been found by 

the Department of Ccmmerce to be ·sold in the United states at less than fair 

value (III'FV) • 

Background 

The Commission instituted these investigations effective January 2, 1987, 

following preliminal:y detenninations by the Deparbnent of Coimnerce that i.np>rts 

of urea from the German Democratic Republic, Romania, and the Union of Soviet 

socialist Republics were being sold at I1I'FV within the meaning of section 731 

of the Act (19 u.s.c. § 1673). Notice of the institution of the Commission's 

investigations and of a public hearing to be held in connection therewith was 

given by posting copies of the notice in the Office of the Secretary, U. s. 

International Trade Commission, Washington, DC, and by publishing the notice in 

the Federal Regis~ of Januacy 23, 1987 (52 F.R. 2623). On Februacy 20, 1987, 

y The record is defined in sec. 207.2(i) of the Commission's Rules of Practice 
and Procedure (19 CFR § 207.2(i)). 
y Vice Chaiman Brunsdale and Commissioner I.cxiwick did not participate in 
these detenninations. 
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Commerce published a notice in the Federal Register (52 F.R. 5322) postponing 

its final determinations. Accordingly, the canunission published a notice in 

the Federal Register of March 11, 1987 (52 F.R~ 7497) revising its schedule for 

the conduct of the investigations. '!he hearing was held in Washington, DC, on 

May 28, 1987, and all persons who requested the opportunity were pennitted to 

appear in person or by counsel .• 
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VIEWS OF.THE COMMISSION. 
I: • ;•· • 

We .determine that an industry:. in· the,Unit~d States is materially injured 

by reason of imports of urea .frpm, .~l'le German Democr!:ltic Republic (GDR), 

Romania.,. and t~e Union of Soyiet S,ocialist Republics (USSR), which the 

Department of Commerce has determined are.being, or are likely to be, sold at 
- -. • ' ' , • • r .. 

less than fair value ('LTFV). · . . . . . ' ' 

These determinations are based on the diminished performance of the 

domestic in.~ustFY, the sign.if le.ant and increasing market penetration of the 

subject impQrts, and the adverse.effect of those imports on the price of the 

domestic .product during the ,Period un~er. investigation. 

Like product/domestic industry 

As a prerequisite to its material injury analysis, the Commission must 

first define the relevant domestic i~dustry against which.to assess the impact 

of unfairly traded imJ>orts. The term "industry" is defined in section 

771(4)(A) of the Tariff Act of 1930 as "the domestic producers as a whole of a 

like product, or those producers whose collective output of the like product 

constitutes"a major proportion of the total domestic production of that 

product .. ;,' !/ In turn, "like product"·is defined as "a pt'oduct which 

is like, Ot' in the absence of like, most similar in ·characteristics and uses 

with, the article subject to an investigation.~ . .. '!:./ . . 
The article which is subject t9. thes_e investigati9ns is solid urea, 

cu~r:ently prov~ded for under TSUS item 480 .. 30.. . Qrea ,is a high-nitrogen 

content fertilizer, which is produced by.reacting ammonia with carbon 

ll 19 U.S.C. § 1677(4)(A) 
£1 19 u.s.c. § 1677(10). 
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dioxide. The general urea'productio~ process yields 70 to 87 percent urea in 

an aqueou~ solution, which ~y be purified and dried to solid urea or used 

directly to make urea-ammonium nitrate solutions. 

Solid urea is produced and sold in the United States in two forms, prills 

and granules. The subject tmports of urea are virtually a!l in prilled form. 

Prilled and granular urea are chemically identical, though there are some 
. . ' . 

physical differences between them, e.g., unit size, crushing strength and 

abrasion resistance. Generally, the prilled product has a lower crushing 

strength and is smaller in size than the granular product. ~/ Both, 

however, are suitable for use alone or for blending with other solid 

fertilizers for field applications. Moreover, when used in aqueous .solution, 

4/ 
the pril!ed. and granular forms .. of urea are fungib~e. -:-

In the preliminary investigations,: {lie determ.ined that th~re is cme lik~ 

product, consisting .of soli~ urea as provided fQr in TSUS item 480.30 in any 

form, i.e. , whether granu~ar or prilled, and that the domestic industry 

consists of the pro~ucers .of this like product .. There were no arguments 
• • • • ,'•.' • 1 • 

raised by parties nor is there anythil}g in the recoc-d Qf these.final 

investigations which would indicate that this .. def inition should be changed. 
. : " ; 

We therefore ~dopt our earlier ~etermination. 

Condition of the domestic industry 
! ...... .•,, 

In examining the condition of the domestic industry, ·the Commission 
' , . i . . J 

considers, arno.ng other factors, consumption, pt"oductl.on, capacity, capacity 

31 Report of the Conunission (Report) at A-2. 
ii Id. at A-59. 
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utilization. sales. employment. and profitability of the domestic 

SI 
industry. - No single factor is determinative of material injury and. in 

. each investigation. the Commission must take into account the particular· 

nature of the industry it is examining. 

Apparent consumption of solid urea was 5 .8 million tons in 1984 falling 

about eight percent to 5.3 million tons in 1984, and then rising about 26 

. 6/ 
percent from 1985 to 1986 to 6.7 million.tons. -

Domestic production of solid urea fell from 5.0 million tons in 1984 to 

71 
4.5 million tons in 1985. and fell again to 3.9 million tons in 1986. -

We have considered domestic production in conjunction with apparent 

consumption. From 1984 to 1985. apparent consumption and domestic production 

declined moderately; however. there is a decided break in this trend from 1985 

to 1986. Whereas apparent consumptionroso about 26 percent, domestic 

production declined about 14 percent .. 

Capacity to produce solid. urea Cprills and· granules) was 6. 2 million tons 

in 1984; capacity utilization was 80.9 percent. In 1985. capacity remained. 

unchanged. but capacity utilization. fell to 72. 3 percent. In 1986, capacity 

declined to 6.1.million tons, and capacity utilization declined further to 

8/ 
63.5 percent. -

u. s. producers' dome.stic shipmerits exclusive of intracompany transfers 

were 3. 2 million tons in 1984 .• falling to 3 .1 million tons in 1985. and 

51 See 19 u.s.c. § 1677(7)(C)(iii). 
6/ Report at A-45. 
71 Id. al A 21 and A-.45. we also note lhal U.S. exports of urea also 

declined throughout the period of investigation, falling from 1.3 million tons 
in 1984, to 1. 2 million tons in 1985, and then dropping sharply to . 5 million 
tons in 1986. Id. at A-19, A-23, and A-45. 

~/ Id. at A-21. 
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increasing to 3.3 million tons in 1986 .. .2/ However, .. the unit value per tori 

of U.S. producers' domestic shipments declined throughout the period going 

from $14 7 ·per ton in 1984, to $137 per ton in 1985; and to $103 per ton· in 

1986. lO/ u. s. producers' inventories increas.ed by 28 percent from 593, 000 

tons in·l984 to 760,000 tons in 1985, and.then declined by 18 percent to 

11/ 
624,000 tons in 1986. - ··' 

The number of employees producing urea increased from 924 employees in 

1984 to 931 employees· in 1985 .. However, the number of hours worked by these 

employees·decreased by 2 percent. From 1985 to 1986, the number of employees 

producing urea declined ·about .8 .percent· to 855, and the number of hours they 

12/ 
worked declined over .nine percent. - .. 

The Commission gath~red financial data ·on urea·operations from 14 

domestic .. p·roducers :which represent about 91 percent of solid urea 

t
. 13/ produc 1on. - Aggregate net sales decreased from $686·. 6 million in 1984 

to $585. 4 million in 1985. In '·1986, net sales decreased 24 .0 ·percent from 

14/ 
1985 to $444.8 million. - Operating income was: $123.5 million in 1984, · 

$68 .1 million· in 1985' and $6. 3 million in 198'6. 151 . Operating income, as a 

percent.of sales, was 18.0 percent in 1984, 11.6 percent in 1985, and 1.4 

percent in 1986. 
161 

Five firms reported net losses in 1984, seven firms 

reported· losses in 1985, ~nd ten firms reported· losses in 1986. 171 

9/ Id. at A-22. 
10/ Id. 
11/ Id. at A--23-24. 
12/ Id. at A-26-27. 
13/ Id. -at A-27. 
14/. . Id. at A-29-32. ' . 
15/ . Id. 
16/ Id. 
17/ Id. The Commission also collected data on interim periods ending 

December 31, 1985 and December 31, 1986. Although most of the interim data 
are confidential, the financial condition of the domestic industry 
deteriorated from interim 1985 through interim 1986. Id. at A-30, Table 10. 
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In light of the information.-gathe~ed .by the Commission, we determine_ that 

the domestic industry producing_ the, like product is suffering material injury. 

Cumulation 

Under the Trade and Tariff Act of 1984, the Commission "shall · 

cumulatively assess the volume and effect of imports from two or more 

countries of like products subject lo investigation if such imports compete 

with each other and with like products of the domestic industry in the United 

18/ 
States market." Thus, the imports mt.lst: (1) compete with both the other 

imports and the domestic like product; (2) be marketed within a reasonably 

coincidental period; 191 and (3) be subject to investigation. 201 211 

In these final investigations, as we did in the preliminary 

investigations, we cumulate imports from all three coun~ries subject to 

investigation. _ First,.we determine that domestic urea and imports from the 

18/ 19 U.S.C. § 1677(7)(C)(iv). 
19/ See H.R. Rep. No. 1156, 98th Cong., 2nd Sess. 173 (1984) (this 

requirement is expressed in the conference.agreement on the House and Senate 
version of the bill). 

20/ Among the factors which the Commission has considered to reach a 
determination on cumulation are: 

-The degree of fungibility between imports from different 
countries and between imports and the domestic like.product, 
including consideration of specific customer requirements and 
other quality relat.ed questions; 
-The presence of sales or offers to seli in the same 
geographical markets of imports from different countries and 
the domestic like product; 
-The existence of common or similar channels of distribution 
for imports from different countries and the-domestic like 
product; 
-Whether the imports are simultaneously present in the market. 

The Commission has often noted.that no single factor is-determinative. 
21/ H.RRep. No. 725, 98thCong,., 2nd Sess. 37 (1984). 
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three countries subje~t to investigation 'compete with each other. In making 

this determination, we find that ·th'e domestic arid foreign products are 

22/ i . t. 23/ . substantially fungible, ~ and are d rected to the same cus omers. ~ 

Second, we determine that imports from the three countries were marketed 

within a reasonably coincident period. The record shows that domestie 

shipments and imports were simultaneously present in the market during the 

period under investigation. Further, the record indicates the pr.esence of 

numerous sales of the imported urea from the GDR, Romania, and the USSR, 

indicating that the imports are being sold concurrently. in the market 

24/ 
place. -

: .··. 

Finally, imports from the three countries lire subject to. curren.l 

antidumping investigations. 

~ - .1 • 

Material· injury by reason of imports sold at LTFV from the.GDR, Romania, and 
the USSR 25/ 

In determining whether the domestic ind~stry is materially.injured "by 

reason of" LTFV imports from GDR, Romania, 'and the USSR, the Commission 

considers, among other factors, the volume of imp~~ts·. the effect ~f imports . . . --~ . . ~ . . . . 
on prices in the United states for the like produc~, and t.h~ .-impact of such 

. . 26/ 
imports on the relevant domestic industry. ~ 

F"or the following reasons, we conclude that the domestfo industt•y is 

being materially injured by reason of imports ·sold at _LTFV .from the GDR, 

221 Report at A-4 7. We note that domes'tic and impor'tcd urea arc 
ft"equent.ly commingled in wholesalers' warehouses. Id .. 

231 J.d. at A-16--18. . 
24/ Report at A-52-69. . 
251 Chaiman Liebele·r does ·not Join this sect.Lon of the opinion. For her 

additional views on causation, ~Additional.Views of Chairman Liebeler, 
infra. 

261 19 U.S.C. § 1677(7)(B). 
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Romania, and the USSR. 

The combined volume of imports of.solid urea from the GDR, Romania, and 

the U.S.S.R. increased over the period of investigation. While during the 

period 1984 to 1985 aggregate imports from these three countries decreased 

ft.•om 720 thousand tons to 64 7 thousand tons, they increased sharply from 1985 

27/ 
to 1986 to 1.2 million tons. ~ The cumulated ~arket penetration of the 

imports under investigation was 12 .. 4 perce~t in 198,4, and declined slightly to 

12. 2 percent in 1985, a~.d then increased to 17. 8 percent in 1986. 281 

The decline in the condition of the domestic industry parallels the rise 

in imports, especially in 1985-86, when the condition of the domestic industry 

declined markedly in the face of sharply increasing LTFV import penetration. 

This, as well as other factors discussed, indicates that imports were a cause 

of the decline. 

A salient feature of the decline of the condition of the domestic. 

industry is the decline in profitability, again a decline which was 

particularly marked in 1985-1986 .. This is manifest from the fact that net 

sales in dollars declined much more than the cost of goods.sold, resulting in 

a marked decline in gross profit and operating income. This iri turn is 

traceable to the decline in prices, as reflected in the decline in unit 

values, again a decline which was most marked in 1985-86. During this latter 

period, monthly net f.o.b. prices of domestic prilled urea f~ll by 41-56 

percent, depending on the mode of transportation. Prices of granular urea 

fell similarly. This price decline coincides with significant underselling by 

. <JI 
the LTFV imports. !:...._ For example, during the period from January 1986 to 

271 Report at A-39. 
28/ Id. at A-45. 
29/ Id. at A-60-62. 
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December 1986, the net delivered price of the imported prilled urea was 

frequently less than that of the domestic prilled product and often by 

30/ 
substantial margins. l'here was at least some underselling in every 

geographic market and frequent underselling in the principal urea market, the 

Gulf, where most of 'the imports ·arrive and Where transportation cost 

differentials do not account for such underselling. Since urea is a commodity 

for which the most important purchase factor is price~ such underselling would 

also be expected to result in lost sales. There is evidence in these 

31/ 
investigations that such i9st sales have occurred. Virtually all of the 

imported product is prilled urea, while about half the domestic product 

consists of granular urea and the other half prilled urea. Granular urea.is 

reported to command a som~what higher delivered price than prilled urea. 

However, as the comparison between domestic and imported prilled urea shows, 

there are disparities which cannot be accounted for by the price of granular 

urea. As discussed, the price of granular urea fell by about as much as the 

price of prilled urea. As to quality differences between domestic and 

imported prilled urea, the information is ·mixed and does not account for all 

of the price difference between the domestic and imported urea. 
321 

Respondents argue that declines in acreage planted and crop prices have 

decreased demand for and hence prices for urea. While it is true that demand 

for all nitrogenous fertilizer fell in 1986, consumption of urea rose as the 

price for urea fell. 
331 

Rising urea consumption accompanied by falling 

30/ Id. at A-58-62. 
31/ Id. at 62-68. 
32/ Id. at A-63-71. 
331 l'he price of urea fell relative to prices of other major nitrogenous 

fertilizers, suggesting that some substitution from these other fertilizers to 
urea probably occurred in 1986. 
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urea prices indicates that the supply of urea increased. Based on 

questionnaire data, a significant portion of this increase would have to be 

attributed to the subject imports. The frequent and substantial underselling 

by LTFV imports, taken with the correspondence of the marked increase in 

imports in 1985-86 and pronounced decline in the condition of the domestic 

industry during that period, indicate that the LTFV imports are a cause of the 

material injury we have found to exist. 
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ADDITIONAL VIEWS OF CHAIRMAN LIEBELER 

Urea 
from The German Democratic Republic, Romania 
and the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics 

Invs. No. 731-TA-338-340 (Final) 

July 1, 1987 

I determine that an in_dustry in the United States is 

materially injured by reason of imports of urea from the 

German Democratic Republic (GDR), Romania, and the Union 

of Soviet Soci~list Republics (USSR) which is allegedly 

y 
being sold at less than fair value. 

I concur with the majority in their definitions of 

the like product and the domestic industry, and their 

discussions of the condition of. the industry and 

cumulation. Because my views on causation differ from 

those of the majority, I offer these additional views. 

Since there is an established domestic industry 
producing urea, material retardation was not an 
issue in these investigations and will not be 
discussed further. 
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Material Injury by Reason of Imports 

In order for a domestic industry to prevail in a 

final investigation, the commission must determine that 

the dumped or subsidized imports cause or· threaten to 

cause material injury to the domestic industry producing 

the like product.· Only if the Commission finds both 

injury and causation, will it make an affirmative 

determination in the investigation. 

Before analyzing the data, however, the first 

question is whe~her the· statute is ciear or whether one 

must resort to th~ legislative history in order to 

interpret the relevant sections of the import' relief law. 

In general, the accepted rule of statutory construction is 

that a statute, clear and unambiguous on its face, need . 

not and cannot be interpreted using secondary sources. 

Only statutes that are of doubtful meaning are subject to 

·y 
such statutory interpretation. 

The statutory language on causation, "by reason of," 

lends itself to no easy interpretation, and has been the 

~ c. Sands, Sutherland Statutory Construction § 
4 5 . o 2 (4th ed . , 19 8 5 . ) , . 
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subject of much debate by past and present commissioners. 

Clearly, well-informed persons may differ as to the 

interpretation of the causation section of Title VII. 

There~ore, the legislative history becbm~s helpful in'· 

interpreting Title VII. 

. . 
The ambiguity arises in part because it is clear that 

the presence in the United states of additional foreign 

supply will always make the domestic industry worse off. 

Any time a foreign producer exports products to the United 
. ' 

States, the increase in supply, ceteris paribus, must 

result in a ·lower price of the product than would 

otherwise prevail. If a downward effect on price, 

accompanied by a Department of Commerce dumping or subsidy 

finding and a Commission finding that financial indicators 

were down were all that were required for an affirmative 

determination, there would be no need to inquire further 

into causation. 

But the legislative history shows that the mere 

presence of LTFV imports is not sufficient to establish 

causation. In the legislative history to the Trade 

Agreements Acts of 1979, Congress stated: 

[T]he ITC will consider information which 
indicates that harm is caused by factors other 
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' ~/ 
than the less-than-fair-value imports. 

. . ·': 

The Finance committee emphasized the need for an 

exhaustive causation·analysis, stating, "the Commission 

must satisfy ·itself that, in light of all the information 

presented, there is a sufficient causal link between the 

!/ 
less-than-fair-value import~ and the requisite injury~" 

The Senate Finance Committee acknowledged that the 

causation analysis would not be easy: "The determination 

of the ITC with +espect to causation, is und.er current 

law, and will be, under section 735, complex arid 

difficult, and is a matter for the judgment of the 
·.· '§/ 

ITC." Since the domestic industry is no doubt worse 

off by the presence of any .imports ~whether LTFV or fairly 

traded) and Congress has directed that this is not enough 

upon which to base an affirmative determination, the 

Commission must delve further to find what condition 

Congress has attempted to remedy. 

Report on the Trade Agreements Act of 1979, s~ 
Rep. No. 249, 96th Cong. ~st Sess. 75 (1979). 

Id. 

Id. 
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In the legislative history to the 1974 Act, the Senate 

Finance Committee stated: 

This Act is not a 'protectionist' statute 
designed to bar or restrict U.S. imports; rather,. 
it is a statute designed to free U.S. imports 
from unfair price discrimination practices. * * * 
The Antidumping Act is designed to discourage and 
prevent foreign suppliers from using unfair price 
discrimination practices to the detriment of a 

§/ 
United States industry. 

Thus, the focus of the analysis must be on what 

constitutes unfair price discrimination and what harm 

results therefrom: 

[T]he Antidumping Act does not proscribe 
transactions which involve selling an imported 
product at a price which is not lower than that 
needed to make the product competitive in the 
U.S. market, even though the price of the 
imported product is lower than its home market 

v 
price. 

This "complex and difficult" judgment by the 

Commission is aided greatly by the use of economic and 

financial analysis. One of the most important assumptions 

of traditional microeconomic theory is that firms attempt 

§./ Trade Reform Act of 1974, s. Rep. 1298, 93rd 
Cong. 2d Sess. 179. 

7.J Id. 
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y 
to maximize profits. Congress was obviously familiar 

with the economist's tools: "[I]mporters as prudent 

businessmen dealing fairly would be interested in 

maximizing profits by selling at prices_ as high as the 
v 

U.S. market would bear." 

An assertion of unfair price discrimination should be 

accompanied by a factual record that can support such a 

conclusion. In accord with economic theory and the 

legislative history, foreign firms should be presumed to 

behave rationally. Therefore, if the factual setting in 

which the unfair imports occur does not support any gain 

to be had by unfair price discrim~nation, it ~s reasonable 

to conclude that any injury or threat of injury to the 

domestic industry is not "by reason of" such imports. 

In many cases unfair price discrimination by a 

competitor would be "irrational. In gerieral, it is not 

rational to charge a price below that necessary to sell 

!!f See, ~' P. Samuelson & W. Nordhaus, 
Economics 42-45 (12th ed. 1985); W. Nicholson, 
Intermediate Microeconomics and Its Application 
7 (3d ed. 1983). 

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



. 19 

one's product. In certain circumstances, a fipn may try 

to capture a sufficient market share to be able to raise 

its price in the future. · To move from a position where 

the firm has no market power to a position where the :f'irm 

has such power, the firm may lower its price below that 
. . 

which is necessary to meet competition. It is this· 

condition which Congress must have meant when it charged 

us "to discourage and prevent foreign suppliers from using 

unfair price discrimination practices to the detriment of 

10/ 
a United States industry." 

.. 

In Certain Red Raspberries from Canada, I set forth a 

framework for examining what factual setting would merit 

an affirmative finding under the law interpreted in light 
11/ 

of the legislative history discussed above. -

The stronger the evidence of the following • . • 
the more.likely that an affirmative determination 
w'ill be made: (1) large and increasing market 
share, (2) high dumping margins, (3) homogeneous 
products, (4) declining prices and (5) barriers· 
to entry to other foreign producers (low 

.!.QI Trade Reform Act of 1974, s. Rep. 1298, 93rd 
Cong. 2d Sess. 179. 

11/ Inv. No. 731-TA-196 (Final), USITC Pub. 16ao, 
at 11-19 (1985) (Additional Views of Vice 
Chairman Liebeler) • 
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. .!.Y 
elasticity of supply of other imports). 

The statute requires the Commission to examine the volume· 

of imports, the effect of imports on prices, and the 

13/ 
general impact of imports on domestic producers. The 

legislative history provides some guidance for applying 

these criteria. The factors incorporate both the 

statutory criteria and the guidance provided by the 

legislative history. Each of these factors is evaluated 

in turn. 

causation analysis 

Examining import penetrati~n is important because 

unfair price discrimination has as its goal, and cannot 

take place .in the absence of, market power. The market 

penetration of cumulated imports subject to investigation 

decreased slightly from 12.4 percent in 1984 to 12.2 
~ 

percent in 1985, but rose to 17.8 percent in 1986. 

!Y Id. at 16 . 

.!1f 19 u.s.c. § 1677(7) (B)-(C) (1980 & cum. supp. 
1985) • 

.!iJ Report at A-45. The penetration figures 
(Footnote continued on next page) 
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Thus, imports represent a large and increasing market 

share. This factor is consistent with an affirmative 

determination. 

The second factor is a high margin of dumping or 

subsidy. The higher the margin, ceteris paribus, the more 

likely it is that the product is being sold below the 

~ 
competitive price and the more likely it is that the 

domestic producers will be adversely affected.' In these 

investigations, the Department of Commerce has found 

dumping margins ranging from 44.89 percent to 90.71 
16/ 

percent. These margins are moderate to large and are 

consistent with an affirmative determination. 

The third factor is the homogeneity of the products. 

The more homogeneous the products, the greater will be the 

(Footnote continued from· previous page) 
presented here are measured on a quantity 
basis. I note that the trend in import 
penetration is the same when measured on a 
value basis. 

~ See text apcompanying note 8, supra . 

.!.§./ The weighted-average margins are 44.89 percent 
for the GDR, 90.71 percent for the Romania and 
53.23 to 66.26 percent for the USSR. Report at 
B-13, B-17 and B-25. 
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effect of any allegedly unfair practice on domestic 

producers. Evidence presented in the staff report 

indicates that purchasers find the quality of the domestic 

17/ 
and imported products to be similar. Although there 

are certain quality variations, such as the uniformity of 

particle size and the proportion of fines contained in the 

urea and consequent tendency of the product to cake and 

form lumps, for most uses the domestic and imported 

product are very substitutable, and when- used in aqueous 

solution, the imported and domestic products are 
18/ 

fungible. I ~ind that the domestic and imported 

products products are substitutable. This factor is 

consistent with an affirmative determination. 

As to the fourth factor, evidence of declining 

domestic_ prices, ceteris paribus, might indicate that 

domestic producers were lowering their prices to maintain 

market share. P~ices for the domestic product have 

declined during the period of investigation. Indexes of 

the weekly weighted average net f .o.b. prices of the 

domestic prilled and granular urea sold from U.S. plants 

"!:J.../ Report at A-59. 

18/ Report at A-59. 
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generally fell during January 1985 _to December 1986, wit~ 

declines of·. 41 to 56 percent dep~nding on the mode· of 

.!V 
transportation used. This factor is consistent with 

an affirmative determination. 

The fifth factor is foreign supply elasticity 

(barriers to entry) . If there is low foreign elasticity 
. . : . . . . 

of supply (or barriers to entry) it i~ more likely that a 

producer can gain market power. Urea from countries not . 

subject to investigation accounted for 65_ percent of U.S. 

imports in 1984, 67 percent in 1985 and 64 percent in 
~ 

1986. Such imports accounted for 31 percent of 
w 

apparent U.S. consumption in 1986. I concJ,.ude that 

barriers to entry are low. Therefore, this factor is not 

consistent with an affirmative determination. 

These factors must be considered in each case to reach 

a sound determination. Barriers to entry are low. 

However, domestic prices declined over the period of 

investigation, market share is large and has been 

increasing. Moreover, the domestic and imported products 

_!V Report at A-57 and Tables 20 and F-1. 

~ Report at A-40 Table 17. 

~ Report at A-45 Table 19 and A-40 Table 17. 

.' . 
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are substitutable and the dumping margins are high. These 

factors favor an aff ii;-mative determination. The large 

import supply elasticity does not outweigh the declining 

domestic prices and increasing market share. 

Conclusion 

Therefore, I determine that an industry in the United 

states is materially injured by reason of imports of 

certain urea from The GDR, Romania and the USSR which 

Commerce has determined are being sold at less than fair 

value. 
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INFORMATION OBI'AINED IN THE INVESTIGATIONS 

Introduction 

On July 16, 1986, a petition was filed with the U.S. International Trade 
. Conunission and the U.S. Department of Cormnerce by counsel on behalf of the Ad 

Hoc Conunittee of Domestic Nitrogen Producers. 11 The petition alleges that an 
industry in the United states is materially injured and is threatened with 
material injw:y by reason of imports from the German Democratic Republic (East 
Germany), Roirania, and the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics (U.S.S.R.) of 
8olid urea, provided for in item 480.30 of the Tariff Schedules of the United 
states (TSUS), which are bein;J sold in the United States at less than fair 
value (DI'FV) • 

Accordingly, effective July 16, 1986, the Canunission instituted 
preliminary antidunping investigations Nos. 731-TA-338 (Preliminary) 
(Fast Germany) I 731-TA-339 (Preliminary) (Romania) I and 731-TA-340 
(Preliminary) (U.s.s.R.) to detennine whether there is a reasonable indication 
that an industry in the United States is materially injured, or is threatened 
with material injury, or the establishment of an industry in the United states 
is materially retarded, by reason of imports of such merchandise into the 
United States. 

On the basis of infonnation developed during the course. of those 
investigations, the Commission detennined that there was a reasonable 
indication that an industry in the United States was materially injured by 
reason of imports of urea from East Germany, Romania, and the u.s.s.R. (51 F.R. 
32259, Sept. 10, 1986). 

On Januaey 2, 1987, Cormnerce notified the Canunission of its preliminary 
detenninations that urea from F.ast Germany, Romania, and the u.s.s.R. is being, 
or is likely to be, sold in the United States at UI'tV, as provided for in 
section 733 of the Tariff Act of 1930. · Cormnerce preliminarily detennined that 
critical circumstances do not exist with respect to i.mports of urea from the 
countries subject to the investigations. F\lrther,. Cormnerce scheduled its final 
detenninations for March 9, 1987 (52 F .R. 121, Jan. 2, 1987) . As a result of 
Conunerce's affinnative preliminary detenninations, the Conunission instituted 
final antidumpin;J investigations Nos. 731-TA-338 through 340 (Final). 

11 The Ad Hoc Committee of D:nnestic Nitrogen Producers is composed of the 
following finns: Agrico Chemical Co., Tulsa, OK; American cyanamid Co., Wayne, 
NJ; CF Industries, Long Grev~, IL; First Mississippi Corp., Jackson, MS; 
Mississippi Chemical Corp., Yazoo City, MS; Terra International, Inc., Sioux 
City, IA; and W.R. Grace & Co., New York, NY. In a letter dated Sept. 5, 1986, 
the Conunission was infonned that Fannland Industries, Inc., Kansas City, MO, is 
no longer a member of the Ad Hoc Conunittee of Domestic Nitrogen Producers. 
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Notice of the institution of the Commission's investigations and of a 
hearing to be held in connection therewith was given by postin:J copies of the 
notice in the Office of the Secreta?.y, U.S. Intemational Trade Connnission, 
Washington, oc, and by publishing the notice in the Federal Register of 
Janucu:y 23, 1987 (52 F.R. 2623). 1/ 

On February 20, .1987, Commerce published a notice in the Federal Register 
(52 F.R. 5322) postponin:J its final detenninations until May 18, 1987. 
Accordingly, the Ccmnnission published a notice in the Federal Register of 
Marcil 11, 1987 (52 F.R. 7497) revisin:J its schedule for the conduct of the 
investigations. The Ccmnnission's hearin;J was held in Washington, OC, on 
May 28, 1987. y 

Effective May 26, 1987, Colmnerce issued its final d.etel:minations that urea 
from East Gennany, Romania, and the u.s.s.R. is bein:J, or is likely to be, sold 
in the United States at Dl'FV (52 F .R. 19549) • 

The Product 

Description 

Pure urea, at usual ambient temperatures, is a white, solid chemical 
compound with the chemical fonnula <D(NH2 )2 , a molecular weight of 60.06, 
and a nitrogen content of 46.6 percent. 'JI Urea melts :j.nto a liquid at 
132. 1° Celsius; however, molten urea is not an article of canunerce but occurs 
during the urea production process described in a f ollowin:J section of this 
report. 

Most commercial urea is marketed in the f o:rm of small spherical pellets 
called prills or as larger pellets called granules, and a very small amount of 
urea is sold in aqueous solution to be used in animal feed. Prills have lower 
crushing strength and abrasion resistance than granules and, consequently, 
prilled urea has a higher percentage of small particles (broken prills and urea 
dust) , called "fines," than granular urea. Excessive fines cai1 increase caking 
(caused by water absorption) during storage. Urea is soluble in water, and the 
amount of urea that can be dissolved in water increases with increasing 
temperature. 

11 Copies of the Ccmnnission's and Commerce's notices are shown in app. A. 
y A list of witnesses appearin:J at the Commission's hearing in support of and 
in opposition to the petition is shown in app. B. 
'JI United Nations, "Development and Transfer of Technology Series No. 13," 
Fertilizer Manual, 1980, pp. 109-121. 
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A hardener and anticaking additive (usually about 0.2 to o.s percent by 
weight) is added to molten urea during the prilling or granulation process ·to 
reduce caking during storage and shipment, y and urea is transported in 
standard bulk handling vessels such as ships, barges, railcars, and trucks. 
Urea is a stable, nontoxic solid and can be stored in s~le warehouses or 
storage buildings. However, urea is hygroscopic (absorbs moisture from the 
air) and requires protection from water during storage and shipment. Urea 
prills and granules have a ten:iency to stick together and form lumps or cakes 

'in htnnid climates; therefore, same distributors pass the urea through 
conditioning equipment prior to shipment to break up aey caked material and 
provide the customer with a "free flowing" product. 

ModeJ:n urea plants prcx:luce one grade of urea, which is suitable for all 
end uses. There are,. however, same differences in finished urea depenlinq on 
end use. Granular urea has an advantage over prilled urea for use in the 
prcx:luction of dry mixed-chemical fertilizers, because the granule size closely 
matches the particle size of granular phosphatic fertilizers and coarse-grade 
potassium chloride (potash) with which urea is often mixed. Uniform particle 
size is ~rtant in dry mixed fertilizers to mi.ninri.ze separation or 
segregation of the c::arrponents during transportation and application. Granular 
urea may also be preferred to prilled urea because it is less susceptible to 
crushing, resulting in fewer fines and less caking. 

Same prcx:lucers sell urea for the animal feed market with a smaller prill 
. size than that used for fertilizer; however, the animal feed market is small 
· Canpared with the fertilizer market, and frequently the ·same size· prill is used 
in both markets. 

Biuret (NH200NHcx:>NH2) , a minor ilrpurity ·in most urea, is fo:nned during 
the product's synthesis. Biuret fonnation can be lilnited by mi.ninri.zing the 
retention time of the hot urea solution or melt during the evaporation and 
prilling or granulation steps. For most fertilizer uses, biuret content of up 
to 2 percent is of no consequence. However, biuret is toxic to citrus plants 
and same other crops when applied as a foliar spray; consequently, purchasers 
of urea usually specify acceptable biuret content. y 

Production process 

The first synthesis of urea Occurred in 1828, when Wahler prepared urea 
from anunonia and cyanuric acid as shown in the·following equation: 

= 

Wahler' s synthesis became a milestone in science, as urea became the first 
organic compound to be synthesized from inorganic materials. 

·Y United Nations, "Development and. Transfer of Technology Series No. 13, 11 

Fertilizer Manual, 1980, p. 301. 
y Ibid, p. 110. 

0 
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'!he currently used method of urea synthesis has been understood in 
principle since 1868, yet cannnercial production started much later. Gennany, 
in.1922, was the first countzy to institute cannnercial urea production; the 
United States followed in 1932, andEnglarrl in 1935~ 

In modem plants throughout. the world, urea is produced from anunonia 
(NH3) and cart>on.dioxide (002) at high temperature and pressure. Both 
anunonia and cart>on dioxide are obtained frcnn the ammonia-production process, as 
carbon dioxide is a byproduct of ammonia synthesis. These two feed components 
are delivered to a high-pressure reactor, where, simultaneously, ammonium 
carl:>amate is formed (reaction (1)) and about one-half of the cai:Damate 
is converted to urea and water (reaction (2)). 

(1) + 

(2) =· 

-
The unconverted cai:Damate is then decarrposed to ammonia and carbon dioxide 

by high-pressure stripping, and recycled to the reactor along with fresh 
anunonia and carbon dioxide. This general urea-production process yields 70- to 
87-percent urea in an aqueous solution. ·The urea reactor solution is purified 
by removal of excess ammonia and carbon dioxide, which makes it then suitable 
for direct use in the production of certain nitrogen solutions, which are 
aqueous mixtures of urea and ammonium nitrate (UAN) . However, most of the 
purified urea reactor solution is concentrated to urea melt by f'urther water 
evaporation and heating. The irolten urea is solidified and finished in 
essentially pure form as either prills or· granules. 

'!he prilling process involves spraying m0lten urea droplets from the top 
of a high cylindrical tower downward through a countercurrent airstream. As 
the droplets fall and cool they form into spherical or tear-shape particles 
called prills. 

In the granulation process, irolten urea is sprayed onto a cascading bed of 
urea granules and recycled fines in a rotating cylindrical granulation drum. 
Molten urea solidifies as a coating on the granules and fines, building them up 
layer by layer to give a hard urea granule.· Frilled or granular urea is 
screened and the "overs" and "unders" are recycled into the urea production 
process. 

'!he general urea prod1:-lction process may incorporate process variations, 
trodifications, or improvements that affect yield, energy utilization, and 
envirornnental concerns. Urea-production technology is available throughout the 
world from fims that will provide various levels of engineering, plarming, 
construction, and training support, which may include site selection and all 
phases of plant construction to the delivery of an operating urea plant. Also, 
such finns will provide improved process technology for existing plants. A 
flowchart of a urea production plant is shown in figure 1. 

') 
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Figure l.~Flow chart of the urea production process 
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According to cammerce data, approximately 94 percent of the urea produced 
in the United states is used as fertilizer; the rest is-used in making plastics 

·and adhesives, as a protein supplement in aniJnal feeds, and for several other 
miscellaneous applications (table 1). As shown in table l, 60.3 percent of the 
urea produce1 in 1986 was in the fonn of solid (prills and granules) urea 
fertilizer and 33.8 percent was used captively to produce fertilizer nitrogen 
solutions that are, for the most part, UAN solutions. '!he remainin:] 5. 9 
percent was produced as solid or in aqueous solution for the miscellaneous end 
uses noted above. Figure 2 shows 1986 monthly proouction statistics for urea 
by end use. The monthly data do not. imicate significant shifts in product mix 
during the year. Maximum production occurs durirg the sprirg and fall, when 
fanners· apply urea prior to plantirg the next _crop. 

When applied to the soil as fertilizer, urea urdergoes two transfonnations 
before it can be utilized by most crops. '!he first transfonnation is 
hydrolysis in the soil back to annnonia am.ccll:bon dioxide as follows: 

CO(NH2)2 f: H20 = ·2NH3 +.C02 

Table l.-Urea: Percientage distribution of U.S. production, 
by em uses, 1986 

End use 

Fertilizer: 
Solutions. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. . . . . .. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. . 33. 8 
Solid . ....................................................... · 60. 3 

Other: 
Feed. .!/ ..... • . •. • .... • ...... . ··e. • •. :" ·-~·. ,• •. •. •. •. • • •. • • ·• •. • •. •. • 
.Al.l other Y ................ ·· ................................ . 

Total ••••••••••••.•• · ••••••••••• · ••• ~ •• -•• ~ ••••••••••••••••••• ~ 

y Principally cattle feed. 
y Principally adhesives and plastics. 

. l.7 
_Ll 
100.0 

source: Compiled from eurrent Industrial Reports, Inorganic Fertilizer 
Materials and Related Products, Report M28B, U~S. Department of canmerce, 
Bureau of the Census (January 1986-December 1986). 

When applied to the soil as fertilizer, urea undergoes two transfo:nnations 
before it can be utilized by most crops. '!he first transfo:nnation is 
hydrolysis in the soil back to annnonia and carbon dioxide as follc:MS: 

. . 
The second transfo:nnation is nitrification of the annnonia (NH3) by 

microbiological reactions to nitrites and then nitrates that can be used by 
crops for plant growth. These transfonnations proceed rapidly in wann, moist 
soils, but are quite slow in cool soils such as those in northern Europe. 



Figure 2.-.-· Urea:. production, 1986 
Source: U.S .. Department of Commerce 
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In the United States, the general conclusion of agronomists is that 
urea is as gocxi as any other nitrogen fertilizer if properly used. JI 

U. s. tariff treatment 

Imports of urea are classified in TSUS item.480.30, irrespective of 
whether the urea ·is in solid fonn or· is alone in an aqueous solution. y 
Imports under TSUS item 480.30 have been free of duty since 1930, regardless of 
country of origin. 

'Nitrogen fertilizers 

same understanding of nitrogen fertilizer usage, in general, and of the 
characteristics of the principal nitrogen fertilizers is useful in considerirg 
the urea industry and historical data for that industry. 

Of the three primary crop nutrients (nitrogen, phospho:rus, and potassium) 
nitrogen is the leading plant nutrient applied by farmers in the United 
States. Historical data on nitrogen-fertilize]:' usage are readily available and 
same of these data are presented and discussed in the following pages. y y 

Total nitrogen-fertilizer usage increased from ~.6 million tons in 
crop-year 1965 (July 1964-June 1965) to a record 11. 9 million tons in crop-year 
1981, dropped to 9.1 million tons in crop-year 1983, reportedly because of 
large reductions in crops planted under the. Payment-In-Kind (PIK) program, and 
then recovered to 11.5 million tons in crop-year 1985 before droppirg to 10.4 
million tons in crop-year 1986 (figure 3) • · 

Anhydrous annnonia 

Anhydrous anunonia·is used as a direct application fertilizer and is the 
base chemical used to produce almost all other nitrogen fertilizers. '!he use 
of anhydrous anunonia as a direct application fertilizer (figure 3) followed the 
same general trend as total nitrogen-fertilizer, usage. Direct application 
annnonia has accounted for 36 to 39 percent of total nitrogen usage durirg each 
of the past ten crop-years~ - -

11 United Nations, "Development and Transfer of Technology Series No. 13," 
Fertilizer Manual, 1980, p. 109. 
Y TSUS schedule 4, headnote 2 (b) states that the tenn "compounds," as used in 
that schedule, includes a solution of a single compound in water. Urea is a 
COlTpOund as defined in TSUS schedule 4 headnote 2(a). 
21 Fertilizer Trends,. National Fertilizer Development Center, Muscle Shoals, 
Alabama, october 1986. 
Y Commercial Fertilizers, National Fertilizer Development Center, Muscle 
Shoals, Alabama, December 1986. 
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Pure anunonia contains 82.2 percent nitrogen and has the highest nitrogen 
content of all the nitrogen fertilizers. Per unit of nitrogen, annnonia is.the 
lowest cost nitrogen fertilizer.· However, its physical characteristics 
preclude its use by many end users. For exanple, ammonia at usual temperature 
and atmospheric pressure is a toxic ·gas. Storage and distribution of ammonia 
are expensive because annnonia nrust either be cooled to a liquid by 
refrigeration or·stored and transported in high-pressure containers • 

.Anmtonia is also expensive to apply at the fa.nu level because special plows 
are required that inject the ammonia, as a gas, under the soil. F\lrthennore, 
soil conditions nrust be ·such that the soil will retain the ammonia 1.llltil it is 
nitrified by soil microorganisms. 

Urea, the subject of the instant investigations, was discussed in a 
previous section of this report airl, as noted, urea has the highest nitrogen 
content (46.6 percent) of the solid nitrogen fertilizers. As shown in 
figure 3, urea usage as a direct-application fertilizer increased from about 6 
percent of total nitrogen usage in crop-year 1975 to about 15 percent of total 
nitrogen usage in crop-year 1986. 

Along with its high nitrogen content and safety, urea has a transportation 
advantage over some other nitrogen fertilizers in that it can be shipped in the 
same vessels used to transport bulk cargos such as grairi. It is generally true 
that favorable transportation costs are realized by those f inns that ship a 
canunodity (com for exanple) tb a destination and then back haul another 
product, such as urea, from that location. 

Nitrogen solutions 

Nitrogen solutions are aqueous mixtures, usually of urea and ammonium 
nitrate. The nitrogen content of the solutions usually ranges from 28 to 32 
percent, but is very sensitive to temperature. At low temperatures, less urea 
and anunonium nitrate can be dissolved in water and, consequently, the nitrogen 
content of the solution decreases. A 30-percent-nitrogen UAN solution can be 
produced with a mixture of 42. 2 percent, by weight, ammonium nitrate and 32. 7 
percent urea dissolved in.: 25.1 percent water. As shown in figure 3, ·nitrogen­
solution usage increased from about 14 percent of total nitrogen usage in 
crop-year 1975 to about 21 percent in crop-year 1985 before declining to 19 
percent in crop-year 1986. · · 

.. 
Some of the advantages of UAN solutions are that they are easy to handle, · 

simply by pumping, and can be more unifonnly applied to the soil than solid 
fertilizers.· Some nitrogen solutions c::Ontain ammonia dissolved in ·water; 
however, such solutions have a higher vapor pressure than UAN solutions and are 
more difficult to handle and store than UAN solutions. 

Nitrogen solutions can be metered into irrigation water thereby providing 
nitrogen to growing crops. Transportation~ storage are less costly than for 
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annnonia, and the production of nitrogen solutions directly from reactor 
solutions from urea and anunonimn nitrate plants eliminates the costs associated 

,, with prilling _or granulating urea or annnonimn nitrate. The principal 
'disadvantage of UAN solutions is that their lower nitrogen ·content increases 
shipping costs per unit of nitrogen. Another disadvantage is that different 
equipment is required for application of nitrogen solutions than that used to 
apply dry fertilizers; however, such equipment usually does not require a large 
capj.tal investment . 

.. 

