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Note.--Information that would reveal confidential operations of individual concerns may not be published and 
therefore has been deleted from this report. Such deletions are indicated by asterisks. 

v 





UNITED STATES INTERNATIONAL TRADE COMMISSION 

Investigation No. 731-TA-745 (Preliminary) 

STEEL CONCRETE REINFORCING BARS FROM TURKEY 

Determination 

On the basis of the record1 developed in the subject investigation, the Commission determines,2 
pursuant to section 733(a) of the Tariff Act of 1930 (19 U.S.C. § 1673b(a)), that there is a reasonable 
indication that a regional industry in the United States is threatened with material injury by reason of imports 
from Turkey of steel concrete reinforcing bars, provided for in subheadings 7213.10.00 and 7214.20.00 of 
the Harmonized Tariff Schedule of the United States,3 that are alleged to be sold in the United States at less 
than fair value (LTFV). 

Background 

On March 8, 1996, a petition was filed with the Commission and the Department of Commerce by 
Ameristeel Corporation, 4 Tampa, FL, and New Jersey Steel Corporation, Sayreville, NJ, alleging that a 
regional industry in the United States is materially injured by reason of LTFV imports of rebar from Turkey. 
Accordingly, effective March 8, 1996, the Commission instituted antidumping investigation No. 731-TA-7 45 
(Preliminary). 

Notice of the institution of the Commission's investigation and of a public conference to be held in 
connection therewith was given by posting copies of the notice in the Office of the Secretary, U.S. 
International Trade Commission, Washington, DC, and by publishing the notice in the Federal Register of 
March 18, 1996 (61 F.R 11063). The conference was held in Washington, DC, on March 29, 1996, and all 
persons who requested the opportunity were permitted to appear in person or by counsel. 

1 The record is defined in sec. 207 .2(f) of the Commission's Rules of Practice and Procedure (19 CFR § 207 .2(f)). 
2 Chairman Peter S. Watson and Commissioner Carol T. Crawford dissenting. 
3 For purposes of this investigation, steel concrete reinforcing bar (rebar) is all stock deformed steel concrete 

reinforcing bars sold in straight lengths and coils. This includes all hot-rolled deformed rebar, rolled from billet steel, 
rail steel, axle steel, or low-alloy steel. It excludes plain-round rebar, rebar that a processor has further worked or 
fabricated, and all coated rebar. 

4 Formerly Florida Steel Corporation. 
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VIEWS OF THE COMMISSION 

Based on the record in this preliminary investigation, we find that there is a reasonable indication that 
a regional industry in the United States is threatened with material injury by reason of imports of steel concrete 
reinforcing bars ("rebar") from Turkey that are allegedly sold in the United States at less than fair value 
("LTFV").1 2 

I. THE LEGAL STANDARD FOR PRELIMINARY DETERMINATIONS 

The legal standard in preliminary antidumping investigations requires the Commission to determine, 
based upon the information available at the time of the preliminary determination, whether there is a reasonable 
indication that a domestic industry is materially injured, or threatened with material injury, by reason of the 
allegedly LTFV imports. 3 In applying this standard, the Commission weighs the evidence before it and 
determines whether "(l) the record as a whole contains clear and convincing evidence that there is no material 
injury or threat of such injury; and (2) no likelihood exists that contrary evidence will. arise in a final 
investigation. "4 

II. · DOMESTIC LIKE PRODUCT AND INDUSTRY 

A. In General 

To determine whether there is a reasonable indication that an industry in the United States is materially 
injured or threatened with material injury by reason of the subject imports, the Commission first defines the 
"domestic like product" and the "industry."5 Section 771(4)(A) of the Tariff Act of 1930 ("Act") defines the 
relevant industiy as the "producers as a [w ]hole of a domestic like product, or those producers whose collective 
output of a domestic like product constitutes a major proportion of the total domestic production of the product. 116 

In turn, the Act defines "domestic like product" as "a product which is like, or in the absence of like, most similar 

1 Chairman Watson and Commissioner Crawford find that there is no reasonable indication that the regional 
industry in the United States is materially injured or threatened with material injury by reason of the subject imports. 
They join in sections I - VI of this opinion. See Dissenting Views of Chairman Watson and Commissioner Crawford. 

2 Whether there is a reasonable indication that the establishment of an industry in the United States is 
tnaterially retarded is not an issue in this investigation. 

3 19 U.S.C. § 1673b(a); see also American Lamb Co. v. United States, 785 F.2d 994 (Fed. Cir. 1986); 
Calabrian Cor:p. v. United States, 794 F.Supp. 377, 381 (Ct. Int'l Trade 1992). 

4 American Lamb, 785 F.2d at 1001; see also Texas Crushed Stone Co. v. United States, 35 F.3rd 1535, 1543 
(Fed. Cir. l 994)(Court affirmed Commission's preliminary negative determination involving regional industry 
investigation), 
quoting American Lamb, 785 F .2d at I 001. The statute calls for 11 a reasonable indication of injury, not a reasonable 
indication of need for further inquiry. 11 In considering the likelihood that contrary evidence will arise in a final 
investigation, 11 [t]he Commission must analyze the 'best information available' contained in the record at the time of its 
determination and judge the likelihood that evidence contrary to that already gathered will arise in a final determination 
that would support an affirmative determination. 11 Calabrian Cor;p. v. United States, 794 F. Supp. at 386. 

5 19 U.S.C. § 1677(4)(A). 
6 19 U.S.C. § 1677(4)(A). 
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in characteristics and uses with, the article subject to an investigation .... "7 

Our decision regarding the appropriate domestic like product(s) in an investigation is a factual 
determination, and we apply the statutory standard of "like" or "most similar in characteristics and uses" on a 
case-by-case basis.8 No single factor is dispositive, and the Commission may consider other factors it deems 
relevant based on the facts of a particular investigation. 9 The Commission looks for clear dividing lines among 
possible like products, and disregards minor variations.10 

In its notice of initiation, the Department of Commerce defined the imported article subject to this 
investigation as: 

all stock deformed steel concrete reinforcing bars ("rebar") sold in straight lengths and coils. This 
includes all hot-rolled deformed rebar, rolled from billet steel, rail steel, axle steel, or low-alloy steel. 
It excludes (i) plain round rebar, (ii) rebar that a processor has further worked or fabricated, and (iii) all 
coated rebar. 11 

The subject merchandise is hot-rolled defonned rebar, designed specifically to enhance the tensile and shear-stress 
strength of concrete structures.12 Rebar is sold to customers in various forms or stages of fabrication, but only 
stock rebar, which is not further processed, is subject to investigation.13 

B. Analysis of Domestic Like Product Issues 

We considered two domestic like product issues14 in this preliminary investigation: (I) whether the 
domestic like product should include plain round rebar; and (2) whether the domestic like product should include 
the downstream product, fabricated and coated rebar. For the reasons discussed below, we find a single domestic 
like product consisting of stock deformed rebar and do not include either plain round rebar, or fabricated or coated 
rebar. 

7 19 U.S.C. § 1677(10). 

8 See,~. Nippon Steel Coi;p. v. United States, Slip Op. 95-57 at 11 (Ct. Int'l Trade, Apr. 3, 1995). In 
analyzing domestic like product issues, the Commission generally considers a number of factors including: (1) physical 
characteristics and uses; (2) interchangeability; (3) channels of 
distribution; ( 4) customer and producer perceptions of the products; ( 5) common manufacturing facilities, production 
processes and production employees; and, where appropriate, (6) price. See Id. at 11, n.4, 18; The Timken Co. v. 
United States, 20 CIT_, Slip Op. 96-8 at 9 (Jan. 3, 1996). 

9 E.g., S. Rep. No. 249, 96th Cong., 1st Sess. 90-91 (1979). 

10 Torrington Co. v. United States, 747 F. Supp. 744, 748-49 (Ct. Int'l Trade 1990), aff'd, 938 F. 2d 1278 
(Fed. Cir. 1991). 

11 See Initiation of Antidumping Duty investigation: Certain Steel Concrete Reinforcing Bar from Turkey, 61 
Fed. Reg. 15039 (April 4, 1996). Confidential Report ("CR") atA-4 andA-5; Public Report ("PR") atA-4 andA-5. 

12 CR at I-3; PR at I-2. 

13 CR at I-3, PR at I-2. 

14 Both petitioner and respondents agreed that there should be one domestic like product, consisting of all 
stock deformed steel concrete reinforcing bars ("rebar"), for pmposes of this preliminary investigation. See Petition at 
2-4; Respondents' Postconference Brief at 3 and 4; Transcript ("Tr.") at 10, 11 and 124. 
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1. Plain Round Rebar 

The petitioner in this case argued for a domestic like product definition identical to the scope of 
Commerce's investigation. The Commission may, however, define the domestic like product to be broader than 
the subject merchandise identified by Commerce, if the facts so warrant.15 Accordingly, we examined whether 
the domestic like product should include plain round rebar. Notwithstanding similarities in chemical 
composition, 16 production processes and facilities, 17 and some shared channels of distribution, 18 we determine 
that the differences in physical characteristics,19 end-uses,20 and customer perceptions,21 as well as the limited and 
generally one-way interchangeability22 support not including plain round rebar in the domestic like product. 