Anunonimn nitrate 

.. Anunonium nitrate, when pure, containS 35.0 percent nitrogen and is 
marketed as prills and granules that look ve,ry IlUlCh like those of urea. 
Disadvantages of anunonium nitrate are that it is very hygroscopic and it can 
present fire or explosion hazards. In fact, nn.ich of the anunonimn nitrate ._. 
produced in the United States is used in explosives and blasting agents. 'Ihe 
principal advantage of anunonimn nitrate is that part of its nitrogen content is 
in the fonn of nitrate which can be immediately utilized by crops. 'Ihus, 
faster crop response is observed in cool. soils when nitrogen is applied as 
nitrate (No3 -) than when nitrogen is applied as anunonia (NH3) or the 
-~nium ion (NH4 +) • 

· The Use of direct application anunonimn nitrate has declined in the United 
States from about 11 ;percent of total nitrogen fertiliZf?r usage in crop-year 
1975 to about 6 percent of total nitrogen usage in crop-year 1986. 

Other nitrogen fertilizers 

·~.are several other commercial nitrogen fertilizers that are used 
under certain conditions. The ·markets for these fertilizers are small compared 
with the total market for nitrogen fertilizers. Sodium nitrate, for example, 
is popular among tobacco fam.ers; anunonimn sulfate is effective on alkaline or 
sulfur-deficient soils; and so forth. Collectively, these other nitrogen 
fertilizers accounted for about 3 percent of total direct-application nitrogen 
usage in crop-year 1986, corrpared-with about 7 percent of total nitrogen usage 
in crop-year 1975. 

Mixed-nutrient fertilizers (i.e., those that contain two or more of the 
primary plant nutrients, nitrogen, phosphorus, and potassimn) accounted for 
about 21 percent of total nitrogen usage in crop-year 1986, compared with about 
24 percent of total nitrogen usage in crop-year 1975. Single-nutrient 
fertilizers such as anunonia, urea, and annnonimn nitrate are used to produce the 
nn.il tiriutrient fertilizers. Data published by the National ·Fertilizer 
Development Center (NFDC) for total nitrogen usage include the smn of all the 
nitrogen contained in the single-nutrient direct-application nitrogen 
fertilizers and the average nitrogen content of mixed-nutrient fertilizers and, 
by this methcxi, does not double-count the nitrogen. 

. .... 
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Factors influencing choice of nitrogen fertilizers 

A good discussion of this subject can be found in published works, .V and 
same points from the referenced publication are quoted here because of their 
relevance to the instant investigations. 

"The usual objective in choosing which nitrogen fertilizer or 
fertilizers to use is to obtain the greatest increase in crop value 
per dollar spent. Unfortunately, there is no si.I!'ple path to this 
objective and it is seldom possible to demonstrate a clear-cut 
general superiority of one nitrogen fertilizer over another. 
Differences in crop response ratios are often not statistically 
significant; results are often variable from year to year, from one 
crop to another, and from one soil to another. In particular, 
relative efficiency is often influence::i by method, timing, or 
placement, leading to the conclusion that superiority or inferiority 
of nitrogen fertilizers is seldom an intrinsic property of the 
material itself but more closely related to how it is used." 

Thus, changes in fann conditions and programs may have demonstrable 
effects on total usage of nitrogen fertilizers, but the same general 
relationships may not apply to ·urea. For example, total nitrogen usage diopped 
in crop-year 1986 but urea usage increased in that crop-year (figure 3). y 

Nature and Extent of Sales at I.JI'FV 

Effective May 26, 1987, Commerce d.etennined that urea from East Germany, 
Romania, and the u.s.s.R. is being, or is likely to be sold in the United 
States at LTFV (52 F .R. 19549) . The weighted-average dunping margins are as 
follows (in percent): 

Country LTFV mgrgin 

East ~Y·........................ 44.80 
Romania. • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 90. 71 
u.s.s.R.: 

sojuzprom.export •••••••••••••••••••• 
Philipp Brothers ....•.....•........ 
All other •......•.•.••.......•..... 

68.26 
53.23 
64.93 

To detennine whether sales in the United states of urea from East Germany 
were at LTFV, Conunerce compared the U.S. price with the foreign market value 
for all sales of urea for the period January 1, 1986, through June 30, 1986. 
Chemie Export-Inport (Chemie) accounted for all of the exports of urea from 

11 United Nations, "Development and Transfer of Technology Series No. 13," 
Fertilizer Manual, 1980, pp. 136-138. 
Y As shovin in app. c. , there is a correlation between acreage planted in 4 
major crops and total nitrogen usage, but virtually no correlation with urea 
usage. 
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Fast Gennany, and Commerce used the purchase price of urea to represent the 
U.S. price for the sales by Chemie because the urea was sold to unrelated 
purchasers prior to its i.Irportation into the United States. 

Commerce concluded that Fast Gennany is a state-cOntrolled-economy countcy 
. (SCEC) because the central Govemment of Fast Gennany controls the prices and 
levels of production of the fertilizer irrlustcy and the internal pricing of the 
feedstocks used for production. Commerce is required to use prices or the 
constructed value of urea in a "non-state-controlled-economy" countcy (NSCEC) 
to detennine LTFV margins for i.Irports from a SCEC. Commerce regulations 
establish a preference for foreign market value based upon sales prices in a 
countcy at a similar stage of economic development compared with the count:cy 
subject to the investigation. 

Commerce selected West Germany as the most appropriate surrogate for Fast 
Germany. In addition, Commerce selected Belgium, the Netherlands, France, and 
Italy as alternate surrogates. However, Commerce was unable to obtain costs or 
prices from producers in any of the surrogate countries. 'Ih.erefore, Commerce 
calculated constructed value on the basis of factors of production reported by 
Chemie or, where the response was not sufficient, or not adequately verified, 
Commerce used information provided by petitioner or otherwise available from 
public sources. 

Similarly, Commerce limited its investigation of Romanian urea to that 
sold by I.C.E. Chimica (Chimica) because that state trading agency accounted 
for all exports of urea from Romania. Commerce investigated all sales of urea 
for the period July 1, 1985, through December 30, 1985, because there were no 
sales during the first half of 1986. Commerce used the purchase price of the 
urea to represent the U.S. price for sales by Chimica because the urea was sold 
to unrelated purchasers prior to its i.Irportation into the United states. 
Commerce calculated the purchase price based on the f. o. b. price to unrelated 
purchasers. Commerce made deductions for inland freight, port harrlling, and 
loading charges. The verified distance ·from the Romanian plants to the port of 
exportation was almost three times greater than that reported. 

. Commerce detennined that Rcmania is a SCEC and selected the United Kingdom 
United Kingdom as a suitable NSCEC surrogate. Commerce sent a questionnaire 
to, and received an incomplete response from, a major producer of urea in the 
United Kingdom, Imperial Chemical Industries PLC (ICI). Commerce attempted to 
obtain additional infonna.tion from ICI but was unsuccessful. lacking this 
infonna.tion, Commerce found it inappropriate to use ICI data in its 
detennination. Therefore, Commerce calculated constructed value on the basis 
of natural gas and labor inputs reported by the Romanian producers which were 
verified, and Conunerce used best available infonna.tion from public sources and 
from the petition for other factors of production. 

Commerce also detennined that the U.S.S.R. is a SCEC. Commerce limited 
its investigation to the state-controlled agency Sojuzpromexport (SPE) and 
Philipp Brothers, Inc., and Philipp Brothers, Ltd. (Philbro), which together 
accounted for all exports of urea to the United States. Commerce investigated 
all sale5 .of urea for the period January 1, 1986, through June 30, 1986. For 
sales to Philbro, Commerce used the exporter's sales price as the basis of 
United States price because SPE did not know the destination of the merchandise 



A-14 

at the time of sale and Philbro resold the merchandise to unrelated U.S. 
purchasers after ilnportation. Cannnerce selected the United Kingdom as a 
surrogate country but, as previously noted, was unable to obtain COirplete data 
from the large United Kingdom producer ICI. Therefore, Cannnerce calculated the 
constructed value based on the factors of production of the Soviet producers. 
At verification, certain factors could not be sufficiently quantified or 
valued. For these factors, Canunerce used infc:>::rmation provided by the 
petitioner or othexwise available to Commerce. 

'!he u. s. Market 

U. s. producers 

On the basis of info::rmation supplied in response to the COnnnission's 
questionnaires and data published by the NFDC, it was determined that 24 firms 
produced urea in 35 U.S. plants in 1986 (table 2). Questionnaire responses 
were received from all these firms. In addition, * * *provided a partial 
response for its plant in * * *, which was closed in 1985. * * *. * * *. 

'!he u. s. producers ranged from small chemical or fertilizer cx:mpanies to 
large integrated multinational oil and chemical corporations, with sane of the 
largest urea producers being fanners' cooperatives. '!he names and domestic 
production capacities and locations of the u. s. urea producers are presented in 
table 2, along with the firms' positions in these investigations. Appen:iix D 
contains a NFDC list of U.S. urea producers, locations, and plant capacities 
during 1984-86 and projections to 1989. Producers respoOOing to the 
Connnission's questionnaires reported urea capacity in 1986 that was 9.9 percent 
greater than that reported by the NFOC. . 

Restructuring in the urea industry that began in 1985 was continuing in 
1987. * * * urea plant was closed in * * *, reporte::lly because ilnported urea 
was selling below * * * cost of production. * * *. * * *. * • * closed its 
urea plant in ***. According to a representative of that firm, prices of urea 
dropped below their costs of production and they were having to sell urea at ~ 
loss; therefore, the finn decided to quit the urea business. * * *· • • *· 
* * *· 

In the conunission's questionnaire, producers were asked to indicate if 
they support the petition, oppose the petition, or do not wish to take a 
position in these investigations. 'IWenty firms, accounting for 72.2 percent of 
total U.S. urea capacity, indicated that they support the petition. '!he three 
other finns, accounting for 27. 8 percent of total urea capacity, that responded 
to the questionnaires indicated that they do not wish to take a position in 
these investigations. No U.S. urea producer indicated opposition to the 
petition. '!he seven~ of the Ad Hoc Committee of D:mtestic Nitrogen 
Producers accounted for 46. 7 percent of total urea capacity in 1986. 

Urea plants are located in close proximity to annnonia feedstock plants, 
and most annnonia plants are located in those States that have supplies of 
natural gas, which is used to make annnonia. In 1986, for example, 33.4 percent 
of the urea-production capacity was located in Louisiana, 12.8 percent in 
Oklahoma, and *** percent in Alaska. '!he five largest U.S. urea producers 
accounted for about 54 percent of u.s. productive capacity in 1986. 
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Table 2.-Urea: U.S. producers, locations of production facilities, "':•· 
po$itions in these investigations, and annual production capacities, 198·6. 

Producer 

Agrico Chemical Co ••• · ••• 

Air Products Corp •••• ~ •• 
American cyanamid ••••••• 
ArCadian Corp ••••••••••• 

Atlas Powder Co ••••••••• 
Borden Chemical Co •••••• 
CF Industries, Inc •••••• 
CPEX ••••••• • •••••••••••• 

Columbia Nitrogen ••••••• 
Cominco American, Inc .•• 
Fannland Industries ••••• 

First Mississippi Corp •• 
Gocx:lpasture I InC o • o • o o o o 

Hawkeye Chemical Co ••••• 
J .R. Sinplot . .......... . 
I..aRoche Industries •••••• 
Mississippi Chemical 

. ~~- ................ . 
N-~ Corp •• · •••••••••••• 

Olin Corp ••••••••••••••• 
Standard Oil Co ••••••••• 
Terra. 'International I 

Irie •• ~ •••••••••••••••• 

Unocal •••••••••••••••••• 

W.R. Grace ••.••••••••••• 
Wycon Chemical Co ••••••• 

'Ib'ta.l •••••••• · ••••••• 

l/ * * *· 

Location 

Blytheville, AR 
Donaldsonville, IA 
Verdigris, OK 
Pace Junction, FL 
Fortier, IA 
Geismar, IA 
Bellevue, NE 
Joplin, M:> 
Geismar, IA 
Donaldsonville, IA 
Beatrice, NE 
Kennewick, WA 
st. Helens, OR 
Augusta, GA 
Borger, TX 
Dodge City, I<S 
Enid, OK 
Iawrence, I<S 
Donaldsonville~ IA 
Dllmni.tt, TX 
Clinton, IA 
Pocatello, m 
Cherokee, AL 

Yazoo City, Ms 
Donaldsonville, IA 
Fast D.lbuque, IL . 
Pcyor, OK 
Iake Charles, IA 
Lima, OH 

Port Necil. I IA 
Woodward, OK 
Kenai, AK 
Brea, CA 
Woodstock, TN 
Cheyenne, WY 

ca:ggci~ 
Position Urea 

Short tons 
1,000 

SUpports *** 
*** 
*** 

* * * *** 
SUpports *** 
* * * *** 

*** 
* * * *** 
* * * *** 
SUpports *** 
* * * *** 

*** 
*** 

* * * *** 
* * * *** 
* * * *** 

*** 
*** 

SUpports *** 
* * * *** 
* * * *** 
* * * *** 
* * * *** 

SUpports *** 
*** 

* * * *** 
*** 

* * * *** 
* * * *** 

SUpports *** 
*** 

* * * *** 
*** 

SUpports *** 
* * * *** --

8,317 

Y Does not wish to take a position in these investigations. 
. . 

Share 
Percent 

*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 

*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 

*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** --

100.0 

source:· Compiled from data submitted in response to questionnaires of the,u.s. 
International Trade Commission. · 

Note.--Because of rou!iding, figures may not add to the to'ta.ls shown. 
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'Ihe efficiency requirement that most urea plants operate continuously at 
near capacity nnJSt be balance:i against the seasonal nature of the fertilizer 
market, which is the principal end-user market for urea. Testimony at the 
Connnission's conference in the preliminaxy investigations indicated that 
producers have some flexibility to operate urea plants at less than full 

. capacity. ],/ However, urea plants are designed specifically for the production 
of urea and cannot be used to produce any other chemicals, and once a urea 
plant is shut doWn, it is costly to maintain and to restart production. 

u. s. importers 

Questionnaires were sent to all f inns that were alleged or believed to be 
ilnporters of urea from East Gennany, Romania, or the u.s.s.R. sixteen finns 
responded that they i.np:>rted urea from East Gennany, Romania, or the U.S. S .R. 
during at least part of the period January 1984-December 1986. 'Ihese finns are 
listed below: 

Importer Off ice location 

* * * * * * * 

'Ihese .ilnporters are, for the most. part, intemational or nru.l tinational 
trading carpanies that deal in a wide range of products in addition to urea. 

Channels of distribution 

Virtually all foms of transportation that are used to move large 
quantities of product, except pipeline, are used to move urea to markets. 
Barge traru?Portation is the lowest. cost means of transportation for areas that 
have access to wate?:ways, and large tonnages of urea move by barge up the 
Mississippi River and along other inland watexways. (see fig. 4) • 

A standard barge can transport approxbnately 1,500 short tons of urea, and 
a standard railroad car is able to transport 95 to 99 tons of urea. Most 
highway transport trucks haul from 20 to 27 tons of urea per trip. Urea may 
move from the production facility to watenvay-accessible storage depots and be 
sold by the producer from these depots. Movement from depot to dealer, co-op, 
retail outlet, distributor, or fann custoiners will proceed by truck or rail. 

'Ihere are several ·levels of distribution from the urea plant.or i.np:>rt 
vessel to the fann level, because most plants or points of i.np:>rtation are 
distant from the principal crop-producing areas. For ~le, there is a 
concentration of u. s. urea plants along the Mississippi river between New 

],/ Transcript of conference at pp. 86 and 97. 
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Figure ~---Urea: U.S. water transportation routes 

_ water routes 

Source: The Tennessee Valley Authority. 
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Orleans and Baton Rouge, Louisiana. Storage buildings for solid urea are . 
located at most plant sites, and docks and loading facilities are located on 
the river nearby. Urea from the plants' prilling towers or granulation plants 
can be directed by belt conveyors to warehouses or to barge- or ship-loading 
facilities on the river. TruckS aiid rciilcais can also be loaded at the plants 
for distribution of urea to local markets. 

The Mississippi River, and its connecting wate.J:ways, is the principal 
distribution system in the United States for nitrogen fertilizers, inc~uding 
urea. Oceangoing vessels can travel about 50 miles up the Mississippi River 
beyond New Orleans, and as a result, the port o~ New Orleans is the principal 
port of entcy for urea from East Gennany, Romania, and the u.s.s.R. It is not 
unconunon to observe the unloading of. inp)rted urea from ships moored within a 
short distance of the l.oading docks of ~ domestic producers.· Ships can 
unload urea directly into barges anchored alongside the ship or, alternatively, 
ships ~ unload at bulk-handling facilities alorq the river. 

same producers and a few ilrporterS have extensive distribution systems, 
and others sell urea to large wholesale fertilizer dealers. These large, . 
wholesale dealers sell to smaller.dealers wbo then seil at retail (i.e., the 
fann level). In general, inp)rters mostly sell to large whOlesale dealers· and 
in same instances have sold· urea to domestic producers. 

.. . ··' . 
'!he entrance into the· urea market of large international trading companies 

is reportedly a recent ocCurrence, mostly in the last 3 .years. Reportedly, 
same.of these importers did not have experience marketing fertilizer.and, 
consequently, established marketing agreements with independent agents or 
entrepreneurs who were knowledgeable about selling urea •. These agents would 
sometimes market tjle urea, on a canunission basis, for the importer of record. 
In other.instances, independel1t.dealers would purchase an entire shipload of 
urea for resale. Becau5e of loW barge rates in· recent years, same dealers use 
barges as temporary storage (small floatirq warehouses) until they find a 
purchaser for the urea. Weekly trade·publications provide marketirq 
infonnation to both buyers and sellers, . and prices in the urea market can 
change quickly, based upon the supply and demand balance or a perception of 
that balance. 

The peak demand for urea occurs durirq the spring plantirq season which, 
in the United States, is from February to May. 'lhere .is a smaller fall 
preplant season from about August to October. Consequently, large tonnages of 
urea move through the distribution system in a· short ti:me. F\lrthermore, 
handling of the urea during distribution can affect the quality and condition 
of the product at the point of constmption. The world's best urea, domestic or 
foreign, can be ruined by careless storage and handling. 

Apparent U.S. consumption 

Table 3 shows the quantity, in thousands of short tons, of U.S. 
production, exports, imports, and apparent constmption of all fonos of urea 
during 1984-86. As shown, U.S. apparent constmption of urea decreased 4.8 
percent from 1984 to 1985 and increased 13.8 percent from 1985 to 1986. 
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Table 3.--urea: U.S. production, exports, imports, and apparent co~ion, . 
1984-86 

Urea 

Production ],/ ••• 1, 000 short tons y . . 
E>cJ;x::>rts • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • do. • • • 
Imports: 

Fast Gennany •••••••••••••••• ~do .••• 
Rcinan.ia ],/ ••••••••••.••••••••• do •••• 
u.s.s.R ..................... . do •••• 

Import subtotal •••••••••••• do •••• 
. - All 0th.er imports ••••..•••••• do •••• 

Total imports ••••••••••••• do •••• 
Apparent consumption y y 

1, 000 short tons •• 

Ratio of imports to 
apparent consumption: 

Fast Gennany •••••••••••••• percent •• 
Rcinan.ia • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • do • • • • 
u.s.s.R ..................... . do •••• 

Fast Gennany I Rcinan.ia I 
and the u.s.s.R ••••••••• percent •• 

All imports •••••••••••••••••• do . ... 

1984· 1985 

7,140 6, 713 
1,270 1,154 

69 59 
233 133 
418 455 
720 647 

11320 11321 
2,040 1,968 

7,910 7,527 

0.9 0.8 
2.9 1.8 
5.3 6.0 

9.1 8.6 

25.8 26.1 

],/ Ccnrpiled from data submitted in response to questionnaires of the U.S. 
International Trade Conunission. 
y On a dry, 100-percent-urea basis. . 
y calculated as production less exports plus imports. 

1986 

5,763 
491 

210 
136 
843 

1,189 
21103 
3,292 

8,564 

2.5 
1.6 
9.8 

13.9 

38.4 

Source: Ccnrpiled 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. 

Domestic production decreased from 1985 to 1986, as discussed in the following 
section, so the increase in apparent consumption was accounted for by increased 
imports. Apparent consumption reported in table 3 includes urea consumed 
captively by domestic producers in the production of UAN solutions, mixed 
chemical fertilizers, plastics, and adhesives. Apparent consumption of urea 
sold in the ''merchant market" (sales to unrelated finns) as prills and granules 
(solid urea) is presented in a following section of this report dealing With 
market penetration by LTFV imports. 

Ratios, as percentages, of imports to apparent consumption are also shown 
in table 3. Combined imports from Fast Gennany, Rcinan.ia, and the U.S.S.R. 
decreased, as a percentage of .apparent consumption of all forms of urea, from 
9.1 percent in 1984 to 8.6 percent in 1985 and then increased to 13.9 percent 
in 1986. 
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Consideration of Alleged Material Injury 
to an Industry in the United States 

U.S. production, capacity, and capacity utilization 

. The Connnission, in its producers' questionnaires, asked for capacity and 
production data for all fonns of urea, for prilled urea, and for granulated 
urea. Questionnaire responses were received from the 24 producers that 
produced urea in 1986 and from one producer that produced urea in'l984 and 1985 
but closed its plant in 1985. 

Total u. s. urea production decreased 6. o percent from 1984 to 1985 and 
dropped 14.2 percent from 1985 to 1986 (table 4). Production of solid (prilled 
or granulated) urea decreased 10. 5 percent from 1984 to 1985 and then fell 14. O 
percent from 1985 to 1986. Production of prilled urea decreased 11. 9 percent 
from 1~84 to 1985 and dropped 20.0 percent from 1985 to 1986. Fifteen finns 
reported production of prilled urea in 1984 and 1985, and 13 finns reported 
production of prilled urea in 1986. Production of granular urea fell 9 .1 
percent from 1984 to 1985 and fell 7.9 percent from 1984 to 1985. D.lring 
1984-86, seven finn::; reported production of granular urea. The two lcu:gest 
producers of granular urea in 1986 were * * * with *** percent of total 
granular production and * * *with *** percent. Same finns produce both 
prilled and granular urea. 

Production of urea in solution for captive production of UAN solutions, 
other fertilizers, and plastics increased 4.9 percent from 1984 to 1985 and 
then decreased 14.4 percent from 1985 to 1986. 

Total urea production reported in response to the Commission's 
questionnaires was compared with urea-production statistics CO!ti'iled by the 
u. s. Deparbnent of Connnerce. The ratios of the Commission's production data 
compared with Conunerce's data were as follows: 96.1 percent for 1984, 100.5 
percent for 1985, and 95.6 percent for.1986. 

U.S. capacity-utilization rates to produce all fonns of urea decreased 
from 85.6 percent in 1984·to 79.5 percent in 1985 and then dropped to 69.3 
percent in 1986 (table 4). Frilling capacity-utilization rates dropped from 
82.1 percent in 1984 to 72.3 percent in 1985 and fell further in 1986 to 60.S 
percent. Granulation capacity-utilization rates fell from 79. 6 percent in 1984 
to 72.4 percent in 1985 and to 66.5 percent in 1986. capacity-utilization 
rates for solid urea (prills and granules) fell from 80.9 percent in 1984 to 
72.3 percent in 1985 and to 63.5 percent in 1986. 

"other capacity"· is simply the difference between total capacity and the 
capacity to produce urea as prills and granules. In practice, prilling and 
granulation capacity could be left idle and all urea production consumed 
captively in the production of UAN solutions or other products and, in fact, 
some urea producers have done that. Further, a few urea producers do not have 
any prilling or granulation capacity and, for these producers, urea is only an 
intennediate for some other finished product. 
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Table 4.-urea:. U.S. production, capacity, and capacity utilization, by 
. forms of finished product, 1984-86 

Item 

Production: 11 I 

As prills •••••• · ••••• 1, 600 ·short tons •. 
As gran~es ••••••••••••••••••••• do •••• 

S'llbto-ta.l • • • • • • ·• • • • • • • • • • • • • . • • • do • • • • 
Al.l C1t:l'l.er y . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . · . . . do . . . . 

· 'ro-ta1 • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • do . . . . 

capacity: y 
Pr' ill irlc;J. • • • • ~ • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • do • • • • 
Granulation . .................... do •••• 

S'llbto-ta.l • • • • • ~ • • • • • • • ·• • • • • • • • • do. . . . 
Al.l C1t:l'l.er. • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • do. • • • 

'ro-ta1 • • • • • • • • •· • • • • • • • • • • • • . • • • • do • • • • 
capacity utilization:. 

Pr'illirlc;J . ................... ··};>el:'Cell~ •• 
Granulation ..................... . do •••• 
Pr'illirlc;J and granulation •••••••• do •••• 

. Avera.ge y ...................... do •••• 

1984 

2,588. 
2.437 
5,025 
2,115 
7 ,140 

3,153 
-3,061 
6,214 
2.130 
8,344 

82.1 
79.6 
80.9 
85.6 

y on a dry, 100-};>el:'Cellt-urea basis. . . 

1985 

2,279 
2.216 
4,495 
2,218 
6,713 

3,154 
3,061 
6,215 
2.224 
8,439 

72.3 
72.4 
72.3 
79.5 

1986 

1,823 
2.042 
3,865 
1.898 
5,763 

3,015 
3,069 
6,084 
2.233 
8,317 

60.5 
66.5 
63.5 
69.3 . 

y Reactor solution (70 to 87 percent urea in an aqueous solution) used 
captively in the production of UAN solutions, mixed chemical fertilizers, or 
plastics and reported on· a dry, 100-};>el:'Cellt-urea basis (i.e. , the quantity of 
pure urea contained in the solution). 
Y Al.l fonns. 

Source: Compiled f:i:'am data submitted in response to questionnaires of the U.S. 
Intanational Trade Connnission. 

Modern urea plants. are designed to operate at maximum efficiency when 
operatirlc;J at, or near, maximum capacity. '!he thennodynamics of the production 
processes allow limited flexibility to operate much below full capacity. 
'lherefore, rather th.al) operate at significantly reduced rates, urea plants are 
closed. To shutdown a urea plant for an extended period is costly and 
producers will sometimes continue to operate in an oversupplied market if_ they 
expect conditions to improve. In addition, once a producer exits from a highly 
competitive market, such as the U.S. urea market, it is difficult to reenter 
that market. 

U •So producerS I shipments 

u. s. producers' dome5tic shipments of urea produced in their own 
establishments (i.e.,· excluding any purchased or imported urea) decreased, on 
the basis of quantity, 3.9 };>el:'Cellt from 1984 to 1985 and increased 5.5 };>el:'Cellt 
from 1985 to 1986 (table 5). Producers' domestic shipments (merchant market 
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Table 5. --urea: u. s. producers' domestic shipments, intraoanpany shi~ts, 
and e>eport shipments, 1984-86 

Item 

u. s. producers' domestic shipments: 
Pl::'illecl urea. ••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Granu.lar urea. ••••••.••••••••••••••••• 

S'Ub-to"ta.l • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
Intraconpany transfer$ y ............. . 
E:>c:J;x:>rt shipments ••.••.•••••••••••••••••• 

Total shipments y ................ . 

u. s. producers' domestic shipments: 
Pl::'illecl urea. . • • . • • • • • • • • • • . • • • • • • • • • • 
Granu.lar urea .•..••••••••.•.••••••••• 

S'Ub-to"ta.l • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
Intracampany transfers ••••••••••••••••• 
E:>c:};x:>rt shipments ••••••••••••••••••••••• 

Total shipments •••••••••••••••••••• 

U.S. producers' domestic shipments: 
Pl::'illecl urea. ••••••••.•••••••••••••••• 
Granu.lar urea. •••••••••••••••••••••••• 

Average for domestic shipments ••••• 
Intracampany transfers ••••••••••••••••• 
E:>c:};x:>rt shipments ••••••••••••••••••••••• 

Average for all shipments •••••••••• 

JI On a dry, 100-percent-urea basis. 

1984 . 1985 1986 

Quantity Cl,000 short tonsl 1/ 

1,546 
1.700 
3,246 

*** 
*** 

5,933 

231,703 
245.109 
476,812 

*** 
*** 

818.106 

Value 

1,429 
1.690" 
3,119 

*** 
*** 

5,495 

(L ooo dollars> 

198,664 
228,016 

-426,680 
*** 
*** 

709,451 

1,399 
1,893 
3,292 

*** 
*** 

5.223 

3/ 

147,788 
192,769 
340,557· 

*** 
*** 

528,616 

Unit value Cper short tonl 

$149.89 $139.02 $105.64 
144.18 134.92 101.83 
146.89 136.80 103.44 

*** *** *** 
*** *** *** 

137.89 129.11 101.21 

y Includes only those intraoanpany shipments for which both q\Jantity and value 
were reportecl; therefore, quantity is umerstated. 
y Net value (i.e. , gross value less all discounts, allowances, and the value 
of retumed goods), f.o.b. producirg establishment. 

Source: Compiled from data submitted in response to questionnaires of the u.s. 
International Trade COnunission. 

Note.--Because of rounding, figures may not add to the totals sh.owz). 

shipments) were virtually all solid urea (prills or granules), but included a 
small quantity (less than 1 percent) of pure urea in aqueous solution, which 
was sold for use in animal feed. Innestic shipments of prilled urea fell 7. 6 
percent from 1984 to 1985 and declined another 2.1 percent from 1985 to 1986. 
tnnestic shipments of granular· urea. declined slightly .(0.6 percent) from 1984 
to 1985 and then increased 12.0 percent from 1985 to 1986. 
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Intracarpany transfers of urea, principally for captive use in the 
production of UAN solutions, increased *** percent from 1984 to 1985 and then 
dropped *** percent from 1985 to 1986. Finns that use all of their urea 
captively generally do not assign a value to the urea but assign all costs to 
the finished products. Intracarpany shipments. reported in table 5 are 
understated on the basis of quantity because only transfers for which both 
quantity and value were reported are included. 

Export shipments of urea fell *** percent from 1984 to 1985 before 
dropping *** percent from 1985 to 1986. Total urea shipmentS declined by 7. 4 
percent.from 1984 to 1985 and by 5.0 percent from 1985 to 1986. * * *· * * *· 

Average unit values of domestic shipments (i.e., shipments to 
distributors, brokers, retail outlets, and other "ann's-len;fth-transactions") 
of prilled and granular urea decreased 7. 3 percent from 1984 to 1985 and fell 
24.4 percent from 1985 to 1986. '!he unit values of prilled and granular urea 
followed almost identical downward trends during 1984~86; but contraey to 

. published price data, the f.o.b.-plant unit value of granular urea was 
.. consistently lower than the f.o.b.-plant unit value of prilled urea. 'lhus, 
u. s. producers did not benefit from any premium prices that purchasers may have 
paid for granular urea. · 

Unit values of domestic shipments of prilled urea dropped 6. 7 percent from 
1984 to 1985 and fell 24. o percent from 1985 .. to 1986. Unit values of domestic 
shiP1tents of granular urea dropped 6.4 percent.from 1984 to 1985 and fell 24.5 

· percent from 1985 to 1986. · · · 

uliit values of intracanpmy shipments declined ***percent from 1984 to 
1985 and dropped *** percent from 1985 to 1986. Unit values of export 
~pments fell *** percent from 1984 to 1985 and then dropped ***percent from 
1985. to ·1986. Despite drops in export valuea, the aimua1 quantity exported 
dropped sharply during 1984-86. ***· 

·Export data as corrpiled by the u. s; Departnient of Connnerce are shown, to 
the extent such data are available, in table 6. '!he Conunerce data shovl the 
same general trends as those for data corrpiled from reSponses to the 
Commission's questionnaires. 

u. s. producers' inventories 

u. s. prodllcers' inventories of urea, produced in their own plants, 
increased from 593,000 short tons as of December 31, 1984, to 760,000 short 
tons as of December 31, 1985, or by 28.2 percent, then decreased to 624,000 
short tons as of December 31, 1986, or by 17 .9 percent. 

As a share of U.S. producers' total domestic production during the 
preceding year, inventories increased from 8.3 percent as of December 31, 1984, 
to 11.3 percent as of December 31, 1985, and then fell to 10.8 percent as of 
December 31, 1986. Data on U.S. pl;Oducers' end-of-period inventorie8 of urea 
are presented in the following tabulation: 
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Inventories 
1.000 short tons y 

Dec. 31-
1984 ..•••.•••••••••••••• 593 
1985.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . • . . . . 760 
1986. . . . . . . . • . . . . . . • • . . . 624 

Y On a dry, 100-percent~ basis. 

Share of 
production y 
(Percent) 

8.3 
11.3 
10.8 

Y As reported in response to the Cormnission's prcx:iucers' questionnaires 
(table 4). 

U • $ • producers I purchases 

In the C.ommission' s producers' questionnaire, U. s. producers were 
requested to provide data on their direct imports (for which the finns were the 
ilrqx>rters of record); their purchases from other U.S. producers; their 
purchases from U.S. inporters, distributors, and other u. S. sources; and their 
reasons for any such purchases. Results from responses to these questions are 
presented in table 7. 

Imports of urea by u. s. producers decreased 11. 4 percent (on the basis of 
quantity) from 1984 to 1985 and then junq:>ed 70.4 percent from 1985 to 1986. 
Purchases from other U.S. p:raducers dropped 29.5 percent f:ram 1984 to 1985 and 
fell another 19.4 percent from 1985 to 1986. Purchases from u.s. inporters, 
u. s. distributors, and other u. s. sources declined 6. 3 percent from 1984 to 
1985 and then decreased 33. 3 percent from 1985 to 1986. 

No U.S. producer reported any direct imports from Fast Gennany, Romania, 
or the U.S.S.R. Four U.S. producers (* * •, * • •, * * *1 and * * *) inported 
urea from other countries in 1984 and 1985 and five producers (the previous 
four plus * * *) did so in 1986. ~rts by * • * and * * *were intraoarrpany 
transfers between related finns. Producer inq:>orts are tabulated below (in 
percent by quantity): 

Finn 1984 1985 1986 

* * * y ......... *** *** *** 
* * * y ......... *** *** *** 
* * * y ...... . · .. *** *** *** 
* * * y ......... *** *** *** 
.. * * y .......... *** *** *** 

100.0 100.0 100.0 

y * * *· 
y Imported from canaaa. 
Sixteen f inns in 1984 and 1986 and 14 f inns in 1985 reported purchases 

from other U. s. producers. In general, such purchases were to provide a 
continuity of supply to customers when plants were shut down for maintenance or 
repairs. In addition, as is the case with many fungible commodities that have 
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Table 6 •. ::--~rea: u.s. exports, by markets, 1984-86 

Market 1984 1985 

Quantity Cl.000 short tons) 1/ 

Il'1Ciia • ~ • • • • • • • . • • ~ • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
ca?lada. ••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
01.irla •••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
S'Udan •••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Clile . .......................... . 
Al.l o1:ll.er. • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • . • • • . 

Tot:a.l ••••••••• · ••••••••••••• ,•. 

Im.ia • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •· 
ca?lada. ••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
01.irla •••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
S'Udan •••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

207 
133 
288 

0 
83 

559 
1.270 

29,989 
22,143 
36,366. 

Oli.le. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 12, 37 4 

y 
y 
y 
y 
y 
2/ 

1.154 

Value (l,000 dollars) 

1986 

y 
y 
y 
y 
y 
2/ 

491 

Al.l o1:ll.er •••••••••••••••••••••••• __..8;.::1.......,7~1~6::;.._ __________________ ~ 
Tot:a.l. • • • • • • • • • .• • • • • • • • • • • • • • ..:l:.;::8;.::2,..,""5~8~8::;.._ ________ -=2~/ ______ ...,:__ ..... 2:=,.1/;_. 

Il'1Ciia. • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • $144. 95 
ca.na.da. • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 166. 34 
01.irla. • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 126. 30 
S'Udan •••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
aiile . .......................... . 
Al.l ot:ller. • . . . . • • • . . . • • . . . . . . • • ..• 

Average ••••••..•••..•.•••••••• : •.• 

y On a cb:y, 100-percent-urea basis. 

149.32 
146.26 
143.82 

Unit value Cper short ton) 

y Effective July 1985, t:lle U.S. Oeparbnent of Connnerce discontinued publishing 
export statistics for urea •. However, quantities of urea exports are published 
monthly in cannnerce•s.eurrent Industrial Reports, M28B. 

source: Corrpiled from official statistics of the U.S. Oeparbnent of cannnerce. 

Note.--Because of rourxling, figures may not add to t:lle totals shown. 

low unit values for large. quantities, producers will purchase from other 
producers and t:llen resell t:lle product to save transportation costs. 

Ten finns in 1984, 9 in 1985, am 11 in 1986 reported purchases from U.S. 
iltlporters, U. s. distributors, or ot:ller U.S. sources. In general, t:lle reason 
given for such purchases was that t:lle urea was offered to t:lle producers at very 
attractive· prices, allegedly below U.S. producers' cost of production in many 
instances. some 'of t:llese producers purchased urea that t:lley knew was iltlported 
from East Gennany, Romania, or t:lle u.s.s.R. 
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Table 7. -urea: u. s. producers' purchases, 1984-86 

Item 1984 1985 1986 

Quantity CLOOO short tons) 1/ 

U.S. producers' imports • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • *** *** *** 
U.S. producers' purchases from 

other U.S. producers ••••••••••••••••• *** •••• *** u.s. producers' purchases from 
importers, clistribut:Ors, 
and other U.S. sou.rces ••••••••••••••• *** *** *** Tot:a.l •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 11044 892 11305 

U.S. producers' imports •••• !••••••••••• *** 
U. s. producers' purchases from 

other U.S. producers •••• ~··•••••••••• *** 
u. s. producers' purchases from 

importers, distributors, 

Value c1 1000 dollars) 

*** 
*** 

*** 
*** 

and other u. s. sou.rces. • • • .. • • • • • • • • • • --*-*-*------*-*-*------*-*-* 
Total •••••••••••••••.•••••••••••••• ~1~35~1-1~5~6 ___ ........ 10~8~1~0=2~5 ___ -=12=0~·~3=9=-6 

Unit value (per short ton) 

U.S. producers' imports................ $*** 
u. s. producers' purchases from 

other U.S. producers................. *** 
u. s. producers' purchases from 

importers, distributors, 

$••• 
*** 

$••• 
*** 

and other u. s. sources ••• ~ • • • • • • • • • • • . --*-*-*------*-*-*------*-*-* 
Average ••••••••••••••. • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 129. 46 121.10 92. 26 

y on a dry, 100-percent-urea basis. 

Source: Compiled from data submitted in :response to questionnaires c;>f the U.S. 
International Trade Commission. 

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

u. s. producers' employment and wages 

'Ihe average number of production and related workers producing nitrogenous 
fertilizers for the 24 producers that provided erployment data increased 
slightly from 3, 451 in 1984 to 3, 462 in 1985 and decreased 4 .1 percent from 
1985 to 1986 (table 8). · 

'Ihe average number of production and related workers producing urea 
increased slightly (0.8 percent) from 1984 to 1985 and then decreased 8.2 
percent from 1985 to 1986. The mnnber of hours worked by production and 
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Table 8.-Average number of production and related Workers' enployed in U.S~ 
. establishments in which urea is produced, hours :worked, wages paid, hourly 
wage5, urea production, and labor prOdU.Ctivity, · 1984-86 

Item 1984 1985 1986 

Production and related 
workers producing--

All products •••••••••••••••••••••••••• 7 ,586 . 7,321 
Nitrogenous. ·f~ilizers. ·• ••••• ·• -~ ••••• ·• -' . 3,·451, . 3,462 

- . Urea. . ... • • .... • .... • ...... • ..... • • .... • 924 931 
Hours worked by production 

and related workers 
producing-

Nitrogenous fertilizers •• 1,000 hours •• 7,194 ... 7 ,230 
-Urea. ... ••• •... •• .. • ... ·.•• ... •~~ .d.O •.•.• • 1,747 1,711 

Wages i;)aid to production 
and related workers 
producing-

Nitrogenous fertilizers 
•. 1. 1, ooo dollars •• . 101,936 108,058 

Urea. ••••••••••••••••••••••••••• • do • ••• 25,418 26,528 
Hourly wages for production 

and related workers 
producing--

Nitrogenous fertilizers ••••••••••••••• $14.17 $15.00 
.urea. . .....•....•....... ·-· ....•.•• • •.•• . ·$14.55 $15.50 

· - Urea. pl:oduCtion y . ... 1, ooo short tons •• 6,396 5,993 
labor productivity: Urea. 

short tons per hour •• 3.7 .3.5 

y Urea. prcxluction reported by producers that ·also reported hoUrs worked . 
producing urea. 

6,950 
3,317 

855 

6,701 
1,550 

99,089 
23,654 

$14. 79. 
$15.26 
5,263 

3.4 

Source: Compiled from data submitted in response to quest.i,c;mnaires of the U.S. 
International Trade Connnission. · 

related workers producing urea decreased 2 .1 percent from 1984 to 1985 and then 
dropped 9.4 percent from 1985 to 1986. 

Financial experience of U.S. producers 

Fourteen u. s. producers accounting for 91 percent of· total u. S. solid urea. 
production in 1986 supplied usable income-al'tj-loss data for b6th their 
nitrogenous fertilizer and urea. operations. These data are diScussed 
separa~Y l:>Eµow. . . 

Operations producing nitrogenous fertilizers.-Aggregate net sales 
decreased by 8.2 percent, from $1.92 billion in 1984 to $1.76 billion in 1985 
(table 9). In 1986, sales.were $1.25 billion, a d'ecrease of 29.0 percent from 
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Table 9.-Incame-arrl-loss experience of 14 U.S. producers on their overall 
nitrogenous fertilizer establishment operations (including urea), acx:ounting years 
1984-86, arrl interim periods en:Ied Dec. 31, 1985, and Dec. jl, 1986 

Interim period 
ended Dec. 31-

Item 1984 1985 1986 1985 1986 

Net sales •• 1,000 dollars •• 1,919,216 1,761,759 1,250,044 
Cost of goods sold 

*** 

1,000 dollars.. 1.456,314 1.411.860 1.119.549 
Gross profit 

*** 

(loss) ............ do •••• 
General' selling' 

and administrative 
expenses 

l,OOO dollars •• 
Operating income 

(loss) ............ do •••• 
Interest expense •••• do •••• 
All other 

(expense) f net• • • • dO • o o o 

Net income (loss) 
before income 
t:axes •••••••••••• • do .... 

Depreciation and 
amortization 
expense ••••••••••• do •••• 

cash flow from 
operations . ..... · .. do •••• 

Ratio to net sales of: 
Cost of goods sold 

percent •• 
Gross profit 

(loss) .......... do •••• 
General f selling f . 

arrl administrative 
expenses .•••• percent . . 

Operating income 
(loss) .......... do_ •••• 

Net income (loss) 
before income 
1:a.xes ••••••••••• do •••• 

Number of f inns 
reporting: 

Operating losses ••••••••. 
Net losses ............. . 
r:a.ta. •••••••••••••••.••••• 

11 * * *· * * *· 
y * * *· 

462,902 

123,363· 

339,539 
22,715 

(2.483) 

314,341 

97.624 

411,965 

75.9 

24.1 

6.4 

17.7 

16.4 

1 
1 

14 

349,899 

123,974 

225,925 
28,298 

Cl. 614) 

196,013 

96.647 

292,660 

80.1 

19.9 

7.0 

12.8 

11.1 

4 
3 

14 

130,495 *** 

113,939 *** 

16,556 *** 
.28,361 *** 

*** .2/ *** 

*** *** 

99.790 *** 

*** *** 

89.6 *** 

10.4 *** 

9.1 *** y 

l.3 *** 

*** y *** 

7 1 
8 1 

14 3 

*** 

*** 

*** 

*** 1/ 

*** 
*** 

*** 

*** 

*** 

*** 

••• 
*** 

*** l/ 

*** 

*** 

2 
2 
3 

Source: Compiled from data. submitted in response to questionnaires of the U.S. 
International Trade Conunission. 
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1985 sales. Operating in~ was $~.~9:.5 million ·in 1984, $225.9 million in 
1985, .and $16.6 million in 1986 •. Operating income margins, as a percent of> 
sales, were 17~7, 12.-8, and 1.3 during 1984-86, respectively. one finn 
incurred an operating loss in 1984, four finn.s in 1985, and seven finn.s in .. 
1986. For the iriterinl pericxf eri:1ed December 31, 1986, net sales were $*** :­
million, a decrease of *** percent from $***million in the corresponding 

·period of 1985~ Operating income was·$*** million in interinl 1985 and there 
was an·operating·1o5S· of$**.* milliori iri interiin 1986; '!he operating income 
(loss) margins for the interinl periods· were *** percent in 1985 and (***) 
percent in 1986. One finn reported operating losses in interinl 1985 and two ,, 
finns in interinl 1986·.· 

Operations producing urea. -Aggregate net sales decreased by 14. 7 percent 
from $686.6 million in 1984 to $585.4 million in 1985 (table 10). In 1986, 
sales were $444.8 million, a decrease of 24.0 percent from 1985 sales. 
Operating income was .$123 .• 5 millio~ i,n 1984,. $68.l million in 1985, and $6.3 ... 
million in 1986. operatirig lnCame. marginS, as a percent of sales, were 18. o, 
11.6, and 1.4 during 1984".'"86, respectively.· Four finns incurred operating . 
losses in 1984, five finn.s in 1985, arrl eight finn.s in 1986. For the interinl· 
period ended Decemb=>.-r 31, 1986, net sales were $*** million, a decrease of *** 
percent from $*** milli~n in the corresponding p:u-iod of 1985. Operating 
income was $*** in ·interinl 1985, but there was an operatirq loss of $*** 
million in the 1986 interinl period. Operatirq income (loss) margins were *** 
and (***) in the 1985. apd 1986 interinl periods, respectively. one finn 
reported operating losses in both interinl periods. Manufacturirq costs are 
charged directly to urea. General, sellirq, and administrative expenses are 
allocated on the basis of sales or production. 