15 See,~., Certain Pasta from Italy and Turkey, Inv. Nos. 701-TA-365 and 366 and 731-TA-734 and 735 
(Preliminary), USITC Pub. 2905 at I-7 - I-9 (July 1995). 

16 Deformed stock rebar and plain round rebar have the same metallurgy because they are p~oduced from the 
same scrap material. Tr. at 42. 

17 The manufacturing processes for plain round and deformed rebar are the same until the rolling stage, where 
plain round rebar is rolled into smooth bar rather than into bar with deformations. Tr. at 42; see CR at I-7 and I-8, PR at 
I-5 and I-6. While production generally can be shifted from plain round rebar to deformed rebar, plain round rebar 
requires very close tolerances whereas the tolerances for deformed rebar are not as strict. Thus, some equipment used in 
producing deformed rebar may not be precise enough to hold the tolerances required for production of plain round rebar. 
Tr. at44. 

18 The channels of distribution for plain round and deformed rebar are similar for construction applications, 
but different for the non-construction applications for plain round rebar. 

19 Deformed rebar and plain round rebar have different physical characteristics that govern their end uses. Tr. 
at 42. Deformed rebar is rolled with deformations on the bar which provide gripping power so that concrete adheres to 
the bar and provides reinforcing value. Tr. at 43; CR at I-3, n.10 and I-4, PR atl-2, n.10 and I-3. By contrast, there is 
no reinforcing value to plain round rebar because there are no deformations for the concrete to adhere to; concrete, thus, 
would slip off the smooth-surface, round rebar. Tr. at 43. 

20 Deformed rebar is used almost exclusively in the construction industry to provide (1) structural 
reinforcement to enhance the compressional and tensile strength of concrete structures, and (2) crack control as the 
concrete shrinks due to the curing process or due to temperature fluctuations. CR at I-5, PR at I-3. Plain round rebar is 
used for a number of applications not tied to the construction industry, such as for jail bars, window security bars, lawn 
:furniture, ornamental railings, fasteners, and bolts. Tr. at 42. 

21 Both producers and customers perceive plain round and deformed rebar to be different products with 
different markets. Tr. at 42-44. 

22 While both deformed and plain round rebar meet the same American Society for Testing and Materials 
("ASTM") standards for chemical composition, tensile strength, yield strength (grade), and elongation tolerances, 
building codes and the lack of gripping power prohibit the substitution of plain round rebar for deformed rebar in its 
principal application ofreinforcing concrete. CR at I-6, PR at I-4. Rebar is governed by ASTM standards: ASTM 
A615, ASTM A616, ASTM A617, and ASTM A706; and by building construction codes: American Concrete Institute 
("AC!") Code 318, and the American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials ("AASHTO") Standard 
Specifications. CR at I-4 and I-5, PR at I-3. 

There is some interchangeability between deformed and plain round rebar in non-concrete reinforcing 
applications. In the construction industry, plain round rebar is used as dowels to prevent lateral movement of concrete 
slabs, as spirals and structural ties for binding deformed rebar, and as supports. Deformed rebar generally could be used 
for these applications too. CR at I-6, PR at l-4. Petitioners indicated that both products are used in the underground 
coal mining industry in the form of a bolt to reinforce the roof of the coal mine. However, the surface layers or strata of 
the roof may govern which product is used. Tr. at 43. 
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2. Fabricated Rebar and Coated Rebar 

Commerce specifically excluded fabricated rebar and coated rebar from the scope of investigation. 23 The 
Commission generally does not include downstream articles in the domestic like product or use a semifinished 
or vertical product line analysis when the downstream imported product (i.e., fabricated rebar and coated rebar) 
corresponding to the downstream domestic product is not within the scope of investigation. 24 Therefore, we do 
not include fabricated rebar and coated rebar in the domestic like product. 

Based on the definition of the domestic like product,25 the industry consists of all domestic producers of 
rebar within the region defined below. The two domestic industry issues in this preliminary investigation concern 
whether there is a regional industry, and whether any of the producers of the domestic like product should be 
excluded from the industry as related parties. 

III. REGIONAL INDUSTRY ANALYSIS 

A General Considerations 

Petitioners proposed that the Commission undertake a regional industry analysis. 26 The proposed region 
("Eastern Tier") was described in the petition to include 22 contiguous states from New England through the mid
Atlantic to the Gulf seaboard, plus the District of Columbia and Puerto Rico. 27 

Section 771(4)(C) of the Tariff Act of 1930, as amended by the URAA,28 provides that: 

In appropriate circumstances, the United States, for a particular product market, may be divided into 2 
or more markets and the producers within each market may be treated as if they were a separate industry 
if--

23 61 Fed. Reg. 15039 (April 4, 1996). 
24 Foam Extruded PVC and Polystyrene Framing Stock from the United Kingdom, Inv. No. 731-TA-738 

(Preliminary), USITC Pub. 2930 at 6 and 7 (October 1995); Tungsten Ore Concentrates from the People's Re.public of 
China, Inv. No. 731-TA-497 (Preliminary), USITC Pub. 2367 at 9-10 (March 1991). 

25 Commissioner Bragg notes that the limited interchangeability of the smaller-sized rebar with the larger sizes 
used in fabrication and construction projects suggests that a basis may exist for finding two like products, delimited by 
size, in any final investigation. She intends to review this issue more closely in any final investigation. · 

26 There are at least seven producers of rebar representing 12 mills within the region; four firms have 
production facilities only in the proposed region, and three have rebar facilities both in the region and outside the region. 
Three of the regional firms, including the two petitioning firms, accounted for about*** of the regional production in 
1995. CR at III-I, III-2, III-8, and Table III-2 at III-9, PR at III-1, III-4, and Table III-2 at III-6. The firms in the region 
responding to the Commission questionnaire accounted for nearly all U.S. production of rebar in the region during 1995, 
with responding firms outside the region accounting for between 60 and 80 percent of production outside the region. Id. 
at I-2 and I-3. One firm did not provide separate production and shipments data for its mill in the region. Id. at III-5, 
n.8. 

27 Petition at 8. The 22 states proposed by Petitioners are Maine, New Hampshire, Connecticut, 
Massachusetts, Rhode Island, Vermont, New Jersey, New York, Pennsylvania, Delaware, Florida, Georgia, Louisiana, 
Maryland, North Carolina, South Carolina, Virginia, West Virginia, Alabama, Kentucky, Mississippi, and Tennessee. 
Id. at 8, n.11. 

28 The Uruguay Round Agreements Act ("URAA") amendments to the Tariff Act of 1930 ("the Act"), P .L. 
103-465, approved Dec. 8, 1994, 108 Stat. 4809. 19U.S.C. § 1671 ~~.,as amended. 
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(i) the producers within such market sell all or almost all of their production of the 
domestic like product in question in that market, and 

(ii) the demand in that market is not supplied, to any substantial degree, by producers of 
the product in question located elsewhere in the United States. 

In such appropriate circumstances, material injury, the threat of material injury, or material retardation 
of the establishment of an industry may be foWld to exist with respect to an industry even if the domestic 
industry as a whole, or those producers whose collective output of a domestic like product constitutes 
a major proportion of the total domestic production of that product, is not injured, if there is a 
concentration of dumped imports or imports of merchandise benefitting from a co\Dltervailable subsidy 
into such an isolated market and if the producers of all, or almost all, of the production within that 
market are being materially injmed or threatened by material injury, or if the establishment of an industry 
is being materially retarded, by reason of the dwnped imports or imports of merchandise benefitting from 
a COWltervailable subsidy. The term "regional industry" means the domestic producers within a region 
who are treated as a separate industry under this subparagraph. 29 

The statute sets up three prerequisites which must be satisfied before the Commission can reach an 
affirmative determination under a regional industry analysis.30 The Commission must determine that there is: 
(1) a regional market satisfying the requirements of the statute, (2) a concentration of dumped imports into the 
regional market, and (3) material injury or threat thereof to producers of all or almost all of the regional 
production, or material retardation to the establishment of an industry due to the subsidized or dumped imports. 
The Commission will proceed to the subsequent step only if each preceding step is satisfied. 