, ...... .... . . 

Three of the 14 producers are cooperatives~ '!heir sales accounted for *** 
percent of total u. s. producer sales of $444. 8 million in 1986. Mel1lber sales 
declined from $*** million in 1984 to $*** million in 1986 and nonmember sales 
declined from $.*** million in 198:4 to $*** million in 1986. These financial 
data for cooperatives are shown in the.followirq tabulation (in thousands of 
dollars): · 

Sales of urea: 
To members of cooperative ••• 

' To nonmembers ••••••••••••••• 
Tota.l ll . ................. 

Patronage refunds to 
members ••••••••••••••••••••• 

other member benefits .•••••••• 

1984 

*** 
*** 
*** 

*** 
*** 

1985 

*** 
*** 
*** 

*** 
*** 

*** 
*** 
*** 

*** 
*** 

],/Average unit selling prices, in dollars per short ton, were $***, $***, and 
$*** in 1984, 1985, and 1986, respectively. 
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Table 10.-Income-and-loss experience of 14 U.S. producers On their operations 
producing urea, accounting years 1984-86, and interim periods erxied Dec.· 31, 
1985, and Dec. 31, 1986 

Item 

Net sales •• 1,000 dollars •• 
Cost of goods sold 

1, 000 dollars •• 
Gross profit •••••••• do" •••• 
General' selling, 

and administrative 
expenses 

1, ooo dolla:ts. ~ 
Operating income 

(loss) •••••••••••• do •••• 
Interest expense •••• do ••• ~ 
All other 

(expense)' net .•.• do ••• ' 
Net income (loss) 

before income 
taxes ••••••••••••• do •••• 

Depreciation and 
amortization 

1984 

686,563 

530.349 
156,214 

32,696 

123,518 
. 8,078 

Cl.184) 

114,256 

1985 

585,422 

488,347 
97,075 

28.992 

68,083 
8,285 

Cl.309) 

' 58,489 

1986 

444,847 

408,940 
35,907 

29.560 

6,347 
7,743 

(2,072) 

(3,468) 

Interim period 
erxied Dec. 31-
1985 1986 

*** 

*** 
*** 

*** 1/ 

••• ••• 
••• 

*** 

*** 

*** 
*** 

*** 1/ 

*** 
*** 

*** 

*** 

expense ••••••••••• do. ~ • • -:.;33::.;,...,5""'6=8~--=3=0•' =91=9:;..__...;3::.;0...,,r..::0=2.:8 ___ *_*_* ____ *_*_* __ 
cash flow from 

operations •••••••• do.~·· 147,824 
Ratio to net sales of: 

Cost of goods sold 
percent.,• 77 .2 

Gross profit •••••• do.... 22.8 
General I selling I 

and administrative 
expenses ••••• percent.. 4.8 

Operating income 
(loss) •••••••••• do •• ~. 18.0 

Net income (loss) 
before income 
"ta.xes ••••••••••• do. . . . 16. 6 

Number of f inn.s 
reporting: 

Operating losses........ 4 
Net losses. • • • • • • • • • • • • • 5 
I:a:ta.. • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 14 

y * * *· * * *· 

89,408 

83.4 
16.6 

5.0 

11.6 

10.0· 

5 
7 

14 

26,560 

91.9 
8.1 

6.6 

1".4 

(7.8) 

8 
10 
14 

*** 

*** 
*** 

*** y 

*** 

*** 

1 
2 
3 

*** 

*** 
*** 

*** y 

*** y 

*** 

l 
2 
3 

source: Compiled from data submi~ in response to questionnaires of the u.s. 
International Trade Connnission. 
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Raw material costs are a significant factor in industry profitability. 
Natural gas (converted into ammonia) is the primacy raw· material utilized in 
the production of nitrogenous fertilizers. '!he companies purchase natural gas 
from various suppliers, such as utilities and pipeline companies. PurC'hase 
tenns vary and range from spot purchases to contracts coverin;J several years. 
Contract requirements usually require specific quantities and/or prices, with 
and without adjustments. 

'!he costs (in 1,000 cubic feet) for natural gas, reported by 10 producers, ~, 
were $2.53, $2.47, and $1.83 in 1984, 1985, and 1986, respectively. The 
average natural gas costs reported by domestic producers are consistent with 
natural gas costs published by the u. S. Department of Energy. y The cost of 
natural gas is reflected in the cost of goods sold figures in table 9. 

·Anhydrous ammonia is the primacy raw material used in urea production. 
'lllis raw-material cost is reflected in the cost-of-goods-sold figures in 
table 10, and is discussed further in the followin;J pages. About 38, 000 cubic 
feet of natural gas are required to produce a ton of ammonia. y About 22, ooo 
cubic feet of natural gas are required to produce the ammonia required (0.59 

.ton) to make a ton of urea. 

Income-and-loss data for urea operations on a dollars per-ton-sold basis 
are presented in table 11. Between 1984 and 1986, the unit values based on 
trade sales, for 11 producers, declined by 28.8 percent, from $144.55 (per 
_.short ton) to $102. 97. Several producers transfer urea to other producing 
units within their plants. SUch urea transfers amounted to 22.2 percent of 
total 1986 sales. Transfers of urea are generally made at the cost of 
production, although same companies·transfer at market prices. 

Intracampany transfer unit values of urea declined by 18~2 percent, from 
$il4.30 in 1984 to $93.54 in 1986. The average reported costs for the 
anhydrouS ammonia used in producing each ton of urea decreased by 19. 9 percent 
from $60.30 in 1984 to $48.30 in 1986. The ~line in costs was more than 
offset by the sharp drop in the unit selling values of urea, thus operating 
income declined sharply. 

At the Conunission' s hearing and in their i;>osthearing brief, petitioners 
maintained that production cost is the most appropriate raw-material value for 
ammonia used to produce urea. y Respondents stated at the hearing and in 
their posthearing brief that anunomia cost should be charged at ''market 
Vcil.ue. " Y 

Y According to U. s. Department of Energy Data, the average wellhead price (per 
1,000 cubic feet) for natural gas was $2.66, $2.51, and $1.87 in 1984, 1985, 
and 1986, respectively. 
y United Nations, "Development and Transfer o~ Technology Series No. 13," 
Fertilizer Manual, 1980, p. 54. , . 
y Posthearing brief of petitioner at p. 2, attachment 1 at pp. 2-5, and 

.Coopers & Lybrand letter dated June 3, 1987 (attachment l). 
y Posthearing brief of Steptoe & Johnson, counsel for certain respondents, at 
pp. 6-7. 
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Table 11.-Income-and-loss experience on a dollars-per-ton-sold basis of 11 
U.S. producers on their operations producing urea, accounting years 1984-86, 
and interim periodS ended Dec. 31, 1985, and Dec. 31, 1986 

(Per short ton} 

Item 1984 1985 1986 

Net sales: 
'rrade •••••••••••••••••••• $144.55 $138.82 $102.97 
Intracompany ••••••••••••• 114.29 108.43 93.54 
Average net sales price •• 138.37 131.76 100.72 

Cost of goods sold: 
Anhydrous ammonia •••••••• 60.30 61.66 48.30 
other costs .••••••.•..... 43.20 46.02 42.76 

Total cost of goods sold ••• 103.50 107.68 91.06 
Gross profit . .............. 34.87 24.08 9.66 
General, selling I and 

administrative expenses •• 6.73 6.69 6.87 
t' . OJ;:>e!.ra.: 1Il9' .income • • • • • • • • • • • 28.14 17.39 2.79 

y Only three companies reported interim-period data. 
21 * * *· * * *· 

Interim period 
ended Dec.31-
1985 1986 1/ 

$*** $*** 
*** *** 
*** *** 

*** *** 
*** *** 
*** *** 
*** *** 

*** 2/ *** 2/ 
*** *** 

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

Fram data reported in the Ccnmnission's qliestionnaires, it is possible to 
calculate certain unit costs and ~ calculated costs with those reported 
in table 11. Using the average natural gas costs reported by domestic 
producers, it is possible to calculate.their approxilnate natural-gas costs to 
produce ammonia. When this is done, it shows that, for 10 U.S. urea producers, 
the average natural-gas cost to produce a ton of ammonia was $96.14 in 1984, 
$93.86 in 1985, and $69.54 in 1986. '!here are, of course, other costs 
associated with ammonia production in addition to natural gas costs and these 
costs are not included in the calculated cost. 

Nevertheless, using the same U.S. producers' natural-gas costs it is 
possible to calculate the natural-gas costs associated with the production of 
ammonia used to make urea. When this is done, it shows that for 10 U.S. urea 
producers, the costs of natural gas in the annnonia used to make 1 ton of urea 
were $55.66 in 1984, $54.34 in 1985, and $40.26 in 1986. These calculated 
ammonia costs are understated because production costs, oth9r than natural gas 
costs, are not included. Natural gas costs fell 27.7 percent from 1984 to 
1986; however, the ammonia raw-material costs reported in table 11 fell by only 
19.9 percent. 'Ihis indicates that, when natural-gas prices declined, other 
costs accounted for a higher percentage of ammonia production costs. 
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Investinent in productive facilities.--'lhirteen finns supplied data 
concerning their investment in productive facilities employed in the production 
of nitrogenous fertilizer and urea. 'Ihree finns submitted interim period 
data. Reported investment in property, plant, and equipment is shown in 
table 12. 

'!he aggr~te investment in productive facilities for overall nitrogenous 
fertilizer operations, valued at cost, increased from $1.94 billion in 1984 to 
$2.03 billion in 1985. In 1986, the valuation declined to $1. 79 billion, 
* * *. The book value at the end of 1986 was $654. 7 million. 'Ihree companies 
reported interim period data. For the interim period ended December 31, 1986, 
the value was $*** million, compared with $*** million for December 31, 1985. 
'!he book value as of December 31, 1986, was $*** million, campared with $*** 
million as of December 31, 1985. 

Total reported investment in productive facilities- for urea, valued at 
cost, increased from $556.2 million in 1984 to $564.4 million in 1985. In 1986 
the valuation declined to $538. 7 million. The book value at the end of 1986 
was $209.l million. 'Ihree companies reported interim period data. For the 
interim-period ended December 31, 1986, the original cost of urea facilities 
was $*** million, compared with $*** million for December 31, 1985. The book 
value as of December 31, 1986, was $*** million, compared with $*** million as 
of December 31, 1985. 

capital expenditures.-Fourteen finns :furnished data relative to their 
capital expenditures for land, buildings, machinery, and equipment used in the 
manufacture of nitrogenous fertilizers. 'IWelve finns supplied such data for 
urea operations. Three finns submitted interim-period data for nitrogenous 
fertilizers and two for urea. These data are presented in table 13. 

capitai expenditures relating to nitrogenous fertilizer operations 
increased from $32.4 million in 1984 to $*** million in 1985, then declined to 
$40.6 million in 1986. Such expenditures increased to $*** million in interim 
1986, compared with $*** million in interim 1985. capital expenditures for 
urea increased from $7.5 million in 1984 to $14.0 million in 1986. Interim 
period capital expenditures for 1~86 were $***, coitpared with the 1985 interim 
period amount of $***· 

Research and development expenses.--OUtlays for research and development 
are shown in the· following tabulation (in dollars): 

Accounting 
Period Value .Y 

1984. '.• ... • . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . $*** 
1985 .•• ·•••..••.••....••• *** 
1986. .. . • . . • • • . • • • . • . • • • • *** 

. Interim periods ended 
Dec. 31,--

1985.................. *** 
1986.................. *** 

y Three companies reported data in °1984 and 1985 and two companies reported 
data in 1986 and both interim periods. 
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Table 12. -Urea: U.S. producers' end-of-period valuation of fixed assets, 
accounting years 1984-86, and interim periods ended Dec. 31, 1985, and 
Dec. 31, 1986 

Item 

Nitrogenous fertilizer 
operations: 

original cost ••••••• · •• 
Book value ••••••••.••• 
Number of f inns 

providing data ..... . 
Urea: 

original cost ••••••••• 
Book value ...•.....•.. 
Number of f inns 

providing data •....• 

JI * * *· * * *· 

(In thousands of dollars) 

1984 1985 1986 1/ 

1,941,211 2,029,630 1,788,045 
812,317 801,482 654,679 

13 13 13 

556,220 564,402 535,721 
275,831 249,216 209,073 

13 13 13 

Interim period 
ended Dec. 31-
1985 1986 

*** *** 
*** *** 

3 3 

*** *** 
*** *** 

3 3 

source: Compiled from data submitted in response to questionnaires of the u.s. 
International Trade Commission. 

capital and investment. -The Commission asked u. s. producers to describe 
any actual or potential negative effects of inports of urea from Fast Gennany, 
Romania, and the u.s.s.R. on their operations. Individual responses to these 
questions, by finn, are included in appendix E. 

Consideration of Alleged Threat of Material Injw:y 

Among the relevant economic factors that may contribute to the threat of 
material injmy to the domestic indust.J:y are (1) any increase in production 
capacity or existing unused or under-utilized capacity in Fast Gennany, 
Romania, or the u.s.s.R. that would be likely to result in a significant 
increase in exports of urea to the United States, (2) any substantial increase 
in inventories of urea inported from Fast Gennany, Romania, and the u.s.s.R. in 
the United states, (3) any rapid increase in U.S. market penetration or the 
likelihood that penetration will increase to an injurious level, and (4) the 
probability that imports of urea will enter the United States at prices that 
will have a depressing or ·suppressing effect on U.S. prices of urea. 'llle 
available infonnation on foreign capacity, production, and exports of urea and 
U. s. importers' inventories of such merchandise is presented below. The issues 
of import penetration and price suppressioJ'Vdepression are discussed in · 
subsequent sections. 
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Tabl~ 13.--U.S. producers' capital expenditures for facilities used in the 
production of nitrogenous fertilizers and urea, .accounting years 1984-86 ·am 

. interim periods enderl Dec. 31~ 1985, and Dec. 31, 1986 . 

(In thousands of dollars) 
Interim periOd 
errlerl Dec. 31-

Item 1984 1985 1986 1985 1986 

Nitrogenous fertilizer 
operations: 

Iarxi •••••••••••••••• ~ ••• 110 113 59 *** *** 
. • • •. j • 

. ~di.rl.g!; ••••••••••••••• 36 242 285 *** ••• 
Machin and . . ery . 
~~t .... ~ .... · ..... 32,219 *** lL .40,265 *** *** 

To"ta.l .••••••••••••••• 32,365 *** 40,609. *** *** 
Number of f inns 

providing data ••.••••• 14 14 14 3 3 

Urea.: 
.. 

I.ai'd •••••••••••••••••••• 13 47 32 *** ••• 
Bllildings .••••••••••••••• 28 81 244 *** ••• 
Machinei:y and 

eqll.ipnerlt ••••• · •••••••• 7,424 10,045 13,770 *** *** 
'I'otal ••••••••••••••• 7,465 10,173 14,046 *** *** 

Number of f inns 
providing data •••••••• 12 12 12 2 2 

.Y·* * *· * * *· ***· 

Source: COmpilerl from data submitted in response to questionnaires of the U.S. 
rnternational Trade Connnission. 

u.s: importers' inventories 

, · Some finns that illlported urea from East Gemany, Romani.a, or the u.s.s.R. 
conmrl.nglerl inventories from those C:ountries and, in addition, canuningled 
illlports from other countries and U. s. -produced product. 'Iherefore, those 

-importers were unable to provide precise inventocy data. 

qombinerl data on U. s. illlporters' end-of-period inventories of urea 
imported from East Germany, Romania, and the u.s.s.R. are presented in the 
following tabulation: 

Date . Inventories 
(l,000 short t6n$) .Y 

Dec. 31-
1984 . .•...........••.•.• \ 239 
1985 . .•.•.••.. •.• . . . . . . • • 119 
198E? • •••••••••••••• •.. • • • 73 

y On a dry, 100-percent-urea basis. 

Share of 
imports y 
(Percent) 

33.2 
18.4 
6.1 

y As reported in response to the Ccmnission's illlporters' questionnaires. 
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As a share of total imports from Fast Gemany, Romania, and the u. s. s .R. , 
irrporters' inventories decreased from 33. 2 percent as of December 31, 1984, to 
18.4 percent as of o9cember 31, 1985, and then dropped to 6.1 percent as of 
December 31, 1986. Same of the importers that responded to the questionnaires 
do not maintain inventories but sell urea·directly from the ship to customer 

.barges that anchor alongside the ship for the transfer. 

Ability of foreign producers to generate exports 

COUnsels for respondents were asked to provide infonnation about the urea 
capacity, production, domestic consumption, exports to the united States, and 
exports to other countries durirq 1984-86 for Fast Gemany, Romania, and the 
u.s.s.R. Similar requests have been made to the foreign governments through 
diplomatic channels. Respoments provided data for Fast Gemany arxi Romania. 
Partial data· from publications of Fertilizer Economic studies Limited 
(Fertecon), London, England, were used for the u.s.s.R. 

Fast Gemany. -Based upon infonnation provided by counsel to East Gennan 
respondents, urea capacity and production in Fast Gennany * * * durirq 1984-86 
(table 14). * * *· · 

Table 14.--urea: Fast Gennan capacity, production, exports, and domestic 
consunption, 1984-86 

Fast Gemany .1984 

capacity •••••••••••• 1,000 short tons •• *** 
Pr'Cxiu.ction ••••••••••••••••••••• • do.:.. *** 
Exports by destination: 

1985 

*** 
*** 

1986 

y *** 
*** 

United States •••••••••• , •••••• do •••• · *** *** *** 
**• ......................... do •••• *** *** *** 
* * * ........................ . do.... *** *** *** 
**• ......................... do •••• *** *** *** 
* * * ........... · ............. · .. do.... *** *** *** 
* * *· .......... ~ ............. do.... *** *** *** 
other •• · ••••••••••••••••••••••• do. . . . -*-**-------*-*-*-------*-*-*-

Total exports •••••. • •.••••••• do.... *** *** *** 
Domestic constmption •••.. · ••••••• do.... *** *** *** 
Ratio of exports to production: 

United States •••••••••. .' ••• percent.. *** *** *** 
All other •.•••••••••••.••••••. do.... -*-**-------*-*-*-------*-*-*-

Total ••••••••••••••••••••••• do.... *** ***· *** 
Ratio of production to capacity 

percent.. *** ••• *** 
.Y * * *· 
Source: Compiled from data provided by counsel to East Gennan respondents. 
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capacity utilization rates were * * * during 1984-86. * * *· Exports to the 
United States * * *· * * *· . 

Romania.-Based upon infonnation provided by counsel to Romanian 
respondents, urea capacity in Romania was constant, and production was 

. virtually constant during 1984-86 (table-15). Counsel stated that Romania has 
no plans to ~ capacity. 

Table 15.--Urea: Romanian capacity, production, exports, and domestic 
consumption, 1984-86 

Romania 1984 1985 1986 

capacity •••••••••••• 1,000 short tons •• 3,427 3,427 3,427 
Pl:txiuction • ..................... do •••• 3,170 3,151 3,179 
Exports by destination: 

United states ....•......•..... do .... 289 215 61 
I?'l.Ci.i.a • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • do. • • • 133 202 258 
Peoples Republic of China ••••• do •••• 698 425 629 
ot:ller. • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • de. • • • 519 526 406 

Total exports •••.••••.•.•.•• do •••• l,639 1,368 1,354 
Domestic consumption ••••••••• · ••• do •••• l,530 1,783 1,825 
Ratio of exports to production: 

United States.~ •••••. •~ •• _ ••• percent •• 9.1 6.8 1.9 
Al.l other • ••....•.••••••..•••. do . ... 42.6 36.6 40.7 

Total ••••••••••••••••••••••• do •••• 51.7 43.4 42.6 
Ratio of production tO capacity 

percent •• 92.5 91.9 92.8 

Source: Prehearing b~ief of the Romanian respondents, attachment 1. 

capacity utilization rates were almost constant at 92 to 93 percent during 
1984-86. Romania exported a high, but declining, percentage of its urea · 
production, 51.7 percent in 1984, 43.4 percent in 1985, and 42.6 percent in 
1986. Exports to the United States dropped from 289,000 short tons in 1984 to 
215,000 tons in 1985, and 61,000 tons in 1986. 

Table 15 shows same market $.ifts for Romanian exports of urea and the 
export markets for large quantities of urea were not identified. Consumption 
of urea in Romania increased 16.5 percent from 1984 to 1985. and 2.4 percent 
from 1985 to 1986. 

· U.S.S.R.-- Partially complete data for the U.S.S.R. have been ~iled 
from Fertecon studies made ava,ilable to the Commission by the petitioner 
through the courtesy of the' copyright holder (table 16). 'llle U.S.S.R. is the 
world's largest urea producer and exports a high percentage of its production, 
*** percent in 1984 and *** percent in 1985. 

Exports of urea from the u.s.s.R. increased *** percent from 1984 to 1985 
and dropped *** percent from 1985 to 1986. Urea capacity utilization in the 
u.s.s.R. was *** percent in 1984 and *** percent in 1985. capacity to produce 
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Table 16.-Urea: u.s.s.R. capacity, production, exports, and damesti.c 
constnnption, 1984-86 

u.s.s.R. 1984 1985 1986 

capacity •••••••••••• 1,000 short tons •• *** *** *** 
Prcxiuct.ion . .................... . do.... *** *** y 
Exports by destination: 

United States y ............. . do.... 418 455 843 
*** *** 
*** *** 

West Eurc>];>e, ••••••••••••••••••• do. • • • Y 
ot:ller • .•.•••••••••.• · ••••.••••• do. • • • -**-*----------------

Total exports ••••••••••••••• do ••••••• *** *** 
Domestic consumption •••••••••••• do •••• *** *** y 
Ratio of exports to product.ion: 

United States •••••••••••••• percent •• *** *** y 
*** 1/ .Al.l CJ't:ller ••••••••••••••••••••• do. • • • -**-*---------------=:£--­

Total ••••••••••••••••••••••• do.... *** *** y 
Ratio of product.ion to capacity 

percent. • *** *** y 

y Not available. 
y Conpiled from official i.np)rt statistics of the U.S. Deparbnent of COnunerce. 

Source: Conpilecl from Fertilizer F.conamic Studies Lhnited Quarterly Urea 
Reports, Issue No. 10, Januacy 1987, and Issue No. 11, April 1987, except as 
noted. 

urea in the u.s.s.R. increased *** percent from 1984 to 1985 and *** percent 
from 1985 to 1986. According to Fertecon data, urea capacity in the u.s.s.R. 
is project.eel to increase *** percent from 1986 to 1987 and *** percent from 
1987 to 1988. 

In the aggregate, capacity in Fast~' Romania, and the u.s.s.R. was 
*** times U.S. capacity in 1984, *** times U.S. capacity in 1985, and *** times 
u. s. capacity in 1986. Exports to the United States in 1986 amounted to *** 
percent of East Gennany's capacity to produce urea, 1.8 percent of Romania's 
capacity, and *** percent of the u.s.s.R. 's capacity. 

The United states and certain of the countries of the European Community 
(EC) are among the few significant world fertilizer markets that are not under 
direct govermnent or centrally planned control and are, therefore, attractive 
export markets for other world producers. 

On October 11, 1986, the Commission of the EC initiated antidumping 
proceedings concerning inp::>rts of urea originating in CZechoslovakia, Fast 
Gennany, Kuwait, Libya, Saudi Arabia, the u.s.s.R., Trinidad and Tobago, and 
Yugoslavia. 11 Effective Febru.ai:y 4, 1987, the United Kingdom placed inp::>rt 

11 Official Journal of the European Communities, No. C 254/3, oct. 11, 1986. 
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restrictions on urea from East c;;ennany and the p.s.s.R.- that.limit inq:>orts from. 
East Gennany to 25,000 metric tons and inq:>orts from the u.s.s.R. to 30,000· 
metric tons in 1987. JI On February 11, 1987, the EC plaCea all inq:>orted urea 
under "retrospective sw:veillance" in anticipation of possible increased 
inq:>orts because of urea offered for sale in the EC "at prices considerably 
lower than those charged on the Conununity market." y On May 8, 1987, the EC 
ilTiposed provisional antidtnrping duties on inq:>orts of urea originating· in 
Czechoslovakia (40 percent), East Gennany (59 percent), ro..twait (45 percent), 
Libya (69 percent), Saudi Arabia (61 percent), the U.S.S.R. (63 percent), 
Trinidad and Tobago ( 43 percent) , and Yugoslavia (78 percent) • y 

Consideration of the causal Relationship Between the Alleged Material 
Injury or the Threat Thereof and the Alleged I1l'FV Inports 

u. s. imports 

According to official statistics of the U.S. Deparbnent of Connnerce and 
data submitted in response to the Conunission's questionnaires, inq:>orts of urea 
decreased (in quantity) 3.5 ·percent from 1984 to 1985 and then increased 
shcuply (67.3 percent) from 1985 to 1986 (table 17). Inports of.urea from Fast 
Gennany declined 14.5 percent from 1984 to 1985 and then jUll'pE!d 255.9 percent 

'.from 1985 to 1986. Inports from Romania dropped 42.9 percent from 1984 to 1985 
. ?ind increased slightly (2.2 percent) from 1985 to 1986. Inports from the 

·. U.S.S.R. increased 8.9 percent from 1984 to 1985 and 85 •. 3 percent from 1985 to 
. 1986. . 

In the aggregate, inq:>orts of urea from East Gennany, Romania, and the 
u.s.s.R. accounted for 35.3 percent of the total quantity of urea inq:>orts in 
1984, 32.9 percent in 1985, and 36.1 percent in 1986. such inq:>orts fell by 

· 10 .1 percent from 720, ooo short tons in 1984 to 64 7, ooo short tons in 1985, and 
then increased by 83. 8 percent to 1. 2 million short tons in 1986. 

An official of the Romanian export carrpany, I.C.E. Chilnica, appeared at 
· the Commission's conference and, among other things, questioned the accuracy of 
.official U.S. Deparbnent of Commerce inq:>ort statistics for Romania. y 
SUbsequently, Commerc:e reviewed certain inq:>ort documents and discovered that 
substantial quantities of UAN solutions had been misclassified as urea. 
Commerc:e provided corrections to inq:>ort statistics for Romania for July 
1985-December 1986, but was unable to provide corrections for January 
1984-June 1985. 

All known inq:>orters of urea from Romania responded to the Commission's 
questionnaires; therefore, questionnaire data are used-in.table 17 as the best 
available data for 1984-86. It is most practicable to compare Commission 

JI Official Journal of the European Conununities, No. G 29/3, Feb. 6, 1987. 
y Ibid, No. L 42/25, Feb. 12, 1987. 
'JI Ibid, No. L 121/11, May 9, 1987. . 
y Transcript of conference, pp. 153-163 and 173-175. 



A-40 

Table 17.--Urea: U.S. imports, by principal sources, 1984-86 

Source 

Ea.st Ge:I'7narly'. • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
• ">I . Rolnan.ia b ................ • ...... . 

u.s.s.R ........................... . 
S\Jb'to'ta.l • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

caria.da. •••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
N~lards ••••••••••••••••••••••• 
I"ta.ly • • • • • • • ~ • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • ~ • • • 
Trinidad and Tobago ••••••••••••••• 
Al.l otll.er. • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

'lbta.l ••••••••••••••••• \I ••••••• 

Ea.st Ge:I'7narly'. • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
Rolnarlia y . .............. ~ ~ ~ ..... . 
u.s.s.R .......................... . 

S\Jb'to'ta.l • • • • • • • • • • • • • ~ • • • • • • • • 
cana.da •••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Netll.erlards ••••••••••••••••••••••• 
I"ta.ly. • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •• • •• • • 
Trinidad and Tobago ••••••••••••••• 
Al.l ot:ller. • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

'Ib"ta.l ••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

Ea.st Ge:I'7narly'. • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
Rarnan.ia y ....................... •. 
U.S. S .R ••••••••••••••••••..••••. • •••• 

Average ••••••••••••••••••••••• 
cana.~ •••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Ne"tller larx::ls ••••••••••••••••••••••• 
I-ta.ly ••••• • • • ••• • •• • •• • • • • • • • • • •• • 
Trinidad and Tobago ••••••••••••••• 
Al.l ot:ller ••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

Average •••••••••••••• -••••••••• 

y On a dcy, 100-percent-urea basis. 

1984 

Quantity 
69 

233 
418 
720 
880 
127 
41 
22 

250 
2,040 

8,542 
32,946 
52.408 
93,896 

116,055 
28,147 
5,627 
2,687 

33,462 
279,874 

$123.99 
·141.40 
125.51 
130.41 
131.84 
221.22 
138.91 
119.80 
133.85 
137.19 

Value 

1985 

Cl. ooo short tons) 
59 

133 
455 
647 
771 
192 

45 
40 

273 
1.968 

C 1. ooo dollars l 
5,783 

13,852 
61.030 
80,665 
98,735 
42,236 

7,893 
5,805 

33.116 
268,450 

Unit value 

$ 98.64 
104.15 
J,,3~sJ.3 
124.68 
128.05 
219.41 
175.21 
144.20 
121.30 
1~6.41 

3/ 

1986 

1/ 
210 
136 
843 

1,189 
1,189 

168 
145 

97 
504 

3,292 

16,251 
11,140 
65.624 
93,015 

127,243 
37,560 
11,852 
8,529 

46.712 
324,911 

$ 77.54 
81.91 
77.81 
78.23 

107.00 
222.94 

81.78 
87.74 
92.68 
98.70 

y COmpiled from data submitted in response to questionnaires of the U. s. 
International Trade Commission. 
Y On a C.I.F. value basis. 

Source: COmpiled from official statistics of the U.S. Deparbnent of Commerce, 
except as noted. 

Note.-Because of rounding, figures may not add to the totals shown. 
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inp:>rt data for Romania with Commerce data for 1986. Data reported in response 
to the Conunission's questionnaires show inp:>rts of urea from Romania in 1986 of 
136,000 short tons, Valued at $11.l million, ccnrpared with Commerce's corrected 
data of 142,000 short tons with a C.I.F. value of $10.9 million. Counsel for 
Romanian respondents reported a total of 565,000 tons of urea exported to the 

.United States during 1984-86 (table 15). Importers reported 502,000 short tons 
of Romanian urea _inp:>rted into the United States during 1984-86 (table 17). 
'!here is an obvious lag between the time urea is exported from Romania and the 
time it enters the u.s. market. '!here were no inp:>rts of urea from East 
Germany or Romania during January-March 1987, and only 34, 000 short tons of 
urea were inp:>rted from the u.s.s.R. during January-March 1987. 

Most of the urea inp:>rted from East Gennany, Romania, and the u.s.s.R. 
entered the United states through the New Orleans, IA, customs district. 
Imports of urea in 1986 from East Gennany, Romania, the u.s.s.R., and the total 
for those three countries, compiled from official statistics of the U.S. 
Department of Commerce (corrected official 1986 Commerce statistics for 
Romania) , are shown by customs districts in the following tabulation (in 
percent of quantity): 

CUstams district East Germany Romania u.s.s.R. Total 

Baltimore, ~- ..... 31.6 o.o 2.0 6.9 
Chicago, IL •••••••• 7.6 .o .o 1.3 
Cleveland, OH •••••• .o .o 1.5 1.1 
New Orleans, IA.••• 56.8 89.3 85.9 81.3 
Norfolk, VA, •••••••• .o 1.2 .o .2 
Fhlladelphia, PA ••• .o 7.2 .o .8 
Portland, :f.1E ••••••• .o 2.3 .4 .5 
Savannah, GA.•• •••• 1.0 .o 2.0 1.6 
Tanpa, FL. • • •. • •••• .o .o 1.3 .9 
Wilmington, NC ••••• _b_2 __ ._o ~ --2.d 

'Ibtal •••••••••• 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

As shown in table 17, Canada was the largest single supplier of urea to 
the United States during 1984-86, accounting for 36.1 percent of total inp:>rts 
of urea in 1986. Imports from Canada dropped 12.4 percent from 1984 to 1985 
and then increased 54.2 percent from 1985 to 1986. 

U o $ • importers I shipments 

All urea inp:>rts from East Germany, Romania, and the U.S.S.R. were of 
prilled urea and, consequently, shipment data for those countries was also of 
prilled urea. Table 18 includes shipment quantities, values, and unit values 
of urea inp:>rted from East Gennany, Romania, and the u.s.s.R., as· reported in 
responses to the Commission's importers' questionnaire. 

'!he quantity of East German urea shipped during 1984-86 equaled 112.1 . 
percent of the quantity inp:>rted (indicating domestic shipment of urea inp:>rted 
prior to 1984); the quantity of Romanian urea shipped during 1984-86 equaled 
85.3 percent of the quantity imported; and the quantity of urea from the 
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u.s.s.R. shipped during 1984-86 equaled 75.9 percent of the quantity imported. 
same importers commingled imports from the countries subject to these · 
investigations, commingled imports from Fast Germany, Romania, or the u.s.s.R. 
with other imported urea and with domestic urea. Therefore, such importers 
were unable to provide complete shipment data for urea imported from the 
countries subject to these investigations. 

As shown in table 18, shipments of urea imported from Fast Germany 
decreased 40.8 percent from 1984 to 1985 and then increased 143.2 percent from 
1985 to 1986. Shipments of urea imported from Romania increased 11.0 percent 
from 1984 to 1985 and then dropped 24.2 percent from 1985 to 1986. Shipments 
of urea imported from the u.s.s.R. increased 53.3 percent from ·19s4 to 1985 and 
increased 16.2 percent from 1985 to 1986. 

Average unit values of U.S. producers' danestic shipments of solid urea 
(prills and granules) from table 5 are oampared in figure 5 with unit values of 
u. s. importers' domestic shipments of urea from Fast Germany, Romania, arxl the 
u.s.s.R., all of which was prilled urea (table 18). 

Table 18. -urea: u. s. importers' domestic shipments of urea imported from 
East Germany, Romania, am the u.s.s.R., 1984-86 

Item 

U. s. importers' domestic shipments: 
Urea from East Gennany ••••••••••••••• 
Urea from Romania •••••••••••••••••••• 
Urea from the U.S.S.R •••••••••••••••• 

To"ta.l •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

U o S • importers I domestic shipments: 

1984 1985 1986 

Quantity Cl. 000 short tons) 1/ 

125 
145 
302 
572 

74 
161 
463 
698 

Value Cl,000 dollars) 2/ 

180 
122 
538 
840 

Urea from East Germany............... 16,721 8,280 14,592 
Urea from Romania.................... 21,541 15,396 12,021 
Urea from the u. s. s. R. • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • _3 __ 7 ............. 6=9=8 ____ =5=3.L.:, 2=3=8 ______ 4=1::.£'=3...::.:43 

Total. • • • • • • • • • • • • . • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • _7"'""5:;;.,j,i..::9;..;::6=0----~7=6.L.:, 9:;.:l::...:4.___._ _ ____,6:::..:7'-..&,..::;9=56 

·unit value (per short ton) 
U.S. importers' domestic shipments: 

Urea from East Germany ...••..•..•.••• $133.77 $111.89 $81.07 
Urea from Romania.................... 148.56 95.63 98.53 
Urea from the U.S.S.R................ --=-12 __ 4 __ .~8=3 ____ -=1=14 ............ 9'-"8---· ___ _,7...;::6;..:..•=85 

Average............................ 132.80 110.19 80.90 

JI On a dry, 100-percent-urea basis. 
Y Net values (i.e., gross value less all discounts, allowances, and the value 
of returned goods) , f. o. b. establishment (s) • 

source: Compiled from data submitted in response to questionnaires of the U. s. 
International Trade Conunission. 

Note.-Because of rounding, figures may not add to the totals shown. 
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Figure 5 shows that the unit values of u. s. producers' ·domestic shipments 
of solid urea were significantly higher than U.S. importers' domestic shipl'Qel1ts 
of solid urea imported from F.ast Gennany, Romania, ani the u.s.s.R., with the 
exception of the unit value of shipments of Romanian urea in 1984. · 

Figure 6 carrpares the average unit values of U.S. producers' domestic 
shipments of solid urea (prills ani granules), the unit values of U.S. 
producers' shipments of prilled urea, ani the unit values of U.S. produeers' 
domestic shipments of granular urea with the average unit values of U.S. 
importers' domestic shipments ·of prilled urea imported from Fast Gennany, 
Romania, ani the u.s.s .. R. 

The average unit f.o.b. values of shipments of urea imported from Fast 
Gennany, Romania, ani the u.s.s.R. were significantly ani consistently lower 
than the unit f.o.b. values of U.S. producers' domestic shipments of solid urea 
in either the prilled or granular fonn. As previously noted in the discussion 
of the data in table 5, the unit values of U.S. producers' domestic shipments 
of granular urea were lower than the unit values of prilled urea. Both the 
shipment unit values of urea imported from F.ast Gennany, Romania, ani the 
u.s.s.R. ani the shipment unit values of domestically produced urea fell 
rapidly during 1984-86. 

Market penetration by the alleged I1l'FV imports 

All imports ani exports of urea are believed to be in solid fonn. Table 
19 shows the quantity, in th.ousanis of short tons, of U.S. production, exports, 
imports, ani apparent coI1SUil'ption of urea in solid fonn (prills or granules) · 
during 1984-86. U. s. apparent consumption of solid urea decreased 8. 4 percent 
from 1984 to 1985 ani then increased 25. 6 percent from 1985 to 1986. 

Ratios as percentages of imports of solid urea· to apparent consunption of 
solid urea are also shown in table 19. Combined imports from Fast Gennany, 
Romania, ani the U.S.S.R. decreased slightly, as a percentage of apparent 
coI1SUil'ption, from 12.4 percent in 1984 to 12.2 percent.in 1985~ ani then 
increased to 17. 8 percent in 1986. The ratio of total solid urea imports to · 
apparent consunption of solid urea junp:d to 49. 4 percent in 1986 carrpared with 
37 .1 percent in 1985 ani 35. 2 percent in 1984·. 

U.S. production of solid urea dropped 23.1 percent during 1984-86; exports 
of solid urea fell 61. 3 percent during 1984-86; imports of solid urea from F.ast · 
Gennany, Romania, ani the u.s.s.R. increased 65.1 percent during 1984-86; ani 
imports of solid urea from all other countries increased 59.3 percent during 
1984-86. Apparent consumption of solid urea by source of supply is illustrated 
in figure 7 for 1984-86, and in more detail for 1986 in figure 8. 
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Figure 5.--Urea Shipments, Unit Value 
U.S. Producers' & Importers' shipments 
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Figure 6.--Urea Unit Values 
U.S. prill & gran. vs Ger,Rom,&U.S.S.R. 
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Table 19.-Solid urea: U.S. production, exports, ilrports, and apparent 
consmnption, 1984-86 

Solid urea 1984 

U. s. production y 
1,000 sho~ tons y.. 5,025 

U.S. exports ••••• !' ••••••••••••• • do.... l,·270 
u. s. ilrports: 

Fa.st Germany •••••••• !t ••••••••• do •••• 
Romania y .................... do •••• 
U.S.S.R ..................... · .. do •••• 
~ Sllbto"ta.l ••••••••••••• do" •••• 

All other ilrports ••••••••••••• do •••• 
Total ilrports ••••••••••••••• do •••• 

Apparent consumption Y 
1, 000 short tons y . . 

Ratio of ilrports to 
apparent consurrption (quantity): 

69 
233 
418 
720 

1.320 
2,040 

5,795 

1985 

4,495 
1,154 

59 
133 
455 
647 

1.321 

5,309 

1986 

3,865 
491 

210 
136 
843 

1,189 
2.103 
3,292 

6,666 

Fast Germany ••••••••••••••• percent.. 1.2 1.1 3.2 
Rana.nia ••••••••••• ····~ ••••••••• do.... 4.0 2.5 2.0 
U.S. S .R ••••••••••••••••••••••• do. • • • _7.....,.-=2.._ _____ 8:..:....:• 6'°--------=1~2~. 6 

Fa.st Germany I Ranan.ia, 
and the u.s.s.R ........... percent.. 12.4 12.2 17.8 

All ilrports ••••••••••••••••• do. • • • 35. 2 37.1 49.4 

Ratio of ilrports to 
apparent consmnption (value) : Y 

Fast Germany ••••••••••••••• percent... 1.0 0.8 2.4 
Romania •••••••••••••••••••••• • do.... 3.9 1.9 1.6 
U.S. S. R • .........•............ do. • . • _6~·~2 ______ 8 ____ • l"-------""-9-=-=. 6 

Fast Gennany I Romani.a, 
and the u.s.s.R .......... percent.. 11.2 10.8 

All i.J'ni;x:>rts •••••• · •. • •••.••••• do. . . . 33 . 4 36.0 

y Compiled from data submitted in response to questionnaires of the U.S. 
International Trade Commission. 
y on a dry, 100-percent-urea basis. 
y calculated as production less exports plus i.J'ni;x:>rts. 

13.6 

47.4 

y Values of production for 1984-86 and exports for 1985 and 1986 estllnated 
from unit values of shipments. 

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

Note.-Because of rounding, figures may not add to the totals shown. 
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Figure 7 .--U.S. Urea Consumption 
Apparent Consumption by Source 
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Figure 8.--Urea Consumption, 1986 
Apparent Consumption by Source 
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Prices 

In general, information on the urea market is readily available to buyers 
and sellers. Field representatives of U. s. producers and importers are 
regularly in contact with purchasers to infonn. them of the current price of 
urea. Many participants in the market subscribe to the "Green Markets" 
newsletter, which publishes weekly average prices and reports on production and 
import levels. In addition, some U.S. producers and importers also publish 
bimonthly price list$ for dealers, brokers, and end users. 

When distributors, cooperatives, or dealers-the major types of purchasers 
at the wholesale level ~ecide to buy urea, they shop for bids.· 'Ihey may 
obtain comparative pricing information in a variety of ways. A field 
representative may give a purchaser a price quote during a regular visit, or 
the .purchaser may place calls to his regular suppliers to obtain bids over the 
telephone. Same purchasers may give high-bidding suppliers the opportunity to 
meet or beat the. low bid they have received, especially if the high bidder is a 
preferred supplier. 

Because urea is not a perishable item, it can be stored under appropriate 
conditions for several months. u.s.-produced and imported urea are highly 
similar products. y Because of the generally homogeneous nature of urea, 
producers and importers tend to respond to market forces similarly, and if one 
supplier's prices rise, others' tend to also. A significant mitigating factor 
in the market is transportation costs. '!he location of .the seller in relation 
to the buyer can markedly affect transportation costs, and thus can affect the 
delivered price of urea. y Because of this, not all producers or importers 
are able to carrg;>ete equally at all locations. 

Although the urea market is driven primarily by price, quality can differ 
and have an effect on purchasing decisions. 'Ihe quality of urea deperds 
primarily on two factors: (1) the size and unifonnity of the prills or granules 
and (2) resistance to caking. Purchasers of both damestic urea and urea from 
the subject countries have reported that the U.S. material is generally of a 
higher quality. It is preferred or required for certain applieations, but the 
imported material, although generally of a lower quality, can be used for many 
of the same applications as damestic urea. 

Y In fact, imported and domestic urea are frequently camming1ed in 
wholesalers' warehouses and their customers connnonly are not aware of the 
origin of the product. 
y Purchasers indicated in their questionnaire responses that transportation 
costs in the U.S. market are a major factor in buying urea; typical 
transportation costs reportedly averaged approxllna.tely a percent of the 
delivered price of urea. For a more carrplete discussion see the section on 
transportation costs immediately following the price section. 
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'!he price of urea relative to prices of the three other major nitrogen 
fertilizers (anhydrous annnonia, nitrogen solutions, and anunonium nitrate) 
affects the demand for urea, within the physical limits of substitutability of 
the various types. Y Of the two solid nitrogen fertilizers, urea and anunonium 
nitrate, urea is usually the lowest cost per unit of nitrogen. y Trerrls in 

. fann-level prices of the principal nitrogen fertilizers are shown in figure 9, 
during crop years 1977-86. Although anunonium nitrate may be the closest 
substitute for selid urea, as previously discussed, it has some undesirable 
characteristics compared with urea. Both urea and anunonium nitrate are 
marketed as dry, granular or prilled solids that can be stored and blended 
easily. 'Ihe technology for spreading these fertilizers is relatively silnple. 
In comparison with anhydrous anunonia, urea is higher priced per unit of 
nitrogen. on a unit nitrogen basis, nitrogen solutions appear to be the most 
price COlt'q?etitive nitrogen fertilizer compared with urea in recent years. 
Nevertheless, urea may be substituted for other nitrogen fertili~ers as the 
price difference narrows. 

D.lring 1982, the price of urea per unit of nitrogen increased less than 
prices of the other nitrogenous fertilizers, and in 1983 it fell more quickly 
than prices of the other fertilizers; during the latter period, urea prices 
fell by 9 percent compared with declines of 4 to 7 percent in prices of the 
other fertilizers. 

Based on shipment data for urea reported in U. s. producer and ilnporter 
questionnaire responses, an increase in urea supply in 1986 apparently resulted 
largely from increases in ilnports but also from an increase in domestic 
shipments. Although total consumption of nitrogenous fertilizers fell in 1986, 

Y 'Ihe substitutability of urea for the other nitrogenous fertilizers has been 
suggested by several sources. In addition to hearing testimony of the 
petitioners, officials of the Tennessee Valley Authority and market analysts 
with Green Markets, Inc. noted that during 1986 urea was substituted for 
anhydrous anunonia and the nitrogen solutions. The analysts at Green Markets 
specifically cited the lower price of urea relative to prices of the other 
nitrogenous fertilizers as the reason for such substitution. Similar 
substitution in 1984 was also cited by analysts at Green Markets. Commercial 
Fertilizers, Tennessee Valley Authority, Economics and Marketing Staff­
National Fertilizer Development Center, page l, 1986. Green Markets-­
Fertilizer Market Intelligence Weekly, McGraw-Hill, Inc., page 2, May 11, 1987 
and page 2, June 11, 1984. 
y 'Ihe four fertilizers have widely different nitrogen contents by weight; urea 
has a nitrogen content of about 46 percent compared with about 82 percent for 
anhydrous anunonia, 28 to 32 percent for nitrogen solutions, and 35 percent for 
anunonium nitrate. 'Ib corrpare prices, values of each must be converted to 
prices per pound of nitrogen. For ex.arrple, if the price of urea per pound of 
nitrogen falls relative to the price of anunonium nitrate per pound of nitrogen, 
then urea has become a relatively less expensive source of nitrogen, and vice 
versa. When price comparisons between different nitrogenous fertilizers are 
cited in this report, the price per pound of nitrogen is used. 
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the increase in urea co!lSlllllption may have resulted from substitution as prices 
of urea per unit of nitrogen declined more rapidly than prices of the oth.er 
fertilizers. In 1986 urea prices fell by about 14 percent corrpared with price 
declines of 6 to 9 percent for the other nitrogenous fertilizers. 

Price trends. --Trends in prices were based on published data sources, as 
well as on questionnaire data. 

, Published price data.~Figure 10 shows average monthly gulf coast 
prices of domestic and imported urea combined from January 1982 · to May 1987, as 
reported in various Green· Markets publications. l/ '1he price of Urea ~es 
frequently and shal:ply'o After reaching a high point in 1984 I pri~ Of . 
granular urea fluctuated but general.ly declined through December 1986. In · 
early 1986, prices tenp:>rarily ~ered, but turned down again by .April. 
After their low point ·in December 1986, prices rose for three months before 
falling again in' Marcl1 and contihuirig tO fall through May. · Prices of prilled 
urea, which are first shown ~or .April 1984 (the earliest ~iod available), 
followed silllilar. trends. · 

At the Cormnissiori's hearing,.petitioners asserted that urea prices have 
risen Since December 1986 as a result Of the Commerce Department IS. announcement 
during the early part of that month of its preliminaey dumping finiings. 
(Petitioners also noted at .the hearing that subsequent to Commerce's finding, 
i.Irp)rts from the. subject three countries have fallen significantly.) From 
December 1986 tlri:-ough Februaey 1987 prices of prilled urea sold in the u.s. · 
market rose· by 53 percent, but they then fell by about 2o percent through the 
ena of May 1987. y · 

y Green Markets' . urea price data are based on market particiParits' perceptions 
of prJ,ces, not o~ actual sales transactions, and combine barge, rail, and truck 
volume sales of both domestically pr0c1uced and imported urea. As a result, · 
such.price data are not appropriate,for price carrparisons, although they are 
useful as an indicator of price trends. Green Markets' ret:>orted prices for 
prilled urea are lower than the prices reported for granular urea. As 
previously noted, f.o.b. unit vallies for shipments of prilled urea reported in 
response to the Cormnission's questionnaires were higher than f.o.b. unit values 
for granular urea (table 5). 
y In the Sept. 8, 1986, issue of Green Markets, industcy observers suggest 
that any duties placed on urea imports from East Gennany, Romania, and the 
u.s.s.R. may not result in significantly higher· domestic prices, as low-priced 
urea from other countries will likely fill any shortfall in imports from these 
three countries .. A spokesrnari for '!he Fertilizer Institute stated in the .Apr. 
15, 1987, issue of Chemical Week that the preli.minacy antidumping duties 
altered the suppliers of U.S. urea imports but not ~e voltnne. 
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Questionnaire price data.--Net f.o.b. selling price data for prilled 
and granular urea were requested from u. s. producers and for prilled urea from 
u.s. importers of th8 East Gennan, Romanian, and u.s.s.R. products on their 
largest sale during the first full week of each month during 1985-86. !/ 'Ihe 
price data were requested from u. S. ·producers on the basis of plant and 

. warehouse Sales and by mode of Shipment to their customers: barge, rail, or 
truck: U.S. iirporters were reques~ td report their price data by sales from 
the port of entry and from their U. s. warehouses, and by mode of shipment. 
Although the majority of·dome5tic and irrpoited urea is reportedly sold in barge 
shipments on the gulf coast and along the Mississippi River system, a 
significant quantity is_ also sold by rail and truck. Because of the irrportance 
of transportation ·costs,· the Connnission~also-requested purchasers to report 
delivered-price dat;a for the SUbj~ ckniiestic and irrported prilled urea. 

Industcy sourqes report ~t granular urea generally conunan:1s a higher 
price than priiled µrea, because it is better suited for bulk blending and 
direct application. ·Purchasers responding to the COmmission' s· questionnaires 
indicated that, on the basis of total supply of urea sold fu the U.S. market, 
the delivered priC:e of granular .. urea averaged about 7 percent higher than that 
of prilled urea dur .i.ng 1985~86. This was also apparent in Green Markets' data · 
in figure 10. Y According· to these purchasers, the large particle size of .. 
granular urea generally makes it mo~ suitable than the small particle size of. 
prilled urea for bulk blending of fertilizers and for storage. Same purchasers 
also cormnented that the more unifonn size of the granular· urea-' vis-a-vis the 
-prilled urea allow the granular urea to spread more.evenly in direct 
applications, resulting in higher crop yields. · 

Based on the reported f. o.b. price da1;a, indexes of U. s. producers 1 

selling prices of domestic prilled and granular urea are shown in table 20, ~ 
- indexes of -Selling prices of the prilled 1.irea irrported ftam Fast Germany, 
Romania, and the u.s.s.R. are shown in tables 21-23. JI Fifteen. u.s. producers 

. and 13 importers reported f.o.b. selling price data, but not necessarily for 
all products, all transportation modes; 9r all periods requested. 'Ihe 

· responding u. s. producers accounted for about 97 percent of total domestic 
shipments of urea during 1986. During the same period, the responding 

··importers accounted for about 68_ percent of total U.S. irrports of urea from 
.East Gennany, 47 percent from Rolnania, and 58 percent from the .u.s.s.R. 

!/ Requested transactions were limited to one week during each month because 
urea prices change frequently, and monthly or quarterly average prices might 
not capture price movements. .·, 
.Y The f.o.b. price data reported in Green Markets' publications and shown in 
figw;-e 10 show consistently higher prices of granular urea compared with 
prilled ~· But these prices .are bc;lsed on the total supply of urea in the 
U.S. market and may not reflect relative prices of domestically produced 
granular and prilled urea received by U.S.· producers at specific locations • 

. JI The weighted-average selling prices of the ~omestic and irrported urea that 
·correspond with the indexes shown in tables 20 ... 23 are shown in appendix F, 
. tables F-1 through F-4. Indexes are used, in the -text t6 facilitate analysis of 
_ the changes in price ayer· time. · 

: .. 

,•. 
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Table 20.-urea: Indexes of net f .o.b. selling prices of bulk shipments 
of u. s. -produced. urea sold from U. s. plants, Y by types, by modes of 
shipment, and by mdnths,· January 1985-December 1986 Y 

(Januru::v 1985=100) 
Frilled Granular 

Period· Barge Rail Truck Barge. Rail Truck 

1985: 
Januaey ••••••••• 100 100 . 100 100 100 100 
Februaz:y •••••••• 96 100 96 106 99 99 
~- .· ......... 91 96 85 103 91 97 
.Aprµ ••••••••••• 85 93 87 102 98 102 
!-fa.y ••••••••••••• 75 92 78 64 93 100 
June •••••••••••• 79 91 85 79 93 91 
July •••••••••••• 73 84 82 88 88 93 
.All.gllst. • • ~ • • • • • • 67 87 85 82 88 90 
Septernl:>e.r ••••••• 70 82 86 85 80 85 
C>c::to'ber. • • • • • • • • 64 81 85 84 67 80 
NCV'ernl:>er •••••••. • 65 78 78 80 77 85 
December •••••••• 63 79 70 68 76 75 

1986: 
Januaey ••••••••• 63 7.5 73 74 64 72 
Februaz:y •••••••• . 63 68 62 89 63 66 
~- .......... 57 65 58 73 67 64 
.April ••••••••••• 66 69 67 76 72 71 
!-fa.y ••••••••••••• 76 71 68 84 67 77 
June •••••••••••• 63 68 71 72 67 75 
July •••••••••••• 59 65 62 62 
.All.gllst •••••••••• 47 61 64 61 58 68 
Septernl:>e.r •• ~ ••••. 47 54 51 63 53 62 
C>c::to'ber ••••••••• 49 59 60 59 53 63 
Novernl:>er •••••• e. . 51 58 50 67 60 . 60 

December--~····· 44 59 56 57 47 58 

y Price indexes of the domestic prilled and granular urea are shown only for 
sales from u. s. plants, as u. s. producers reported a greater rnnnber and volume 
of sales from their plants than from their warehouses. Movements in prices of 
the domestic urea sold from U. s. plants, h.cMever, are representative of 
domestic price trends for sales from both plants and warehouses. 
y '!he monthly price indexes were developed from net f.o.b. selling prices of 
U.S. producers' :).argest sales during the firSt week of each month. 

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

Note: January 1985=100. 
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Table 2i.~urea: Indexes of net f.o.b. (U.S. locatiens) selling prices of bulk. 
shipments of the u. S. prilled lirea sold from u. S. plants and F.ast Gennan. 
prilled urea sold from the importers' ports of entJ:y, l/ by nm.es of shipment 
and by months, January 1985-December 1986 Y 

Barge ~Ra~1=·1----~~~~- ~Tru.......,.ck......._~~~--
Period u.s. E. Gennany U.S. E. Gennany U.S. E. Gennany 

1985: 
Januai:y ••••••••• 
Ma.mi ....•.•.... 
.April ••••••••••• 
l1a.y ••••••••••••• 
Jun.e •••••••••••• October......... loo· 
November •••••••• 103 

1986: 
February •••••••• 100 
Ma.mi........... 90 
.April ••••••••••• 103 
l1a.y ••••••••••••• 
J\Jrle •••••••••••• 
Jul.y •••••••••••• 
August.......... 74 
September....... 75 October......... 77 
November. • • • • • • • 80 
December........ 69 

100 
114 

84 
90 

105 

82 
80 
81 
78 
89 
74 

100 
96 
83 
86 
76 
84 
82 

100 
99 
89 
82 
86 
76 
74 

100 
85 

·97 
78 
85 

67 
68 
71 
65 
64 

100 
89 
86· 
86 
87 

44 
61 
57 
56 
62 

lJ Most of the reported sales of the F.ast German prilled urea were from the 
importers' ports of entJ:y. Insufficient priC:e data were reported to show price 
trends of the imported urea sold from U.S. warehouses. 
y 'Ihe monthly price indexes were developed from net :f .o.b. selling prices of 
U. s. producers' and importers' largest sales during the first week of each 
month. 

Source: Compiled from data submitted in i'esponse to questionnaires of the U.S. 
International Trade Connnission. · · 

Note: Base . periods for the price indexes shown above are as follows: By 
barge, October 1985=100; by rail, May 1986=100; and by truck, Januaty 1985=100. 



. A-55 

Table 22.--Urea: Indexes of net f.o.b. (U.S. loCa.tions) selling prices of_ bulk. 
shipments of the U.S. prilled urea sold. from .u. s. plants and Romanian prilled 
urea sold from the importers' U .s. warehouses, Y by modes of shipment and by 
months, ~ 1985-Dec.ember 1986 y · 

Barge Truck 
Period U.S. Romania U.S. Romania 

1985: 
l-fa.rcll ••••••••••••••••• 100 100 
.April . ................ 100 100 102 92 
May ••••••••••••••••• · •• 87 96 92 92 
J'Wle •••••••••••••••••• 92 93 100 .90 
July .................. 86 83 97 85 
Au.gtlSt •••••••••••••••• 101 85 
September ••••••••••••• 102 84 
c:>c::tol:>e.r. • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 100 80 
November ••..........•. 92 80 
Dec.ember •••••••••••••• 74 67 

1986: 
Januacy ........... . · ... 74 66 
l-fa.rcll ••••••••••••••••• 67 70 69 65 
.April . ................ 77 64 79 72 
May ••••••••••••••••••• 80 72 
J'Wle •••••••••••••••••• 74 76 84 78 
July ................... 77 78 
Au.gtlSt •••••••••••••••• 76 77 
September ••••••••••••• 55 53 

y Prices of the imported Romanian urea sold from U. s. warehouses are shown 
because they are more representative for trend pw:poses than sales from the 
U. s. ports of entty. Ilrq;x>rters of the Romanian urea reported greater sales 
volume and number of sales from their U.S. warehouses than from the ports of 
entJ:y. . 

. y The monthly price indexes were developed from net f.o.b. selling prices of 
U. s. producers' and importers' . largest sales during the first week of each. 
month. · 

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

., 
Note: Base periods for the price indexes shown above are as follows: By 
barge, .April 1985=100; and by truck, l-fa.rcll 1985=100. 
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Table 23.~Urea: Indexe5 of net f.o.b. (U.S. locations)·selli.ng prices of bulk 
shipments of the u •. s. ·prilled urea sold from u.s. plants and the u.s.s.R • 

. prilled urea sold from the ilrp:>rters' ports of entey or U. s. warehouses, 11 
by modes of shipment and by months, February 1985-December 1986 Y 

Barqe Barge Truck 
Period U.S. U.S.S.R. 3/ U.S. U.S.S.R. 4/ U.S. u.s.s.R. 

1985: 
Febi:uary •••••••• 100 100 
.April .. ......... 89 127 
Ma.y ••••••••••••• 78 109 100 100 
Jlll'le • ••••••••••• 82 108 109 101 
July ............ 76 115 105 99 
August •••••••••• 109 100·. 
September ••••••• 110 96 
October ••••••••• 66 93 109 90 
November .•.•• ~ •. 68 87 100 80 
December •••••••• 66 86 90 80 

1986: 
January ••••••••• 66 102 100 100 93 80 
Febi:uary •••••••• 66 93 80 78 
Ma.i:dl •••••••• • .••. 60 88 91 99 74 73 
.April ........... 68 82 104 123 86 71 
Ma.y ••••••••••••• 86 72 
JUil.e • ••••••••••• 91 72 
July ............ 74 84 69 
August •••••••••• ·49 76 82 72 
September ••••••• 49 74 75 86 66 69 
October ••••••••• 77 71 ~ 
November ....•..• 81 76 
December •••••••• 46 89 70 79 

4/ 

lJ Importers of the u.s.s.R. prilled urea reported the greatest sales volume 
and number of sales on barge shipments from their ports of entey and their U.S. 
warehouses and on truck shipments from their u. S. warehouses. Indexes of these 
reported sales prices are shown here as representative of price movements of 
the imported u.s.s.R. urea sold in the United states. 
y The monthly price indexes were developed from net f .o.b. selling prices of 
u. s. producers' and importers' largest sales during the first week of each 
month. · 
y Sold from U.S. ports of entey. 
y Sold frc;nn u. S. warehouses. 

Source: Compiled from data submitted in response to questionnaires of the u.s. 
International Trade Conunission. 

Note: Base periods for the price indexes shown above are as follows: By 
barge, Februacy 1985=100 where the foreign material was shipped from u.s. ports 
of entry, and January 1986=100 where the foreign material was shipped from U.S. 
warehouses; and by truck, Ma.y 1985=100. 
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Domestic prices.--Indexes of the weekly weighted-average net f .o.b. 
prices of the domestic prilled and granular urea sold from U. s. plants 
generally fell duriaj January 1985-December 1986, with declines ranging from 41 
to 56 percent depending on the mode of transportation (tables 20 and F-1). lJ 
For barge shipments, U.S. producers' f.o.b. selling prices of the prilled urea 

. fell from $*** per ton in January 1985 to $*** per ton in December 1986, or by 
approxilnately 56 .percent. Selling prices· of domestic prilled urea shipped by · 
rail fell from $*** per ton in January 1985 to $*** per ton in December 1986, 
or by about 41 percent. Airl selling prices of the prilled urea shipped by 
truck fell from $*** per ton in January 1985 to $*** in December 1986, or by 
about 44 percent. Selling prices of domestic granular urea fell by 43 percent 
for barge shipments, by 53 percent for rail shipments, and by 42 percent for 
truck shipments. 

East German prices.-Based on limited reported data, indexes of the 
weekly weighted-average net U.S. f.o.b. selling prices of East Gennan prilled 
urea sold from the ports of entry generally fell during the partial periods 
reported (tables 21 and F-2). Y Inp:>rters' selling prices of the ilrported 
prilled urea sold by barge fell by about 26 percent during the period reported, 
from $*** per ton in October 1985 to $*** per ton in December 1986. In 
canparison, prices of domestic prilled urea sold from U.S. plarits and shipped 
by barge during this period fell by approxilnately 31 percent. Prices of the 
ilrported urea sold by train fell by 26 percent, from $*** per ton in May 1986 
to $*** per ton in November 1986, while prices of domestic prilled urea sold 
from U.S. plants and shipped by rail fell by 18 percent. Prices of the 
ilrported urea sold by truck fell by 38 percent, from $*** per ton in January 
1985 to$*** per ton in August 1986,,while prices of the domestic prilled urea 
sold from U.S. plants and shipped by truck fell similarly, by 36 percent. 

Romanian prices.-Based on limited reported data, indexes of the 
weekly weighted-average net U.S. f.o.b. selling prices of Romani.an prilled urea 
sold from U.S. warehouses generally fell during the partial periods reported 
(tables 22 and F-3). Y Inp:>rters' selling prices of the ilrported prilled urea 
sold by barge fell by 4 7 percent during the period reported, from $*** per ton 
in April 1985 to $*** per ton in September 1986. ·In canparison, prices of 
domestic prilled urea sold from U. s. plants and shipped by barge ·during this 
period fell similarly during this period, by 45 percent. Prices of the 
imported urea sold by truck fell by 23 percent, from $*** per ton in March 1985 
to $*** per ton in August 1986, while prices of domestic prilled urea sold from 
U.S. plants and shipped by truck fell similarly, by 24 percent. Insufficient 
price data were reported by importers to show price trends of the Romani.an urea 
shipped by rail. 

lJ Although not shown, movements in U.S. producers' selling prices of the 
prilled and granular urea sold from their U. s. warehouses also declined during 
January 1985-December 1986. U.S. producers reported, however, selling the 
majority of the domestic urea from their plants. 
y Insufficient price data were reported by ilrporters to show price trends of 
the East Gennan urea sold from U. s. warehouses. 
y Insufficient price data were reported by ilrporters to show price trends of 
the Romanian urea sold from U.S. ports of entry. 
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u.s.s.R. prices.-Based on limited reported data, indexes of the 
weekly weighted-average net U.S. f.o.b. selling prices of U.S.S.R. prilled· urea· 
sold from U.S. ports of entxy and from U.S. warehouses generally fell during 
the partial periods reported (tables 23 and F-4). Importers' selling prices of 
the imported prilled urea sold from U. s. ports of entxy and shipped by barge 
fell by 11 percent during the period reported, · from $*** per ton in February 
1985 to $*** per ton in December 1986. Importers' prices of barge shipments of 
the u.s.s.R. urea sold from u.s. warehouses fell by 21 percent during 
January-December 1986. In comparison, prices of domestic prilled urea sold 
from u. s. plants and shipped by barge fell 54 percent from Februai:y 1985 to 
December 1986, and by 30 percent from January 1986 to December 1986. Prices of 
the imported urea sold from u. S. warehouses and shipped by truck fell by 29 
percent from $*** per ton in May 1985 to $*** per ton in October 1986, while 
prices of domestic prilled urea sold from U.S. plants CU1d shipped by truck fell 
somewhat less during this period, by 23 percent. Insufficient price data were 
reported by importers to show price trends of the u. s. s .R. urea shipped by 
rail. 

Price comparisons between the domestic and imported prilled urea.­
The Commission also requested weekly net delivered-price data from large buyers 
of the domestic and subject inp:>rted prilled. urea on their purchases during the 
first full week of each month during 1986. On the basis of the questionnaire 
data reported by purchasers, JI 59 price comparisons between the domestic and 
imported prilled urea were possible in five geographic mark.et areas from 
January to December 1986 (tables 24-25) • y Forty of the fifty-nine price 
comparisons were based on deliveries made to the mark.et ·area of Arkansas, 
Louisiana, Mississippi, and Tennessee. All the price comparisons were based on 
deliveries of the domestic urea from u.s. plants and deliveries of the inp:>rted 
urea from U.S. ports of entxy. Sixteen weekly delivered-price comparisons were 
possible between the domestic and East Gennan prilled urea, 11 with Romanian 
urea, and 32 with u.s.s.R. urea. 

JI The questionnaire price data were reported by 57 U. s. purchasers of the 
domestic and subject inported prilled urea. These purchasers accotmted for 
about 37 percent of total domestic shipments of prilled urea in 1986. D.lring 
the same periods these purchasers accounted for about 63 percent of total U. s. 
imports of prilled urea from East Gennany, 61 percent from Romania, and 36 
percent from the u.s.s.R. The coverage figures likely understate the extent 
the responding purchasers account for the subject urea, because many of the 
fi.nns could not identify countries of origin of all of the urea they purchased. 
y The reported net delivered purchase price data based on returns of purchaser 
questionnaires were aggregated into the following five U.S. mark.et areas where 
similar conditions of competition and transportation exist: (1) Arkansas, 
Louisiana, Mississippi, and Tennessee; (2) Indiana, Kentucky, and Ohio; (3) 
Iowa, Illinois, Missouri, and Nebraska; _(4) Oklahoma and Texas; and (5) North 
Carolina. 



As-shown in table 24, 11.of the 16 delivered-price comparisons involving 
·the East Geman prilled urea show the .foreign product to be priced less than 
domestic prilled urea, ranging from 3 -to 30· percent below domestic prices. 
Also shown in table 24, 9 of the 11 delivered-price-comparisons involving the 

. Romanian prilled urea show the foreign product . to be priced less than the 
domestic prilled urea, ranging from 4 to 30 percent below domestic prices. As 

· seen ·in table 25, 26 of the 32 delivered-price comparisons involving the 
U.S.1?.R .. prilleq urea show the foreign product was priced less than the 
domestic prilled urea, ranging from 2 to 33 percent below domestic prices. 

Purchasers' questionnaire responses concerning competition between 
· · the domestic and imported urea. -Purchasers were also requested to report in 

their questionnaire responses any differences between the domestic· and subject 
:ilrp:>rted prilled urea, including differences in product characteristics, supply 

. ·reliability, order lead times, and delivered prices. '!Wanty-two purchasers 
reported on the East Geman urea, with 12 indicating that overall, the foreign 
and domestic prilled urea were nearly identical and 10 stating that the East 
Geman urea was· inferior to the domestic urea. Ten of the thirteen purchasers 
reporting on the :Romanian urea and 17 of the 26 purchasers :responding for the 
u.s.s.R. urea reported that, overall, the respective foreign urea was inferior 
to the domestic prilled urea. .!/ Regardless of how they rated the foreign 
versus domestic prilled urea, most of the responding purchasers reported that 
prices of the East Geman, :Romanian, and u.s.s.R. urea were generally 1-20 
percent below prices of domestic prilled urea. 

Purchasers who reported that the foreign urea was inferior to the domestic 
urea indicated that the foreign products had a higher proportion of fines, and 
were softer, lumpier, and less unifonn in particle size than the domestic 
prilled urea. such undesirable characteristics of the :ilrp:>rted urea reportedly 
resulted in particle segregation in bulk blends and uneven spreading in direct 

. application. These latter purchasers also indicated that the supply of the 
foreign urea was less reliable and available than the domestic product and 
required longer order lead times. Reported lead times ran;;red from 2 weeks to 
90 days for the foreign products compared with 5 to 10 days for the domestic 

, :. urea. Citing all of these factors, especially poor product quality, these 
purchasers indicated that delivered prices of the foreign urea must be less 
than domestic producers' prices before they will purchase the :ilrp:>rted 
products. Mininu.nn price differences cited by the purchasers ranged up to 20 
percent of the delivered domestic price • 

.!/ 'IWo of the responding purchasers who dissolve prilled urea in water to make 
nitrogen solutions reported that the imported :Romanian and u.s.s.R. urea was 
equally acceptable as the domestic urea for their purposes. 

<. 
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Table 24.--Urea: Net delivered purchase prices of u.s. prilled urea delivered 
from u. s. plants and imported urea from F.ast Germany and Romania delivered from 
the U.S. ports of entry and margins of under/ (over) selling, by market areas, 
by modes of transportation, and by months, Januaey 1986-December 1986 y 

Market area, 
. shipping mode, F.ast 

and period u. s. Gennany 
-$/ton-

AR, IA, MS, 'IN . 
Barge 

January •••• $••• 
Febni.ary. • • . *** 
March •••••• *** 
April...... *** 
June ••••••• *** 
July....... *** 
October.... *** 
December... • •• 

Rail 
October •••• *** 
November. • • *** 

Truck 
April •••••• *** 
May........ *** 
October •••• *** 
November. • • *** 

IA, IL, ID, NE 
Barge 

April...... *** 

IN, KY, OH 
Barge 

January •••• *** 
Febi:uai:y... *** 

OK, TX 
Barge 

June ••••••• *** 
Rail 

January •••• *** 
April...... *** 
May •• ·•••••• *** 

$*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 

*** 
*** 

*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 

*** 

*** 
*** 

*** 

*** 
*** 
*** 

Marg.ins of 
umer (over) I 
selling 2/ 

$*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 

*** 
*** 

*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 

*** 

*** 
*** 

*** 

*** 
*** 
*** 

24 
27 
19 
(1) 

26 
(5) 

13 
13 

4 
3 

30 

9 

(4) 

13 
(17) 
(16) 

Romania 

$*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 

*** 
*** 

*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 

*** 

*** 
*** 

*** 

*** 
*** 
*** 

Marg.ins of 
urxler/ (aver) 
selling 2/ 

$••• 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 

*** 
*** 

*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 

*** 

*** 
*** 

*** 

*** 
*** 
*** 

8 
19 

14 
26 
30 

11 
4 

(27) 

26 

(19) 
15 

11 The net delivered prices were reported by purc:hasers at the wholesale level of 
the market for their purchases of the subject prilled urea dUring the first week 
of each month in 1986. · 
Y Any figures in parentheses indicate that the price of the domestic product was 
less than the price of the imported product. 

Source: Compiled from data submitted in response to questionnaires of the U.S. 
International Trade Commission. 
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Table 25.-Urea: Net delivered purchase'prices of U.S.· prilled urea delivered 
from U.S.' plants and inported urea from the U.S.S.R. delivered from the U.S. 
ports of entiy and inargins of urrler/ (over) sellin;J, .by . market areas, by modes 
of transportation, and by months, Januacy 1986-December 1986 y 

. Market area, Margins of 
shippin;J mcxie' under/ (over) 
and period united States .· U.S.S.R. selling 2/ 

Dollars per ton $/ton 1 
AR, IA, MS, 'IN 

Barge 
January •••• $*** $*** $*** 33 
Februaey ••• *** *** *** 13 
Ma.rcll •••••• *** *** *** 18 
April ...... *** *** *** 12 
May •••••••• *** *** *** 26. 
J\lile . .•.•.• *** *** *** 20 
July ••••••• **·* *** *** 32 
Au.gllst . •• ~ • *** *** *** (3) 
Oc::tot>e.r •••• *** *** *** 25 
December ••• *** *** *** 3 

Rail 
Februaey ••• *** *** *** 18 
May •••••••• *** *** ••• (14) 
J\lile . ..•... *** '*** *** 8 
July ....... *** *** ••• 20 

Truck 
Januacy •••• *** *** *** 3 
Februaey ••• *** *** *** 5 
Ma.rcll •••••• *** *** *** y 
April •••••• *** *** *** 6 
May •••••••• ***. *** *** 12 
J\lile • ••.•.• *** *** *** 11 
August ••••• *** *** *** 12 
September •• *** *** *** (7) 

IA, IL, MO, NE 
Barge 

April •••••• - *** *** *** 22 
May •••••••• *** *** *** 9 
September •• *** *** *** 5 

Truck 
April ....... *** *** *** (5) 

See footnotes at the end of the table. . . -~~ . . 
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Table 25.-Urea: Net delivcµ-ed purchase prices of U.S. prilled urea delivered 
from u.s. plants and ilnporte4 urea from the u.s.s.R. delivered from the u.s. 
ports of entry and margips of under/ (over) selling, by market areas, by modes 
of transportation, and by months, January 1986-December 1986 ]/-continued 

Market area, Mai:gins of 
sllipping mode, under/ ( qver) 
and pericxi United States : u.s.s.R.: selling 2/ 

. __ _,_;..Dollars per· ton $/ton 1 
m, KY, OH 

Barge 
Ma.mi •••••.• $***" $*** $*** 10' 

Rail ... ~. 

Ma.mi •••••• *** *** *** 25 
April ....... *** *** *** 20 

Truck 
Ma.mi •••••• *** *** *** 4 
~y •.••••.. *** *** *** (14) 

NC 
Truck 

April •••••. *** *** *** 2 

y The net delivered prices were reported by purchasers at the wholesale level 
of the market for their purchases of the subject prilled urea during the first 
week of each m=>nth in 1986. · · 
y Any figures in parentheses indicate that the price of the domestic product 
was less than tbe .price of the ilnported product. · 
'JI Less than 0.5 percent. 

source: Conpiled from data submitted in response to questionnaires of the u.s. 
International Trade Conunission. 

lost sales 

A mnnber of specific lost-sales allegations involving urea from the 
subject countries from Januaey 1984 to December 1986 were made by seven u.s. 
producers during the current investigations. Y '!he specific allegations 
totaled 134,262 tons of urea from the subject three countries. '!he Camnission 
staff attenpted to contact purchasers accounting for about 123, ooo tons or 92 
percent of the total tonnage alleged. In addition, same U.S. producers cited 
purchasers to whom they felt they may have lost sales but were unable to · 
provide the specific infonnation requested. The Conunission staff ~so 
attenpted to contact several ·of these latter purchasers. Conversations with 

y * * *· 
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representatives of the finns contacted during the current investigation are 
discussed below. y · 

East Gennany.--The Commission staff attempted to contact all purchasers. 
cited in specific lost sales allegations involving in'ported urea from East 
Gennany; these allegations totaled 18,000 tons of urea. The staff was able to 
contact three of the purchasers, accounting for 10, 500 tons. The renaining 
purchasers were unavailable for comments. :rn addition, .the staff contacted a 
purchaser cited in a less specific lost-sales allegation involving 16,500 tons 
of urea in'ported from either East Gennany or Romania. 

Purchaser 1.---* * * cited the * * *, a distributor in * * *, in two 
lost-sale5 allegations involving in'ported East Gennan urea. The first 
allegation involved the distributor's alleged purchase of *** tons of in'ported 
East Gennan urea in * * * for $*** per ton, or almost $*** per ton under * * * 
quoted price of $*** per ton. The second allegation involved * * * alleged 
purchase in * * * of *** tons of in'ported East Gennan urea for $***per ton, or 
almost $*** per ton less than * * * quoted price of $*** per ton. · 

A representative of * * * confinned that it had purchased East Gennan 
material instead of u.s.-produced material in * * * because it was lower 

·o· priced. The representative could not confinn the price differences cited by 
* * *, but ·stated that there are days when in'ported material from East Gennany 
has been lower priced than u. s. -produced material by as nru.ch as $*** per ton. 

The purchaser corrected the * * * allegation, stating that he recalls 
purchasing *** tons of East Gennan urea in * * * or substantially more than the 
*** tons cited by * * *. * * * generally purchases in'ported material in larger 
quantities than it purchases from U.S. producers. Typically, in'ported urea is 
purchased in quantities of *** to *** tons, and domestic urea is purchased in 
quantities of *** to *** tons. Price differences based on voltnne discounts 
generally exist between domestic and in'ported urea. 

Asked about the quality of the in'ported East Gennan urea purchased, * * * 
representative stated that it was in the general range of quality of urea 
produced in the United States. The East Gennan material was reportedly equal 
to the quality of urea from * * * and better than that from* * *· The East 
Gennan material was not as good as urea produced by * * * or by * * *, the U.S. 
producer making this allegation, however. The representative elaborated that 

· .. the higher quality of urea produced by * * * (prilled) and that from * * * 
(granular) could justify a domestic price premium of approximately $*** to $*** 
per ton over the price of East Gennan material. 

y During the preliminai:y investigations, the Commission staff contacted l~ 
purchasers cited in lost-sales allegations. Five reported having purchased 
i.mported material from the subject countries because it was lower priced, 
although some reported that the qua,ntities andjor values of the sales lost were 
overstated. The other 13 purchasers either denied the allegations or were 
unable to comment because they_ reportedly did not know the origin of the 
in'ports they purchased. 
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Purchaser 2.-* * * alleged that * * *, a distributor headquartered 
in * * * had purchased in * * * urea imported from East Gemany or Romania. 
* * * allegedly rejeCted a domestic offer price of $*** per ton in favor of a 
price of$*** per ton for*** of imported urea. ***of·***, responded to 
the ITC staff inquiry. · 

After checking * * * records, * * * acknowledged purchasing the imported 
urea. * * * noted that by * * * the urea prices in the U. s. market were moving 
up but the import price remained more attractive at $*** per ton. He added 
that the quality of the imported urea was quite corrparable with that of the 
domestic prcxiuct from * * *· 

Purchaser 3.--* * •,· a fertilizer distributor * * * in a lost-sales 
allegation .involving urea from East Gennany. * * * allegedly rejected a 
domestic offer in * * * at $*** per ton for *** tons in favor of the East 
Gennan urea priced at $*** per ton. * * *, exeCutive of * * *, could not 
recall the transaction cited above.but provided infonnation ~this finn's 
sourcing pattem and its view. of the urea market. 

According to * * *, imported urea is cheaper "because of poorer quality." 
If the quality of domestic and imported urea is equal, then a purchaser buys at 
the same price. He adds that at times there is domestic distress product 
(quality related) offered at lower prices. * * * ranks several sources on 
quality as follows: * * * prilled urea is high quality (few· fines and little 
if any caking, etc.), East Gennan prilled is as good a quality as*** 
product; Romanian prilled is "slightly lower in quality, but everi Romanian 
prilled would be priced at a premium over prilled from * * *--a domestic 
producer. * * *, with plants in the United States and in * * *, would sell 
either prcxiuct at the same price. Italian granular urea is always a premium 
product, said * * *· 

Purchaser 4.-* * * cited * * * in five lost sales allegations during 
* * * and * * * involving urea imported from either East Gennany or Romania. 
The lost sales allegations totalled*** tons.of urea from these countries. 
* * * of the purchasing finn, responded to the !'IC staff inquiry. 

After checking the * * * records, * * * confinned the data on the five 
alleged lost sales with minor changes in certain of the alleged import prices. 
In * * * his finn purchased * * * of imported prilled urea from East Gemany or 
Romania. The domestic offer price was $*** per ton as alleged but the import 
price was $*** per ton rather than $*** per ton as alleged. * * * of either 
imported East Gennan or Romanian urea (*** tons) were purchased in * * * at a 
price of $*** per ton compared with the domestic price of $*** per ton. In 
* *. * of that year, * * * <;>pted for * * * ( *** tons) of imported_ urea from one . 
of the cited countries at a price of $*** per ton rather than $*** per ton as 
alleged. The competing domestic price as alleged was $***per ton. These 
prices, both domestic and import are f. o. b. port of destination. U:nloading . 
charges and u.s. inland transportation freight cost would amount to $5 to $8 
per ton and would be the same for either domestic or imported urea (*** percent 
of the urea is shipped by truck from the river ports of destination). 
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In * * *, * * * bought * * * (*** tons) of imported urea that came from 
either East Gennany or Romania. The imported urea was priced at $*** per tori 
rather than $*** as alleged. The domestic offer price was $*** per ton as 
alleged. 

Romania.--The Connnission staff attempted to contact purchasers cited in· 
· specific lost-sales allegations involving imported urea from Romania; the -

purchasers that the Connnission staff attempted to contact accounted for 8,300 
tons of the total 9, 450 tons alleged. The staff was able to contact three 
purchasers~ accounting for 6,300 tons. The remaining purchasers were 
unavailable for canunent. 

Purchaser 1.-* * * alleged a lost sale to * * *, a distributor in 
* * *, involving *** tons. of imported Romanian urea allegedly purchased for 
$*** .per ton in * * *. * * * price quote in this instance was $*** per ton. A 
spokesman for** *·stated that the distributor's major supplier of 
U. s. -produced urea is * * * and mentioned purchasing imported urea from * * * 

. and * * · *. The spokesman confinned that * * * purchased *** tons of imported 
urea from * * * in * * * because it was lower priced than the domestic 
producer's urea. Aft'..er checking his records, the spokesman stated that the 
price of the imported urea was actually $*** per ton, or approximately *** 
percent lower than the domestic price quote alleged by * * * (the purchasing 
agent could not recall the exact * * * price quote) • The spokesman did not 
know the country-origin of the imported urea it purchased from * * *, but data 
available to the Connnission indicate that * * * imports urea from several 
countries, including Romania and East Gennany. 

The distributor purchased the barge of imported urea, subject to 
inspection, and detennined that "it was fine." Purchasing imported urea off a 
barge "subject to inspection" is not a usual procedure for this· purchaser. The 
purchasing agent took this precaution, however, because he was told by various 
salesmen that several barges of urea had been sitting on the river for same 
time. He was worried that these barges might contain hard urea as a result of 
having absorbed moisture. 

Purchaser 2.--* * * cited * * *, ~ distributor in * * * in a 
lost-sales allegation involving *** tons of imported Romanian prilled urea 
allegedly purchased for $*** per ton, or less than * * * price quote of $*** 
per ton. The distributor/purchaser would neither confi:nn nor deny this 
particular instance but stated that it has purchased imported Romanian urea 
from brokers. 

Purchaser 3.--* * * named * * *, a retail fi:nn in * * * in an alleged 
purchase of Romanian urea in * * *. * * * allegedly rejected a domestic bid of 
$*** per ton in favor of a price of $*** per ton for * * * of Romanian urea 
(*** tons). * * * of * * * denied the alleged purchase. 

Connnenting on the· alleged lost sales, * * * stated that he hasn't bought · 
even a single * * * of imported urea. · · On a trial-order basis, he ordered *** 
tons of imported urea (source unknown) at a price of about $*** to *** per ton, 
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from * * *, a broker in * * *. He initially took * * * of the ***-ton order in 
the spring of 1986, but he wasn't happy with it. "It contained a lot of dust 
and took 3 hours to unload." * * * cancelled the order of inq:x:>rted urea and 
replaced it with domestic urea from * * *· 

u.s.s.R.-'Ihe Conunission staff attenpted to contact the purchasers cited 
in specific lost sales allegations totalirg 87,112 tons of inq:x:>rted urea from 
the u.s.s.R. The staff was able to contact nine purchasers, accounting for 
74,250 tons. The remaining purchasers that the Commission atte:npted to contact 
were unavailable for comment. 

Purchaser 1.-* * * cited * * •, a distributor headquartered in 
* * *, in a lost sale allegation involving * * * (*** tons) of prilled urea in 
* * *· * * * was alleged to have rejected a domestic price of $*** per ton in 
favor of a competirg price of $*** per ton for urea inq:x:>rted from the u.s.s.R. 
* * * of * * * responded to the rn:: staff inquiry. 

After checking * * * records, * * * confinned the accuracy of the facts 
conceming the. alleged lost sales. He noted that in * * * a slowdown in the 
market began. * * * refocused their business away from dealers to the 
"national accounts," cuttirg their price sharply to reduce inventory. Focusing 
on the national account means less chance of downstream market interference; 
the national account won't end-run the producer in his dealer market. For 
example, at this time * * * had a contract with * * * to supply urea for use in 
solution. 'Ihis single purchase arrangement wouldn't disrupt the broad market, 
according to * * *. * * *, however, had an even "sharper pencil" than * * * so 
* * * brought * * * of urea ilnported from the u.s.s.R. at $*** per ton. 

Purchaser 2.-• * * cited * * •, a·blender in * * *, in an alleged 
lost sale of *** tons of prilled urea in * * *. * * * bid of $*** per ton was 
rejected allegedly in favor of ilnported urea from the u.s.s.R. offered at a 
lower but unknown price. * * * of this finn, responded to the rn:: staff 
inquiry. 

* * * checked his purchase records for the * * * time period and found 
that although * * * was shippirg regularly to * * * during that * * * quarter, 
he had purchased *** tons of urea ilnported by * * * from the u.s.s.R. at $*** 
per ton f. o. b. * * * warehouse. In * * *, he bought an additional * * * 
( * * *) from * * * at that price. * * * also purchased * * * of East Gennan 
prilled urea in * * * from * * *, a broker. The price was $*** per ton, f.o.b. 
* * *· In addition, * * * of u.s.-produced urea were purchased from * * * in 
* * * at $*** per ton, f .o.b. * * * plant, and * * * were purchased from * * * 
at $*** per ton, f .o.b. * * * plant. The purchases of inp:>rted urea were made 
because of l01Ner price than domestic product. * * * stated that pellet size, 
proportion of fines, and moisture· content were all acceptable. 

Purchaser 3.--• * * named * * •, a retail finn in * * *, in an 
·alleged purchase of u.s.s.R. urea in •· * *· * * * allegedly rejected a 
domestic bid of $*** per ton in favor of a price of $*** per ton for * * * of 
U.S.S.R. urea (*** tons). * * * o~ * * •, denied the alleged purchases. As 
indicated previously, ***has not bought even a**.* of ilnported urea, 
largely because of poor quality. 
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Purchaser 4.--* * * named * * *, a retailer in * * *, in three lost 
sales allegations in * * * totaling *** tons of prilled urea. * * *, purCha.ser 
for the finn responded to the ITC staff inquiry. 

* * * confinned the three purchases, * * * of u.s.s.R. urea from * * * 
(*** tons) at a price of $*** per ton and * * * shipments of *** tons each, 
~ * * priced at $*** per ton and * * * at $*** per ton. As for quality, * * * 
"took the precautions of inspecting the prcxluct as it was being loaded on the 
* * *· Some * * * shipments were of poor quality, i.e. a lot of fines and same 
caking, but generally the quality was c::arrparable with domestic product. * * * 
made the purchase as a defense against competing retailers who had turned to 
imported urea. 