B. Analysis 

1. Background and Proposed Alternative Regions 

The Commission has foWld, in the past, that "appropriate circumstances" exist for the Commission to 
engage in a regional industry analysis for products with low value-to-weight ratios and where high transportation 
costs make the areas in which the product is produced necessarily isolated and insular. 31 32 Transportation costs 

29 19 U.S. C. § 1677 ( 4)(C). The URAA changes to the regional industry provisions were not intended to 
affect substantive Commission practice. The definition of "regional industry" in the last sentence was added and 
technical language changes were made by the URAA. The URAA also amended the statute to require that Commerce 
"to the maximum extent possible, direct that duties be assessed only on the subject merchandise of the specific exporters 
or producers that exported the subject merchandise for sale in the region 
concerned during the period of investigation." 19 U.S. C. § 1673e( d). Prior to the URAA, duties resulting from a 
regional industry determination were imposed on a national basis. 

30 Texas Crushed Stone, 822 F. Supp. at 777, afl'd, 35 F.3rd 1535 (Fed. Cir. 1994)("the ITC's case-by-case 
approach represents a 'legitimate policy choice D made by the agency in interpreting and applying the statute."' Id. at 
1542), afl'g, Crushed Limestone from Mexico, Inv. No. 731-TA-562 (Preliminary), USITC Pub. 2533 (July 
1992)("Limestone"). See also Atlantic Sugar. Ltd. v. United States, 519 F. Supp. 916, 920 (Ct. Int'l Trade 198l)(court 
cautioned against "arbitrary or free handed sculpting of regional markets.") 

31 See, M. Limestone, USITC Pub. 2533; Nwheline Syenite from Canada, Inv. No. 73 l-TA-525 (Final), 
USITC Pub. 2502 (April 1992), afl'd, Feldspar Coro v. United States, 825 F. Supp. 1095 (Ct. Int'l Trade 1993); Gray 
Portland Cement and Cement ClinkerfromMexico("Mexico Cement"), Inv. No. 731-TA-451 (Final), USITC Pub. 2305 

(continued ... ) 
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for rebar vary from supplier to supplier, ranging between 4 and 8 percent of total delivered cost for U.S. inland 
transportation 33 Based on official import data, transportation charges for imports from Turkey are estimated to 
be 11.3 percent of the value of imports on a c.i.f. basis compared to customs value. 34 

While transportation costs are not a substantial part of the final delivered price to customers, the low 
value-to-weight ratio for rebar, estimated at less than $0.15 per pound, appears to restrict the geographical area 
in which it can be competitively sold.35 Moreover, the industry practice of "freight absorption" or "freight 
equalization"36 makes transportation costs important as a component of rebar sales by the domestic producer. 
Shipments ofrebar generally are concentrated within a 300-350 mile radius of the producingmill.37 

Respondents proposed the exclusion of Puerto Rico from the proposed region and questioned why states 
on the western border of the region were not included. 38 In considering alternative regions, the Commission has 
looked to whether there was competition among the imports and the domestic producers in the region and in the 
proposed alternatives to the region The Commission has not required actual competition but only that there were 

31 ( ••• continued) 
(August 1990), afl'd. Cemex. S.A. v. United States. 790 F. Supp. 290 (Ct. Int'l Trade 1992), afl'd, 989 F.2d 1202 (Fed. 
Cir. 1993). 
Rebar is used in tandem with cement to make reinforced concrete, which dictates a close correlation in markets for both 
commodity products. Petitioners argued that this correlation supported treating rebar like cement for purposes of a 
regional industry analysis. Petitioners' Postconference Brief at 18. 

32 Commissioner Crawford has indicated that: 

... the characteristics of a product (e.g. a low value-to-weight ratio, :fungibility, etc.) are not relevant. While a 
product's characteristics may determine sales and shipment patterns, it is the sales and shipment data - not the 
product's characteristics - that are relevant under the statute. 

Gray Portland Cement and Cement Clinker from Japan, Inv. No. 73 l-TA-461 (Final-Remand), USITC Pub. 2657 at 36 
(June 1993). 

33 CR at V-1, PR at V-1. 
34 CR at V-1, PR at V-1. One importer in Puerto Rico estimated that the transportation charges from the 

continental United States to Puerto Rico are 18 to 20 percent of total delivered cost ofrebar due to the need for inland 
transportation from the mill to the port in the continental United States and subsequent ocean freight. CR at V-1 and V-
2, PR at V-1. 

35 Petitioners' Postconference Brief at 17. 
36 Equalizing freight means that the customer pays only the cost of the freight from the nearest source, while 

the producer pays the difference in freight from the mill. CR at V-3, PR at V-2. 
37 Petitioners' Postconference Brief at 11 and 12. 
38 Respondents' Postconference Brief at 4-9. Respondents also proposed that Texas be included in the region 

at the conference but provided no further discussion of this issue in their postconference brief. Tr. at 82. 

8 



"no current or future limitations on sales by the petitioner in these states. "39 40 

In one regional industry case, even though there was no production within Puerto Rico, the Commission 
included it in the region, because 
(1) demand was not met to any substantial degree by shipments from domestic producers outside of the region 
and (2) shipments from regional producers competed with imports.41 Conversely, the Commission did not include 
Kentucky in that region because it did not meet the criteria for inclusion. 42 

While there is no domestic producer of rebar in Puerto Rico, there have been shipments into Puerto Rico 
of both Turkish imports of rebar and rebar produced within the region. 43 Turkish imports of rebar into Puerto 
Rico accounted for almost 137, 700 short tons, or 48.2 percent of all Turkish imports into the United States in 
1995.44 45 Moreov~, there is no evidence in this preliminary investigation that demand in Puerto Rico is supplied 

39 Ne.pheline Syenitefrom Canada, Inv. No. 731-TA-525 (Preliminary), USITC Pub. 2415 at20 - 22 (August 
1991 )(Commission included states to which petitioner did not ship, noting that there was evidence of actual marketing 
by petitioner in those states). See,~ Fall-Harvested Round White Potatoes from Canada("Round White Potatoes"), 
Inv. No. 73 l-TA-124 (Preliminary), USITC Pub. 1364 (l 983)(marketing ofround white potatoes in the states of New 
Jersey, Delaware, and Maryland, even though there were no producers of the like product in those states, was enough to 
include those states in the region); Offshore Platform Jackets and Piles from the Re.public of Korea and Japan, Inv. Nos. 
731-TA-259 and260 (Final), USITC 1848 at 8-10(May1986). 

40 In the past, the Commission has added states to make a region contiguous when there have been non-region 
states between the states in the proposed non-contiguous region. See,~ Mexico Cement, USITC Pub. 2235 
(Commission included the Gulf states to make proposed separate Southwest and Florida regions contiguous). The 
Commission, however, has rejected adding to a proposed region the closest geographically located states (North 
Carolina, South Carolina, Georgia and Florida) for the sole purpose of making an island territory, Puerto Rico (included 
in the proposed region), contiguous to the region to be assessed. Ne.pheline Syenite, USITC Pub. 2415 at 21 and 22 
(August 1991). 

41 Ne.pheline Syenite, USITC Pub. 2415 at 21 and 22 (August 1991). 
42 Ne.pheline Syenite, USITC Pub. 2415 at 22 (August 1991). 
43 Regional producers' shipments to Puerto Rico as a share of their total U.S. shipments in the region were 2.3 

percent in 1993, 2.2 percent in 1994, and 2.6 percent in 1995. CR at III-14, PR at III-10. Regional producers that 
provided shipments by state shipped about*** short tons of rebar to Puerto Rico in 1995. Questionnaire responses of 
regional producers that provided shipments by state. Apparent consumption of rebar in Puerto Rico has been estimated 
by Florida Steel to be about 110,000-130,000 tons annually, and estimated by a Puerto Rican importer to be about 
100,000-150,000 tons per year. Petitioner's Postconference Brief at 24, n.49 and Tr. at 90. 

44 CR at IV-4, and Table C-1 at C-3 (based on official import statistics), PR at IV-1, and Table C-1 at C-3. 
Respondents indicated that almost all Turkish imports into Puerto Rico remain in Puerto Rico. Tr. at 137. 

45 Neither of the market isolation criteria in the statute includes consideration of shipments of imports into the 
region in defining the regional market, and therefore Commissioner Crawford does not join the preceding discussion of 
shipments of subject imports. Commissioner Crawford has indicated that: 

Texas Crushed Stone sets forth three distinct prerequisites to be met in a regional analysis. The first is that 
there be a regional market; the second is that there be a concentration of subject imports in the regional market. 
Accordingly, determining whether there is a concentration of imports is a separate test, not a factor in defining 
the regional market [footnote omitted]. 

Gray Portland Cement and Cement Clinker from Japan, Inv. No. 73 l-TA-461 (Final-Remand), USITC Pub. 2657 at 36 
(June 1993). 
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by domestic producers outside of the Eastern Tier region to any substantial degree.46 For the foregoing reasons, 
we include Puerto Rico in the Eastern Tier region, for purposes of this preliminary investigation. 