Purchaser 5.--* * * named * * *, a fertilizer distributor in * * *, 
in a lost sales allegation amounting to * * * tons of urea from the u.s.s.R • 

. , * * * allegedly rejected a domestic offer in * * * at $***per ton for *** tons 
in favor of the u.s.s.R. urea priced at $*** per ton. 

* * *, executive of * * *, could not recall the transaction cited above 
but provided infonnation about his finn' s sourcing pattern and their view of 
the urea market. This infonnation was discussed earlier in the Lost Sales 
section of this report. 

. . Purchaser 6. -* * * named * * *, a distributor in * * *, in a 
lost"".'sale allegation involving urea from the u.s.s.R. * * * allegedly rejected 
the domestic offer price of $*** (list) per ton for ***·tons of prilled urea in 
* * * in favor of u.s.s.R. product offered at $*** per ton. 

* * *, an executive of the finn's facility in * * *, said that the 
illlported prilled urea at issue consisted of * * *, * * * unloaded in * * *, 
-~ ·* * of *** tons and * * * of *** tons. The alleged price of $*** per ton was 
"probably right," said * * *, and the urea was either u. s. s .R. or Fast Gennan 
product. · The reason for purchasing the imports was price. · 

Purchaser 7. -* * * cited * * *, a distributor in * * *, in a 
lost-sale allegation amounting to *** tons of prilled Urea from the u.s.s.R. in 
* * *· * * * allegedly purchased the illlported urea at a price of $*** per ton 
rather than the domestic product offered by * * * at $*** per ton. 

* * •, manager of procurement for the finn, did not comment directly on 
the lost-sales allegations, but after checking * * * purchase orders issued in 
* * *·, stated that his finn bought * * * of imported prilled urea. * * * were 
East Geman urea purchased from * * * at delivered prices of $*** to *** per 
ton. * * * from * * * came from the u.s.s.R. at a price of $*** per ton. 
* * * sold a barge of u.s.s.R. urea to * * * at $*** per ton and * * * sold 
them * * * of U.S.S.R. urea at $*** per ton. The imported urea was conpa.rable 
in quality with the competing domestic product and was priced $*** to $*** per 
ton less, delivered. · · · . · · · 

· Purchaser a.-• * * identified * * *, * * *, in a lost sales 
allegation in * * * involving urea i.trported from the ti.s.s.R. * * * allegedly 
rejected a domestic price of $*** per ton on or about * * * for a quantity of 
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*** tons and also an earlier domestic bid of $*** per ton on another order of 
*** tons on * * *· * * *, an executive of * * *, re5?Jnded to the ~ staff 
inquiry. 

* * * confinned buying * * * of imported prilled urea in * * * for arrival 
in * * *· One * * * order went to * * * for urea imported from * * * at $*** 
per ton. Another barge order went to * * * for urea imported from the u.s.s.R. 
offered at a priee of $*** per ton. During this period * * * was also 
receiving prilled urea shipments from * * *, trucked in from * * *, at a 
delivered price equivalent to imported urea sent by rail from * * *. * * * 
noted that one u. S. producer, * * *, had a practice of quoting f. o. b. Gulf 
rather than f .o.b. dookside * * *· This put * * * price of $*** at a $*** per 
ton disadvantage compared with the $*** price of * * * f.o.b. * * *· Price 
dictated * * * sourcing decision to buy the u.s.s.R. prilled urea. 

Purchaser 9.-* * * cited * * * in five lost-sales allegations during 
* * * involving urea imported from the u.s.s.R. The lost-sales allegations 
totaled *** tons of urea. * * * of the purchasing finn, responded to the nx:: 
staff inquiry. 

After checking his finn'i;; records, * * * noted that in * * *, * * * 
purchased * * * (*** tons) of imported u.s.s.R. urea at a price of $*** per 
ton, rather than domestic urea offered at $*** per ton. In * * * of that year, 
* * * bought * * * (*** tons) of urea imported from the u.s.s.R. * * * were 
priced at $*** per ton as alleged but * * * came in at $*** per ton. The 
competing domestic urea again was offered at $*** per ton as alleged. * • * 
stated that these purchases were all based on lower prices for the imported 
urea. The quality of the imported product was comparable with that of the 
competing domestic urea. 

Nonspecific allegations.--'Ihe Conunission staff contacted a purchaser· that 
accounted for the single largest transaction in a group of general lost-sales 
allegations where the country of origin of the con;>eting urea was unknown to 
alleging domestic producers. * * * alleged that it lost a sale to * * *, a 
distributor in * * *, in * * •, when * * * allegedly purchased *** tons of 
imported prilled urea, possibly from one of the three countries named in the 
instant investigations, for $*** per ton or nearly *** percent below * * *'s 
price quote of $*** per ton. A spokesman for this distributor/purchaser 
explained that in * * * was purchasing both u.s.-produced and imported material 
in the price range of $*** to $*** per ton .. In'ported material purchased by 
* * * in this period was from the subject Eastern block countries as well as 
from other sources. The low-priced U.S. -produced material purchased in this 
period was not sold by U. s. producers, some of which were quoting prices at 
$*** to $*** per ton, but rather by traders. Traders were offering 
u.s.-produced urea for prices in the range of $*** to $*** per ton. The 
purchaser suggested that traders were apparently able to sell the domestic 
material for lower prices than those offered by U.S. producers because they 
either contracted to buy it from U.S. producers in an earlier period (at a low 
price), or obtained it in exchange for another product. The purchaser 
speculated that the U.S. producers with prices over $*** in this period did not 
need to sell at lower prices because their inventory levels were low. 
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I.Dst revenues 

A number of speeific lost-revenue allegations involving urea from the 
u.s.s.R. and covering the pericxi from Januai:y 1984 to Decell1ber 1986 were made 
by four U.S. producers during the current investigations. y The specific 

. allegations involved 38,822 tons of urea from the u.s.S.R. The Commission 
staff attempted to contact purchasers covering about 29,936 tons, or 77 
percent, of the tonnage alleged. No specific lost-revenue allegations were 
reported involving imports of urea from East Gennany or Romania. Some u. s. 
producers also cited lost-revenue allegations where they could not identify the 
countty of origin of the corrpeting urea. The Commission staff also attempted 
to contact several of these latter purchasers. Conversations with 
representatives of the finns contacted during the current investigation are 
discussed below. Y 

u. s. s. R. -The staff was able to contact two purchasers, who accounted for 
*** tons. The remaining purchasers were not available for conunents. · · 

Purchaser 1.--* * * alleged that to avoid losing a * * * sale of *** 
tons it had to lower its price to * * * from $*** per ton to $*** per ton to 
match a price quote for imported Soviet prilled urea. The purchasing agent 
confinned that * * * did reduce its price to * * * by approximately the amount 
alleged to corrpete with imported material in * * *, but denied that the 
imported material was from the u.s.s.R. * * *'s purchasing agent told * * * 
that he could buy imported material at a lower price but did not tell the . 
producer the countty-origin of the iroported material. "Fresh" Soviet urea was 
reportedly not even available during that pericxi, according to the purchas0r. 
The purchaser could not recall the countty-origin of the corrpeting price quote 
but stated that it was likely imported urea from Italy, New Zealand, or 
Canada. The purchasing agent stated that on the basis of such factors as 
quality and availability he has purc:hased u.s.-produced material at higher 
prices than those offered for iroported material. He also said that u. s. 
producers have lowered their prices to-** *to meet price corrpetition fram 
other suppliers of u.s.-prcxiuced material. 

y The four reporting U.S. producers were * * *i * * *i * * *i and * * *· 
Y During the prelimina.J:y investigations, the Commission staff attempted to 
contact 11 purchasers to discuss lost-revenue allegations made by producers. A 
number of them could not be reached for conunent. One purchaser reported that 
the U.S. prcxiucer had· reduced his price to obtain the sale, but could not state 
1;hat the import competition came from the countries under investigation. The 
remaining purchasers denied the allegations based on the fact that they do not 
purchase imported material, and stated that any revenues lost were lost because 
of corrpetition from other U.S. producers. 
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Purchaser 2.--* * *, a regional cooperative located in * * *, was cited by. 
* * * in the * * * allegations of lost revenues sunnnarized below: 

Alleg-ed month ........... . 
Alleg-ed quantity (tons) .• 
Foreign quote ....••.•••.• 
U. s. rejected quote .••••• 
U. s. accepted quote •.••.• 

* * * 
*** 
$*** per ton 
$*** per ton 
$*** per ton 

* * * 
*** 
$*** per ton 
$*** per ton 
$*** per ton 

* * * 
*** 
$*** per ton 
$*** per ton 
$***per ton 

The revenues were allegedly lost :making price reductions to match prices of 
:i.nported urea from the u.s.s.R. 

The purchasing agent for * * * ~tated that its major supplier of urea is a 
domestic producer, * * *. The cooperative owns part of * * * and is guaranteed 
the option to purchase a certain quantity from the domestic urea producer. If 
* * * prices are not corrpetitive, however, the cooperative is under no 
obligation to purchase from them. * * * other suppliers of u.s.-p:roduced 
material include * * *, the producer that made this allegation, * * *, * * *, 
and * * *. * * * purchases ill1ported urea from * * * and * * *. * * * has 
purchased ill1ported material produced in the u.s.s.R. and in Romania. 

While he could not confinn the exact allegations, the cooperative's 
representative stated that * * * purchased Soviet urea because it was lower 
priced than u.s.-produced urea, and likely received price reductions from * * * 
(not the producer making these particular allegations) in * * *based on the 
lower prices of :i.nported Soviet urea. ~ purchasing ag'ent did not recall, 
however, price redtictions on any one transaction of the the magnitude alleged 
by * * *. In this purchasing agent's experience, a supplier's price reduction 
in connection with any one price negotiation. would likely be closer to $*** to 
$*** per ton than $*** to *** per ton. 

Asked about the relative quality of u.s.-produced and ill1ported Soviet or 
Romanian urea, the spokesman stated that illlported urea from these countries was 
always of lower quality than U.S.-p:roduced material. ~two major 
characteristics of the ill1ported material that make it less desirable for * * * 
are irregular particle size and being "dusty." In addition, whereas u. s. 
producers will provide technical support or compensation for any quality 
problems that may occur, a broker of ill1ported urea does not care if a customer 
has subsequent quality problems, according tO the purchasing agent. 

Nonspecific allegations.--The c.anunission staff was able to contact one of 
the purchasers cited in general lost-revenue allegations where the country of 
origin of the carpeting urea was unkown to alleging domestic producers. 

* * *, an end user * * *, was named by * * * in three allegations.of 
revenues lost in * * * and two allegations of revenues lost in * * *· * * * 
allegedly reduced its prices in these instances to keep from losing sales to 
lower priced carpeting urea, but could not identify the country-origin of the 
competing urea. These allegations are surranarized below: 
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lost-revenue allegations for * * * 

Alleged month~ •••...•.••• 
.Alieged quantity (tons) •• 
.. Foreign quote .. ~· .....•.•. 
'u. s ~ rejected quote ....••• 
U.S. a~pted quote .•...• 

*'•* * 
*** 

·."· 

$*** per ton 
$*** per·ton 
$*** per ton 

I..ost-reVenue allegations for * * * 

Alleged month.· .......... . 
Alleged quantity (tons) .. 
Foreign quote ..........•. 
U. s. rejected quote ...•.. 
U. s. accepted quote .•..•• 

* * * 
*** 
$*** per ton 
$***per ton 
$*** per ton 

• .• * 
*** $*** per ton 
$*** per ton 
$*** peir ton 

* * * 
*** 
$***per ton 
'$*** per ton 

. $*** per ton . 

* * * 
*** 
$*** per ton 
$*** per ton 
$*** per ton 

'lb.e purchasing agent for * * *, an end user of urea * * *, stated that it 
pw::chases U.S.""."produceq urea .. from * * *, * * *, * * *, and* * *, and~ 
iIIq)Orted .urea. froin ~ * *, an importer of Romanian and East German urea, and / 
* * •·; . an· importer _of canadian urea. * * * 's ·purchasing agent reviewed its 
purt.hase records carefully for these various pericXls to see if these 
allegation9 .. were co~ect. He dismissed the alleged priee reductions of $*** to 
$*** peir ten alleged for * * *, * * *, and * * · * as too larg~ to be realistic. 
A Sl,lpplier.viould not nonnally reduce its price quote to such an extent for one 
transa'.ct;i.on. In addition, he could not find aey transactions in his records 
that were similar to these allegations. 

According to the spokesman, the price reductions of $*** to $*** per ton 
alleged for*** and*** were more realistic. Moreover, * * *'s cost· sheets 
for * * * for a particular * * * location showed prices paid for u.s.-produced 
prilled urea that were similar to the "accepted" prices reported by * * *. .!/ 
* * * does not purchase imported urea for this * * * lOca.tion, however. 'lhus, 
the spokesman stated that price reductions by a U. s. producer could represent 
competition among U.S. producers, a producers' arl:>itrary price· change, or could 
have been made during price negotiations in response to the purchasing agent 
having mentioned the prices of imported urea as reported in Green Market. 
Apparently, it is very common for suppliers to call this purchaser to a'nnounce 
price chang~. In * * *, * * * paid $*** per ton for urea from * * *, or 
slightly less than * * *'s reported "accepted" U.S. price, arrl $*** per ton for 
u. s. -prodUced urea from * * *. In * * *, * * * paid $*** for urea from * * *, 
or slightly more than the price reported by * * *, $*** per ton for 
u.s.-produced urea from * * *, $*** per ton for u.s.-produced urea from * * *, 
and $*** per ton for u. s, ·-produced urea :from * * *. The cost sheets showed 
that * * * announced a price change in * * *· 

y The cost sheets only show pri~ of urea actually purchased and do not 
generally indicate other price quotes received. 
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Transportation costs 

U.S. prcxlucers and inp:>rters of urea were asked to provide infonnation on 
the cost of transporting urea to their customers. Fifteen u .s. producers and 
15 importers respondeiµ to this section of the questionnaire. Transportation 
costs reported by the respending firms typically ranged from 5 to 10 percent of 
the delivered price, but could be as much as 20 percent for same sales. '!he 
responding produ6ers and ilrporters reported that barge transportation is 
significantly lower priced than rail or truck transport. Based on shipping 
distances of approximately 50, 200, and 500 miles, the following tabulation 
shows the reported comparative transportation costs in doliar& per ton of urea. 

~ Rail Truck 

50 miles .•..• $2.13 $7.10 $7.88 
200 miles •••• 3.09 15.61 18.86 
500 miles .••• 4.68 26.60 38.13 

As shown in the above tabulation, the average reported barge rate of $2.13 per 
ton for a shipping distance of 50 miles was· less than one-thiJ:d of the rail or 
truck rates of $7.10 and $7.88 per ton1 respectively, for the Same distance. 
Truck transport is the most expensive mode of delivery and beComes relatively 
more expensive at greater distances. One producer noted that same purchasers 
may be able to negotiate rail rates that are conparable with barge rates if 
they ship large enough quantities. The responding u~s. producers and i.nporters 
reported that they typically absorb less than 10 percent of the costs of 
shipping urea to their customers. 

Countertrade arrangements 

* * * . . * * * 

Exchange rates 

Because the values of the currencies of East Gennany, Ran)ani.a, and the 
u.s.s.R. are detennined by their respective Governments, ~e rates are not 
presented here. 
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INTERNATIONAL TRADE 
COMMISSION 

(lnvesflgatlona Noa. 731-TA-338 Through 
340 (Fina!)] 

Ure. From the German Democratic 
Republlc; Romania, .,,d the Unfon of 
Soviet Soelafist RepubHC9 

AGENCY: International Trade 
Commission. 

ACTIOlt Institution of final antidamping 
investigations and scheduling of a 
hearing lo be held in connection with 
the investigations. 

SUMMARY: The Commission hereby gives 
notice of the institution of final 
antidumping investigations Nos. 731-
TA-338 through 340 (Final) under 
section 735(b) of the Tariff Act of 1930 
(19 U.S.C. 16i3d(b)) to determine 
whether an industry in the United States 
is materially injured. or is threatened 
with material injury, ot the 
establishment of an industry ill the 
United States is materially retarded, by 
reason or imports from the German 
Democratic Republic, Romania, and the 
Union of Soviet Socialist Republics of 
solid urea, provided for ID item 480.30 of 
the Tariff Schedules of the United 
States. which have been found by &he 
Department of Commerce, in 
preliminary de!ermina lions. lo be sold in 
the United States at less than fair value 
(LTFV). Unlesi the investigationa are 
extended. Commerce will make U. final 
L TFV determinations on or hefare 
March 9, 1987, and the Commission will 
make its final injury determinations by 
May 1, 1987. (see 1ections 735{a} and 
736(bJ of dte act (19 U.S.C. 1673d(a) and 
167Jd{b })}. 

Far further inforinafioa concerning the 
conduct of these investijations. hearing 

· procedure., and rules of general 
application. consult the CommiMioo'a 
Rulea of Pra.ctice and Procedure. Part 
201, S11bparta A and C (19 CFR Part 207), 

. and Part 201, Subpal'U A through E (19 
CFR Part 201). 

EFFECTIVE DATE: January 2. 1987. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Tedford Briggs (202-523-4612}. Office of 
Investigations. U.S. International Trade 
Commission. 701 E Street NW., 
Washington. DC Z0436. Hearing­
impeired individuals are advised that 

·information on this matter can be 
obtained by contacting the 
Commission's mo terminal on 202-724-
0002. 
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SUPPi.EM ENT ARY INFORMATION: 

Background 

These investigations are being 
instituted as a result of affirmati\'e 
preliminary determinations by the 
Department of Commerce thai imports 
of urea from the German Democratic 
Republic. Romania, and the Union of 
Soviet Socialist Republics are being sold 
in the United States at less than fair 
value within the meaning of section 731 
of the act (19 U.S.C. 1673). The 
investigations were requested in a 
petition filed on July 16, 1986. by the Ad 
Hoc Committee of Domestic Nitrogen 
Producers. a coalition of major U.S. 
producers of urea and other nitrogen 
fertilizers. In response to tha.t petition 
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 
(51 FR 32259, September 10, 1986). 

Participation in the Investigations 
Persons wishing to participate in these 

investigations as p·arties 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 Chairman. who will 
determine whether to accept the late 
entry for good cause shown by the 
person desiring to file the entry. 

Service List 
Pursuant to § 201.lt(d) of the 

Commission's rules (19 CFR 201.1 l(d)). 
the Secretary will prepare a service list 
containing the names and addresses of 
all persor.s, or their representatives, 
who are parties to these investigations 
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 
in\'esti;wtions must be served on all 
other parties to the investigations (as 
identified by the service list). and a 
certificate of service must accomp;my 
the document. The Secret.irv will not 
accep! a document ro;. 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 Ma:ch 
13. 1987. 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 9:30 a.m. on March 26. 1987. 
ai the U.S. lniemational Trade 
Commission Building. 701 E Street NW .. 
Washington. DC. Requests to appear at 
the hearing should be filed in writing 
with the Secretary to the Commission 
not later than the close of business (5:15 
p.m.) on March 12. 1987. 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 March 19. 1987, in Room 117 of 
the U.S. International Trade 
Commission Building. The deadline for 
filing prehearing briefs is March 23. 
1987. 

Testimony at the public hearing is 
governed by § 207.23 of the 
Commission's rules (19 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 lo the 
hearing (see§ 201.6(b)(2) of the 
Commission's rules (19 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 later than the close of business on 
April 2. 1987. In addition, any person 
who has not entered an appearance as a 
party to the investigations may submit a 
written statement of information 
pertinent to the subject of the 
investigations on or before April 2. 1987. 

A signed original and fourteen (14) 
copies of each submission must be filed 
\'Iii th 'the Secretary to the Commission in 
accordance with § 201.8 of the 
Commission's rules (19 CFR 201.B). All 
written submissions except for 
confidential business data will be 
avail.ible 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 201.6). 

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: J:::-:::;:ry 14. 1987. 
By order of the Commission. 

Kenneth R. Mason. 
Secret arr. 
[FR Doc. 87-1532 Filed 1-22-87: 8:45 am( 
BILLING CODE 7020-42-M 
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(lnvesttgatlona Nos. 731-TA-331 through 
S40 (Final)) 

Urea From the German Democratic 
Republic, Romania, and the Union of 
Soviet Soclallat Republlca 

AGENCY: United Stetes lntemetionel 
Trade Commission. 

ACTION: Revised schedule for the subject 
lnve1tigation1. 

El'nCTIYE DATE: February 20. 1987. 

FOR FuRTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Tedford C. Briggs (202-523-4612), Office 
oflnvestigetions. U.S. lntemellonel 
Trade Commission. 701 E Street. NW .. 
Washington, DC 20436. Hearing· 
impeir~d individuals may obtain 
information on this metier by 
contracting the Commission's TDD 
terminal on 202-724--0002. 

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: On 
January 2, 1987, the Commi88ion 
instituted the subject in'liestigations and 
established a schedule for their conduct 
(52 FR 2623. January 23, 1987). 
Subsequently, the Department of 
Commerce extended the date for its 
final determinations in the 
investigations from March 9, 1987, to 
May 18, 1987 (52 FR 5322. February 20, 
1987). The Commission, therefore, is 
revising its schedule in the 
investigations to conform with 
Commerce's new schedule.· 

. The Commission's new schedule for 
the investigations is es follows: requests 
to appear et the hearing must be filed 
with the Secretary to the Commission 
not later than Mey 13, 1987; the 
prehearing conference will be held at 
9:30 a.m. in room 117 of the U.S. 
International Trade Commission 
Building on May 20, 1987: the public 
version of the prehearing staff report 
will be pieced on the public record on 
Mey 12. 1987; the deadline for filing 
prehearing briefs is May 22, 1987; the 
heanng will be held, beginning at 9:30 
a.m., in room 331 of the U.S. 
International Trade Commission 
Building on May 28, 1987; and the 
deadline for filing all other written 
submissions, including posthearing 
briefs, is June 4, 1987. 

For further information concerning 
these investigations see the 
Commission's notice of investigations 
cited above and the Commission's Rules 
~f Prectice and Procedure, part 20'7, 
subparts A and C (19 CFR Part io7), and 
part 201, subparts A through E (19 CFR 
Part 201). 

Authority: These investigations are being 
conducted under authority of the Tariff Act or 
1930, title Vil. This notice is published 
pursuant to I W .20 or the Commission's 
rulee (19 CFR zp?.20). 

Issued: March 6. 1987. 

By ol_'der or the Commission. 

ICemieth R. Muon, 
Secretary. 

(FR Doc. 87-5191 Filed J-1M7; 8:45 am) 

eauMOCOOl~ 

7497 
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. International Trade Admlnfstratlon 

[A-429-601) 

Urea from the Gemian Democratic 
Republic; Preliminary Determination of 
Sales at Less Than Fair Value 

AGENCY: Import Administration, 
International Trade Administration. 
Department of Commerce. 

ACTION: Notice. 

SUMMARY: We have preliminarily 
determined that urea frgm the German 
Democratic Republic (GDR) is being, OI' 

is likely to be, sold in the United St~tes 
at less than fair valoe. We have notified 
the U.S. International Trade 
Commission (ITC) or our determination. 
and we have directed the U.S. Customs 
Service to suspend the liquidation of all 
entries of the subject merchandise that 
are entered. or withdrawn from 
warehouse. for consumption on or after 
the date of publication of this notice and 
to require a cash deposit or bond for 
each such entry in an amount equal to 
the estimated dumping margin as 
described in the "Suspension of · 
Liquidation" section of this notice. If th_is 
investigation proceeds normally. we will 
make a final determination by March 9, 
1987. 

·EFFECTIVE DATE: January 2, 1987. 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Frank Crowe. (202 377-4087) or Mary S. 
Clapp (202 377-1769), Offic~ ~f . 
Investigations. Import Admm1str11hon, 
International Trade Administration, U.S. 
Department or Commerce. 14th Street 
and Constitution Avenue. NW .• 
Washington, DC 20230. 
SUPPLEMENT ARY INFORMATION: 

Preliminary Determination 

We have preliminarily determined 
that urea from the GDR is being. or is 
likely to be .. sold in the Unit~d St~tes at 
less than fair value, as provided m 
section 733 of the Tariff Act of 1930. as 
amended (the Act). We have · 
preliminarily determined the weighted~ 
average margin of sales at Jess than fair 
value to be 144.11 percent. 

If this investigation pT'oceeds 
normally. we will make a final 
determination by March 9. 1986. 

Case History 

On July 16. 1986. we received a 
petition in proper form filed by the Ad 
Hoc Committee of Domestic Nitrogen 
Producers. a coalition of major U.S. 
producers of urea and other nitrogen 
fertilizers. In compliance with the filing 
requirements of I 353.36 of the 
Commerce Regulations (19 CFR 353.36). 
the petition alleged that imports of the 
subject merchandise from the GDR are 
being, or are likely to be, sold in the 
United States at less than fair value 
within the meaning of section 731 of the 
Act and that these imports are causing 
material injury. or threaten material 
injury, to a United States industry. 

After reviewing the petition. we 
determined that it contained sufficient 
grounds upon which to initiate ~n .. 
anlidumping investigation. We 1mtJated 
such an investigation on August 5, 1986, 
(51 FR 28854, August 12. 1986) and 
notified the ITC of our action. 

On October 10. 1986, e questionnaire 
was presented to Chemie Export-Import 
(Chemie). the exporter ~f u~a in !he · 
GDR. An extension of hme m which to 
respond was granted end on December 
2. 1986, we received a response from 
Chemie. As discussed under the 
"Foreign Market Value" section of this 
notice, we have preliminarily 
determined that the GDR is a state­
controUed-economy country for the 
purpose of this investigation. 

Scope of Investigation 
The product covered by this 

investigation is solid urea, a high­
nitrogen content fertilizer which is 
produced by reacting ammonia with 
carbon dioxide. The product is currently 
classified under the Tariff Schedules of 
the United States Annotated [I'SUSA) 
item 480.3000. 
. In our notice of initiation we included 
in the scope of the investigation nitrogen 
aolutions currently classified nndei' · 
TSUSA items 480.3000 en~.480.6550, es 
well as solid urea mixed with other 
fertilizers as currently classified under 
TS USA item 480.8030 .. 

Howe1;er, the petitioner subsequently 
requested that the investigation be 
limited to solid urea. Therefore, we have 
limited the scope to solid urea. 

Because Chemie accounted for all 
exports of this merchandise from the 
GDR. we limited our investigation to it. 

Fair Value Comparisons 
To determine whether sales in the 

United Stales of the subject 
merchandise were made et less than fair 

. value. we compared the United Stales 
price with the foreign market value. We 
investigated all sales of urea for the 
period January 1, 1986 through June 30. 
1986. 

United States Pn"ce 

As provided in section 772 of the Act. 
we used the purchase pT'ice of the 
subject merchandise to represent the 
United States price for the sales by 
Chemie because the merchandise was 
sold to unrelated purchasers prior to ita 
importation into the United States. 

We calculated the purchase price 
based on the f.o.b. price to unrelated 
purchasers. We made deductions for 
foreign inland freight, brokerage. and 
loading charges. . 

In accordance with the policy set forth 
in our final determination in the 
investigation of carbon steel wire rod 
from Poland (49 FR 29434, July 20, 1984) 
we based these deductions on charges 
in a non-state-controlled-economy 
country. The country we osed in this . 
investigation was the Federal Republic 
of Germany [FRG). We used costs in the 
FRG for the reasons stated below in the 
"Foreign Market Value" section. 

Foreign Market Value 

Petitioner alleged that the GDR is a 
state-controlled-economy country and 
that sale! of the subject merchandise in 
that country do not permit a 
detemrination of foreign market value 
under section 773(a) of the Act. After an 
analysis of the GDR's economy. and 
consideration of the briefs snbmitted by 
the parties, we have preliminarily 
concluded that the GDR is a state­
controlled-economy country for 
purposes of this in_v~stigat_ion. Basic to 
our deciaion on this issue 1s the fact that 
the central government of the GDR 
controls the prices and levels of 
production of the fertilizer industry. as 
well as the internal pricing of the factors 
of production. : 

As a result. section n3(c) of the Act 
requires us to use prices or the 
constructed value of such or similar 
merchandise in a "Iion-state-controlled­
economy" country. Our regulations 
establish a preference for foreign market 
value based upon sales prices. They 
further stipulate that. to the extent 
·possible, we should determine sales 

. prices on the basis of prices in a wnon­
state-controlled-economy" country at a 
stage of economic development 
comparable to the country with the 
slate-controlled-economy. 

After an analysis of countries 
producing urea. we determined that the 
FRG would be the most appropriate 
surrogate. However, we were unable to 
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obtain costs or prices from a producer in. 
the FRG. Absent those data from the 
FRG or other suitable.surrogate 
countries. as the best information 
olhr.rwise a\'ailable. we constructed a 
\·alue for urea using the factors of 
produr.tion reported by Chemie. Where 
Chemie"s response failed to pr.ovide 
sur.h factor data, we used factor data 
con rained in the petition. We 
determined costs of the factors in the · 
FRG from public sources. Because of the 
una\'ailabilily of industry data in the 
FRG. we used the.statutory minimum of 
10 percent of manufacturing costs for 
general expenses and the statutory 
mini.mum of eight percent for profit. 

We made.currency conversions 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. 

Preliminary Negative Determination of 
Critical Circumstances 

The petitioner alleges that "critical 
circumstances" exist within the meaning 
of section 733(e) of the Act. with respect 
to imports of urea from the GDR. In 
determining whether critkal 
circumstances exist. we must examine 
whether: 

(A)(i) There is a history of dumping in 
the United States or elsewhere of the 
class or kind of merchandise which is 
the subject of investigation; or 

(ii) The person by whom. or for whose 
account. the merchandise was imported 
knew or should have known that the 
exporter was selling the merchandise 
\•11hich is the subject of the in\'estigation 
at less than fair value; and 

(BJ There ha\'e been massive imports 
of the class or kind of merchandise 
which is the subject of the investigation 
o\·er a relatively short period. 

To delennine whether imports have 
been massive over a relalh·ely short 
period. we analyzed recent Department 
of Commerce IM 146 trade statistics on 
imports of this merchandise for equal 
periods immediately preceding and 
following the filing of the petition. from 
April through October 1986. While there 
was an increase in imports over 
pre\'ious years during 1986, the average 
monthly imports in the period 
immediately following the filing of lhe 
petition were lower than those in the 
period immediately preceding the filing. 
Bilsed on this analysis, we find lhilt 
imports of the subject merchandise have 
nol been massive over a short period. 

Since we do not find that !here have 
been massive imports. we do nol need lo 
consider whether there is a history of 
dumping or whether importers of this 
product knew or should have known 

that it was being sold at less than fair 
value. . 

Therefore. we preliminarily determine 
that critical circumstances do not exist 
with respect to imports of urea from the 
GDR. 

Verification 

We will verify all data used in 
reaching the final determination in this 
im·estigation. 

Suspension of Liquidation 

In accordance with section 733(d) of 
the Act. we are directing the United 
Slates Customs Service to suspend 
liquidation of all entries of urea from the 
GDR that are entered or withdrawn · 
from warehouse. for consumption. on or 
aflt:r the date of publication of this · 
notice in lhe Federal Register. The 
Customs Service shall require a cash 
deposit or the posting of a bond equal to 
lhe estimated weighted-ave.age amount 
by which the foreign market value of the 
merchandise subject to this 
investigation exceeded the United 
Stales price. which was 144.11 per cent 
of the ex-factory value. This suspension 
of liquidation will remain in effect until 
further notiCe. 

ITC Notification 

In accordance with section 733[f) of 
the Act. we will notify the ITC of our 
determination. In addition. we are 
making·available to the ITC all 
oonprivileged and nonproprietary 
information relating to this 
investigation. We will allow the ITC 
access to all privileged and proprietary 
information in our files. provided the 
ITC confirms that it will not disclose 
such infonnation, either publicly or 
under an administrative protecti\'e 
order. without writteri consent of the 
Deputy Assistant Secretary for Import 
Administration. 

The ITC will detennine whether these 
imports materially injure, or threaten 
material injury to, a U.S. industry before 
the later of 120 days after we make our 
preliminary affirmative determination, 
or 45 davs after we make our final 
dr:termi~alion. 

Public Comment 

In accordance with § 353.47 of our 
regulations (19 CFR 353.47), if requested. 
we will hold a public hearing to afford 
inleresled parties an opportunity to 
comment on this preliminary 
determination at 1:00 on February 5. 
198i. at lhe U.S. Department of 
Commerce, Room 3708. 141h Slreel and 
Constitution Avenue. NW., Washington. 
DC 20230. Individuals who wish to 
parlicipale in lhe hearing must submit a 
request to the Deputy Assistant 

Secretary for Import Administration. 
Room 30998. at the abo\·e address 
within 10 days of this notice's 
publication. Requests should conlilin: {l] 
The parties name. address. and 
telephone number: (2) the number of 
participants: (3) the reason for attending: 
and (4) a list of the issues to be 
discussed. In addition. prehearing briefs 
in al least 10 copies must be submitted 
to the Deputy Assistant Secretary by 
January 29. 1987, Oral presentations will 
be limited to issues raised in the briefs. 
All written views should be filed in 
accordance with 19 CFR 353.46, within 
30 days of publication of this notice. at 

, the above addre.ss in at least 10 copies. 

Gilbert B. Kaplan. 
Dep11/}" Assistant Secretary far lmporl 
Administmtion. 
December 2!J. 1986. 

(FR Doc. 86-29468 filed 12-31-M: 8:45 am) 
llWNG CODE 351o-DS-M 

[A-485-601] 

Urea From the Socialist Republic of ·J 
Romania: Preliminary Determination ot1 
Sales at Less Than Fair Value 

AGENCY: Import Administration. 
International Trade Administration, 
Department of Commerce. 
ACTION: Notice. 

SUMMARY: We have peliminarily 
determined that urea from the Socialist 
Republic of Romania (Romania) is being. 
or is likely to be, sold in the United 
Stales. at less than fair value. We have 
notilied the U.S. lntemalional Trade 
Commission (ITC) of our determination.· 

. and we have directed the U.S. Customs 
Service to suspend the liquidation of all 
entries of the subject merchandise that 

· are entered, or withdrawn from 
warehouse. for consumption on or after 
the date of publication of this notice and 
to require a cash deposit or bond for 
each such entry in an amount equal to 
the estimated dumping margin as 
drscribed in the "Suspension of 
·Liquidation" section of this notice. If this 
im·estiglllion proceeds nonnally. we will 
milke a final determination by March 9, 
1987. 

EFFECTIVE DATE: January 2. 1987. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: ~ 
frank Crowe, (202 377-4087) or Mary S. ~ 
Clapp (202 377-1769). Office oC 
Im·estigalions. Import Adminis.tration, 
lnlemational Trade Administration, U.S. 
Department of Commerce. 14th Street 
and Constitution Avenue, NW., 
Washington. DC 20230. · 
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. SUP9LEMENTARY INFORMATION: 

Preliminary Determination 

We.have preliminarily determined 
that urea from Romania is being. or is 
likely lo be. sold in the United States al 
less than fair value. as provided in 
section 733 of the Tariff Act o'f 1930, as 
amended (the Act). We have 
preliminarily detennined the weighted­
average margin of sales at less than fair 
value to be. 53.71 percent. 

If this investigation proceeds 
normally, we will make a final 
determination by March 9, 1986. 
Case History 

On July 16. 1986, we received a 
petition .in proper form filed by the Ad 
Hoc Committee of Domestic Nitrogen 
Producers. a coalition of major U.S. 
producers of urea and other nitrogen 
fertilizers. In compliance with the filing 
requirements of I 353.36 of the 
Commerce Regulations (19 CFR 353.36), 
the petition alleged that imports of the 
subject merchandise from Romania are 
being. or are likely to be. sold in the 
United States at less than fair value 
within the meaning of section 731 of the 
Act. and that these imports are causing 
material injury, o.r: threaten material 
injury. to a United States industry. 

After reviewing the petition, we 
determined that it contained sufficient 
grounds upon which to initiate an 
antidumping investigation. We initiated 
such an investigation on August 5, 1986, 
(51 FR 28857, August 12, 1986} and 
notified the ITC of our action. 

On October 10. 1986. a questionnaire 
was pesented to l.C.E. Chimica 
(Chimica). a state trading agency. A.n 
extension of time in which to respond 
was granted and on December 1, 1986, 
we received a response. As discussed. 
under the "Foreign Market Value" 
section of this notice. we have 
preliminarily detennined that Romania 
is a state-controlled-economy country 
for the purpose of this investigation. 

Scope of Investigation 
The product covered by this 

investigation is solid urea. a high­
nitrogen content fertilizer which is 
produced by reacting ammonia with 
carbon dioxide. The product is currently 
classified under the Tariff Schedules of 
the United States Annotated (TSUSA) 
item 480.300. 

In our notice of initiation we included 
in the scope of the investigation nitrogen 
solutions currently classified under 
TSUSA items 480.3000 and 480.6550, as 
well as solid urea mixed with other 
fertilizers as currently Classified under 
TSliSA item 400.8030. 

However. the petitioner subsequently 
requested that the investigation be 

limited to solid urea. Therefore. we have 
limited the scope to solid urea. 

·Because Chimica accounted for all 
exports of this merchandise from 
Romania, we limited our investigation to 
it. 

Fair Value Comparisons 

To determine whether sales in the 
United States of the subject 
merchandise were made at less than fair 
value. we compared the United States 
price with the foreign market value. We 
investigated all sales of urea for the 
period July l, 1985 through December 30. 
1985. 

Vnited States Price 
As provided in section 7i2 of the Act, 

we used the purcha·se price of the 
subject merchandise to represent the 
United States price for sales by Chimica 
because the merchandise was sold to 
unrelated purchasers prior to its 
importation into the United States. 

We calculated the purchase price 
based on the f.o.b. price to unrelated 
purchasers. We made deductions for 
foreign inland freight, brokerage, and 
loading charges. 

In accordance with the policy set forth 
in our final determination in the 
investigation of carbon steel wire rod 
from Poland (49 FR 29434. July 20, 1984) 
we based these deductions on charges 
in a non-state-controlled-economy 
country. The country we used in this 
investigation was the United Kingdom 
(UK}. We used costs in the UK for the 
reasons stated below in the "Foreign 
Market Value" section. 

Foreign Mark.el Value 
Petitioner alleged that Romania is a 

state-controlled-economy country and 
that sales of the subject merchandise in 
that country do not permit a 
determination of foreign market value 
under section 773(a} of the Act. After an 
analysis of Romania's economy. and 
consideration of the .briefs submitted by 
the parties. we have preliminarily 
concluded that Romania is a state­
controlled-economy country for 
purposes of this investigation. Basic to 
our decision on this issue is that fact 
that the central government of Romania 
controls the prices and levels of 
production of the fertilizer industry. as 
well as the internal pricing of the factors 
of production. . 

As a result; section 773(c} of the Act 
requires us to use prices or the 
constructed value of such or similar 
merchandise in a "non-state-controlled­
economy" country. Our regulations 
establish a preference for foreign market 
value based upon sales prices. They 
further stipulate that. to the extent 

possible. we should determine sales 
prices on the basis of prices in a "non­
state-controlled-economy" country at a 
stage of economic development 
comparable to the country with the 
state-controlled-economy. 

After an analysis of countries 
producing urea, we determined that the 
UK would be the most appropriate 
surrogate. We sent a questionnaire to. 
and received a response from, a major 
producer of urea in the UK. Imperial 
Chemical Industries PLC (ICI). We · 
supplemented the information In this 
response while visiting !Cl's facility in 
the UK. We are in the process of 
analyzing the information. 

Our preliminary analysis indicates 
that additional information is needed 
from ICI. We will attempt to obtain this 
additional data and to verify.all of ICl's 
information prior to the fin.al 
determination. However, lacking this 
information at this time, we find it 
inapproprate to use the ICI data for this 
determination. 
' Therefore. as the best information 
otherwise available. we calculated 
constructed value based on the factors 
of production included in the petition 
because the Romanian response did not 
include Romanian factors of production. 
We valued gas. electricity, and labor in 
the UK from public sources because the 
ICI response did not provide this 
information. Where UK values were not· 
available from public sources. we used 
cost data from the petition relative to 
the production in Romania. Because of 
the unavailability of industry data in the 
UK. we used the statutory minimum of 
10 percent of the sum of material and 
production costs for general expenses 
and the statutory minimum of eight 
percent for profit. 

We made currency conversions in 
accordance with§ 353.56(a)(l) of the 
Commerce Regulations. using certified 
exchange rates as furnished by the 
Federal ReserVe Bank of New York. 

Preliminary Negative Determination of 
Critical Circumstances 

The petitioners allege that "critical 
circumstances" exist within the meaning 
of section 73J(e) of the Act. with respect 
to imports of urea from Romania. In 
determining whether critical 
circumstances exist, we must examine 
whether: 

(A) (i) There is a history of dumping in 
the United States or elsewhere of the 
class or kind of merchandise which is 
the subject of investigation; or 

(ii) The person by whom. or for whose 
account, the merchandise was imported 
knew or should have known that the 
exporter was selling the merchandise 
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which is the subject of the investigation 
at less than fair value; and 

(BJ There have been massive imports 
of the class or kind of merchandise 
which is the subject of the investigation 
over a relatively short period. 

To determine whether imports have 
been massive over a relatively short 
period. we analyzed recent Department 
of Commerce IM 146 trade statistics on 
imports of this merchandise for equal 
periods immediately preceeding and 
foll-owing the filing of the petition. from. 
April through October 1986. While there 
was an increase in imports over 
previous years during 1986, the aver.age 
monthly imports in the period 
immediately following the filling of the 
petition were lower than those in the 
period immediately preceding the filing. 
Based on this analysis, we find that 
imports of the subject merchandise have 
not been massive over a short period. 

Since we do not find that there have 
been massive imports. we do not need to 
consider whether there is a history of 
dumping or whether importers of this 
product knew or should have known 
that it was being sold at less than fair 
value. · 

Therefore. we preliminarily determine 
that critical citcumstances do not exist 
with respect to imports of urea from 
Romania. 

Verification 
We will verify all data used in 

reaching the final determination in this 
investigation. 

Suspension of Liquidation 
In accordance with section 733(d) of 

the Act. we are directing the United 
States Customs Service to suspend 
liquidation of all entries of urea from 
Romania that are entered or withdrawn 
from warehouse, for consumption. on or 
after the date of publication of this 
notice in the Federal Register. The 
Customs Service shall require a cash 
deposit or the posting of a bond equal to 
the estimated weighted-average amount 
by which the foreign market value of the 
merchandise subject to this 
investigation exceeded the United 
States price, which was 53.71 per cent of 
the ex-factory value. This suspension of 
liquidation will remain in effect until 
further notice. 

ITC Notification 
In accordance with section 733(f) of 

the Act, we will notify the ITC of our 
deteanination. In addition. we are 
making available to the ITC all 
nonproprivileged and nonproprietary 
lnfonnation relating t.o this 
investigation. We will allow the ITC 
access to all privileged and proprietary 

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 
Administra lion. 

The iTC will determine whether these 
imports materially injure, or threaten 
material injury to, a U.S. industry before 
the later of 120 days after we make our 
preliminary affirmative determination, 
or 45 days after we make our final 
determination. 

Public Comment 

In accordance with § 353.47 of our 
regulations (19 CFR 353.47), if requested. 
we will hold a public hearing to afford 
interested parties an opportunity to 
comment on this preliminary 
determination at 1:00 on February 3, 
1967. at the U.S. Department of 
Commerce. Room 3708. 14th Street and 
Constitution Avenue. NW .• Washington. 
DC 20230. Individuals who wish to 
participate in the hearing must submit a 
request to the Deputy Assistant 
Secretary for Import Administration. 
Room 3099B. at the above address 
within 10 days of this notice's 
publication. Requests should contain: (1) 
The party's name. address. and 
telephone number; (2) the number of 
participants: (3) the reason for attending: 
and (4) a list of the issues to be 
discussed. In addition, prehearing briefs 
in at least 10 copies must be submitted 
to the Deputy Assistant Secretary by 
January 27, 1987. Oral presentations will 
be limited to issues raised in the briefs. 
All written views should be filed in 
accordance with 19 CFR 353.46. within 
30 days of publication of this notice, at 
the above address in at least 10 copies. 

Gilbert B. Kaplan, 
Deputy Assistont Secretary for Import 
Administration. 
December 23. 1988. 

[FR Doc. 86-29489 Filed 12-31-00: 8:45 am) 
1111..LJNG COO£ J51o-os-ll 

(A-461-ecJ1) 

Urea From the Union of Soviet 
Socialist Republics; Preliminary 
Determination of Sales at Lesa Than 
fair Value 

AGENCY: Import Administration, 
International Trade Administration. 
Department of Commerce. 
ACTION: Notice. 

SUMMARY: We have preliminarily 
determined that urea from the Union of 
Soviet Socialist Republics (USSR) ia 
being, or is likely lo be, sold in the 

United Slates at lesa than fair value. We 
have notified the U.S. International 
Trade Commission (ITC) of our 
determination, and we have directed the 
U.S. Customs Service to suspend the 
liquidation of all entries of the subject 
merchandise that ere entered. or 
withdrawn from warehouse. for 
consumption on or after the date of 
publication of this notice and to require 
a cash deposit or bond for each such 
entry in an amount equal to the 
estimated diµnping margin as described 
in the "Suspension of Liquidation" 
section of this notice. If this 
investigation proceeds normally, we will 
make e final determination by March 9, 
1987. 
EFFECTIVE DATE: January 2. 1987. 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Frank Crowe. {202 377-4087) or Mery S. 
Clapp (202 377-1769), Office of 
Investigations. Import. Administration. 
International Trade Administration. U.S. 
Department of Commerce, 14th Street 
and Constitution Avenue, NW .• 
Washington. DC 20230. 

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:. 

Preliminary Detmmination 
( 

We have preliminarily determined 
that urea from the USSR is being. or is 
likely to be. sold in the United States at . 
less than fair value, as provided in 
section 733 of the Tariff Act of 1930, as 
amended (the Act). We have 
preliminarily determined the weighted­
average margin of sales at less than fair 
value to be 84.90 percent. 

If this investigation proceeds 
normally, we will make e final 
determination by March 9, 1986. 

Case History 

On July 16. 1988. we received a 
petition in proper form filed by the Ad 
Hoc Committee of Domestic Nitrogen 
Producers. a coalition of major U.S. 
producers of urea and other nitrogen 
fertilizers. In compliance with the filing 
requirements of section 353.36 of the 
Commerce Regulations (19 CFR 353-00), 
the petition alleged that importa or-the 
subject merchandise from the USSR are 
being, or are likely to be, sold in the 
United States a\ leBB than £.air value 
within the meaning of section 731 of the 
Act. and that these imports are causing 
material injury, or threaten materiel 

· injury, to a United States industry. 
After reviewing the petition. we 

determined that it contained sufficient 
grounds upon which to Initiate en 
entidumping investigation. We initiated 
such an investigation on Auguat 5, 1986. 
(51 FR 28857, Auguat 1.2. 1986) end 
notified the ITC of our action. 
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On October 10, 1986, a questionnaire 
was presented to counsel for eight U.S. 
importers acting on behalf of the 
go.vernment of the USSR. An extensio-n 
of time in which to respond was granted 
and on December 2. 1986, we received a 
response from Sojuzpromexport. the 
exporter or urea in the USSR. As 
discussed under the "Foreign Market 
Value" section of this notice, we have 
preliminarily determined that the USSR 
is a state-controlled-economy country 
for the purpose of this investigation .. 

Scope of /m·estigation 

The product covered by this 
investigation is solid urea. a high­
nitrogen content fertilizer which is 
produced by reacting ammonia with 
carbon dioxide. The product is currently 
classified under the Tariff Schedules of 
the United States Annotated (TSUSAJ 
item 480.3000. 

In our notice of initiation we included 
in the scope of the investigation nitrogen 
solutions currently classified under 
TSUSA items 480.3000 and 480.6550. as 

·well as solid urea mixed with other 
fertilizers as currently classified under 
TSUSA item 480.8030. 

However. the petitioner subsequently 
requested that the investigation be 
limited to solid urea. Therefore, we have 
limited the scope to solid urea. 

Because Sojuzpromexport accounted 
for all exports of this merchandise from 
the USSR. we limited our investigation 
to it. 

Fair Value Comparisons 
To determine whether sales in the 

United States of the subject 
merchandise were made at less than fair 
value, we compared the United States 
price with the foreign market value. We 
investigated all sales of urea for the 
period January 1. 1986 through June 30, 
1986. 

United States Price 
As provided in section 772 of the Act, 

we used the purchase price of the 
subject merchandise to represent the 
United States price for sales by 
Sojuzpromexport because the 
merchandise was sold to unrelated 
purchasers prior to its importation into 
the United States. 

We calculated the purchase price 
based on the f.o.b. price to unrelated 
purchasers. We made deductions for 
foreign inland freight, brokerage. and 
loading charges. 

In accordance with the policy set forth 
in our final d~termination in the 
investigation of carbon steel wire rod 
from Poland (49 FR 29434, July 20. 198-1) 
we based these deductions on charges 
in a non-state-controlled-economy 

country .. The country ¥{e used in this 
'in~·estigat'!c?n wall the Unit_ed.Kingdom 
(UKl. We used costs in the UK for the 

: .-reas-Cins stated below iri the "Foreign 
··Market Value'_' section: · 

ForeignMar/iet Value • 
P~titioner allegeil that the USSR is a 

state-coritrolled~economy coun_t_ry an·d 
that'sales of the subject merchandise in 
that country Qo no't permit a: ' 
determfriation of foreign ma.rket value 
under section 773(a) of the :Act, After an 
analysis of the USSR's e$:on,omy, !Ind 
consider'!tion of the briefs sub'~ifted by 
the parties, we·have prel_iminarily · 
concluded that the U.S~R is a state- .. 
controlled-economy country for 
purposes of this investigation. Basic to 
our decision on this-issue is the fact that 

· the central government of the USSR 
controls the prices and levels of 
production of the fertilizer industry, as 
well as the internal pricing of the factors 
of production. · 

As a result, section 773(c) of the Act 
requires us to use prices or the 
constructed value of such or similar 
merchandise in a -"non-state-controlled­
economy" country. Our regulations 
establish a preference for foreign market 
value based upon sales prices. They 
further stipulate that, to the extent 
possible. we should determine sales 
prices on the basis of prices in a "non­
state-controlled-economy" country at a 
stage of economic development 
comparable to the country with the 
state-controlled-economy. 

After an analysis of countries 
producing urea, we determined that the 
UK would be the most appropriate 
surrogate. We sent a questionnaire to, 
and received a response from, a major 
producer of urea in the UK, Imperial 
Chemical Industries PLC (ICI). We 
supplemented the information in this 
response while visiting ICl's facility in 
the UK. We are in the process of 
analyzing the information. 

Our preliminary analysis indicates 
that additional information is needed 
from ICI. We will attempt to.obtain this 
additional data and to verify all of ICl's 
information prior to the ·final 
determination. However, lacking this 
information at this time. we find it 
inappropriate to use. the ICI data for this 
determina lion. 

Therefore, as the best information 
otherwise available. we calculated 
constructed value based on the factors 
of production reported by the Soviet 
producer or, where the Soviet response · 
was not sufficient, those included in the 
petition. We valued gas, electricity. and 
labor in the UK from public sources 
because !CI response did not provide 
this information. Where either the 

. -~;_\ 

response did not report factors, or where 
UK values were not available from 
public sources, we used factors and cost 

· data from the petition relative to the 
production in the USSR. Because of the 
unavailability of industry data in the 
UK. we used the statutory minimum of 
10 percent of the sum of material and 
productio~ costs for general expenses 

. and the statutory minimum ofeight 
percent for profit. 

·we made currency conversiona in 
. accordance with t 353.56(a)(l) ofthe 

Commerce Regulations, using certified 
exchange rates as furnished by the . 
Federal Reserve Bank of New York. 

Preliminary Negative Detennination of 
. Critical Circumstances 

The petitioner alleges that "critical 
circumstances" exist within the meaning 
of sectiori 733(e) of the Act, with respect 
to· imports of urea from the USSR. In 
determining whether critical 
circumstances exist. we must examine 
whether: 

(A)(i) There is a history or dumping in 
the United States or elsewhere of the 
class or kind of merchandise which is 

· the subject of investigation; or 
(ii) The person by whom, or for whose 

account. the merchandise was imported 
knew or should have known that the 
exp0rter was selling the merchandise· 

~which is the subject of the investigation 
at less than fair value; and 

(B) There have been massive imports 
of the class or kind of merchandise 
which is the subject of the investigation 
over _a relatively short period. 

To determine whether imports hPve 
b!!~n massive over a relatively short 
period, we analyzed recent Department 
of Commerce IM 146 trade statistics on 
iinports of this merchandise for equal 
perio~s immediately preceeding and 
following the filing of the petition. from 
April through October 1986. While there 
was an increase in imports over 
previous years during 1986. the average 
mon~hly ,imports in the period 
immediately following the filing of the 
petition were lower than those in the . 
period immediately preceding the filing. 
Based on this analysis, we find that 
imports of the subject merchandise ha\'e 

. not been massive over a short period. 
Since we do not find that there have 

been massive imports, we do not need to 
consider whether there is a history or 
dumping or whether importers of this 
product knew or should have known 
that it was being sold at less than fair 
value. 

Therefore, we preliminarily determine 
that critical circumstances do not exist 
with respect to imports of urea from the 
USSR._ 



B-10 

126 Federal Register I Vol.· 5.2. No. 1 / Friday, January z. 1987__/ Noticea 

'Verification 

We will verify all data U3ed in 
reaching the final determination in this 
investigation. 

Suspension of Liquidation 

In accordance with section 7JJ1d) of 
the Act. we are directing the United 
States Customs Service to suspend 
liquidation of all entries or urea from the 
USSR that are entered or withdrawn 
from warehouse, for consumption. on or 
after the date of publication of this 
notice in the Federal Regista:. The 
Customs Service shall require a cash 
deposit or the posting of a bond equal to 
the estimated weighted-average amount 
by which the foreign market value of the 
merchandise subject to this 
investigation exceeded the United 
States price, which was 84.90 percent of 
the ex-factory value. This suspension of 
liquidation will remain in effect until 
further notice. 

ITC Notification 

In accordance with section 733(f} of 
the Act, we will notify the ITC of our 
determination. In addition. we are 
making available to the ITC all 
nonprivileged and nonproprietory 
information relating.to this 
investigation. We will allow the ITC . 
access to all privileged and proprietary 
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 injure, or threaten 
material injury to, a U.S. industry before 
the later of 120 days after we make our 
preliminary affirmative determination,. 
or 45 days after we make our final 
determine lion. 

Public Comment 

In accordance with section 353.47 of 
our regulations (19 CFR 353.47), if 
requested. we will hold a public hearing 
to afford interested parties an 
opportunity to comment on this 
preliminary determination at 1:00 on 
February 4. 1987, at the U.S. Department 
of Commerce, Room 3708. 14th Street 
and Constitution Avenue. NW., 
Washington. DC ZOZJO. Individuals who 
wish to participate in·the hearing must 
submit a request to the Deputy Assistant 
Secretary for Import Administration, 
Room 30998. at the above address 
within 10 days of this notice'a 
publication. Requests should contain: (1) 
The party's name. address, and 
telephone number: (2) the number of 

participantt: (J) the reason for attending; 
and (4) a lisl of the issues to be · 
discussed. ln addition. prehearing briefs 
in al least 10 copies must be submitted 
to the Deputy Assistant Secretary by 
January 28. 1987. Oral presentations will 
be limited to issues raised in the briefa. 
All written views should be filed in 
accordance with 19 CFR 353.46. within 
30 days of publication ol this notice. at 
the above address iD at leut 10 copiea. 

December Z3. 1986. 

Gilbert 8. Kaplan. 
Deputy Assistanl Secrrtary for /111pOrl 
Administration. 
(FR Doc. 8&-::9470 Filed 12-31._ 8:45 am) 
8IWNO CODI SStMllMt 
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Notices Federal Register 

VoL 52. No. 34 · 

Friday, February 20. 1987 

[A-429-601) 

Postponementof Final Antldumplng 
Duty Determination; Urea From the 
German Democratic Republic 

AGENCY: Import Administration, 
International Trade Administration, 
Commerce. 
ACTION: Notice. 

SUMMARY: On January 23, 1987, we. 
received a request from the only 
respondent in the antidumping duty. 
investigation of urea from the German 
Democratic Republic (GDR) that the 
final determination be postponed as 
provided for in section 735(a)[2)(A) of· 
the Tariff Act of 1930, as amended (the 
Act) (19 U.S.C. 1673d(a)(2)(A)). Pursuant 
to this request, we are postponing our 
final antidumping duty determination as 
to whether sales of urea from the GDR 
have been made at less than fair value 
until not later than May 18, 1987. 
EFFECTIVE DATE: February 20, 1987. 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Francis R. Crowe, Office of 
Investigations, Import Administration, 
Internal Trade Administration, U.S. 
Department of Commerce, 14th Street 
and Constilution·Avenue. NW., 
Washington, DC 20230; telephone (20:.?). 
377-4087. 
SUPPLEi.'IENTARY INFORMATION: On 
August 12, 1986, we published a notice 
in the Federal Register that we were 
initiating, under section 732(b) of the Act 
(19 U.S.C. 1673a(b)), an antidumping . 
duty investigation to determine whether 
imports of urea from the GDR are being . 

. or are likely to be sold at less than fair 
value (51FR281154). We issued our 
preliminary affirmative determination 
on December 23, 19U6 (52 FR 121, 
January 2, 1987). This notice staled that 
we would issued ·a final determination 
on or before March 9, 1987. On January . 
23, 1987, the single respondent requested 
that we extend the period for the final . 
determination uritil not later than the 
135th day after the date of publication of 
our preliminary determination in 
accordance with section 735(a)(2)(A) of 
the Act. This respondent accounts for a 
significant proportion of exports of the 
subject merchandise to the United . . . 
States, and thus Is qualified to make this 
request. If a qualified exporter properly · 
rcques!s un extension after an 
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affirmative preliminary determination, 
the Department is required, absent 
compelling reasons to the contrary, to 
grant the request. Accordingly, we grant 
the request and postpone our final 
determination until not later than May 
18.1987. 

The public hearing is also being 
postponed until 1:00 p.m. on April 29, 
1987, at the U.S. Department of 
·Commerce, Room 3708, 14th Street and 
Constitution Avenue. NW., Washington. 
DC 20230. Accordingly, prehearing briefs 
must be submitted in at least ten [10) · · 
copies to the Deputy Assistant Secretary 
by April 22, 1987. 

This notice is published pursuant to section 
735(d} of the Act. 
Gilbert B. Kaplan, 
Deputy Assistant Secretary for Import 
Administration. 
February 12. 1987. 

(FR Doc. 87-3623 Filed 2-19-87; 8:45 am) 
BIWNG CODE JS1o-os-M· 

[A-485-601) 

Postponement of Final Antldumplng 
Duty Determlnallon; Urea From .the 
Socialist Republic of Rom_ania 

AGENCY: Import Administration, 
International Trade Administration, 

. Commerce. ·· 
ACTION: Notice. 

SUMMARY: On January 20, 1987, we 
received a request from the respondents 
in the antidumping duty investigation of . 
urea from the Socialist Republic of 
Romania (Romania) that the final 
determination be postponed as provided 
for in section 735[a)[2)[A) of the Tariff 

· Act of 1930, as amended [the Act) [19 
U.S.C. 1673d[a)[2)[A)). Pursuant to this 
request, we are postponing our final 
antidumping duty determination as to 
whether sales of urea from Romania 
have been made at less than fair value 
until not later than May 18, 1987. 
EFFECTIVE DATE: February 20, 1987. 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Francis R. Crowe, Office of 
Investigations, Import Administration, 
International Trade Administration, U.S. 
Department of Commerce, 14th Street 
and Constitution Avenue. NW., 
Washington, DC 20230; telephone [202) 
377-4087. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: On 
August 12. 1986. we published a notice 
in the Federal Register that we were 
inititating, under section 732(b) of the 
Act (19 U.S.C. 167Ja(b)). and 
antidumping d11ty investigation to 
determine whether imports of urea from 

Romania are being, or are likely to be 
sold at less than fair value (51 FR 28857). 
We issued our preliminary affirmative 
determination on December 23, 1986 (52 
124, January 2. 1987). This notice stated 
that we would issue a final · · · 
determination on or before March 9, 
1987. On January 20, 1987, the 
respondents requested that we extend 
the period for the final determination 
until not later than the 135th day after 
the date of publication of our 
preliminary determination in 
accordance with section 735(a)[2)(A) of 
the Act. These respondents account for 
a significant proportion of exports of the 
subject merchandise to the United 
.States, and thus are qualified to make 
this request. If qualified exporters 
properly request an extension after an 
affirmative preliminary determination, 
the Department is required, absent 
compelling reasons to the contrary, to 
grant the request. Accordingly, we grant 
the request and postpone our final 
determination until not later than May 
18, 1987 .. 
· The public hearing is also being . . 
postponed until 1:00 p.m. on April 30, 
1987, at the U.S. Department of 
Commerce, Room 3708, 14th Street and 
Constitution Avenue, NW.,· Washington, 
DC 20230. Accordingly, prehearing briefQ 
must be submitted in at least ten (10) 
copies to the Deputy Assistant Secretary 
by April 23, 1987. 

This notice is published pursuant to section 
735(d) of the Act. 
Gilbert B. KaplllD. 
Deputy Assistant Secretary for Import 
Administration. 
February 12. 1987. 
[FR Doc. 87~624 Filed Z-19-87; 6:45 am] · 
BIWNG CODE 351o-l>S-fol 

[A-461-601] 

Postponement of Final Antldumplng 
Duty Determination; Urea From the · 
Union of Soviet Socialist Republics 

AGENCY: Import Administration, 
International Trade Administration,. 
Commerce. 
ACTION: Notice. 

SUMMARY: On January 30, 1987, we 
received a request from a respondent in· 
the antidumping duty investigation of 
urea from the Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics (USSR) that the final 
determination be postponed as provided 
for in section 735[a)(2)(A) of the Tariff 
Act of"1930, as amended (the Act) [19 
U.S.C. 1673d[a}(2)(A)). Pursuant to this 
request, we are postponing our final 

antidumping duty determinat-ion,as to 
whether sales of urea "from the USSR 
have been made at less than fair value 
until not later than May 16, 1987. 
EFFECTIVE DATE: February 20, 1987. 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Francis R. Crowe, Office of 
Investigations, Import Administration, 
International Trade Administration. U.S. 
Department of Commerce, 14th Street 
and Constitution Avenue, NW., 
Washington, DC 20230; telephone (202) 
377-4087 .. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: On 
August 12, 1986, we published a notice 
in the Federal Register that we were 
initialing, under section 732(b) of the Act 
(19 U.S.C. 1873a(b)), an antidumping 
duty investigation to determine whether 
imports of urea from the USSR are being 
or are likely to be sold at less than fair 
value (51FR28857). We issued our 
preliminary affirmative determination 
on December 23, 1986 (52 FR 124, 
January 2. 1987). This notice stated that 
we would issue a final determination on 
or before March 9, 1987. On January 30, 
1987, a respondent requested that we 
extend the period for the final 
determination until not later than the 

. 135th day after the date of publication of 
our preliminary determination in . · 
accordance with section 735[a)[2)(A) of 
the AcL This respondent accounts for a · 
significant proportion of exports of the 
subject merchandise to the United 
States, and thus is qualified to make this 

· request. If a qualified exporter properly 
requests an extension after an 
affirmative preliminary determination, 
the Department is required, absent 
·compelling reasons to the contrary. to 
grant the request. Accordingly, we grant 
the request and postpone our final 
determination until not later than May 
2.8, 1987. 

The public hearing is also being 
postponed until 1:00 p.m. on April 28, 
1987, at the U.S. Department of 
Commerce, Room 3708,·14th Street and 
Constitution Avenue, NW., Washington. 
DC 20230. Accordingly, prehearing briefs 
must be submitted in at least ten [10) 
copies to the Deputy Assistant Secretary 
by April 21, 1987. 

This notice is published pursuant to 
section 735(d) of the Act. 
Gilbert B. Kaplan, 

· Deputy Assistant Secretary for /mpol1 
Administration. 
February 12. 1987. 
(FR Doc. 87-3625 Flied 2-l!Hl7: 8:45 am) 
BIWNCI COOE UI~ 
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IUllMAAW! We laave determined "1aa-. 
urea from the Gennan Demoaa.tlc 
Republic (GDR) i. being. or la likely to 
be; sotd in the United States (U.S.) at 
lesa thaa fair value. We have notifled 
the U.S. International Trade 
Commission (ITC) of our detenninetton 
and we have directed the U.S. Customs 
Service to continue !o suspend the 
liquidation of all entries of the suWect 
merchandise as described in the 
"Continuation of Suspension of 
Liquidation· section of this not!ce. 
EFRCTIVI! DATE May 28, 1981. 

Fa.I fUD1tBI INFOAIMTIOll COIA'AICI: 
Mary S. Clapp. OUiat ol lnves&icll~ 
Import Adminillralicm. laternaticl08' 
Trade AdmiJdatratigQ, U.S. Departmeal 
of Commerce. 14ta ~ aml 
Constitution Avenue. NW~ Waabillgtoll. 
DC 28230; TeiepGoaa: (~ 317-l76a 

We 1ur..r determined that uree &om · 
the GDlt ie being 901d in the U.S. at le11 
tha.11 fair nlue. aa provided in secttoe 
735 of the Tariff Act of 1930, n amended 
(the ActJ. The weighted-aftrage margln­
of sales at less titan Cail' nlue is 44.811 
percent. 

Ca!e~ 

On December~ 1-. we. 
preliminarily deterwdnect that area ia 
being soW .a le .. than-fair Tmu (SZ Flt 
121. Janaary & 1981). A case bf9tory .. · 
incbldad la tbeno&e of prdinm1&1,. · . ·· 
determiBa!iaa On- Felinmy tZ. 19117, we­
poatpcaed tie ffnal Mh:: aliKatlolt UDtil 

· · not later thaa Mii}' 18. 1987, at tt. . 
request ol the respondent (SZ FR 53Z2; 
February 20, 1981). On April zg, 1911'1; we 
held a heartna to addreea the issues 
arllring ill fllf1 hweetigatioa. 

Scope ol lavutfptiaa 

. The iliadaandiae covmecl bJ Ga. 
iavestfptloa 11 aolld lll'N • cuready 
provided for In Item 480.30 of the Tariff 
Sch«blln of tile umted State&. .. 

subject merdaandiaa to represent the 
United Slates price for aalea by ChellWt 
because the merchandlae waa aok! lo 
unrelated purchaaen prlOI' to ita 
importation int& the U.S.. 

We calculated the pun:base price 
based on !he f.o..b. price to 11J1related 
purchasers. We made dedacliou f~ 
inland freight. port haad1ing and port 
load ins cha rgea. 

ln accordaece witls tho po1iq .et fartla 
in our final delerminatioa in the 
Investigation ef Carbo1iSIHJ Win1 Rod 
from Poland l48 FR~ J111J a 1~ 
W9 bueii tH pQd hllDlilins ded.-Hc• 
upon custa iaa ooo-eta~ 
economy coUD&r)", dllt FedeNl Republie 
of Germany (F&q. low the reuou · 
stated i.D I.be "F~ Markel va.&.• 
secrio~ . 

Foreign Marltet Val•· 

Petitioner allesed tllaa tlle c.Da ia a 
. state-cootrolled-ecoDcMnJCOl&lllrJ aDfl. 

that salea of the Abiact merchaDdiM ia 
that cOUDt:r'y da uol permit a . 
determi!latiDllofforeip market vah1e 

· (FMV) under leCtioa 773{a) •f tM Ad. 
. Our anaJyai1 of ia.uea relating ID &la 
CoR·a characterizalieD aa a state­
controlled-econamy COllJlky uclov. 
selectiOllof a swrogale collDSJ an 
discussed ia tlae notice of prelimi.aal'f 
determinatioa. A.a a resulL we · · . · 
determmed that aer.tion 773{eJ o( th8 M:i 
applie1 to th~ i~ . _ 

We 1ent queaticmnaires req41esli111J. 
asaiataJV.a Iroa producera iD.aJl clao8ea.. 
surrogate.. rim IRG. the aoll­
appgpriata tumt&Bfa. and the Be~, 
the Netherl,,M1. Praaoe aail ltalJ aa: . ·­
alternate 8Ul'l'Opta. Howe-.er. we W8118 

unable kt obtain coau or prices lroa- . 
producera ill anr of tlae aurrogata 
countrieL 

Therefon...,. calculated CX>llstmcW 
value baaed oa the fac&oa ol producUoa 
reported by CheJRie ~ wlusre ti. 
respaose waa not~ or not. 

. adeqwNely verified. we uacl .. 
infonnatioa pnwidad bJ petitioaer GI' 
otherwi98 uallable to the llepartmed. . . 

FaJr Value Compad~na We valued labet ia the FRG from pubu.- .. 
To determine whether s~·les In t.be source1. Wllel. ettlaer th.- responM dW 

U.S. of the subject merchandise were not report factor& or where FRG valueeo 
mad• al less ttt. fair Talue. wie went llillt uail.abl& from publk soun:a& 
compued the UntllMI Slates pride widW . we used factors and coat data from th• 
the forewa 111adcet nlwe. Bec:auae petition relative ta tha prodilctioa ia ti. 

[~) Chemie aOCl(Mlted fer aH exportt of thl• GDR.. . 
Urea from the Osman Demoaadc merdaandiM te dte United Statee. we- · Certalla fadoa cauW llClt a. . 
Republc. FIMI DwlWi mfmrtlon of Salea limited our lnveetlgatioft to that Rrm. quantified aod other factort ceWl •• 

We lnvesffsated all aalee of 91'88 for t1le · be appropria'8ly vOaecl widt pricea 
at Lea 11tan '* Yafa· period January t. 1988, through June-3(1 from the Fa.G. la theaeCUM. ti.. 
AOENC't'!' bpml ~ 1988. Departraut ~ lhe !DOM reliable 
lntensatimmi Tna..IW.mim.tr..tio11. United Stata Prfce objective informatiaim coatMD.ttd La th&. 
Ca.....-. , record of iAveatia&Uoa- Thenfor& • 
ACT10tl: Nettm.. · M provided In sectioQ 712 of the Ado. certaia da&a the Departmut relJed upa 
------------- . we und tU pwch.ue pries of Iba ·. supplemental reports provtdecl by tlle · 
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petitioner. This included the Fertilize,. Negative Determination ol Critical 
Manual which was published prior to Cin:umstanCH · .. 
the Department's investigation by the Th'e petitioner alleges that "critical 
International Fertilizer Development circumstances" exist within the meanifl8 
Center of the United Nations' of section 735(a)(3) of the Act with 
.ln.temalional Development respect to imports of urea from the GDR. 
Organization. Energy Prices and Taxes, In detennining whether critical 
Fourth Quarter 1985. circumstances exists, we must examine 

To value natural gas. we used a tariff whether: 
set by Gasunie N.V ~ the Gas Board In (A)(i) There 11 a history of dwnpifl8 in 
the Netherlands. The category F of the the United States or elsewhere of the 
tariff. the so-called "F" price, la en clasa or kind of merchandise which is 
established gas price which le available the subject of investigation at less lllan 
to large industrial usen in the European fair value: or 
Communities (EC). All major fertilizer (ii) The peraoo by whom. or for whose 
producers in the F;C qualify for the P account, the merchandise was Imported 
price because of their high gaa usage. knew or should have known that the · 
The F price la a maximum price . exporter was selling the merchandfae 
established for each quarterly period. which 11 the subject of the Investigation 
Since the F price declined during the at less than fair value: and 
period of investigation. we calculated · (B) There have been masalve Imports 
the difference in F price in two of the merchandise which is the subject 
succeeding quarten and allocated that of the Investigation over a relatively 
difference over the intervening month• abort period 
in order to derive monthly gas prices To determine whether import1 have 
which we then weight-averaged We been massive over a relatively short 
used this monthly weight average F period, we analyzed recent Department 
price in order to most closely of Commerce IM 146 trade atatiatlca on 
approximate the price actually paid for lmporta of this merchandise ror equal 
gas by marlc:et economy countries during perioda immediately precedlns and 
the time period when production of the following the filing of the petition. from 
urea subject to our investigation would March through December 1988. While 
have occurred. Therefore, we believe there was an increase ID importa over 
that the F price represents the most previous years durins 1988. tba average 
accurate. verifiable gas price for the monthly imports in the period 
Fertilizer sector in the FRG. · lmmediatel1 following the filfns of the 

The labor rates were obtained in the petition were lower than those in the 
FRG from public sources. Although some period immediately preceding the filing. 
Individual itema Included as factory Based on this analysis coinblned with a · 
overhead were verified. others could not consideration of seasonal trends. we 
be sufficiently qoantifled or valued find that lmporta of the aubfeGt. · . 
Therefore. for factory overhead the merchandise have not been maeaive 
Department developed a ratio of the over a short period. 
factory overhead costs to the gas costa Since we do not find !bat there have 
from the petition. The Department been massive imports. we do not need to 
reviewed the petition, and determined consider whether there 11 a history of 
that such coata were representative~ dumping or whether lmportera of thia 
average costs for developed countries. product knew or should have known 
However, the individual componenta of that it wa1 beins sold at len th6ll fair 
the factory overhead costs were baaed valae. 
on a utilization of plant capacity which . Therefore. we determine that critical 
was leH than the utilization of cepacilJ circumstances do not amt with respect 
detennined to exJata in the GDR. to imports of urea Crom the GDR. 
Therefore, the Department made Verification. 
appropriate adjuatJJlenY to acoounl ro. . . 
the higher capacity utilization rate In the·· In accordance with aection.776(a) ol 
·cnR. . . . . . . · . the Act. we verified the lnlonnatto11 

Because of the imavailabllity of . submitted ID the response by U1in1 
lnduatry data in the FRG, we uaed the standaid verification procedure-. .. · 
statutory minimum of 10 percent of lh• Including on-lite examination of record9 
awn of material and·production oosta ror and selection of original source .. 
general expemea and the statutory documentation conta1nill3 relevant 
minimum of eight percent ror profit. Information. 

We made CUJ'n!ncy converslon1 hr Comment Section 
accordance with 19 CFR 353.56(a)(1} 
using certiflad exchange ratea aa 
furnished by the Federal Reserve Banlr 
of New Voril.. 

Petitioner's Ccmm6nta 
CDmment #1: Petitioner arguea·that 

the Department haa corTeetlJ choeea th• 

FRC as a surrogate country and must 
proreed to use publicly available data 
Crom the FRG in determining foreign 
market value for pllJllOSeS of this 
delermination. 

DOC response: We agree. To the · 
extent possible. the Department used 
the most reliable and specific 
Information for the FRG, the sUJTOgate 
country selected, accordill8 lo our 
methodology. 

Comment #2: Petitioner argues that ln 
· the absence of verified data from a· 

surrogate producer In a country at a 
comparable level of economic 
development, the Department must 
determine foreign market vatue by uaifll 
factors.of production valued ln the FRG 
from reliable. publicly published data 
providing evidence of coata in the FRG 
rather than rely on average Import 
prices as suggested by respondents. 
Petitioner contends that the volume of 
urea exported from the USSR. the GDR 
and Romania has depressed prices from 
all sources. Petitioner states that since 
urea Is a fungible commodity, prices 
from all sources move together 

DOC response: We agree that it would 
not be appropriate to base foreign 
market value on import prices. We 
reached this conclusion baaed on a 
variety of factors suggesting that the 
pricifl8 oI urea internationally WH 
Influenced by imports from the c:ountrlee 
under investigation. 

Urea le a fungible commodity traded 
throughout the world. Al a re.Wt. the . 
level of market sh818 of a apeclfic group 
of Importers tenda to affect sales· 
elsewhere. 

Non-market-economy producers. and 
In particular those subject to our 
lnvestigationlJ, have become major 
participants In world urea trade. There 
ls evide'1ce that these producere' ability 
to separate pricing/supply decision• 
from market demand conditions baa 
algn1ficantly contributed to the 
distortion of urea prices worldwide. Aa · 
a result. we concluded that determbrlna 
foreign mmet value on the basil of 
prices In any market would be · 
inappropriate. · 

Moreover, even rf we had attempted. 
tO use U.S. import prlcea; we would have 
had dlfflculty Isola tins• aufflcientl]J. .. 
&arge basket of prtcea durina the period 
of lnvestigatfon to provide a reliable 
basis for comparison. Besldea' · · · 

4 eUminattng the three countrlea under ·~ 
IJ\vestlgatioR. we also would have had 
to disregard nearly all of the remalninl · 
foreign supplfen OD the SJ'OUDcW Of . . . 
minimal ellporta. that they were aubfect 
to foreign antldwnpln& lnvesttgatfona Olt 
urea. or that their aovemmenta ~ · · 
known to provide export subsidies. ID 
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addition. it would have been impossible 
to identify sales of solid urea within the 
basket of urea imports reported in the 
statistics in order to make the·. , 
appropriate adjustment.I. 

Comment #3: Petitioner argues that , ' 
the Department should· not assume that 
the 10 percent statutory minimum for the 
general selling and administrative 
(GS&:A} expenses is appropriate, but 
should quantify each individual cost 
item and value each appropriately. For 
example, petitioner claims that renta. 
taxes and insurance, since they are . 
incurred by non·stat1H:ontiolled- · · 
economy companies, should be included 
and valued. Additionally, it contends 
that the. costs of selling expensea 
incurred by the GDR trading company, · 
such as selling salaries. brochures and 
catalogues. should be valued using FRG 
prices. Further. petitioner contends that 
interest expense should be calculated on 
the basis el interest rates in the FRG 
applied to the total value of the GDR 
facilitie-. which were allegedly supplied 
and financed by western companies 
through a mix of foreign debt and/or 
counter trade buy-back arrangements. 

DOC responst1: We agree that no 
assumptions should be made with 
regard to the extenfof GSciA involved in 
production and distribution of lirea. 
Section 353.B(c) of our regulations 
directs us to add "an amount of general 
expenses and profit H required by 
section 773(e)(1)(8) of the Acr to the 
values obtained on the basis of the GDR · 
factors of production and valued In an 
appropriate surrogate country. Section. 
773(e)(l)(B) of the Act in tum requires us. 
to determine GS&A expenses in the 
amount "equal to that usually reflected· 
In sales of merchandise • • ~ in the 
country of exportation" 19 U.S.C.. 
S1677b(e)(l)(B}. The country of . · 
exportation in this case is determined tO: 
be state-controlled to an extent that the 
normal costs, expenses,. and profit& 
(including GS&A expenses for purposes . 
of constructed value calculat.ionaJ 
cannot be determined In that country. At 
the same time, our regulations do not 
include GS.\A expense1 In the catego17·" 
of "sepcific objective components or 
factor9" to be obtained from the state .. 
controlled-economy country under> 
Investigation and valued in a surrogat.. 
country. Therefore. we muat detennine .... 
the amount of GS&A expenses a they· 
are reflected In aales of merchandise ol 
the same clasa or kind in th& surrogate 
country without.refecence to specific . 
factor9 or components of the GSAA 
expensee in the GDR. The methou::;f 
financi.113 of the GDR facililiff Involved . 
in production of the 1ubject . 
merchandise, therefore, Ca Mot be relied. 

upon for purposes of our calculations. 
and the amount of usual general 
expenses involved in production and 
distribution of urea must be determined 
on the basis of normal costs and 
expenses in the FRG. We do not have 
any indication that GS&A expensee 
involved in production and distribution 
of urea in the FRG are above the 
statutory minimum of 10 percent 
Therefore, we applied this statutory 
minimum in our calculations according 
to section 773(e)(l)(B) of the Act. 

Comment #4: Petitioner states that the. 
Department should adjust lta calculation 
of the cost of natural gas by using 
published data for the first two quarters· 
of 198& which represent the price to· 
industrial uaen in the FRG dwinB ~ 
period of investigation. 

DOC response: For our determination 
of foreign market value, we used 
updated prices for gas. In fact. we used 
1986 gas prices which included the third 
quarter of 1986 to allow for th1t 
production of urea sold during the 
period of investigation which was 
produced and exported through the third 
quarter. 

Comment #5: Petitioner argues that 
water usage was not accounted for in 
the Department's preliminary 
determination calculation. Petitioner 
contends that water used free of charge 
In the CDR must be valued on the basis 
of utility rates in the FRG. 

DOC response: Water waa not valued 
in the preliminary determination 
because it waa considered to be 
recycled. However, for the final 
determination water was included in· 
factory overhead under the methodology 
as explained in the "Foreign Market 
Value" section. 

Comment #8: Petitioner arguea that 
chemicals. catalysts, steam indirect 
materials used in the production of urea · 
must be valued In the FRG. 

DOC response: Values for these ite!U. 
in the FRG were not readily available. . . 
These factors are individual costa 
included in factory overhead. Therefore,.. 
they were accounted for and valued as 
described in the "Foreign Market Valua" 
section. 

Comment #1: Petitionu contends that 
the cost of labOI' waa 1ignif1CSDtlr · · -
undervalued In our preliminary, 
calculatfont because (1) only direct · 
labor usaga waa contidered and (2) the 
1981 FRG labor coat obtained from 
publiahing aourcea were not indexed to 
account for inflation. 

DOC response: For labor coata, we 
used only direct labor hours. Coat. per 
hour were obtained from the "Hoarly 
Compensation Costa for Production 
Workers in. U.S. Doll.an'' (U.S. Bweaa of 

Labor Statistics, February, 1981). The 
data for West Germany is from 1988. 
The cost information la included in 
petitioner's pre-hearing brief. Only 
direct labor usage was considered as a · 
labor cost. since other types of labor 
usage are considered Indirect expenses 
and are Included in other'coat 
components of factory overhead. See the 
"Foreign Market Value .. section·. 

Comment #8: Petitioner argues that 
the depreciation of GDR plant and 
equipment should be based on the costa 
of plant and equipment purchased from 
market economy companies or on the 
costs incurred by comparable racilitie• 
In other countries which were built at. 
the same time as the GDR facility. 

DOC response: The estimated costs . 
presented by the petitioner could not be 
used for depreciation. Depreciation waa 
considered to be part of factory 
overhead and included as described in 
the "Foreign Market Value .. section. 

Comment #9: Petitioner argues that 
depreciation should be included in 
factory costs rather than In general 
expenses. 

DOC response: We agree. 11ie 
Department relied on the petition for ita 
preliminary determination. For the final 
determination it has reclassified thia 
amount as factory overhead. 

Comment #10: Petitioner contendii 
that the credit for sales of carbon 
dioxide in the final determination should 
be based on GDR actual quantities 
which were sold to unrelated parties. 

DOC response: We disagree. 
Transfers to other plants can be a 
reduction of coat of production. 
therefore a credit was allowed for 
carbon dioxide and other by-products 
transferred to other plants within the 
Plesteritz plant complex.· 

Comment #11: Petitioner argues that 
Interest expenses incurred relative to 
Chemie's sales to the U.S should be 
deducted from United Statea prfe& 

DOC response: We disagree. In thJa 
investigation the Department haa valued. 
factors of production In a comparable· 
surrogate country using the best 
information available. The specificity of 
the data obtained for valufn& the factors. 
11 not sufficient for ua to Identify the­
directly related selling expen .. 
adjustments. which would han to be 
made to foreign market value for both· 
U.S. price and conatructed yaJue. Abaenti 
specific informatian that the respondent 
lncura extraordinary directly related 
selling expensaa for lta U.S. salee. the 
Department a11umed. aa best 
Information available, that ordinary ancl 
similar. 1elllng expensea occur In both 
marketa and. aa sur-.h. they offael ona 
another. · · ' 
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Comment #12: Petitioner ar1JUS that 
lhe Departmenl enedin rmdil18 tbat 
critical circumstances da nol exist for 
purposes of lhe prellmina~ 
determination. Petitioner claims that the: 
decision coocentins massive imports did 
not include analysis oi the wasonai 
nature of urea sales. 

DOC Response; For a discussion of 
this subject. refer to the "Negative 
Determination of Critical 
Circumatancea" sectioa of this notiat • 

Comment #13; Petitioner argues that 
the dednctioaa from Uu.itad Statea price. 
for inland freigllf. brokerage apd loadiDa 
charges should be based on. tha coat cal 
comparable elements in the FRG.. 
, DOC"re$paase: We Ii.ave mad& auc:h 

deductioas as described in tha "Unite4-
States Prica" sectiGD. . 

Resp<JIJllelt• ~,. 

Comment IH: Respondent claims that · 
the Department erred in dlfferentiatia& -
between the GDR and the other 
countries subject to investigaffon. the . 
USSR and Romania. for purposes of 
selecting a nrmgate. Respondent claims 
that the Department drew an artificial 
distinction f>etween the capti~ gas 
supplies in tftf! various countries. Thi• 
claim is based on the fact that the GRD 
and USSR are.Participating in a joint 
venture which guarantees a gas supplr 
for the GDR in excliange- for labor. 
captial and equipment necessary to 
devefop Russian gM fields and construct 
pipelines. Retipendent argues tftaf. 
based oa natural gas sapplies and 
income compantbility, appropriate­
surrogallee arv SatNli Arabftr, Qtttar. 
Kuwait, Trinidad and Tobago, 
Venezuela. Mexico, Malaysia. 
lndonest.. th• United Arab Emirates 
and Egypt. Respoadant claims tftat tl'wt 
melding of raw material 1upplies and 
income comperabililJ 11 especial!J' 
proper la a aituatioa IUCb M ml• - · 
involviDS a capital inlenlJve industry. 
Respoadent alaa re Bes 011 tt. size of the 
agricultural sectorw o( these natton. 
which create a home market demand fm 
ureL Respondent states that al~ 
there are more appropriate nrragataa 
than the UJC. given the 1urrogat1111 
choaen by the Departml!J1' the moat 
a ppropriat1r of tlle:sir ia the U1' 

DOC respo11MJ& We di.agree. Ni. 
matter how certaiD the caatractmd · 
terma maJ appear. we belieTe then­
remaim a aubetantmt dilt:indio& 
belwee a oo.a1JJ wbich ha. a 
contractual &n'IUtpD1eDt to obtain ga 
and one which baa its own captive pa 
supplies. Oi.s aelec:tiOD oi thli FRG u a 
surrosa• ra. the GOA WU baled OD tbtr 
close compvability of their econernic 
and demographic atatiatiCll aa weU as cm· 
the fact that neithet" country 11 a major 

· natural gas prodvcer. MOl'eOVft, iR lfght· 
of the methodology we ulitlmatel1 
deemed most appropriate to determine 
foreigl:a market value. respoadent's 
concerns should bava beer:t addressed. 
The method we selected for valuill8 
natural gas applies equally to lhe UK 
and FRG contexll. whereas. those FRC 
values which were used £n tJdl case for 
other factors related man directly to the 
macroeconomic criteria we coDlridered 
in selectins a snrropta. 

Comtnffll #2: R.espandent argues that 
the ilepartmellt bu a llron8 pnf erenae 
ro. uiDS prices rather dum coeta a thei 
basis foe detenniBiqfareipmarke\. 
value. Repoodent aqu .. tbM lhe 
averap U.S.. imtOft pcica of area from 
other 1owcas Is Illa 8ffCOllriMe besia -
for foreign market value. Rasponclent 
cLallu that thiil informati.oa ia the-mac 
current verifiable da1a available ud is 
1upported by the preferuca ro. prices. II 
prM:a from all aoun:u are Del 11aed, 
respondent states &hat impGd price. 
from tha aelected amroptas aboaJd be 
used. 

DOC re!lpOIWI: We diaapee.. Re.far to 
our repon1e to petitioner's commenl #Z.. 

Comment #3: Respondent CODtends 
that for purposes of the preliminary 
determination the Department 
understated United States price by 
deducting documentation. and plant 
loadins expenses which are improper 
and by overstatina d'eductfona for i.D.Iand 
freight and handling expenses. 

DOC responSI!: Responde11t"• claim 
that a deduction ror loading charges is 
improper is based on the fact the.I · 
loading cliarge1 are included in the coat 
of producing urea; a fact thaC was · 
dilcovered at verification. Tbe 
Department would nonnally adjust the 
foreign market value by deducting Iha 
charges fi-om die costs so that the 
foreign mmet value md tile United 
Srates price would be st a comparable 
level. In this inat&nee', we cannot 
separate loadfng costs from the other 
coau of manufacture. nereronr. we 
have left-~ coat• in~ foreip · 
market nlue and hue madit no 
dedticrfon &om the U.S. price for plant 
loecfins cftarges IO that they are 1till at 
the same level of comparison. 