Texas also is a nominal candidate for inclusion in the Eastern Tier region. While Houston, Texas is the 
second largest port of entry for Turkish imports into the United States, these imports reportedly remain in 
Texas.47 In addition, the Texas market appears to be separate and isolated from the proposed region, with only 
limited shipments into Texas by Eastern Tier region producers and only very minimal shipments into the Eastern 
Tier region by Texas producers.48 For these reasons, we do not include Texas in the Eastern Tier region, for 
purposes of this preliminary investigation. 

Respondents questioned the exclusion of the states of Ohio, Indiana, and Illinois from the Eastern Tier 
region since there are domestic mills that produce rebar in those states. However, only a small share of regional 
producers' total U.S. shipments is shipped to these states.49 Moreover, there is evidence that *** of U.S. 
shipments of Turkish rebar reported by U.S. importers in 1995 entered these states.50 51 In addition, there is no 
evidence in this preliminary investigation regarding production in these states or shipments by producers in these 
states into the Eastern Tier region 52 Thus, we do not include the states of Ohio, Indiana, or Illinois in the Eastern 
Tier region for purposes of this preliminary investigation, but will reconsider this issue in any fipal investigation. 

2. Market Isolation Criteria 

a. Sales of "all or almost all" within the region 

Producers in the Eastern Tier region shipped about*** of their rebar within the region throughout the 
period of investigation. 53 We fmd this satisfies the statutory market isolation criterion of Section 771 ( 4 )(C)(i) 
of the Act that "producers within such market sell all or almost all of their production of the domestic like product 

46 Questionnaire responses from domestic producers outside region that provided shipments by state. 
47 Tr. at 137. Turkish imports ofrebar into Houston/Galveston, Texas accounted for 16.7 percent of total 

Turkish imports, or about 33,700 short tons, in 1994 and 22.3 percent, or about 63,700 short tons, in 1995. CR at IV-4, 
and Table C-1 at C-3 (based on official import statistics), PR at IV-1, and Table C-1 at C-3. 

48 Eastern Tier regional producers shipped about*** short tons ofrebar into Texas in 1995. CR at IIl-14, PR 
at III-I 0 and questionnaire responses of regional producers that provided shipments by state. Regional producers 
shipments into Texas as a share of their reported total U.S. shipments by state ranged from 0.2 to 0.4 percent during the 
period of investigation. Id. Reported shipments from Texas producers into the Eastern Tier region as a share of 
apparent consumption in the region was***. Tables IIl-4 and IV-3, CR at III-16 and IV-6, PR at III-11 and IV-5. 

49 Eastern Tier regional producers' shipments into these three states as a share of their reported total U.S. 
shipments by state ranged from *** during the period of investigation. Eastern regional producers' shipments as a share 
of total U.S. shipments by state was ***for Ohio in 1995. Questionnaire responses of regional producers that provided 
shipments by state. 

so U.S. shipments by importers by state, as reported in questionnaire responses. 

si Neither of the market isolation criteria in the statute includes consideration of shipments of imports into the 
region in defining the regional market, and therefore Commissioner Crawford does not join the preceding discussion of 
shipments of subject imports. See note 45, supra. 

52 Producers in these states did not respond to Commission questionnaires. 
s3 CR at 1-2, PR at 1-2. Regional producers' shipments in the region as a share of their total shipments were 

***in 1993, ***in 1994, ***in 1995. Id. 
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in that market. "54 

b. Demand in region suimlied by U.S. producers outside region 

The percentage of consumption in the Eastern Tier region that was supplied by U.S. producers outside 
the region was very low during the period of investigation. 55 The percentages in this investigation fall into the 
range56 that the Commission previously has found satisfy the second market isolation criterion of Section 
77l(C)(4)(ii) that "demand in that market is not supplied, to any substantial degree, by producers of the product 
in question located elsewhere in the United States. "57 

Having found that the two market isolation criteria have been satisfied, we determine that a regional 
industry exists. · · 

3. Concentration of Imports 

In the second step of the regional industry analysis, we determine whether the statutory requirement of 
concentration of imports within the pertinent region is satisfied. The statute does not define concentration. The 
legislative history to the URAA indicates that "no precise mathematical formula is reliable in determining the 
minimum percentage which constitutes sufficient concentration. "58 The SAA provides that concentration of 
imports will be found to exist "if the ratio of the subject imports to consumption is clearly higher in the regional 
market than in the rest of the U.S. market,59 and if such imports into the region account for a substantial 

s4 19 U.S.C. § 1677(4)(C)(i). This is within the range the Commission previously has considered sufficient to 
satisfy this criterion. See Texas Crushed Stone, 822 F. Supp. 773, afi'd, 35 F.3rd 1535 (Fed. Cir. 1994); Cemex. S.A. v. 
United States. 790 F. Supp. at 292-294, afi'd, 989 F.2d 1202 (Fed. Cir. 1993). 

ss CR at I-2, PR at I-2. The share ofregional consumption supplied by U.S. producers outside the region was 
***in 1993, ***in 1994, and*** in 1995. Id. 

s6 The Court of International Trade has suggested that a level of 12 percent of total supply from outside of the 
region may be too high to be considered insubstantial "in the abstract," but nonetheless affirmed a Commission 
determination holding that the market isolation criteria were satisfied when 12 percent of regional consumption was 
supplied by producers outside the region. Atlantic Sugar. Ltd. v. United States, 519 F. Supp. 916, 919-920 (Ct. 
Int'l Trade 1981 ). The Commission has found that an average of 10.5 percent was acceptable and on several occasions 
that percentages of outside supply of less than 10 percent were acceptable. See, u, Gray Portland Cement and Cement 
Clinker from Venezuela ("Venezuela Cement"), Inv. No. 731-TA-519 (Preliminary), USITC Pub. 2400 at 8-10 (July 
1991 ); Mexico Cement, USITC Pub. 2305 at 15 (between 8 and 8.5 percent acceptable); Sugars and SirUps from 
Canada, Inv. No. 731-TA-3 (Final), USITC Pl.lb. 1047 at 4, 14 (March 1980)(5.5 percent acceptable); Portland 
Hydraulic Cement from Australia and Japan, Inv. Nos. 731-TA-108 and 109, USITC Pub. 1310 at 9 (November 
1982)(less than 10 percent acceptable). It determined in one case that 30 percent was too large, and in a second that 
percentages that ranged between 25 and 50 percent were too large. See Frozen French Fried Potatoes from Canada, Inv. 
No. 731-TA-93 (Preliminary), USITC Pub. 1259 at 7 (June 1982); 12-Volt Lead-Acid Type Automotive Storage 
Batteries from the Re.public ofKorea, Inv. No. 731-TA-261 (Preliminary), USITC Pub. 1710 at 8 (June 1985). 

s7 19 U.S.C. § 1677(4)(C)(ii). 

ss SAA at 190. 

s9 In the past, the Commission only considered the import penetration ratio in particular circumstances where 
imports outside the region were widely dispersed or the regional industry was a significant portion of the national 
industry. This Commission practice was affirmed by Texas Crushed Stone, 35 
F.3rd 1535 (Fed. Cir. 1994). See also Gray Portland Cement and Cement Clinker from Japan ("Japan Cement"), Inv. 
731-TA-461 (Finai), USITC Pub. 2376 at 21, n. 47 (April 199l)(the Commission "would not consider it of much 
weight if Southern California represented but a very small share of overall U.S. consumption"). 
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proportion of total subject imports entering the United States. "60 The SAA cautions that there is no "benchmark" 
for detemrining what constitutes a concentration; rather it should be decided on a case-by-case basis. 61 The courts 
have affirmed the Commission's case-by-case approach to applying the statute. 62 

The Commission historically has found percentages higher than 80 percent of total imports subject to 
investigation to be sufficient, 63 but the requisite concentration has also been found at levels as low as 68 percent. 64 

The percentage of total Turkish imports of rebar to the United States entering the Eastern Tier region was 98. 7 
percent in 1993, 83.0percentin1994, and 77.7 percent in 1995.65 The ratio of Turkish imports to consumption 
within the Eastern Tier region was 3.0percentin 1993, 7.3percentin1994, and 9.7 percent in 1995.66 The ratio 
ofTmkish imports to consumption outside the Eastern Tier region was 0.0 percent in 1993, 1.8 percent in 1994, 
and 3.0 percent in 1995.67 

Based on a comparison of the market share of subject imports in the region to the market share of subject 
imports outside of the region, as well as consideration of the proportion of total subject imports that enter the 
region, we find that imports of Turkish rebar are concentrated in the region. Therefore we proceed to the issue 
of whether there is a reasonable indication of material injury or threat thereof by subject imports on a regional 
industry basis. 

IV. DOMESTIC INDUSTRY AND RELATED PARTIES 

Based on our :finding that a regional industry exists, we define the domestic industry as producers of rebar 
within the region. If the Commission determines that a domestic regional producer satisfies the definition of a 

60 SAA at 190. 

61 SAA at 190. See also Mitsubishi Materials Coro. v. United States, 820 F. Supp. 608, 614-615 (Ct. Int'l 
Trade 1993). 

62 Texas Crushed Stone, 35 F.3rd 1535 (Fed. Cir. 1994); Cemex, 790 F. Supp. at 292-294 (Ct. Int'l Trade 
1992), afi'd, 989 F.2d 1202 (Fed. Cir. 1993). 

63 See,~ Portland Hydraulic Cement, USITC Pub. 1310 at 10 (99 percent); Offshore Platform Jacket, 
USITC Pub. 1848 at 10 (100 percent); Sugars and Sirups, USITC Pub. 1047 (March 1980) (96 percent). 

64 See Round White Potatoes, USITC J;>ub. 1463 at 7; see also SAA at 190. In the final investigation of 
cement from Japan, a majority of the Commission found an import concentration level between 61.2 percent and 73.7 
percent to be sufficient. Japan Cement, USITC Pub. 2376 at 20 and 21, 48-50, afi'd. although remanded on other 
grounds, Mitsubishi Materials, 820 F. Supp. at 615 (Ct. Int'l Trade 1993). See also Venezuela Cement, USITC Pub. 
2400 at 10 and 11 (63.5 percent to 100 percent found to be sufficient). Still other Commission determlliations have 
questioned whether the concentration was sufficient when the percentages of imports ranged from 66.3 percent to 79 .2 
percent and found insufficient concentration when the imports into the region ranged from 69.2 percent to 80.1 percent. 
Compare Certain Welded Carbon Steel Pipes and Tubes from Taiwan, Inv. No. 73 l-TA-349 (Final), USITC Pub. 1994 
(July 1987) and Certain Welded Carbon Steel Pipes and Tubes from the Philippines and Singapore, Inv. Nos. 73 l-TA-
293, 294, 296 (Final), USITC Pub. 1907 at 6 and 7, n. 19 (November 1986). 

65 CR at I-2, PR at I-2. These percentages are based on official Commerce import statistics. The percentages 
of total U.S. shipments of Turkish rebar entering the Eastern Tier region, based on questionnaire responses from U.S. 
importers by state, was 100 percent in 1993, 79.5 percent in 1994, and 74.9 percent in 1995. Id. at IV-5. 

66 Table IV-4, CR atIV-4, PR at IV-7 (based on U.S. importers questionnaire responses). Based on official 
import statistics, the ratio of Turkish imports to consumption within the Eastern Tier region was 2.9 percent in 1993, 9.6 
percent in 1994, and 12.4 percent in 1995. CR at I-2, PR at I-2. 

67 Calculated from Tables IV-3, IV-4, and IV-5, CR at IV-6 - IV-9, PR at IV-5 - IV-8. Based on official 
import statistics, the ratio of Turkish imports to consumption outside the Eastern Tier region was less than 0.05 percent 
in 1993, 2.1percentin1994, and 3.8 percent in 1995. CR at I-2, PR at I-2. 
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related party,68 the Commission may exclude such producer from the domestic regional industly if "appropriate 
circumstances" exist.69 Exclusion of a related party is within the Commission's discretion based upon the facts 
presented in each case. 70 

In this investigation, two domestic regional producers, ***71 and Nucor,72 may be related parties. Neither 
producer indicated that it was an importer of record of the subject merchandise. However, both producers, or 
fums affiliated with the regional producers, reported purchasing, or were alleged to have purchased, imports of 
rebar from Turkey during the period of investigation. 

The limited information available in this preliminary investigation regarding these purchases of Turkish 
imported rebar makes it unclear whether there is a relationship between either of these producers and the importer 
or foreign producer sufficient to warrant a conclusion that there is "control" of one over the other within the 
meaning of the statute. 73 We therefore do not exclude either producer from the industiy at this stage, but will 
examine further this issue in any final investigation. 

68 A domestic producer is a related party if it is either related to the exporters or importers of subject 
merchandise, or is itself an importer of the subject merchandise. Parties are considered to be related if one party directly 
or indirectly controls another party, or if both are controlled by a third party. Direct or indirect control exists when "the 
party is legally or operationally in a position to exercise restraint or direction over the other party." 19 U.S. C. § 
1677(4)(B). 

69 19 U.S.C. § 1677(4)(B). See,~ Torrington Co. v. United States, 790 F. Supp. 1161, 1168 (Ct. Int'l 
Trade 1992), a:ff'd without opinion, 991F.2d809 (Fed. Cir. 1993). See,~ Certain Carbon Steel Butt-Weld Pipe 
Fittings from France. India. Israel. Malaysia. the Republic of Korea. Thailand. the United Kingdom. and Venezuela, Inv. 
Nos. 701-TA-360 and 361, 731-TA-688-695 (Final), USITC Pub. 2870 at I-18 (April 1995). 

70 Torrington v. United States, 790 F. Supp. at 1168 (Ct. Int'l Trade 1992); Empire Plow Co. v. United States, 
675 F. Supp. 1348, 1352-54 (Ct. Int'l Trade 1987); see also S. Rep. No. 249, 96th Cong. 1st Sess. at 83 (1979). 

71 ***reported purchases from U.S. importers ofrebar imported from Turkey and other countries in 1994 and 
1995. CR at III-21, PR at III-16. ***purchases of Turkish imports as a share of total U.S. imports reported in U.S. 
importers' questionnaires were*** in 1995. ***questionnaire response and Table IV-1, CR at IV-2, PR at IV-2. *** 
indicated that it purchased Turkish imports ofrebarto supplement its inventories. CR at III-21, PR at III-16. ***is the 
parent firm to ***,which does business as *** and has rebar facilities outside of the region in***. CR at III-4 and n.6, 
PR at III-3 and n.6. While separate mill production and shipment data were not provided by*** for its regional facility, 
***, it is estimated that this regional facility's production accounts for about *** of regional production of rebar in 1995. 
Table III-2, n.2, CR at III-9, PR at III-6. Whether the Turkish imports were purchased by*** for regional supply is not 
known. 

72 *** during the period of investigation, an importer of Turkish rebar alleged at the Commission conference 
thatNucor's Texas mill purchased Number 3 and Number4 rebarfrom that importer in 1994. Tr. at 101and134 - 135. 
In any final investigation, we will consider the relationship between Nucor's Texas mill and its regional mill, whether 
Nucor's purchases were for shipments in the region, and whether Nucor should be considered a related party within the 
meaning of the statute. 

73 Compare Certain Carbon Steel Butt-Weld Pipe Fittings from China and Thailand, Inv. Nos. 73 l -TA-520 
and 521 (Final), USITC Pub. 2528 at 12 (June 1992). 

l.3 



V. CONDITION OF THE REGIONAL INDUSTRY74 

In assessing whether there is a reasonable indication that the regional industzy is materially injured or 
threatened with material injury by reason of allegedly LTFV imports, we consider all relevant economic factors 
that bear on the state of the industzy.75 These factors include output, sales, inventories, capacity utilization, 
market share, employment, wages, productivity, profits, cash flow, return on investment, ability to raise capital, 
and research and development No single factor is dispositive and all relevant factors are considered "within the 
context of the business cycle and conditions of competition that are distinctive to the affected industzy. "76 

In a regional industzy analysis, in contrast to a national industzy analysis, the Commission must 
determine whether producers of "all or almost all" of the production within the region are being materially injured, 
or threatened with material injury, by reason of the subject imports. 77 The Court of International Trade has held, 
for purposes of determining what percentage of production is sufficient to satisfy the "all or almost all" criterion, 
that "a numerical analysis would not be appropriate under the regional injury provision ... [because] numerous 
factors must be considered and a quantitative analysis is inappropriate. 1178 The CIT, nevertheless, has recognized 
that "[u]se of either a straight aggregate or pure plant-by-plant method in determining injury in a regional analysis 
is not mandated by statute or case law .... [but that] examination of individual plant information can highlight 
anomalies that an aggregate analysis would disguise. 1179 

There are several conditions of competition pertinent to our analysis of the regional rebar industzy. First, 
several regional producers, accounting for over*** ofregional shipments in 1995, internally transferred about 
*** of their regional shipments of rebar for the production of the downstream article, fabricated rebar, within the 
region in 1995.80 Accordingly, we considered the captive production provision of the statute, but determine that 

74 In analyzing the condition of the regional industry, Commissioner Rohr applied his percentage of production 
analysis to determine whether there was a reasonable indication that producers of all or almost all of regional production 
are experiencing material injury. See Mitsubishi Materials Corn. v. United States, 820 F. Supp. 608, 626 (Ct. Int'l 
Trade 1993), a:ff'g, Gray Portland Cement and Cement Clinker from Japan, Inv. No. 731-TA-461 (Final), USITC Pub. 
237 6 at 50-65 (April 1991 ). In this analysis he determines the percentage of production accounted for by each regional 
production facility ("producer") and associates that percentage with the performance of the producer under each of the 
Commission's statutory indicators of injury. By totaling the percentages associated with performance that he considers 
above or below a level reflective of injury, he is able to determine whether the "all or almost all" criteria has been 
satisfied. In this preliminary investigation, he used the indicators for each regional production facility. In any final 
investigation, he will seek briefing from the parties on this methodology and, in particular, whether it is more 
appropriate to combine the results of individual facilities to the firm level for purposes of the analysis. 