We have made no eeparata deduction 
for documenla Ha. dtarge& line» tM port 
loading charse- ased for thH 
detemiinatioo Include 11D dMmnentatia&­
expensea_Concemms inland fre;pt. w• 
used an FRC rai) leriff fer ~ · 
determination. rattler tfla11 tl'le United 
Kingdom tariff used i.n the preffminafJ' 
detennloetioll. 

CotnJDenl #f: Respondent claims th .. 
the Deputmenl onnrated forelp 
market value la the pni!minary 
dstermination due to tlt9 OMI nluatfon 

of the main component of.urea, natural 
gas. ltS wen 88 electricity and labor. rn 
addilfOft. respondent claims that th1t 
failure to giVlr 11 credit for by-prodtrcts 
resulted in a portion of the 
overstatement of foreign 1rutrhf val0« 

DOC responS't!: Por this determination 
we adjusted ths methodofogy used In 
the preliminary with respect to these 
factors. For a discunion of gas coat., 
refer to ths ''Foreign Marlcet Value• 
aectiorr. Concerning labor rate& rerer to 
the "'DOC Response"' to peUUoner"s 
comment #7. E!ectridfJ wa1 fnduded lJl 
factory overhead. also discuased fn the 
"Foreign Marfcet Vatue• sedfon. 

Comment #5: Respondent IU'lllea thal 
credit for the by-prvducta of cazbOA 
dioxide. electricity. steam and 
condensate lrana!erred to planb otbu 
than ammonia aad urea should be 
allowed at their commercial value. · 

DOC resporue; We asree lhlll a c:redll 
should be allowed for transfln of~ · 
producta to otlaer plao&a. 1he tranaf• 
value to the o&ha planll ebcNld bit llt. 
COIL Therefore. for the fmal 
determinatioll. we have ueed the 
commercial value lea tbe eiglal percent 
statutory minimum for profiL 

Comment #8: Respondent argues that 
the petitioner double coanted fringe 
benefits by lncladnt tliem ID direct laber 
coat and. overilead computed at 100 · 
percent of direct labor cost. Respondent 
further states thal the Department. 
should reduce the 6na.l overllead 
ac~. 

DOC Respons«TM elements in tlMt 
overhead and iDchaded ID the pedtiml­
and Thll Ferliliur Manual could nof b.t 
fully aaczrtaiDed. Thelefonr, t1le 
overhead ca Segory ID qaestiOll was 
included iD the 10 percent rw general 
expenses. See Fonip Market Var­
MCtion.. 

Continuatiaa·oCSuspen,Pon ol . 
I lquldatfon : 

We are diredins the United State. · 
Customs Service to eontin121r te nsPen«f -
liquidation. fn aceordanar witft 9eCtfon. 
733( dJ of thlt Act. of aD entries of urea · 
from tile CDK diet are entered ar 
withdrawn from warehoaM. for 
conaumptioe. on ar after Jllml&fJ' Z. t~. 
11Nt CustOlll9 Semc& lhaD continue to 
require• ca1h depOlft or tM pcatiJll of• 
bond equal ~the estimated wefshted­
averase ameant bJ whfdl tfltt foreip ~ 
market value of thtr mercltendfee nbfeet '~ 
to thrs investfgatfon exceeded tlte . 
United States~. which. on or after 
the date of publlcatielt of this notlat in 
the F9denJ ..... W81 +f.80 percent. 
This suspensloe of Jfquidatton will 
mnain 111 effect util furtltet notice. · 
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ITC Notification 

In accordance with section 735(d) of 
the Act, we wiU notify the ITC of our 
determination. The ITC will determine 
whethe~ these imports are causing 
malefial injury, or threaten material 
injury. to a U.S. industry within 45 days 
of the publication of this notice. 

ff the ITC determines that material 
injury does not exist. this p·roceeding 
will be terminated and all securities 
posted as a result of the suspension of · 
liquidation will be refunded or 
cancelled. If. however, the ITC 
determines that such Injury does exist. 
we will issue an antidumping duty . 
.o~er, directing Customs Officers to« :. 
assess· an antidumping duty on ~a~ ·: 

· from the GDR entere~ or withdrawn · 
from warehouse. for consumption after 

SUPPLEMENTAAY INFORMATIOtC 

F'inal Detennination 
We have determined that urea from 

Romania is being sold in the United 
States at less than fair value. as 
provided in section 735 of the Tariff Act 
of 1930. as amended (the Act). The 
weighted-average margin of sales at less 
than fair value is 90.71 percent. 

Case ffistory 
On December 23, 1986. we · 

preliminarily determined that urea is 
being sold at less than fair value (52 FR. 
122. January Z 1987). A case history is 
included in the notice of preliminary, 
determination. On February lZ 1987, we 
postponed the final determination until· 
not later than May 18. 1987, al the-­
request of the respondent (53 PR 5323.; :.: 
February 20. 1981}. On May t. 1987, we 
held a hearil18 fo addreSI the issue• 
arising In tlu. Investigation. 
Scope of lovestfgatioa 

. the suspension of liquidation. equal to 
Jhe amount by which the foreign marke_f 
value of the merchandise exceeds the . 
U.S. price · · . 

This.determination Is being published The merchandise covered by this 
ptJ!Suant to secton 735(dJ of the Act (19 investigation is solid urea H currently . 
U.S.C.1673d(d)); · · · provided for in item 480.30 of the Tariff 
Paul FreedeabMi, . . . Schedules of the United State& 
Assistant Secretary ftJr Tiwi;Adminislratioti.. · Fair Value Com~ 
May 18. 1987. To determine whether sales In the 
[FlfDoC. 87-11905 Flied ~2Z-37· 11:4S amJ United States of the subject· 

· ' merchandise were made at less than fair 

Urn From the Soclallat R~ of . 
ROmanla; FIMI DetennlnaUon of Salff~ 
at Lese Than Fair varue · · 

. AGENCY: Import Adminlstratfon. 
lnteniational Trade Administration. 
Coriimerce; 
Acn0N: Notlcet · 

SUllllAllY: We have determined that · · 
urea from Iha Socialist RepubUc of 
Romania (Romania) Is being. or 11 likely· 
to be, sold in the United States at less 
than £air value. We have notified the­
U.S. International Trade Cornmis1ioa c. .• 
(ITC) of our determination and have, · 
directed the U.S. Customs Service to­
conlinue to suspend the llquidattmi ot· · 
all entries of the 1ubject merchandJM u · 
described in the "Continuation of 
Suspension of Llquida ti on" section of .. 
thi1 notice. 

IFFICTIYI DATI: May 28. 198'1. 

FOii PUllTMU IWORllAT10M. CONTAC'S:- .· 
Mary S. CTapP, ·omce of Investigation-.. 
Import Administration. lntemational · 
Trade Administration. U.S. Department 
of Commerce. 14th Street and 
Constitution Avenue: NW .. Washington. 
DC 20230: Telephone· (202) 377-178'k: · 

· value. we compared the United St~tes 
price with the foreign market value. · · 

Because LC.&. Chemica (Chimica) · 
accounted for all exports of um 

·merchandise to.the United States. wa. 
·limited our investigation to that firm. 
We investigated all salesoturea for.the·· 
period July 1, 1985. through December 
31; 1985, because there were DO sales 
during the first half of 1988. 

United Stata Price 
Aa provided In section 712 of the Act. 

we.used the purchase price to represent. 
the United State• price for sales by 
Chimica when the.merchandise wu -
sold to unrelated purchase~ prior to ita 
importation into the United Statea. We 
used the exporter's salee price (ESP) as 
the United States price for salH mad• 
after importation to an unrelated,. 
purchaser; · 

We calculated the purchase price 
based on the f.O.b. price to unrelated 
purchasera. We made deduction• for 
inland freight. port handling. and 
loading charges. The verified diatanc.­
from the pl.ants to the port of. 
exportation waa almost three times· 
greater than that reported. ln calculatint 
ESP. we made an additional deduction 
for the selling expenaes Incurred by the 
related U.S. importer. Because such 
expen1es were not reported. we 
deducted a commlnlon paid to the U.S. 
importer by Chimica aa the best 

information otherwise available. as 
representing U.S. sales expenses. 

In accordance with the policy set forth 
in our final determination in the 

· investigation of Carbon Steel Wire Rod 
from Poland (49 FR 29434. July 20, 1984}. 
we based the port deductions upon costa 
in a non-state-controlled economy 
country, the United Kingdom (UK}, for 
the reasons stated in the "Foreign 
Market Value" section. 

Foreign Market Valu. 

Petitioner alleged that Romania Is a· 
state-controlled-economy country and . 
that sates of the subject merchandise fn· 
that country do not permit a 
determination of foreign market value.: 
under section 773(a) of the Acl Our:· • · 
analysis of issues relating to our .. · 
detennination rfiat Romania Is a state­
controlled-economy country and out· 
selectfon of a surrogate country are 
discussed In the' notice of preliminary 
determination. 

As·rtoted In the preliminary · 
determination. we sent a questionnaire 
to, and received an incomplete response 
from. a major producer of urea in the 
UK. Imperial Chemical Industries PLC 
(ICI)• We attempted to supplement the 
information in this response while 
visiting 1crs racility in the UIC. 

Our analysia fudicated that addJtional . 
information wail needed' rrom Id: We . '. 
attempted io' obtain these addltlonat:: . ' 
data iii order to verify all of ICTil , . . 
necessary information prlor to. the. final.' 
determination. However; w.t were . , : . 
unsuccessful iD obtaining these data for· 
the record in lhii investigatiori. Lacldn& 
this infonnation at this time. we find it· 
Inappropriate to use the ICI data for this 
determination. · .. . . 

Therefore, we calculated conatructed 
value based on natural gas and labor' 
inputs reported by the Romanian· 
producer which were verified and we . 
used best information available for 
factory overhead from the petition. The 
factors of prod~~on were based on the 
weighted averast!-of the ammonia-urea 
plant complexes selected by the • 
Department for its determination. · 

For factory overhead. the Department.· 
developed a ration based on factory . 
overhead and gas prie411 from the 
petition. apJltopriately adjusted for . 
Romanian gas prices. 

To value natural gas. we used a tariff 
set by Gasunie N.V., the Dutch Cu 
Board In the Netherlands. The category 
"P'0 of the tariff, the so-called "P- price. 
established gas prices which are 
available to large industrial users 
throughout the European Communitlea 
(EC). All major fertilizer producen In 
the EC qualify for the P price because or 
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their high gas usage. While the F price 
was established as the result ol an EC 
complaint brought by German. French. 
and Belgian fertilizer producers In those 
countriea, evidence In the record 
indicate• that sa• prices to large . 
mdustrial usera in the UK. such as ICI. 
reported to be the largest gaa user Ui the 
UK. wu linked to the F price during the 
period of inveatigation. 

The F price is a maximum price 
established for each quarterly period. 
Since the P price declined during tbe 
preiod of investigation, we calculated 
the difference in F price in two 
succeeding quartera and allocated that 
difference over the intervenilJa montha 
In order to derive monthly 881 pricea 
which were then weight-.veraged. We 
uaed this monthly weighted-average F 
price In order to moet closely 
approximate the price actually paid for 
gas in market economy countriea dwina 
the time period when production of the 
urea subject to our investigation would 
have occurred. Therefore, we believe 
that the F price represents the mod 
accurate gas price fur the fe.rtilize'r 
sector in the UK. 

Labor rates were obtained in the UK 
from public sources. For factory 
overhead. certain facton coul<t not be 
quantified OI' verified. and other !actors 
could not be appropriately valued with 
prices from the United Kingdom. In 
these caaes. the Department 1oughl the 
meat reliable objective in!ormatiao 
contained in the record of the 
Investigation. Therfore. for certain data 
the Departme11t relied apoa 
supplemental reports provided by the 
petitioner. This included the Fertilizer 
Manual which waa published prior to 
the Department's investigation by the 
International Fertilizer Development 
Center of the United Nationa' 
International Development 
Organization; Energy Prices aad Taxes. 
Fourth Quarter 1985. 

Beceat11e of the unavailability of. 
Industry data in the UK, we wed the 
statutory minimum oC 10 pereent of the 
sum of material and fabrication costa for 
general expenses and the statutory 
minimum of eight percent for profit. 

For purchase price comparison.a, we 
made currency converaiona in 
accordance with 19 CFR 353.56(a)(l), 
using certified exchange rates as 
furnished by the Federal Reserve Bank 
of New York. . 

For ESP compariaona. we used the 
official exchange rate on the date of sale 
since the use of that exchange rats ia 
consistent with section 61.S of the Trade 
and Tariff Act of 1984 (1984 Act). We 
fonowed section 615 of the 1984 Act 

' rather than A 353.56(al{2) of our 

regulationa becauae the law auperaedea 
· that section of the regulatiwia. 

Negative Dehlnainstloa of Crttlc:ml 
CircumstaDces 

The pelitiooer allegea that "critical 
circumstances" uist within the meaniJla 
ol section 735{a)(3) of the Act with 
respect to imports of urea from 
Romania. In determining whether 
critical circumstances exist. we must 
examine whether: 

(A) (i] There la a IUatory of dumping ln 
.the united States or elaewhere of the 
class or kind of merchandise which i. 
the subject of inveati8ation at leas than 
fair value; or 

(ii) Tho perwon b7 whom, or far wboae 
account, the meJ1'Mndiee WH impol1ed 
knew or should bava known th•t the 
exporter wu aelling the merchaDd&se 
which is the subject of the iDTeStigatioD 
at less than fair value; and 

(B) There have been massive imports 
of the merchandise which ii the subject 
of the investigation over a relatively 
short period. 

To determine whether imports have 
been massive over a relatively short 
period, we analyzed recent Department 
of Commerce IM 146 trade statistics on 
lmpcnu of thi1 merchandiee for equal 
periods Immediately preceding and 
following the filing of the petition. from 
March-throagh December 1986. While 
there was an increase in hnportl over 
prevfom years during 1~. and the 
avera~ monthly bnports In the period 
Immediately following the filing of the 
petition were higher than those In the 
period immediately preceding the filing, 
the post filing Increase can be attn"buted 
to seasonal trends in Imports of area. 
Baaed an this analysis. we find that 
lmporb of the subject merchandbe haw 
not been m&Mri-Hl aver • short period. 

Si.Dee we do not find that there ban 
been mauive bnporta, we do not need to 
consider whether there ia 1t history of 
dumping or whether importers of this 
product knew or should have lcnown · 
that ii was being sold at less than fair 
value. 

Therefore, we determine that critical 
circumstances do not exist with respect 
to imports of uree from Romania. 

Verification 

In accordance with section 776{a) of 
the Act. we verified tha information 
submitted in the responae by uaing 
standard verification procedure-. 
including on-eili! examination of re~ 
and selection of original aou.rc:e . 
documentation containing relevant 
Inf arms tioD. 

Comment• Section 

htititnlB'6 C4rruneDl6 

Comment #1: Petition.er arguea that 
the Department baa correctly chosen the 
UK as a surrogate country and must 
proceed to Uie data from the UK ID 
de<ermining foreign mark.et value for 
purposes of thia dete~tfon. 

DOC response: We agree. To the 
extent poasibte, the Department used 
the moat reliable and specific 
Information available for the UK. the 
surrogate country selected. accordlna to 
our methodology. See our reaponae to 
Respondent's Comment #l. 

Comment #~ Petitioner argue. that If 
the Department has verified information 
from the surrogate reapondent. lCL 
foreign market value should be bued OD 
that data. To the extent that ICI baa 
allowed the Department to ascertain the 
reliability of the aggregate data 
furnished. petitioner further arsuea tbal 
we 1hould consider the data without 
bavina aupportiq documents put OD the 
record in the inveatigatiOA. FiJlally, 
petitioner contends that, if the 
Department haa reliable verified 
Information on ICl•a production coats, 
we must use that data aa the bttsis of 
conatructed value without resortiJl8 to 
the Romanian productiOA la.f:tora. 

DOC response: If the Department 
could have obtained complete and 
verifiable information from IC. we 
would have based foreign market value 
on that data. la thia cue. however, we 
detennbaed tAa1 wa could not 
legitimately cona&ruct a faraip maikll 

. value solely on the basis of the 
aggregate data furnis.hed by ICI. A.. 
petitioner baa pointed out. the c:.oat of 
natural gas accounta for a algni6c:aat 
portion of the total cost of procb1cin& 
~ l1ae DepartmeAI WU llDllble &o 
obtain from JCI the price ft pap Im Ilda 
critical input. 1bia lllM:nowa ..a... 
togetbar witll the other 1pec:ific 
fnfomaatiOD wlHcb eilh.er coald D0t be 
verified or obtained from IC. represen .. 
a subctantial proportion of the 
constructed value and would have 
rendered that value unreliable and 
meanin8JeaL 

Since we concluded that foreign 
market value could not reaaonably be 
constructed on the balil of JCI data. the 
Department resorted to the alternative 
method of constructed value calculation 
based on factors of production in the 
countrJ of expartatioD aa walaed ID ti. lOC ..... 

Cam11te1Jt #3: Petitiomr mpee that fa 
the abaenc:e of verified date &om • 
IWTOgate producer la a country at 8 
comparable level of economk:: 
development. the Department muat 
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determine forei8n market nltm IS.sins 
factors of production vahied in the WC: . 
from reliable public data. rathtt duua 
rely oa average import prices. Petitioner 
contends that tJle volume of urea 
exported from the USSR. the GDR and -
Romariia baa depressed prices from aH 
soun:ea. PetitioMr stat.es tkat since urea· 
is 8 r~ commodity. prices from aB 
sourcea move fo8ether: 

DOC responsa: We awe• that it would 
not have beea appropriate ta baae 
fo~ market vahi11 on import prices. 
We reaclaed lhia CODC1usioa baaed oa a 
viuiat, of £acicm .P.tia& tbat the 
pricing of urea iDtematiooallJ w.aa 
in4~ br importa !ram the COUAtrie• 
under inveslfptioiao .. 

Urea is a fungible-commodity tradecl · 
throughout the world. M a resulL Iha. 
level of market share oI a specilie gi'O&lll~ 
of imports tends to affecl sales. 
elsewhere. 

Nonmarket economy producers. and 
in particulai those subject to out 
investigatiowt. have become major 
participauta in world urea trade. There 
is evidence that these producera• ability 
to separate pricing/supply decision.a 
from market demand cooditfou1 haa 
significantly contributed to the 
distoration of urea prjcea worldwide. As 
a rnult. We concluded that determining . 
foreign market value on the basis of 
prices ID any market would be 
inappropriats 

Moreo•er, evm if we flad attempted 
to use U.S. import prices. we would have. 
had diJfk1rlty ilOlating a sufficiently 
large basket of prices dming-the perlnd 
of investiptfon. to pmvfde a reliable 
basis for comparison. Besides . 
eltminatfng the three coantrles under 
investigation. we also would have had 
to disregard nearlJ all or the remainJnw' 
foreign supp{ienl on grounds of minimal 
export& that they weTe subject to 
foreign antidumplng investigations. or 
that ltteir pmnments were known to 
provide export subsidfe9. [n addltton. it 
would bne beew hnpoteible t«t identify 
sales of solid W'M with!& the basket of 
urea impOIU reported In the etatf9tics ll'r 
ord• lo make It.. appropriate· 
adjuetmeuta.. 

ComnBllt tH: Pedltc..' stat• l"-t 
becauee the Department was llM.,_ ID· 
verifyaH oldie flldDn of productioe 
infornWioa wbJch waa su.bmilteci hp 
Chimicm. and becam CMm!r.. failed to 
supplJ lnformatioll wHb resani to some 
other fact on. the Department is required. 
to base the foreign market value 
calculation on the best infonnallon 
otherwtae avaiJabla In addJtion; 
petitiooer maintains that the 
Depar1ment mut nm._ data·obtaiae4 
at -rerifiuliaa llO "flll in" gape in 
Chimica'a .-..paue. •r ~ tt.> 

Department use veriflcatlo11 a1 a meaas 
or colftciiag significant errors in data 
submitted by Chimica. 

DOC response: We agree that the use 
of best information anilable is 
appropriat. in thia casa. We believe. 
however, that the Department has broad 
discretial lo detennine the nature and 
extent of best information to be usetl. 
Various circumstance. of each case maT 
be considered by the Department 
Including, t>.tnot lfnlited to, the degree 
of good faida cooperation bJ the 
re:ipJDdeat. whe4her information 
miaaing readers the Depamnent unable 
to analyze effectively the lnformati09 
submitted and verified. and the nature 
of inaccuracies discovered in tbt? 
respomedmms Yerification; 

Afts cuefuJ consideration oC the-· 
re6eYant facts In thill ca-. we 
determined that the factors ol 
production suclt H COllanmptiOft of 
natural gu and labor wen adequatefr 
verified and stro.ld b& Med f'or purposett· 
of the foreign market valne calcuJation. 
We used the best mfunnation otherwbe 
available including that prmided bf 
petitionet' For thoee factors which coalct 
not be quantified or appropriately 
valued. 
c~ !t~ Petitioner argues that 

the Depariment should not assume that 
the 10 percent statulorJ minimwn for 
general selllng. and adminiatratiYe 
(GSAA) eiq>enae9 i9 appropriate bat· 
muet me119'H'e eech significant element 
of CS&A ancl indiYiduart, value eat:& 
GSAA element such n interest. 
expeese, ren" taxes; insarance and 
selling expeMn. Petitioner states that 
such expenses Me incurTed In ae . 
countries and. as sacfr, are a normal cost 
to producers. 

DOC reqxHtSe: We agree tt\at na· 
assumptioaa sftould be made with 
regard to the extent of GS&A lnvolYed ht 
production and di.atrihution of urea. 
Section 353.S(c) oI our regulation.a [19 
CPR 353.8(cJJ directs m to add .. an 
amount of general expenses and profit . 
as required bJ section 77'3{ e )(1 }(BJ of the 
Acr" to tbe nlue obtained on the basts 
of the Romanian factors of production 
and valued in an appropriate amrogate 
COWltrJ'. Section 773(e}{1){B} af the Act 
i.u tnm reqaires aw to demmine CSU 
expen1e1 in the amoo.at •equal to that 
usually reflected in sales of merchandise 
..• In th coaJdry of exportation" 1,.. 
U.S.C. 1mb(e)(1)(Bt, The coUIJtrTof 
exportatfoft In thJa cue f1 detenntned to 
be state-contJ"oDed to an extent that the 
normal msta. e'Xpenses. and profits 
(inchxffns GsaA expenses for purposes 
of conetn1cted velue calrulationa) 
caM01 be determined la that countrJ. At: 
the aame tfme. our resalatlons do not . 
includltGSAA expe09e1 In the category 

of "specifte objective components or 
factors"' to be obtained from thEJ 
state'controlled-economy country under 
investigatlon and valued In a surrogate 
country. 

Therefore, we must determine the 
amount of GS a A expens~ aa they are 
reflected ia sales of merchandise of the 
same daas or kind in the surrogate 
country without reference to specific 
factol'8 or components of the GS&A 
experues In Romania. The method of 
financing of the Romanian facilities 
involved ia production of the subject 
merchandise. therefore. cannot be relied 
upon for purposes of ov calculatioa. 
and the amolllll of usual GS&A expemea 
involved in prodw:tioa and diatributiOD 
of urea must be delermined on the basis 
of nonnal costs awl expe.asea in tha UL 
We do not have anJ indicaUoa that 
general expenses involved in prodnctioa. 
and distribwtion of urea in the UK 1118 

aboYe the statutory minimwa of 1Q 
perceaL Therefore. we applied thi• 
statuloly rwinimWD in our cala&lationa. 
according to ~n 773{e){1}(1ij ol aha 
Act 

Comment#& Petitiooel' at.ates that the 
DepartmeAt should adjust ita calculatioa 
of the coat of natural gaa by uains 
published data for the last two qaarten 
of 1985 whicb represent the prica tG. 
industrial usen iD the UK durins the 
period of inve.atigatioa. 

DOC l'f!SflODM= For ov determinatiom. . 
of foreigll market walae. we ll.llld · 
updated gas~ la fad. W9 uaed 89· · 
prices for the la.st hn qnarten of 1985" . 
and the first qurter of 19811 to allow D' 
the prod action oi me .. sold duriq the· 
period of investigatiollwhlch waa 
produced and exported dUrina thoae 
three quarters of um and 198& The use ·· 
of the L9SS datai on gin price resalted in · 
a higher gas cost thaa that~ in th8 
preliminarJ determination, the latter 
being baaed oa 1986 price• which were 
dedinin8-

Commenl #1: Petitioner argues that 
wateruease was not accounted for In 
the Department"a preliminary 
determination cak:ulatfon. Petitioner­
contends that water used free of charge­
ln Romania 1D11st be valued on th9 basis­
of utility ratea in the UK. 

DOC respontw. Water was not valued 
In the preliminary determination 
becall99 it was considered to be 
recJcled. H1>wever, for the ftnel 
detennlnation 11 water expense was. 
included In Factory overhead under the 
methodology t?J1plalned In the "Foreign. 
Maricet ValueN section. 

Comment - Petitioner argua that · 
steam and lnd!rect rnaterfals used In the ' 
production al ntta must be Included lit 
the Department'! cafculatfon of urea · · 
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production cosL It maintains that the respondent with regard to the. comparisona made with other major 
Department omitted such items in It& countertrade transactions should be· urea-producing natlom.. 
preliminary calculations. · made by the Department. Comment #2: Respondents argue th 

DOC response: These factors are · DOC response: It would be distortfve there were no Romanian sales of urea 
Individual costs included in factory and inappropriate to make some the U.S. during the· Department's 
overhead. Therefore, they are accounted adjustments while disregarding other standard six-month period of 
for and valued as described in "Foreign adjustments related to countertrade. We Investigation. and that the Romanian 
Market Value" section of this notice. did not make any· adjustments lo the respondents have actually withdrawn 

Comment #9: Petltioner contends that U.S. price to account for the effects of from the market because of falling 
the cost of labor was significantly the countertrade method involved In the prices. Respondents therefore request 
undervalued In our preliminary sale of urea to the United States, explanatlon as to why the Department 
calculations because (1} only direct because we do not have.adequate has proceeded with the Investigation. 
labor usage was considered and (2}. the means to measure those effects. Ia DOC response: The Department ma3 
1981 UK labor costs 4btained from addition. some adjustmenta advocated alter the period of investigation In. 
published sources were not indexed to by petitioner do not appear appropriate... accordance with 19 CFR 353.38 and ha 
account for inflation. because they do not seem to related done 80 in thfs investigation. 

DOC response: For purposes of our directly to, or have an effect on; the Comment #.3: Respondeht. argue tJu 
flrial determination we used direct labor sales of urea. the valllff which the Department 
hours which were obtained at· Comment #13: Petitioner &flUes that· assigned to catalyst chemfoal inputs tn 
verification. Costs per hotir were the Department must value ita inland · its preliminary determination weni 
obtained from the ''Hourly Freight calculation to account for revised overstated. They request that the 
Compensation Costs For Production dlstances from plant to port as Department adjust these values to 
Workers in U.S. Dollars" (U.S. Bureau of' determined durins verification. reflect their verified rate of 
Labor Statistics, February 1987) which DOC response: We made such oonsumption. . 
reflects the data for the United Kingdom deduction. in accordance'with the plant DOC response: We have not valued 
In 1986. The cost Information is included lo port distances revised at verification. such inpu1s lndivfdually for this 
in petitioner's pre-hearing brief. Direct Comment #14: Petitioner contenda determination but have included such . 
labor usage was considered in the final that all port. brokerage and loading materials In the factory overhead. Refei 
determination because other indirect charges should be valued in the UK. or to the "Foreip Market Value" section 1 
labor expenses are included in our, based on U.S. producers' cost-. and . this notice for 8 further discussion of 
calculetfon of the overall factory deducted from U.S. price. factory overhead. 
overhead based-0n the petitioner's DOC response: We valued such costa CommeDt #4: Respondents also argw 
excerpt from the Fertilizer Manual in the UK. Refer to the section on that the value assigned by the 

Commfilllt #J(k Petitioner argues that "United Stales Price." 
the depredation of Romilnian plants and· Comment #15: Petitioner argue9 that . Department to formaldehyde anti~ 
equipment should be Included within th8'· U.S. sales through a party related to agents In its preliminary determinatioa 
factory overhead rathu than general ChimJca should properly be considered was overstated. They nota that these 
expenses and should· be based on the - exporters sales price sales. not agents represent len than one percent 
coata of plant1 and equiJ?Dlenl'· : purchase price transaetions. Because by volume of the finished product but 
purchased from market economy '. . • ChJmica baa not reported U.S. selling that the value usigned repraaen~ · · 
countrie• or on the coats Incurred by expenses, the amounts reported in the nearly two percent o[ the per ton · 
other countries for comparable facilities. petition may be used aa the best purchase price. The claim that this ratio 

DOC response: Depreciation was Information available and deducted· is too high and request that the value fo 
considered to be a part of factory from U.S. price. these agents be adjusted downward. 
overhead and was included within 'the DOC response: We agree. Refer to the DOC comment: We have also 
overall amount as described In the . '1Jnited States Price" section of thia included thi8 element In factory . 
"Foreign Market Value" section.. _ notice. overhead. Refer lo the "Forelsn Market 

Comment #11: Petitioner contenda Value" section of this notice for a 
that the credit for sales of carbon Respondent's Commenta further diacusslon of factory overhead. 
dioxide in the preliminary calculations Comment #1: Respondents claim that Co111111ent #5: Respondents urge the 
was Improper since the Romanian the choice of the UK 88 a surrogate for. Department to 'take account of variablet 
producers do not sell carbon dioxide. Romania 11 not supported by substantial affecting the "true coal" of Inland rail 

DOC response: We arg_ee. During the evidence In the record. They state that freight, such a1 variable rates for. 
verfication no information on the by uaing the data cited by the ·. distance travelled. In assignin& values tc 

"quarterly sales of carbon.diOxJde W&•. Department With respect to .· . '., . the transportation factor for purposea m 
presented. 1111~refore. ne credit··~·. · mac:roeecmomic criteria. RolD8Jlia and.. - calculat1na.U.S. price for the final ... 
allowed; . , . ·. . :,, · .. : . . the UK c:annQt be.regarded aa ~•& &: : : determiuUO. ~ ... :•· .. . .. : 

Comment #12: Petitioner contendi ·.. comparable stage of economic.- .. " .. ·DOC.re6pollftl We haft-taken lilt1> 
that the U.S. Price o( the sales which. · . . developmsnL . accoUDt such nriabla. We used the rat: 
IJlvolve countertrade. tranaactiom U:- . .. · DOC nsponas: Wrt. d11agree. Our · . ·. rate wbldl relJeded ctil~ from thr 
reported by CJtimica and verified by the selection ot the UK 88 e surrogate far. plant. to the port In RomaniL · · 
Department should be uaed as best Romania was based on Iha relative 
lnfonnatlon otherwise available becauie comparability of economic and . fi°q':n~U:!;!" ~ .o!.,: :., ;:. •r. 
the Department does not have adequate demographic statlstlca. as well 81 on the , · 
information to adjust the U,S. price f06. fact that these two countries are major . In accordance with section 733(d) of 
the effects of countertrade. As the same producen of natural gae. &aed on the . the Act.. we are dJrecUna the United 
Ume. however. petitioner contencb that macroeconomic Indicators we reviewed. . States Customa Servfce to continue to 
certain adjustments for credtt' and we could find no meaningful disparities suspend llquidatfoa ol all IOtrle• ol wu 
guarantee expenaet Incurred bJ between the two countries relative to from Romaa.Ja that.,. entered. oa.· , 
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withdrawn from warehouse. for 
· · · · c~nsuinption. on or after January Z. 1987. 

The Customa Service shall continue to 
require a cash deposiror the posting of a 
·bond for all entries or withdrawals from 

· ·warehouse on or after the date of 
publication of this notice in the Federal 

·Register, equal to· the estimated 
weighted-average amount by which the 

· foreign market value of the merchandise 
subject to this investigation exceeded 

· the United States price, which was 90.71 
1 ·percenL This suspension of liquidation 

will rem!lin in effect .until further notice •. 

.ITC Notlfieation· 

In accordance with section 735(d] of 
the Act. we will notify the ITC of our 
detennination. The ITC will determin8 
whether these import. are causina 

•· material injury, or threaten material. 
injury, to a U.S. industry within 45 days 
of the publication of this notice. 

If the ITC detennines that material 
.injury does not exist, this proceedifli . 
will be tenninated and all securities 

: posted as a result of the suspension of 
. liquidation will be refunded or 
cancelled. If. however, the ITC 

, .detennines that such injury does exist, 
we will isue an antidumping duty order. 

' directing Customs Officers to assess an 
. . : antidumping duty or urea from Romania 

entered. .or withdrawn. for consumption 
after the suspension of liquidation. equal 
to the amount by which the foreign 

·'. market value of the merchandise 
exceeds the U.S. price. · 

. The detennination is being published 
pur~uant ·to section 735{d) of the Act (19" 

'" ... f.J.S.C. 1673d( d}). . 
· Paul FreedenberJ, 

:~. 

Assistant Secretary for Trade Adm_inistrotiotL 
May 18. 1987. 

[FR Doc. 87-11906 Filed 5-22-a7; 8:45 aml 
BILUNG cooe J51CMIS-li 

·.[A-48~1). 

Urea From the Union of Soviet 
Soclallst Republlca;. Flnal: 
Determination of Salee at Lea Than 
Fair Value _ · 

AGENCY: Import Adinlnlstratfon. · 
International Trade Administration.·· 
Commerce. 
ACTIOC Notice. 

suMMAllY: We have detenntned that 
urea from the Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics (USSR) is beiq. or la likely to 
be, sold In the United Stalee at lesa than 
fair value. We have notified the U.S. 
International Trade Commission (ITC) 
of our determination and have directed 
the U.S. Custom• Service .to· continue ta 

. suspend the liquidation of au entri81 of 

the subject merchandise as described m·· 
the "Continuation of Suspension of 
Liquidation" section of this notice. 
EJ'FICTIQ DATE May 28, 1987. . 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: · 
Mary S. Clapp. (202) 377-1769, Office of 
Investigations. Import Administration. 
International Trade Administration. U.S. 
Department of Commerce, 14th Street 
and Constitution Avenue, NW .• 
Washington. DC, 20230. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 

rmal Determinatioa .. 

price (ESP) as the basis of tJnJted States: 
pricl? because SPE did not know the 
destination of the merchandise at the 
time of sale and PhJbro resold the 
merchandise to unrelated U.S. 
purchasers after importation. . 

We calculated the purcha8e price and 
ESP based on the f.o.b. price to 
unrelated purchasers. We made 
deductions for port handlina and loading 
charges. For ESP sales we deducted 
credit and other expense• incurred ID 
selling the merchandise In the U.S. 

In accordance with the policy set fortla 
We llavct determined that urea from in our final determinatioll IJrthe · 

the USSR ia being sold in the United· investigation of Carbon $tee/ WlrB Rot/ 
States at less than fair value. aa. from Poland {49 FR 29431. July 20. 198t). 

· provided In 1ectio1t 735 of the Tariff Act; we· based the part handling deductloa. . 
of 1930. as amended (the Act). The upon costl In a non-atate-controlled-
weighted-averaga margim· of aalea at economy cowitry. the. United Krngdom. 
less than fair value are summarized iJr (UK), for the reasons stated In the 
the "Continuation of Suspension of "Foreign Market Value" section. 
Liquidation" section of this· notice. · Foreign Market Valua•·: 

Case Hlatary Petitioner alleged that the USSR la a 
On December 23. 1988. we state-controlled-economy country and-

prelimiiiarily determined that mea la that sales of the subject merchandise In 
being sold at leaa than fail' value {52 FR that country do not permit a · 
124, January Z. 1981}. A case history ia determination of foreign market value 
included In the notice of prelimin.ary fFMV) under section 773(a) of the AcL 
determination. On February 12. 1987, we Our analysia of {fsuee relating to the 
postponed the final determination until USSR'a characterization as a state-
not later than May 18. 1987, at the controlled-economy country and our 
request of the respondent (52 FR 5323.. selection of a surrogate country are 
February 20, 1987). On April 28. 1987. w•· discussed in the notice of preliminary 
held a hearlns-te addreaa the Issues determination. As a result, we 
arising in thia investigation.: · determined that section 773(c) of the Act 
Scope of lnvestfgatiCJl.i applies to this Investigation. 

As noted In the preliminary 
The merchandise covered by thla determinaton. we aeJit 8 questionnaire· 

investigation 11 solid urea a1 currently . to. and received a response from. a 
provided for in item 480.30 of the Tariff. . major producer of urea in the UIC. 
Schedules of the United State•. Imperial Chemical Industries PLC (ICI)~ 
Fair Value Compariaona · We attempted to supplement the · 

To determine whether sale1 In the Information In this responae while 
United States of the subject · . . visiting ICfa facility iii the UIC. Our· 
merchandise were made at leas than ralr · analysis Indicated that additional 

Information wa1 needed from ICI. We 
value, we compared the. United Sta tea.·· . attempted to obtain the additional data 
price With the foreign market valua. We In order to verify all of ICfa neceHary 
limited our investigation to . Information prior to the final 
Sojuzpromexport (SPE) and Philipp · · · determination. However, we were 
Brothers. Inc. and Philipp Brothers. Ltd. 
(Phibro). which together accounted ror unsuccessful in obtaining these data ror . 
all exports of this merchandise to the . the record In thfa lnveatfgaUon. Lackfnt 
United States. We Investigated all aalea.. thl1 information at thl1 Umw, we ftnd It · 
of urea fur the period January t, 19-. • Inappropriate to use the IC data for th1a · 
thronftl. J .. n na• determfnatf01t.; · · · " 
~ une ""' t....... Therefore. we calculated tU' · 

Uaitecl stare. Price conmucted value baaed on the factora 
A. provided In section m of tile Act. ·. · of productfoa of tlie Soviet producen. At 

we used the purchase price of the verification. certain factora could not t>.· . 
subject merchandise to represent the auffldently quanUffed or valued. Yor 
United State•· price for 1ille1 by SPB to these factors. we used Information . : 
U.S. lmporten other than Phlbro. provided by petitioner or otherwiM 
because the merchandise waa 1old to available to the Department. . . 

. unrelated purchasera prior to 119- . Urea 11 produced In thirty-six plant 
Importation Into the United Statea. For complexea through~ut the Soviet Union. 
aalea to Phibro. we used exporter'• aale1 H reported bJ the Tt1Me1'4Ht Vallar 
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Authority'• World Fenilizar Capoc.ily 
report. The Department selected aUc. 
locatioll.8 a1 ita sampla ban (g.r ita 
determination. Two of the aix plaat 
complexes wen choseA by the 
Department for verification. During the 
verification it became apparent that the· 
information for all six plaDt complue9 
in the que1tionnaire response Were 
budgeted factora. Since these budgeted 
factors could be higher or Iowa than tba 
actual factors. the Department is Wlina 
the weigfaCed-averap actual factors of 
the two plllAls whick were verified fat' 
the purpose of thia final daterminatioa. 
Certain W:fora could not be quantified 
and otber factora could DGt be 
approgria.tely Yalued iom t&e United 
Kirl8dom. fD these cases.. tbe Departmal 
used Elle mo1r reliable objective 
information CGntained Cu the f'.e«:onl ol 
the investigation. F'or certain data the 
Department relied upon supplemental 
reports provided b7 tflie petitioaer. 
These i.acluded the Fertili.zu Ma.J1UGI. 
which waa publiabed prior to the 
Departmenl"• investiptioD bJ th• 
International FertiliZer Development 
Center of the United Nationa' 
In tema tioaal Development 
Organization. Energy Pricu and Tax~ 
(Fourth Quarter 1985. International 
Energy Agency. for West Germany) and 
the Hourly Compensation Caau for 
Production Workers in Chesni&aI.. and 
Allied Produca MaJWfacluri.as (U.S.. 
Departmenl of Labor. Bureaa oI Labor 
Stalistie1, Office of Productivity and 
Technology. August 1985}. 

To value natural gaa. wa uaed a tariff 
set by Gaau.nie N. V .. the Gaa Board in. 
the Netherlan.d9. The catesarY P of the 
tariff. the IO-Calied ''F'' price. ~ 
established for Iarae lnduatrial uaen 
applicable thro!J8hout the European 
Communities (F.C). All ma.for fertilize 
producel'I in the EC. qualify f'cir the r 
price becawse of their high gaa u.sap. 
Wlu1e the F price wu eatablialted a.a the 
result of an EC complaint brought bJ 
Gennan. French. and Belgia.A CartilW!r 
producers. and directly lioka prica 
available to fertilizer produura ln thoaa 
countries lo the Dutch tarift eridenca IA 
the record indicate1 that gaa pricea to 
larp ind~trial usen in the UK. wd:r.aa 
!CL reported to be the fargeat pa..., ia. 
the UX. waa linked to ths F price duriaa 
the perod of investigation. 

The F prica ia s ma.·wf mum price 
establiahed for each quutarly period. 
Since the F price declined dlll'iq th. 
period of iaveatigation, w• calculatN 
the difference la F price iA two 
succeeding quarters and aUocaled th.a 
difference over the interveaiag month.I. 
In order to de.rive monthly gaa prices 
which we t.ben weighl aver•d. W• 

uaed tJD. monlh.Iy weighted-ewerap P 
price In order lo most clocelJ 
approximalo lhe price actally paid far · 
gas in market economy coutriee durisis· 
the time period when productioA of tha 
utea subject ta oui inveatigation would 
have occurred. Therefore. we believe 
that the F price represent.I the moat 
accurate. verifiable gu price !or tha 
fertilizer sector in the UK. 

The UI< labor rate& were obtained 
from public sources. Althouab soma o.f . 
the lndivi4ual Items included as factory 

· overhead were verifie4 odaesw co.Id ut 
be sufficiently quantified or valuaL 
Therefore. for factory overb.a.d the 
Department cfenloped a ratiG of Iha 
factolJ overhead coeta to~ p• coala 
81 provided bl the petitioA. The 
Individual compoaeni. ol tlae factarJ 
overhead coala were baaed on a 
utilizatioll of plant capacilJ wbicb waa 
less than the utilizatioa of capacity 
determined to exist iD the USSR. The 
Department thu1 made spprvpafafe 
adjustment. to aCCOllDI far the~ 
capacity utilizaUoe rate a Iha USSJt. 

Becauae of the 'IUllmlilabilfty ~ . 
lndae&17 dala ilt the UX. ••used die 
statuk>IJ' minimum ol JO pen:ieut of die. 
SRlll of materiel and prodac:tioa coal re. 
general exp.mes and tlile at:atutor,. 
minimum of eight percent !«profit. 

We made currency connnione Ill 
·aa:ordance with 19CFK 353.56{a}(1• 
using certified exdtange ram u 
furnished by the Federal ReeerwlJ BanJr 
of New York. For ESP compari.aou. we 
used the official exchange rate on the 
date of sale since tf!e' use ol dtat 
excflange nrtlJ I• consistent wft!r section 
615 ol tile fude and Tariff Act af 1981 
(1984 Act). We followed section 615 al 
the 1984 Act rathu lh.m l36o.'J.56(aX2J of 
our regulatiom because tbe law 
supersedea tflat section of the 
regulaliona. 

Neptfve lleblrmind• of Cridc:llt 
~ 

The petitioner alleges that •crftrcaJ 
circumstances .. exiat within the meanina 
of section 735(a)(3} ol the Act wttb 
respect to lmporfs ol urea Crom the 
USSR. Ia determining whetlier critical 
circumstances exist, wa must exam!ae 
whethe~ · 

(A)(I) There la a history ol dumping In 
the United States or elsewbereo/Ow 
claas or kind ol merdwullaa whlQ la 
the subjed oI i.Aveatiptjop. al lee• t&aa · 
fair vahi-. a. 

(il) n. pelSOa by w~ a. f«W who. 
account. the men:handile wea Imported 
knew m 1hould han known tbat t.be 
exporter waa sellint lhe lllftdMiadiM 
which la tJse IUbject of the iM"ifpdm 
at lea• than rau valM«, aad . 

(B) There bava been masaive fmporf• 
af lbe merchaudis. wtridt la the IUbjec1 
of tile iavesttsatioa oTtt • relatively 
Wirt period. 