75 19 U.S.C. § 1677(7)(C)(iii). 
76 19 U.S.C. § 1677(7)(C)(iii). 
77 19 U.S.C. § 1677(4)(C). 
78 Mitsubishi Materials Corn. v. United States, 820 F. Supp. 608, 616 and 617 (Ct. Int'l Trade 1993); Cemex. 

S.A. v. United States, 790 F. Supp. 290, 294 (Ct.Int'! Trade 1992), a:ff'd, 989 F.2d 1202 (Fed. Cir. 1993). 
79 Mitsubishi Materials, 820 F. Supp. at 617 and 618 (Ct. Int'l Trade 1993), accord, Mitsubishi Materials 

Corn. v. United States, Slip. Op. 96-44 at 13 (Ct. Int'l Trade, Feb. 29, 1996)(aggregate analysis ofregional producers 
sufficient to satisfy the "all or almost all" standard where industry 
conditions were common to each regional producer); Cemex, 790 F. Supp. at 294 and 295 (Ct. Int'l Trade 1992)("to the 
extent that some safeguard is required to assure that the 'all or almost all' standard is met, it was satisfied by examination 
of data regarding individual plants." Id. at 296), a:ff'd, 989 F.2d 1202 (Fed. Cir. 1993). 

8° CR at III-13 and Table III-3 at III-10, PR at III-7 and III-10. Two U.S. regional producers, AmeriSteel and 
New Jersey Steel, accounted for*** of the captive conswnption ofrebar in the production of fabricated rebar within the 
region during the period of investigation. Id. at III-12. AmeriSteel, which accounted for about*** ofregional shipments 

(continued ... ) 
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the requirements that mandate a captive production analysis are not satisfied.s1 

The domestic regional rebar industry both intemally consumes significant shipments of the domestic like 
product and sells significant shipments of the domestic like product in the merchant market. 82 The third statutory 
factor, however, which requires that "production of the domestic like product sold in the merchant market is not 
generally used in the production of that downstream article," is not satisfied here. s3 A significant percentage of 
the domestic like product, whether captively consumed or sold in the merchant market, is used in the production 
of the same downstream article, fabricated rebar.s4 Since one of the three required statutory factors is not 
satisfied, we need not consider the other factors.ss 

Second, the diameter size and length of rebar generally determine its use and the portion of the market 
to which it can be sold While rebar is produced within the region in sizes 3 to 18 and in lengths of up to 60 feet, 
Turkish rebar is imported only in the smaller diameter sizes, primarily 3-5, and in the shorter lengths, 20-40 
feet. s5 Demand for the smaller sizes is estimated to account for about 55 percent of the total market for rebar 

80 ( ••• continued) 
in 1995, internally transferred between*** of its regional shipments of rebar for the production of fabricated rebar 
within the region during the period of investigation; New Jersey Steel, which accounted for almost *** of regional 
shipments in 1995, internally transferred between *** of its regional shipments of rebar in the same period. *** also 
reported company transfer shipments within the region. CR at III-13 and Table III-3 at III-10, PR at III-7 and III-10. 

81 19 U.S.C. § 1677 (7)(C)(iv) sets forth the conditions under which the Commission shall "focus primarily on 
the merchant market for the domestic like product" in examining market share and the domestic industry's financial 
condition. In its analysis, the Commission must find that three statutory factors exist; the third of these factors is that: 

(III) the production of the domestic like product sold in the merchant market is not generally used in the 
production of that downstream article .... 

19 U.S.C. § 1677(7)(C)(iv). 
82 Over the period of investigation, the regional industry captively consumed for the production of fabricated 

rebar *** ofregional shipments ofrebar in 1993, ***in 1994, and*** in 1995. CR at III-13, PR at III-10. Similarly, 
about*** of regional shipments were sold to the merchant market over the period of investigation. Id. The regional 
industry captively consumed for the production of fabricated rebar *** of regional production ofrebar in 1993, *** in 
1994, and*** in 1995. Calculated from CR at III-13 and Table III-2 at III-9, PR at III-7 and III-10. 

83 Commissioner Crawford concurs with her colleagues that the third statutory factor is not satisfied. 
However, she does not make a finding on whether domestic producers captively consume significant production or sell 
significant production to the merchant market. 

84 Approximately*** of shipments of rebar by U.S. producers within the Eastern Tier region are sold directly 
to fabricators. This estimate does not include rebar that is sold to other customers, such as steel service centers, which 
may then sell to fabricators. CR at 11-1, n.4, PR at 11-1, n.4. 

85 While the captive production provision is not applicable here, nothing in the statute or the legislative history 
of the URAA precludes the Commission from considering a significant degree of captive production as a condition of 
competition. We have regularly recognized that subject imports may affect the merchant market operations of the 
industry differently than those operations involving captive production. See generally, u., Certain Flat-Rolled Carbon 
Steel Products from Argentina, Australia. Austria. Belgium. Brazil. Canada. Finland. France. Germany. Italy. Japan. 
Korea. Mexico. the Netherlands. New Zealand. Poland. Romania. Spain. Sweden. and the United Kingdom, Inv. Nos. 
701-TA-319-332, 334, 446-342, 344, and 347-353 (Final) and Inv. Nos. 731-TA-573-579, 581-592, 594-597, 599-
609, and 612-619 (Final), USITC Pub. 2664 at 15, 17, 22 and 23 (August 1993), a:ff'd, U.S. Steel Group v. United 
States, 873 F. Supp 673 (Ct. Int'l Trade 1994). See also, PVC andPolystvrene Framing Stock, Inv. No. 73 l-TA-738 
(Preliminary), USITC Pub. 2930 at 9-15 (October 1995). 

86 CR at I-4 and Il-1, PR at I-3 and II-1. 
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within the region. 87 88 The pool and patio and residential market is the primary consumer of the smaller sizes. 89 

There is a substantial demand for these smaller sizes in Puerto Rico, where the building codes require concrete 
and cement to be used in residential construction, and in the southern United States, where pools and patios are 
most prevalent.90 Subject imports have largely been imported into Puerto Rico throughout the period of 
investigation; the volume of subject imports into Puerto Rico increased over the period of investigation, although 
imports to Puerto Rico as a share of total Turkish rebar imports into the region declined.91 

Rebar in the longer lengths, 60 feet, is preferred by fabricators to enable efficient cutting of the product 
into the necessary lengths with the least waste, thereby limiting the use of subject imports by these customers. 92 

Public works projects, which account for almost 64 percent of total sales of rebar, also may be governed by "Buy 
America" provisions, which restrict the purchase of imports for these projects. In any event, however, these 
projects typically use the larger sizes and longer lengths not supplied by the Turkish importers. 93 

Third, demand for rebar is tied to demand for concrete structures such as bridges, roads, patios, and 
pools; there are few substitutes for rebar in most applications.94 Rebar accounts for a small portion of the total 
cost of the end products and is primarily produced from scrap raw material. 95 As noted previously, rebar has a 
low value to weight ratio, and the industry has a practice of equalizing freight, which makes transportation costs 
important to the regional producers.96 

87 Tr. at 61. Smaller size rebar is more expensive to produce than larger size rebar since its lighter weight per 
unit length results in fewer tons produced per hour. Thus, U.S. producers generally add a premiwn to the standard price 
per ton for rebar in the smaller sizes. Turkish importers of rebar, however, charge a standard price with no differential 
for size. CR at V-3, PR at V-3. 

88 Commissioner Crawford gives very little weight to the assertion that the smaller sizes account for such a 
large portion of demand. In her view, the following discussion of evidence that fabricators (which account for*** 
percent of purchases) prefer longer lengths, that public works projects accounting for almost 64 percent of total sales use 
larger sizes and longer lengths not supplied by subject imports, and petitioners' acknowledgment that the smaller sized 
subject imports are basically limited to the residential and pool and patio segment of the market indicate that the smaller 
sized products account for a substantially smaller portion of the total demand for rebar. 

89 CR at II-1, PR at II-1; Tr. at 27. 
90 Tr. at 27, 89 and 90. It is estimated that the smaller rebar sizes (3 and 4) account for approximately two

thirds of the Puerto Rican rebar market. Tr. at 90. 
91 The volwne of Turkish imports of rebar to the Eastern Tier region that entered Puerto Rico based on 

questionnaire responses from U.S. importers by state was: ***in 1993, ***in 1994, and*** in 1995. The percentage 
of Turkish imports ofrebar to the Eastern Tier region that entered Puerto Rico was: ***in 1?93, ***in 1994, and*** 
in 1995. Questionnaire responses. 

92 Tr. at 33. 
93 Tr. at 59 and 150; CR at II-1, PR at II-I. 
94 CR at II-3 and II-4, PR at II-2 and II-3. 

95 CR at II-4, PR at II-3; Tr. at 22, 68-72. Petitioners contend that all of the mini-mills in the region, which 
produce rebar and nwnerous other products, and Turkish rebar producers compete for the same raw material sources. 
Id. 

96 The practice of freight absorption or equalization is not applied to regional sales to Puerto Rico; 
transportation costs to Puerto Rico from the Eastern Tier were estimated at 18-20 percent of the total delivered cost of 
rebar. Tr. at 129. 
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Fourth, the evidence indicates that a number of regional rebar producers have had financial problems 
during the period of investigation. For instance, two regional producers filed for bankruptcy,97 and at least one 
mill within the region was closed during the period of investigation. 98 

The quantity and value of apparent U.S. regional consumption ofrebar increased from 1993 to 1995, 
with the largest year-to-year increase occurring from 1993 to 1994.99 The increase in value exceeded the increase 
in volume over the period of investigation. Ioo 

The regional industry's U.S. shipments of rebar within the region increased during the period of 
investigation, but at a lower rate than regional consumption.IOI The value of the regional industry's U.S. 
shipments within the region followed the same pattern, and, similar to regional consumption, the increase in value 
outpaced the increase in volume during the period of investigation. I02 Moreover, we note the disparity among 
regional shipments of individual regional producers. Regional shipments by one regional producer,***,*** by 
quantity from 1993 to 1995, while regional shipments by the other regional producers either*** than regional 
consumption. I03 Similar disparities among producers were evident for regional shipments by value, with two 
regional producers reporting *** in regional shipments by value at a rate *** than regional consumption, while 

97 Franklin Steel filed for bankruptcy in 1994; Commercial Steel filed for bankruptcy in March 1996. CR at 
III-4, PR at III-3. Petitioners contend that Commercial Steel, which could only produce the smaller diameter products, 
"was among the first to institute a 'foreign fighter' response to combat Turkish 
imports ... [which] ultimately proved futile as the company declared bankruptcy on March 27, 1996." Petitioners' 
Postconference Brief at 5. 

98 Tr. at 20 and 32-33. AmeriSteel was on the fringe of bankruptcy in 1992 when it was purchased by a 
Japanese firm, has consolidated operations of three mills into the Jacksonville mill after closing two other mills in 
Florida in the past several years -- including the Tampa plant, which was closed in 1995 -- and has temporarily shut 
down other facilities, such as its Jacksonville mill, to cope with inventory increases. AmeriSteel points to "high-cost 
power rates, mistaken equipment decisions or cheap subsidized steel imports" as the reasons for its mill closures. Id. 

99 Table IV-4, CR at IV-8, PR at IV-7. Based on shipment data provided by U.S. importers in response to 
Commission questionnaires, apparent U.S. regional consumption by quantity increased by 7.4 percent from 1993 to 
1994, and by 2.8 percent from 1994 to 1995, for an overall increase of 10.4 percent during the period of investigation. 
The value of apparent U.S. regional consumption increased by*** from 1993 to 1994, and by*** from 1994 to 1995, 
for an overall increase of*** during the period of investigation. Id. 

Official import statistics followed similar trends but are higher than U.S. importer shipments reported in 
Commission questionnaire responses. Compare Table IV-4 to Table C-3, CR atIV-8 to C-6, PR at IV-7 to C-6. There 
is a reporting difference of about 25 percent between the two reporting series, which we intend to examine further in any 
final investigation. We have used the more conservative numbers based on U.S. importer shipments reported in 
Commission responses rather than official import statistics for apparent U.S. regional consumption, market share, and 
volume of imports. 

100 Table IV-4, CR at IV-8, PR at IV-7. 

101 Table III-4, CR at III-16, PR at III-11. Regional producers' U.S. shipments within the region by quantity 
*** from 1993 to 1994, and by *** from 1994 to 1995, for an overall increase of*** during the period of investigation. 

102 Table III-4, CR at III-16, PR at III-11. The value of the regional producers' U.S. shipments within the 
region ***from 1993 to 1994, by ***from 1994 to 1995, and had an overall increase of*** during the period of 
investigation. 

103 Table III-4, CR at III-16, PR at III-11. Excluding***, regional producers' shipments within the region by 
quantity*** from 1993 to 1995. Id. 
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the remaining regional producers reported *** regional shipments by value over the period of investigation.104 

105 The regional industry's share of the regional market for rebar by both quantity and value *** during the period 
of investigation.106 

Production capacity numbers may be overstated and capacity utilization numbers are not meaningful 
because all regional producers provided production capacity data on the basis of their total capacity to produce 

all products, including products not part of the domestic like product, at their regional mills.107 Production by 
regional producers increased during the period of investigation.108 Among individual regional producers, 
production changes over the period of investigation varied widely, with *** reported by two producers, and *** 
reported by the other four regional producers.109 110 The year-end inventories held by regional producers by 
quantity, and as a percentage of shipments, increased dramatically from 1993 to 1995.m ***inventory data 
reported by individual regional producers followed similar trends.112 113 

104 Table III-4, CR at III-16, PR at III-11. 

105 Commissioner Rohr notes that from 1993 to 1994 three producers, accounting for 51 percent of regional 
production, increased their shipments by more than 11 percent; from 1994 to 1995, four producers, accounting for 43 
percent of regional production, increased shipments by more than 12 percent; and over the period of investigation, four 
producers, accounting for 53 percent of regional production, increased shipments by more than 16 percent. Looking at 
the unit value of shipments, Commissioner Rohr finds that five producers, accounting for 27 percent of regional 
production, increased the unit value of their shipments by more that 18 percent between 1993 and 1994; between 1994 
and 1995, six producers, accounting for 77 percent of regional production, increased the unit value of their shipments by 
at least 13 percent; and, over the period of investigation, nine producers, accounting for 7 6 percent of regional 
production, increased the unit value of their shipments by at least 19 percent. He concludes that the shipment indicators 
do not support a finding that there is a reasonable indication that producers of all or almost all of regional production are 
experiencing material injury. 

106 Table IV-4, CR at IV-8, PR at IV-7. The regional industry's share of regional apparent consumption by 
quantity was *** in 1993, *** in 1994, and*** in 1995, and by value was *** in 1993, *** in 1994, and *** in 1995. 
Id. 

107 CR at III-5 and III-6, PR at III-3 and III-4. Regional producers' production capacity to produce all 
products at mills wherein rebar is produced*** from 1993 to 1995. Three of the regional producers reported increases 
in capacity and three reported no change duringthe period of investigation. Table III-1, CR at III-7, PR at III-5. 

108 Table III-2, CR at III-9, PR at III-6. Production volumes increased by 1.8 percent from 1993 to 1994, by 
5.3 percent from 1994 to 1995, and had an overall increase of 7 .2 percent during the period of investigation. Id. 

109 Table III-2, CR at III-9, PR at III-6. 

uo Commissioner Rohr notes that between 1993 and 1994 and between 1994 and 1995, four producers, 
accounting for 43 percent of regional production, increased production by at least 12 percent; over the period of 
investigation five producers, accounting for 63 percent of regional production, increased production by at least 9 
percent. He concludes that the production indicator does not support a finding that there is a reasonable indication that 
producers of all or almost all of regional production are experiencing material injury. 

m Tables III-4 and III-5, CR atIII-16 and III-22, PR at III-11 and III-17. Year-end inventories held by 
regional producers declined by 4.8 percent from 1993 to 1994, but increased by 72.0 percent from 1994 to 1995, for an 
overall increase of 63 .8 percent during the period of investigation. Regional producers' inventories as a percentage of 
their regional shipments*** in 1995. Id. 

112 Tables III-4 and III-5, CR at III-16 and III-22, PR at III-11 and III-17. ***reported a*** in year-end 
inventories by quantity of*** from 1993 to 1995; in contrast, ***reported*** in year-end inventories for the same 
period. As a percentage of regional shipments, ***year-end inventories *** in 1995. Id. 