To defermiM whether imporfs hatt 
been massivtt Oftf a relatively short 
period, we &nalyzed recent Department 
of Commerce IM 146 trade stat&tfcs on 
import• of thia merchandise far equal 
periods immec:fiately preceding and 
following tlle fi1ina af the petition. from 
Much throosh December l9M.. Wltile 
theN waa n ina es1e hi imporfll '1llf!r 
prevto. yean during 1988, and tM · 
average monthly import• lla the periect 
immediately followin& the filiq of the 
petftfan W"ent bfgher tflm dlose In tbe 
period fmmedf.atefy proaedfng dllt 
filing. the post filing inc:rea• can be 
attribuled to seasonal trends m lmporf9 
of urea. Based on thls analJlfs. we find 
that lmpom af the subject men:llandise 
have not been massive avtt a short 
period. 

Since we do not find that there lla•• 
been massive Import-. we da not need tel 
consider whether there ia a histoJJ of: 
dumping or wberller importtr9 ol Ulla. , 
product knew or should liava Jmowo 
that it was being sold at leH thaD fair 
value-. 

Therefore. we determine that critical 
c:frcumstancea do not exial witb. reaped 
ta lmporta ol 11rea from tha USSR. 

Veriftc:ado9 

In accordance with section 771(a) of 
the Act. we verified the data \lMcl la 
cnaJdng thi• daterminatiaa bt 1&aine 
standard verification procedvre9. 
Including on-site examina tloD o( rec:orda 
and selection of original source 
documentafon containing relevant 
Information. · · 

Comment. Sactloa 

Petitioner'a CornrneJJ/£ 

Comment # 1: Petitioner 8rgae9 that 
the Department has correctly chosen the 
U1< as a surropte coontr)' and milat 
proceed to use dafe from the UK fn 
determfnins forefgn merier valae for 
purposes of this determination. 

DOC tespclJMIC We ape-. To die 
extent possi.bk. the DeparbneAl med 
the most reliable and specific . 
Information available for tha UX. lb. .. 
awrogate c:aUDtry ae!K&e4. ac:coidlns lo- · 
our methodalogr. 

Commut #Z: P.ftimw .ra-• lll•t ii 
tbs Departmeat has verified labmatkla 
tram the SllJT08llt9 ~ ia, 
roreiga market valm 1hoaJd r. be.ct on 
that data. To the ptent lhat JCI baa 
allowed tile Department to ascertain the 
reliability of the 881"'8'1'- da• 
furnished. petitiC111• farthn llfl'llH that 



B-23 

Federal Register / Vol. 52, No. 100 I Tuesday, May 26, 1987 / Notices 19559 

we should consider the data without 
having supporting documents put on the 
record in the investigation. Finally, 
petitioner contends that, if the 
Department has reliable verified 
information on lCl's production costs, 
we must use that data as the basis of 
constructed value without resorting to 
the Soviet production factors; 

DOC response: U the Department 
could have obtained complete and 
verifiable information from ICL we 
would have based foreign market value 
on tha.t data. In this case. however, wa 
determined that we could not conatruca 
a foreign market value solely on the · 
basis of the aggregate data fumiahed by 
ICI. Aa petitioner has pointed out. the ... 
coat of natural gas accounts for•.· 
sign.ificanfporton of tha total coat of. 
producing urea. The Department wae . · 
unable to abtain from ICI the price il 
pays for this critical inpuL Thia 
unknown value. together with the othu . 
specific Information which either could 
not be satisfactorily verified or obtained 
from ICL represents a substantial 
proportion of the constructed value and 
would have rendered that value 
unreliable and meaningle&L 

Since we concluded that foreign 
market value could not reasonably be 
constructed based solely on ICI data. 
the Department resorted to the 
alternative method of conatructed vaJu. ·· 
calculation based on factora of . - • , " - · 
production fn tbe country of exportatioa · 
as valued in the UK. 

Commenl·#.1: Petitioner arsues that m 
the abseDC4t-of verified data from a · 
surrogate producer in ~ coUntrf at a 
comparable level of economic · 
development, the Department n:iua~ 
determine foreign market value by using" 
factora of production valued In the UK" · 
from reliable public data rather than 
rely on an average Import price u 
suggested by respondent&. Petitioner 
contends that the volume of urea · · 
exported from the USSR. the German 
Democratic Republic (GDR) and 
Romania hae depressed pricea from all 
source1. Petitioner state1 that since urea 
is a fungible commodity, price1 from all 
sources move together. 

DOC response: We agree that it would" 
not be appropriate to base foreign 
market value on Import priceL. We· . 
reached thl1 conchalon baaed on a 
variety of factors suggesting that the· 
pricing of urea lntemationallJ wu 
infld~n1c~0d __ ~r .... 1~~~~ -~:'!!.~e counbies 
un ttr nvesllisari'cin. 

Urea is a fungible commodity traded 
throughout the world. As a result. the 
level of market share of a specific group 
of importera tend.a to affect salea 
elsewhere. · 

Non-market-economy producers, and 
in particular those subject to our 
investigations. have become major 
participants in world urea trade. There 
is evidence that these producers' ability 
to separate pricing/supply decisions 
from market demand conditions has 
significantly contributed to the 
distortion of urea prices worldwide. Aa 
a result. we concluded that determining 
foreign market value on the basis of 
prices in any market would be 
inappropriate. 

Moreover, even if we had attempted 
to use U.S.. import pricn. we would have 
had difficultr iaolaq a sufficiently · 
large basket of price• during the period 
of investigation to provide a reliable· · 
basil for compari9cm. Beside9 
eliminating the three countriee undo 
Investigation. we also would have had 
to disregard nearly all of the remaining 
foreign supplien on the groundl of 
minimal importa. that they were subject 
. to foreign antidumping investigation.a, or 
that· their governments were known to 

· provide export sabaidies. In addition. It 
would hava been impOasible to identify 
sale• of solid Urea within the basket of 
urea Imports reported In the statiatica In 
order to make the appropriate 
adjustment& 

Comment #4: Petitioner arguea that 
. the Department should not assume that 
the JO.percent statutory minimum for 
general selling and adminittrative 
(G5.lA) expemea is appropriate. bat 
ahould quantify each individual coat 
item and value udr appropriately. Fm.• 
example. petition.er clabu that rentso ·. 
taxes and inaurance. lince they are 
incurred by companies in non-elate- . 
controlled ecenomy countries, should be 
Included and valued. Additionally, it 
contend.a that the coabl of aell.i.as 
expenses incurred by the Soviet tradfnt 
companJ, such u selling salaries. 
brochures and cstaloaun. should h9' 
valued at UK prices. Further, petitioner 
contend.a that interest expen.ae should· 
be calculated oa the basis of Interest 
rates In the UIC applied to the total value 
of the Soviet facilitie. which were · ·. 
allegedly 1upplled and financed bi . · . 
western companiea throug!Ja mix of· 
foreign debt.and/or coantez-.trade buy... 
back arreJ18em8nls. 

DOC l'NpotJMJ: We agree that no .. : : 
auwnptiona 1hould be made with 
regard to. the extant of GSM Involved in 
the production and distribution of urn.. 
Section 353Jl(c) ol our regulation. (111 
CFR 353.S(c)) directs ua ta add "an. 
amount of general expense• and profit 
as required by section 773(e)(1)(8) of the 
Act" to the valuea obtained on the basis 
of the Soviet factora of production .and 
valued in an appropriate 1urrogate . 
country. Section 773(e)(t)(B) In tum 

requires us to determine GS&A 
expense1 in the amount "equal lo that 
usually reflected In sales of 
merchandise . . . in the country of 
exportation" 19 U.S.C. 1677b(e)(1)(8). 
The country of exportation in this case 
is detennined to the state-controlled to 
an extent that the nonnal costs. 
expenses. and profits (including GS&A 
expenses for purposes of constructed 
value calculations) cannot be 
determined in that country. At the same 
time, our regualtion1 do not include 
GS4:A expenaea hi the category of· 
.. specific objective components or 
factors" to be obtained from the state­
controlled economy country under 
investigation and valued In a aurrogate­
country. Therefore. we must determine 

· the amount of GS4A expenses as they. 
are reflected In sales of merchandise of 
the same cla&1 or kind In the sum:Jgate 
country without reference to specific 
factors or components of the GsaA 
expen&e9 In the Soviet Union. The 
method of financing of the Soviet 
facilities Involved In production of the 
subject merchandise. therefore, cannot 
be relied upon for purpose of our. 
calculation1, and the amount of usual 
G5.lA expense• involved in productioll 
and distribution of urea must be 
determined on the basis of normal cos ta 
and expensea In the UIC. We do not have. 
any Indication that general e,(penaea . 
Involved in production and distributioa 
of urea in the UIC are above the · · 
statutory minimum of 10 percent.. . 
Therefore. we applied thia statutory. . . 
minimum in our calculationa accord.ins.. 
to section 773(e)(l)(B) of the AcL · 

Comment #S: Petitioner state1 that the 
Department should adjust ita calculation 
of the coat of natural ga1 by using . · 
published data for the first two quarten 
of 1988 which represent the price to 
lndusbial usera in the UK durins the. 
period of Investigation. 

DOC response: For our determination 
of foreign market value, we used 
updated ga1 price1. In fact, we used gq 
price1 for the fint three quarten of 1988 
to allow1 fa. the production of urea sold 
during the period of investigation which. 
wu produced and exported during these 
threequa,rtera. . . 

CommfJllt #8: Petitioner argues that · 
water u1ag-. waa not accounted for in . 
the Department's pre!~ 
determination calculation. Petitioner. 
contend1 that water used free of charp 
In the USSR must be valued on the bali.1 · 
of utility rates In the UK. · 

DOC response: Water waa not valued 
In the preliminary detenninatloo 
because lt waa considered lo be 
recycled. However, for the final· 
det.arminatton water waa Included ID 
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factory ownhead under the metbodufasy 
expfained in "Foreign Markel Value''. 

Comment #7: Petitioner argues thM 
chemicals. catalyst.., steam and indirect 
materials used in the production o( ure11 
must be valued in the UK. 

DOC response: We included these 
factors as part of the overall factory 
overhead aa described in the "Foreign_ 
Market Value" sectioo of thi• notice. 

Commen' #8: PetitioDel' conlenda that 
the coat of labm wu aigntflcantly 
unde.rvalued ia ow prelimi.nasy 
calculatiola.9 becau.• (l}GDly direct 
labor usage wu ccmaiderad and ('A the 
19&1 UK labor coat& ob•iJMwi from 
publiahed soua:ea weia DGt indsxea ta 
accoUD.l !or iDflaticm.. 

DOC response; F"or pmpoaa ol our . 
Imai determination, we 11-.d direct Iaber 
hours which wem obtained al 
vertificatioo.. VaJaalioa. caata per &ou.r 
were obtained from the "Hourly 
Compematioa Costa Cor Productt.on · 
Worken in U.S.. Dolfan.• ttJ.S. BurelllL.. 
of Labor Slatistica. Feliruaey. 1987).. 
whic:.b reflect the data for the United 
Kingdom in 198& The cost information ia 
included in petitioner's ·per-hearing 
brief. Oialy direct labor usage waa 
considered fo be labor factor. since 
indirect labor. e.g."engineez•s labor. is 
included in other coat components o! 
factory overhead. sea the "Foreign 
Market Value" section of rhls notice. 

Comment #9: PetHfoaer argues tflat 
the depredation of Soviet plan ta ancf 
equipment sftould be Included ln factory 
overhead rather than general expenses. 
and should be based on the com of 
plants and equipment purchased tram 
markt?t-economy comttrfes or on the 
costs lncmt-ed by otfler countries to 
acqu~ comparable faciHtfes. · 

DOC n!f1POtl~ Depreciatton Pras been 
cOMidn'f!d to be pan al fttt:rory 
overhead and is incfaded &r tflfs «m!l'd 
amount ff deecnDed hi ffJe "Foreign 
Market Value." 

Comment #Ilk A!Utioner contend. 
that the credfl for safe• of carboll 
dkrx.lde In the pn!llmimn'J' cakulaffol» 
wu Improper ainc. It. SoTfet prodYcen 
do not sell carboa dtoxJde t.t meue. 
Into the abnoephere. 

DOC rnponsc We asrc& Dmtnc ti.. 
verification no lnformatia. aa Nlee ol 
cmban dioxidm ... pn9eted. 
Therdanr. '"' did aot .... c:aet9 wttftr 
credit for sudl salm: 

Coauntml #JJ; Petitfoaa contand9 
that Phlbro'• sa1a af &met mu la tt. 
United States wenP mads ac Saa ti.. 
Phibro"1 coats of acqmsitiml. 
tramportatim1 and lllBri&etiq. Petidoner 
argues. therefore. that the Deputmat 
should apply U. middlasan dwnpias 
methodolog aod hue lite U.S. price• 
sa ... from pm bro to die flnl lllU'ldatacl 

U.S customers. regardless ol whetber 
the Soviet produca knew that its sate. 
to Phibro were destined far the United 
State1. Petitioner also argues that 
Phibro·s allegatioo thal Its sales Of 
Soviet urea to third countries should be 
used for purposes of FMV calculatioas Is 
contrary to section 773(c) of the Act [19 
U.S.C.1877b(c)). which requires the 
FMV of the men:lumdiae from & state­
controlled-economy to be ascertained 
by reference to an appropiate IUl'Opllt 
country methodology. 

IXJC l"tpOm« We datll'llliH tbml the 
Sariet prvducer9 m nae know a1 the 
time of .... ID fhibru tUt the.- will 
1-de9tined for tbe U.S. mubt. We 
reach dds coadmim en the fDDowin3 
bases: (1) n. c:annct ......_cha 
Soriet produra9 net Plibro iDdicala 
sneral possible dntindom of tbs 
men:handf-. oal"I om al wldda a tis · 
United Slata; (2) Phibru does la fad sail 
mn • b:mi111111 odm dam die Uaifal 
Stats. 11meba4 .. didamiJle ~die 
. approprials U.S. aale prim ill t1l9 pries. 
llOra PbilJlo fO the Uaited SCates, aot .. 
prim .. which .... Savlet.9 •• tbs 
men:hadi• to fflitro.. Becaue •• 
detauadue that the app1op tate US. aaM 
is the sale b,r Phibro to annlab!d 
purchases, it is unnecessary to acfdrese 
petitiona's allegatfoa thal Phibro I• 
1eillJ:i8area below it9 coat ol acqaf:lidoll. 

Wit asr- drat aediaD.17'(C') requila 
that tlMt i'MV of~ frgm a 
state-controlled ecDIDllJ' CGUDtrr 
shoalll b. acertaimd bJ reference• m 
appropDafe Mtlo8Bll CDUll~ 
me~. Tlienf:an. lfnc:8 ma acdil 
by Plzibra.,.. apmted dine~ from 
the SoYfet Uaian. we detwadw that 
fhillro'a fCl'lrign marbt nba f8 It. 
foreign market value detarmbled by 
referenm fD o• fadors metbodolosy. • 
daaibed abawe. We also aafe dsat ll 
would t. inapplUJlliata to use Phibro'a: 
third-coantry aala m its ac:qui9itlcD 
CDSb ta detenutae foreign market nlu 
in dJia cae giftll oar detenmnation tbat 
warld-mar.bt price• al mea .... 
depreued.. . . . 

Comment #U: PetftfGnsr argues dlat· 
lnternt expemes fm tbe periad betwwww 
SPR'1 pmJJaent ID .. e aupptiera ad 
J>871ReDt by ta. U.S. pwchaalr moat b9 
calculated oo the basis al intmat rai. 
ln the UK md that sadl bltmnl 
expemn ma.ab• 1c:ccnm1ed far Ill as 
Cak:alatian o1~1ar tt.e aaaa 
dmmdnatian. ' . 

lXJC IDJADIW We diasr-. Ia t!m 
lnvestiptJoa the DepmtlDeld baa valud 
factmn al prodm:ttaa bl a camparabls­
IUITeple country um, the bat 
informatim nsilablL The 1ped.ffcity ol 
the data obtained rm nlalns dis t.ctam 
11 not wffidwt for aa ID ldcntifJ die­
directi,- rwlated .. um,*"" • 

adjustmmt• whid would flawe to be 
mad9 ro foreign market value for bot& 
U.S. price and construcred value. Absent 
specific infom1ation that the' respondent 
incurs extraordinary directly related 
sellfns expenses far ifa U.S sales. th.,. 
Department asmned. as best 
information available. !hat ordinary and 
similar selfins expenle8 OCCUI' in both 
marl.eta and. a 111Ch. thq offset one 
another. · 
· CoartMnl #1~ Petitioner argue11 that 
die Departmelil erred In finding that 
cri1fcal dmllufaacn do not exist for 
pmpwes al the preliminer,; 
. determinarion. Petitiuner daima tflat the 
decDioa COllCl!nftnr 1111181iff imporf9 
wa b.led Oii a anafy9ie of value 
lnateall al ""-9 al fmporlit. Petftfoner 
also conlends u.t au a1u1lysi9 sJioaW 
ha n ioclllded Ol:tobn imports to reflect 
the lq time in ieportfRs imports. 
Petitioner also daiB tfJal tltere i9 • 
--, of dmaplllg oluee h111 dMt 
USSll. 

DOC rt!$pon!ltr. For th& determine Hon 
we analyzed thYV~ofimpom. Fur 
a further dl9caslon of critkaf 
circumstances. refer to th 'Wegatiw 
Determination ol C'ritlcal 
Circllll19tance9'" section of rtft notk& 

Respoadenta' Col1fl1Jel1U 

Commenl #1: Respondea claim that. 
bl moo.ins t1ie appniprtate RJTOgate 
country, dis Department shoald b. 
cntiow hi applylns numerical criteris · 
such as GNP withollf C'Ol!lliderins il9 
acceptabititJ Ill COmpili r.oo lo other 
facton; for inttana. s:nporadetlls stal9 
that \dile die USSI& bu• relatlYeJ¥ 
high GNP. other characfert.tics make 
the USSR mar. similar lo~ 
deftloped counfJles. R•pendent9 state 
the& macroeconemlc comkte1&Hona RCh 
as seif.nffidenq of nahlnl pe needa 
should be slvell priJllar, C0111idention. 
Respoaclmta arpe lb8&. bned Oii 
natural BU Rppties and income 
comparabUir,, ai>SJrvprlat9 ..-rnsates 
are Saudi Arabia. Qaw. K11wair,, 
ntrDad ad Tobap. Venaael& 
Mexico. Malaysia. btdunnla. the UnHed 
Arab P.mirafes aUd EgypL Respondenf9 
claim that the meldina of nrw marerial 
.-ppliea ud inc:am CGIDpuabililJ le · 
especiaJl"I props ill a litlladoA 9'd • 
this ID1"1llwing a capital lutmalve 
lnduauy. lnpoadmts .... rely Oil dw 
size al tM apiaabmal secton of ct...· 
nati~ which creats a home marlnrt 
dcmanc1bm-. 

DOC response: QUI' aelecttoe al the 
UK a a aam>pW f°' th. USSR wae 
baaed oa economic and dnlognphte 
ltadsdca u waD as the fact dwt bolb of 
these coanlrin ant m•far Jrocftx:aw ol · 
natural gaL Wa believe that oar 
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dismiasal of macrveconomic 
comparability criteria woulcl have . 
conflicted with OMr reguja&ory guidelines 
and resulted iD aft inappropriate 
selection. 

Commenl #2: Respondents argue that 
the Department has a strong preference 
for using pricea rather than coats aa tile 
basis for determining foreig11 market 
value. Since the prices of lCL tbe aole 
urea producer io the me. are · 
siggjf&.eaJltly dia.&orteG by a number of 
factors, respondenta <W'8lMi that the 
average U.S. impart pric:e al wea from 
other swrogaoo c:ouulries is the 
appropriate baaia for foreign market 
value. Respondeota cleim that U.S. 
impart prices are the mast current 
nrifiable data available and their use ii 
supported by Iha prefureoce for prices. 

DOC re$ponsa: We disasree. See our 
response to petitioner's commen.I #3. 

Comment #3: Respondent Phibro 
argues that as an independent exporter 
of Soviet urea it shmdd hne a separate 
antidumping nmrgin calculated on the 
basis oI its sales in the· United States 
and third countries. In particular. Phibro 
contends that its sales of Soviet urea lo 
third countries should be used far 
purposes of foreigu mark.el value 
calculation& beca\1.18 Pbibro is a market­
oriented entity not subject to SaYiet 

. state controls. FUrthermore. Pltibro 
claim• tJaat lhtt U.S. price sho\lld be 
based on its sale9 to first unrelated · 
purchaser9 in the United States, instead 
or the sales by the Sovfet sgeucies to 
Phibro, becaun the Soviet suppfiers had 
no knowledge al the time oI sale 
whether lU'e& waa deatiaed far tha 
United Stain. 

DOC re¥tJilllC Wa agree that Alibn1 · 
should haft a separate 81ltidampiq 
m.argia calculated Oii the bnis ef it. 
sales in the U.S. nd the appropriate 
foreign market value. However. we 
disagree that Phibro's sales to third 
countries 1hould ba used for purposea of 
foreign market value calculations. See 
our response to Petitioner's comment 
#11. 

Comment #I: l'tlibro argues that the 
publicly available data uaed by the 
Department iD ita prelimiaaq 
determiaati.ea ID w.lua .._ labor and 
electricity factcn -. eventaced. 
Phi bro dalms that iCI. u the t.rgnt. 
natural gas plll'Cflaaer In the VIC. pap• 
subetanttaUy lower 11rice dtan the price 
lo indl!Strtal 11sen wfrich Formed the 
basis for vahring gas In the preliminary 
determination ca!c:Watlona. Phibro 
cl;1im1 the labor rate u.aed in owr 
calculationa f« tlw preliminary 
detenninaw11 W:i..dea traiaiag. 
clothing. insurance, social welfare costs 
and other itena1 wbich an part oI 

general expenses.. Plribro cl.iflla that the 
electricity rate used ia not appHcable to­
chemical producers. It argues that. ii Ille 
Department bases foreign market value 
for the final detemination upon factors 
of prodaction, the cost used stu:ruld be 
actual costs, iR the UK. not broadly 
based, unreliable statistics. 

DOC response: For this detenainatioa 
we adjusted the methodology used io · 
the preliminary determination 1"th 
respect lo the valuation of these factors. 
Por a discMsian of the gas costs. Mier to 
the "F'Omgn Market Va1mt• secfiolt.· 
Concet 11813 tabor rates. refer to the · 
'"DOC Re9p0ftse• 11' petitioner's 
comment #19. The nlue of efectricity 
wu induded in factorJ overhead. as 
discussed fn the MFonrign Mariet Vatue• 
section of thTs notice. 

Comment #5: Phibro argues thal• 
when calculating finan.clns coata for . 
urea plants in the USSR. Ille Departmelll 
should take into account time for 
construction of rhe plants and ahould 
assume dial variable rate financing 
would have been used far such projec.ta.. 

DOC respoase: 11ie Department 
Included the financina coatll i.11 tbe Ul 
percent slatutory minimum for general 
expenses. See our response to 
petitUmer's Comment#&. 

Commst #8.: Phibre argues dlat IHL 
laland &eicht compoaent for sllipment to 
the port in the USSll should ao& I» 
deducted &om the Umaecl SbMea pdc:e · 
since ai lite ~• which Wft aported to 
lhe United States waa produced iD tha 
urea plaza& located at the part. 

DOC respaase: M ww haft 
determined that IM U.S shipments were· 
produced at the part plant. we hue not 
deducted 11DJ cbarse- for inbad freiPt 
or loading to rail cars ha tM U.S. 
price. 

Continuation of Suapeasion ol 
Liquidation 

We are direc:tins the U.S. Cestoms 
Sernce lo CCJlltfnoe to suspend . . 
llquidalioa. la acoordaace witlt aedkJa 
733{ dJ of tile Ad. of ail entrie9 of uree 
&om the USSR that' a&W entered. er 
withdrawn from wvebou9e. C­
con90mptma cm cs abr f mury r. 1917. 
n. Custmu Servic• llat.ll cantmue te 
require • c:mD depoait or._ ,.itns of• 
hand rm entria far CmRmPlioe ..... 
on or after dLe da;18 ef plbticaUoll of ttu. 
notice la the r-... leilll• eq'INll to 
the estimated w~nerage amouRt 
by which the foreign mslaet • .._of the 
merchandile labject to tlris 
lnvntipdne eund. lb Uailed Sta lee 
price. Thia smipmaioa of Uquidatian w.a 
ran.am la effect amii lard\• aodca. na. 

weighted~ margin ia -... 
below .. : 

Soguzprome~ ISPE!-······-------1 
PhlilllP Bro°*' Lid... Ind PMslP 8'atlWI. 1111: ,-.., ..... ---------~ 
"'-··---·-·-·------·-·--

ITC Notiica'-

•.a 
·S3.za 
1103 

In accordam:e wtt!J secflaa 7'3StdJ of 
tlae Act. we wil notif;o lhe nc of or 
delea 1aia1dicw nae rrc will detenmine 
whether these impoltl are camillt· 
material illjury, or tJinalm ~ 
injury, to a U.S. induallJ wilh.i&Uda,a.­
of the publicatiao of Iha nolice. 

If the ITC determines that material 
injwy duee flOI ni9t, this proceedins 
will be liflnaiMted llftd elf secl!rities 
posltld u • l9Allt of the aupension el 
liqn.idmlaa wil .. ref1md8d OI' 

cancelled. 1£. howevs. the rrc 
determmea tJaat sacb illjmy does oid.. 
we will isawe an aulidulllpina detJ 
order, directiq C"*'8M Officen to 
asse$& au antidampina dally oa urea 
frora the USSlil enteretl. ar withdrawa: 
from wareho111e. for consumpUan. after 
the suspenslm of liquidatioo equal IG · 
the amount bf which the foreip madeet· 
value of the merchandise etteeeda !» 
U.S. price. 

Thi. determination i9 being puWW.IKl 
pUnluant to sectioo 735{d) of the Ad (19; 
u .s.c. t673d{d)J. 
PaulF~ ....... 
Assulant Set:reJaTy /IN TraS. AdaJiaisJrlllM>& 
May 11.1987. 
[FR Doc. 87-1ll07 Fileli~8:45amf 
a.LINClcam-.-.. 
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APPENDIX B 

LIST OF WI'INFSSFS APPEARmG AT 'IHE CXM1ISSION' S HEARING 
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CALENDAR OF PUBLIC HEARING 

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

Subject Urea from The Gennan Democratic 
Republic, Romania, and The Union 
of Soviet Socialist Republics 

Inv. Nos. 731-TA-338 through 340 (Final) 

Date and time: May 28, 1987 - 9:30 a.m. 

Sessions were held in connection witn the investigation in 
the Hearing Room of the United States International Trade Conunission, 
701 E Street, N.W., in Washington. 

In support of the imposition of aritidumping duties: 

Akin, ·Gump, Strauss,. H~uer & Felci.;.-counsel 
Washington, D.C. 

Philip H. Potter--Counsel 
Washington, D.C. 

on behalf of 

The Ad Hoc Conmi ttee of Domestic Nitrogen Producers 

Robert C. Liuzzi, President and Chief 
Executive Officer, CF Industries, Inc. 

Charles R. Gibson, Vice President, First 
Mississippi Corporation · 

Economic Consul tants--Coopers & Lybrand 

Charles L. Anderson, Manager, Strategic 
Management Services 

Dr. Lucinda Lewis, Economist 

John Nighting~le, Economist 

Thomas L. Rogers, Economist--Akin, Gump, Strauss, 
Hauer & Feld 

Akin. Gump, Strauss, Hauer & Feld 

Of Counsel: 

Richa~d R. Rivers)_OF COUNSEL 
Valerie A. SlaterJ . 

Philip H. ~otter 

- more -
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In oppos;t;on to .the ;mpos;t;on of ant;dumping duties: 

O'Connor & Hannan--Counsel 
Washington, D.C. 

on behalf of 

I. C. E. Chi mica and Amrocheni, .Inc., Romanian export,r 

Andrew Jaxa-Debicki-•OF COUNSEL 

Steptoe & Johnson--COunsel 
Washington, D.C. 

on behalf of 

Ameropa A.G., Cargill, Incorporated, Chemie Export-Import, 
Conagra Fertilizer Company, ContiChem, Inc., Helm 
Fertil tzer Corporation~ Kai chem International Corporation, 
M'ftsui· & Co., Inc., and Occidental Chemical Agricultural 
Products, Inc. · 

William O'Neill, Vice President, ContiChem, Inc. 

Bruce Malashevich, Vice President and Economist 

Richard 0. Cunningham) __ 0F COUNSEL 
Susan G. Esserman · ) 
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APPENDIX c· 

. OOMPARISON OF NITROGEN USAGE, UREA USAGE, AND ACRE'AGE PIANI'ED 
m a:>:RN, WHFAT, CDITON, AND RICE. 
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Comparison of U.S. Nitrogen Usage, Urea Usage, and Acreage Planted in 
Com, Wheat, Cotton, and Rice 

As shown in the figure on the follc:Min;J page, there has been a relatively 

high.correlation (r = 0.90) between total U.S. nitrogen fertilizer usage and 

the u.s. acreage planted in four crops with high nitrogen requirements (com, 

wheat, cotton, and rice) y durin;J the last 10 years. However, the correlation 

during this pericxl between urea usage and acreage planted in these crops has 

been poor (r = -0.20) ~, likewise, the correlation between urea usage and 

total nitrogen usage ;j.$ also poor (r = o .11) • y 

ruring 1984-86, y u.s. acreage planted in the four crops declined 

steadily, by a total of 7 percent. '!he Deparbnent of Agriculture analyst 

estimates that the p~ acreage will decline again in 1987, by about 10 

percent. 

y Accordin;J to Paul Andrilenas of the U.S. Department of AgriCUJ.ture, 
nitrogenous fertilizers used on these four crops aCCO\lllt for 15 to 80 percent 
of all such fertilizers consumed (conversation with Commission staff on Apr. 
22, 1987). 
y A number of factors can influence the selection of a specific nitrogenous 
fertilizer, such as relative prices and the availabililty of equipment required 
for application. For exarcple, acreage planted fell by 23 percent from 1981 to 
1983 (reportedly due in part to the Govemment's Payment-In-Kind (PIK) program) 
and total nitrogen usage fell by that same aIDOllllt. Urea usage, however, fell 
by only 2 percent. 'Ihe price of urea (on a nutrient basis) increased less than 
did prices of other nitrogenous fertilizers in 1982 and in 1983, the price of 
urea fell somewhat more than did prices of other nitrogenous fertilizers (9 

. percent versus 4 to 7 percent). A similar situation occurred in 1986, when 
acreage planted fell by 6 percent, total nitrogen usage fell by 9 percent, and 
urea usage rose by 28 percent. Urea prices fell by about 14 percent in 1986, 
while prices for other nitrogenous'fertilizers fell by 6 to 9 percent. 
V Acreage data are on a crop-year basis, running from July through June. 

,I 
' 
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Comparison of nitrogen usage, urea usage, and acreage planted in 
corn, wheat, cotton, and rice, 1977-86 

Correlation coefficients: 

11 
1978 

Acreage and nitrogen usage-- r = 0.90 
Acreage and urea usage------ r = -0.20 
Nitrogen and urea usage----- r = 0.11 

1979 1980 1981 1982 

Total acreage 
Year 

+ Nitrogen 

1983 1984 

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

URFA CAPACITY m '!HE UNITED STATES 
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Nitrogen Solutions 

Plant 
~pany _____________________ ~L~oc~a~t~io~n~----------'S~t~a~t~u~s~--'1~9~8~4.;._--.;1~9r,8~S~~l~9~8r6~~1~9~8~7~~1~9~8~8~~1~9~8~9:..._ __ ~I~D:.:.F 

(tnousand short tons ma~er1al) 

Cominco 
CPEX, Inc. 

·Farmland Industries 

Goodpasture, Inc. 
w. R. Grace & Co. 
Hawkeye Chemical Co. 
Kaichem International 

Kaiser Ag Chemicals 

LaRoche Industries 

Mississippi Chemical Corp. 
N-Ren Corp. 

Phillips Pacific Chemical 
Phillips Petroleum 
Reichhold Chemicals 
Sabar Chemical Corp. 
J. R. Simplot 

Standard Oil Co. 
Tennessee Valley Authority 
Terra Chemicals .. 

Trademark Fertilizers 
Unocal 

USX Corp. 

wycon Chemical Co. 

Total United States 

CIL, Inc. 

Cyanamid of Canada 
Nitrochem 
J. R. Simplot 

Total Canada 

Total North America 

Agrico Chemical Co. 

Air Products & Chemical 
Allied Corp. 

American Cyanamid 
Arcadian Corp. 

Atlas Chemical Co. 
Borden Chemical Co. 
CF Industries, Inc. 

Beatrice, NE 
St. Helens, OR 
Beatrice, NE· 
Kennewick, WA 
Dodge City, KS 
Lawrence, KS 
Dimmitt, TX 
Wilmington, NC 
Clinton, IA 
Bainbridge, GA 
Savannah, GA 
Marseilles, IL 
North Bend, OH 
Savannah, GA 
North Bend, OH 
Bainbridge, GA 
Marseilles, IL 
Cherokee, AL 
Crystal City, MO 
Yazoo City, MS 
East Dubuque, IL 
Pine Bend, MN 
Pryor, OK 
Kennewick, WA 
Beatrice, NE 
St. Helens, OR 
Gibbstown, NJ 
Pocatello, ID 
Helm, CA 
Lima, OH 
Muscle Shoals, AL 
Port Neal, IA 
Woodward, OK 
Tampa, FL 
Brea, CA 
West Sacramento, 
Crystal City, MO 
Cherokee, AL 
Cheyenne, WY 

United States 
OPR 
OPR 
OPR 
OPR 
OPR 210 
OPR 170 
OPR 90 
OPR 230 
OPR 17S 
OPR 
OPR 
OPR 
OPR 
SLD 330 
SLO 240 
SLD lSS 
SLD 380 
OPR 
OPR 
EXP 4SO 
OPR 230 
EXP 80 
OPR 51 
SLO 160 
SLO 16S 
SLO 60 
UCT 
OPR 230 
OPR 129 
OPR 140 
OPR 100 
EXP 238 
OPR 270 
OPR 8S 
OPR 100 

CA OPR 200 
SLD 6S 
SLO 6S 
OPR 5S 

SlO 

210 
170 

90 
230 
17S 

3S 
330 
380 
240 

450 
230 

80 
51 

160 
165 

60 

230 
129 
140 
100 
238 
270 

8S 
100 
200 

6S 
65 
5S 

SlO 
60 

16S 
160 
210 
170 

90 
230 
17 s 

3S 
330 
380 
240 

4SO 
230 

80 
Sl 

250 
·230 
129 
140 
100 
238 
270 

8S 
100 
200 

6S 
6S 
SS 

SlO 
60 

16S 
160 
210 
170 

90 
230 
17 s 

3S 
330 . 
380 
240 

6S 
6S 

450 
230 

80 
51 

250 
230 
129 
140 
100 
238 
270 

8S 
100 
200 

5S 

SlO 
60 

16S 
160 
210 
170 

90 
230 
17S 

35 
330 
380 
240 

6S 
6S 

450 
230 

80 
51 

250 
230 
129 
140 
100 
238 
270 

8S 
100 
200 

SS 

SlO 
60 

16S 
160 
210 
170 

90 
230 
17S 

3S 
330 
380 
240 

6S 
6S 

450 
230 

80 
51 

250 
230 
129 
140 
100 
238 
270 

8S 
100 
200 

5S 

SlO 
60 

16S 
160 
210 
170 

90 
230 
17 s 

3S 
330 
380 
240 

65 
6S 

450 
230 

80 
51 

250 
230 
129 
140 
100 
238 
270 

8S 
100 
200 

SS 

9,S24 9,914 10,164 9,964 9,964 9,964 9,964 

Courtright, ON 
Beloeil, PO 
Welland, ON 
Maitland, ON 
Brandon, MB 

Canada 
OPR 
OPR 
OPR 
OPR 
OPR 

17S 
50 

120 
50 

130 

S2S 

17S 
50 

r20 
50 

130 

s2s 

17S 
50 

120 
50 

130 

525 

175 
so 

120 
50 

130 

525 

17S 
so 

120 
so 

130 

52S 

17S 
so 

120 
so 

130 

S25 

17S 
so 

120 
so 

130 

S2S 

10,049 10,439 10,689 10,489 10,489 10,489 10,489 

Urea 

United States 
Blytheville, AR 
Donaldsonville, LA 
Verdigris, OK 
Pace Junction, FL 
Laplatte, NE 
Geismar, LA 
Fortier, LA 
Geismar, LA 
Lapl:atte, NE 
Joplin, MO 
Geismar, LA 
Donaldsonville, LA 

IDL 350 
EXP 270 
OPR 500 
OPR 23 
SLD 132 
SLO 306 
OPR 14S 
OPR 
OPR 
CLS 
OPR 
OPR 

70 
21S 
885 

350 . 
270 
500 

23 

145 
306 
132 

70 
215 
885 

270 
500 

23 

145 
306 
132 

21S 
885 

270 
500 

23 

145 
306 
132 

215 
885 

270 
soo 

23 

145 
306 
132 

215 
885 

270 
soo 

23 

14S 
306 
132 

21S 
885 

270 
500 

23 

14S 
306 
132 

21S 
885 
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Urea 

Plant 
Company Location Status 1984 1985 1986 1987 1988 1989 IDF 

(thousand short tons material) 
United States 

Chevron Chemical Co. Kennewick, WA OPR 70 70 70 70 70 70 70 
Columbia Nitrogen Augusta, GA OPR 410 410 410 410 410 410 410 
Cominco Borger, TX OPR 85 85 85 8S BS B5 B5 
CPEX, Inc. St. Helens, OR OPR ·- 110 110 110 110 110 

Beatrice, NE OPR 5B SB SB SB 5B 
Kennewick, WA .OPR 43 43 43 43 43 

Farmland Industries Fort Dodge, IA OPR 70 70 70 70 70 70 
Enid, OK OPR 340 340 340 340 340 340 340 
Lawrence, KS OPR 240 240 240 240 240 240 240 

Goodpasture, Inc. Dimmitt, TX OPR 24 24 24 24 24 24 24 
w. R. Grace & Co. Woodstock, TN EXP 38S 3B5 3BS 38S 3BS 3B5 38S 
Hawkeye Chemical Co. Clinton, IA EXP 61 61 61 61 61 61 61 
Kaichem International North Bend, OH OPR BO BO 80 80 BO 80 
Kaiser Ag Chemicals Pryor, OK CLS 180 180 
LaRoche Industries Cherokee, AL OPR 96 96 96 96 
Hississipp~ Chemical Corp. Yazoo City, HS EXP 1S3 1S3 153 153 153 153 lS3 
N-Ren Corp. East Dubuque, IL EXP 12S 125 l2S 125 l2S 12S 12S 

Pryor, OK OFR 27 27 27 27 27 27 27 
Olin Corp. Lake Charles, LA QPR 170 170 170 170 170 170 170 
Phillips Pacific Chemical Kennewick, WA SLD 43 43 
Phillips Petroleum Beatri.c~, NE SLD S8 5B 
Reichhold Chemicals St. He~ens, OR SLD 110 110 
J. R. Simplot Pocatello, ID OPR so 50 so 50 so so so 
Standard Oil Co. Lima, OH EXP 390 390 390 390 390 390 390 
Tennessee Valley Authority Muscle Shoals, AL EXP 102 102 102 102 102 102 102 
Terra Chemicals Port Neal, IA EXP 25S 25S 2S5 2S5 2S5 2S5 25S 

Woodward, OK OPR 83 83 BJ 83 83 B3 83 
Triad Chemical Donaldsonville, LA OPR 420 420 420 420 420 420 420 
Unocal Kenai, AK OPR 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000 

Brea, CA EXP 120 120 120 120 120 120 120 
USX Corp. Cherok.ee, AL SLD 96 96 96 
Wycon Chemical Co. Chey.enn·e, WY OPR so so so so so so so 

Total United states 7,943 8,093 7,493 7,493 7,493 7,493 7,493 

Canada 
Anic Agricoltura (ENI) Becancour, PO IDF - 580 
Canadian Fertilizers, Ltd. Medicine !lat, AB OPR 480 480 480 4BO 4BO 4BO 480 
CIL, Inc. Courtright, ON EXP 176 176 176 176 176 176 176 
Cominco Calgary, AB OPR 77 77 77 77 77 77 77 

Carseland, AB EXP 4BO 480 480 480 590 S90 590 
Cyanamid of Canada Welland, ON OPR 99 99 99 99 99 99 99 
Esso Chemicals Redwater, AB QPR S42 542 542 542 542 542 542 
Sherritt-Gordon Mines Ft.Saskatchewan, AB OPR 428 42B 428 428 42B 42B 428 
J. R. Simplot Brandon, MB EXP 170 170 170 170 170 170 170 

Total Canada 2,4S2 2,4S2 2,452 2,452 2,562 2,562 3,142 

Total North America 10,395 10,S45 9,945 9,945 10,0S5 10,0SS 10,635 

Phosphate Rock 

United States 
Agrico Chemical Co. Fort Green, FL OPR 3,000 3,000 J,000 3,000 3,000· 3,000 3,000 

Payne Creek, FL OPR 3,000 3,000 3,000 3,000 .3,000 3,000 3,000 
Saddle Creek, FL CLS 1,500 l,Soo 

Amax Corp. Big Four, FL CLS 2,SOO 2,500 -
Beker Industries Dry Valley, ID EXP l,SOO l,SOO' l,SOO 1,500 1,500· l,SOO 1,500 

Wingate Creek, FL OPR l,SOO 1,500 1,500 l;SOO 1,500 1,500 l,soo 
IDF 500 

Brewster Phosphates Brewster, FL SLD 6,300 6,300 
CF Industries, Inc. Hardee County, FL OPR 2,000 2,000 2,000 2,000 2,000 2,000 2,000 
Chevron Chemical Co. Vernal, UT OPR 7SO 750 7SO 7SO 750 7SO 7SO 

PLN 1,250 l,2SO l,2SO l,2SO 
Cominco Garrison, KT OPR 27S 275 27S 27S 275 27S 27S 
Es tech, Inc. Watson Hine, FL OPR 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000 l,ooo· 1,000 1,000 
Farmland Industries Hickory Creek; FL 'IDF 2,000 
Florida Phosphate Corp. Lakeland, FL OPR 120 120 120 120 120 120 120 
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APPENDIX E 

U.S. URFA PROIXJCERS' DFSCRIPI'IONS OF THE ACIUAL AND rorENTIAL NmATIVE 
EFFECTS OF IMIQRI'S FROM THE CX>UNTRIES SUBJECT 'IO THESE INVESTIGATIONS ON 
FIRMS' GROWIH, INVES'IMENT, AND ABILITY 'IO RAISE CAPITAL •. 
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capital and Invest:Jnent. -The COmm.ission asked u. s. prcxiucers tO describe 

~ actual· or potential negative effects of inp:>rts of Urea from East Germany, 

Romania, and the u.s.s.R. on their operations. 'Ille responses of those 

producers whose data were included in the financial section are shown below: 

* * * * * * * 
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APPENDIX F 

WEIGHI'ED-AVERAGE NET U.S. F. O. B. SELLING PRICES 
OF THE SUBJECI' IX:IMESTIC AND IMroRI'ED URFA 

FROM EAST GERMANY I ROMANIA, AND THE u. s. s .R. 
REroRI'ED BY U.S. PROWCERS AND IM!tiRrERs 
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Table F-1. --u. s. -produced urea: Net f. o.b. sellin;J prices of bulk shipments of 
domestic urea sold _from U.S. plants, by types, by modes of shipment and by 
months, Januacy 198.5 to December 1986 

* * * * * * *· 

Table F-2.--Urea: Net f.o.b. (U.S. locations) sellin;J prices of bulk shipments 
of the u. s. prilled urea sold from U.S. plants and East German prilled urea · 
sold from the importers' ports of entiy, by modes of shipment and by months, 
Januaey 1985 to December 1986 

* * * * * * * 

Table F-3.--Urea: Net f.o.b. (U.S. locations) sellin;J prices of bulk shipments 
of the u. s. prilled urea sold from U. s. plants and Romanian prilled urea sold 
from the importers' u. s. warehouses, by modes of shipment and by months, 
March 1985 to December 1986 ' 

* * * * * * 

Table F-4.-Urea: Net f.o.b. (U.S. locations) sellin;J prices _of bulk shipments oft 
U. s. prilled urea sold from u. s. plants and the U. s. s .R. prilled urea sold fran th 
importers' ports of entiy or U. s. warehouses, by modes of shipment an:i by months, 
Februaiy 1985 to December 1986 

* * * * * * * 