113 Commissioner Rohr notes that between 1993 and 1994, the year end inventories of four producers, 
accounting for 49 percent ofregional production, actually declined substantially, while between 1994 and 1995, 
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The number of production workers, hours worked, and wages paid in the regional industry decreased 
from 1993 to 1995; hourly wages paid and productivity increased in the regional industry during the same 
period.114 Data for individual regional producers generally followed similar trends, with some minor differences 
reported regarding wages paid and productivity_ll5 116 

Most of the financial performance indicators for the regional rebar industry indicated improving 
performance throughout the period of investigation.117 The regional industry's sales increased over the period 
of investigation at a rate similar to that of regional consumption by value.118 119 However, the trends for 

113 ( ••• continued) 
inventories of six producers, accounting for 64 percent of regional production, increased substantially. Over the period 
of investigation, inventories for two producers, accounting for 25 percent of regional production, declined, while those of 
six producers, accounting for 55 percent of regional production, increased substantially. He concludes that the picture 
provided by this indicator is somewhat mixed. It does provide support for a finding that the industry weakened in 1995 
and thus was becoming more vulnerable to the impact of imports. 

114 Table III-6, CR at III-27, PR at III-21. The number of production workers*** from 1993 to 1995. Hours 
worked*** from 1993 to 1995. Wages paid fluctuated between years, but had an overall*** from 1993 to 1995. 
Hourly wages paid*** from 1993 to 1995. Productivity*** from 1993 to 1995. Id. 

m Table III-6, CR at III-27, PR at III-21. ***reported*** in wages paid for the 1993-1995 period, whereas 
the other regional producers and the industry trend reported a ***. *** reported a *** in productivity during the period 
of investigation, whereas the other regional producers and the regional industry as a whole reported ***. Id. 

116 Commissioner Rohr notes that the percentage of production analysis reveals that with respect to the 
number of workers, between 1993 and 1994 five producers, accounting for 56 percent of regional production showed 
decreases in the number of workers, while one producer, accounting for only six percent, showed an increase; between 
1994 and 1995 and over the period of investigation six producers, accounting for 71 percent of production, showed a 
decrease, while one producer, accounting for nine percent of regional production, showed an increase. The data for 
hours worked was roughly similar. The data for total wages and hourly wages were somewhat better but also roughly 
similar in that there was a slight deterioration from 1994 to 1995. For productivity, two producers, accounting for 25 
percent of production, showed declines, while five producers, accounting for 47 percent of production, improved from 
1993 to 1994; from 1994 to 1995, one producer, accounting for 4 percent of regional production, showed a decline 
while six producers, accounting for 7 6 percent of production, showed increases; and over the period of investigation, 
two producers, accounting for 28 percent of regional production, had declining productivity, while five producers, 
accounting for 52 percent of regional production, increased their productivity. With respect to unit labor costs, between 
1993 and 1994, five producers, accounting for 41 percent of regional 
production, showed declines in unit cost, while two producers, accounting for 31 percent of regional production, reveal 
increasing costs; from 1994 to 1995, five producers, accounting for 7 4 percent of regional production, had declining 
costs while the unit cost of only one producer, accounting for two percent of production, increased; over the period of 
investigation, five producers, accounting for 52 percent of production, had declining unit costs, while one, accounting for 
24 percent of regional production, had increasing unit costs. 

Interpreting this data, Commissioner Rohr finds that it shows an industry whose labor situation is not good, but 
with significant anomalies in the performance of some producers. It does not provide significant support for a finding 
that producers of all or almost all of regional production are currently experiencing material injury. In many cases, 
however, performance for 1995 appears somewhat worse than for 1994, thus lending support to a finding that the 
vulnerability of the industry is increasing. 

117 We do not have :financial data for a number ofregional producers, including one firm, ***,that accounted 
for almost *** ofregional production in 1995. In any final investigation, we will actively seek this information from all 
regional producers. 

118 The regional industry's net sales by value increased by*** from 1993 to 1995, while apparent U.S. 
regional consumption by value increased by*** in the same period. Tables VI-7 andIV-4, CR at VI-8 andIV-8, PR at 
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individual regional producers' sales over the period of investigation varied widely, with *** sales trends consistent 

in direction and degree with those of the regional industry overall.120 Gross profits and operating income of the 
regional rebar industry improved from 1993 to 1995.121 The industry, moreover, experienced gross profits in 

each year of the period, but experienced operating losses for the first two years.122 However, we note the extreme 
disparity in financial performance among individual regional producers in 1995. ***financial performance, 
particularly operating income, *** 1994 :financial performance, and *** regional producers throughout the period 

of investigation.123 124 

Sales in 1993 and 1994 were not sufficient to cover production costs, which increased from 1993 to 1995 

118 ( ••• continued) 
VI-5 and!V-7. 

119 Commissioner Rohr notes that between 1993 and 1994, the net sales of two producers, accounting for 14 
percent of regional production, declined, while the net sales of three producers, accounting for 34 percent of regional 
production, increased by more than 10 percent; between 1994 and 1995, net sales of four producers, accounting for 36 
percent of regional production, declined, while the net sales of three producers, accounting for 30 percent of regional 
production, increased substantially; and over the period of investigation, net sales of two producers, accounting for two 
percent ofregional production, declined substantially while those of four producers, accounting for 31 percent of 
regional production, increased substantially. He concludes that this indicator does not support an affirmative :finding, but 
again notes that data for 1995 appears to indicate some weakening of the industry. 

120 ***from 1993 to 1995; ***over the period of investigation; and*** over the same period. Table VI-7, 
CR at VI-8, PR at VI-5. 

121 Table VI-1, CR at VI-2, PR at VI-1. The regional industry's gross profits increased by*** from 1993 to 
1994 and by*** from 1994 to 1995. The regional industry's operating losses decreased by*** from 1993 to 1994, and 
the industry's operating performance went from operating losses in 1994 to operating income in 1995. 

122 Gross profits for the regional rebar industry as a share of net sales were *** in 1993, *** in 1994, and *** 
in 1995. Moreover, operating income for this industry as a share of net sales increased from operating losses of*** in 
1993 and*** in 1994, to operating income of*** in 1995. Table VI-1, CR at VI-2, PR at VI-1. 

123 Table VI-7, CR at VI-8, PR at VI-5. *** 

124 Commissioner Rohr notes that he looked at the profitability of the regional industry in the percentage of 
production analysis both in terms of overall operating income and the operating income margins (OIM). He examined 
the OIM both absolutely and in terms of its year to year changes. With respect to operating income itself, from 1993 to 
1994, the operating income of four producers, accounting for 36 percent ofregional production, declined, while that of 
two producers, accounting for 14 percent of regional production, showed significant increases; from 1994 to 1995, five 
producers, accounting for 36 percent of regional production, had serious declines in operating income, while two others, 
accounting for 41 percent of regional production, had significant increases in their operating incomes. 

With respect to the OIMs of the regional producers, in 1993, five producers had negative OIMs and none of the 
eight regional producers reporting :financial data to us, accounting for 73 percent of regional production, had an OIM 
over ***. In 1994, ***. In 1995, three producers, accounting for 36 percent of regional production, had negative 
OIMs, but three other producers, accounting for 31 percent of regional production, had OIMs in excess of 10 percent. 

With respect to changes in the OIM between 1993 and 1994, four producers, accounting for 45 percent of 
regional production, had declines in their OIMs, while two other producers, accounting for 18 percent of regional 
production, increased their OIMs by over 10 percentage points; between 1994 and 1995, no producers reported declines 
in their OIMs, while four producers, 
accounting for 65 percent of production, showed increases in their OIMs of more than 10 percentage points; and, over 
the period of investigation, one producer, accounting for 24 percent of regional production, reported a decline in its 
OIM, while four producers, accounting for 42 percent of regional production, increased their OIMs by 10 percentage 
points or more. I cannot conclude from this data that the profitability indicators provide a reasonable indication that 
producers of all or almost all of regional production are experiencing material injury. 
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(due mainly to an increase in the price of scrap), resulting in a *** increase in the unit COGS over this period.125 

Selling costs also rose by about *** over the period of investigation.126 The increase in the average selling price 
exceeded the cost increases over the period of investigation, however, resulting in aggregate profitability in 
1995.127 Finally, capital expenditures by the regional rebar industiy declined from 1993 to 1995, and*** 
research and development expenditures were reported for the same period.128 129 130 

VI. NO REASONABLE INDICATION OF MATERIAL INJURY BY REASON OF ALLEGEDLY 
LTFV IMPORTS131 

In preliminary antidmnping duty investigations, the Commission detennines whether there is a reasonable 
indication that an industiy in the United States is materially injured by reason of the imports under 
investigation.132 In making this determination, the Commission must consider the volume of imports, their effect 
on prices for the domestic like product, and their impact on regional producers of the domestic like product, but 
only in the context of U.S. production operations.133 Moreover, as previously noted in a regional industiy 
analysis, the Commission must determine whether producers of" all or almost all" of the production within the 
region are materially injured by reason of the subject imports. 

Although the Commission may consider causes of injury to the industiy other than the allegedly L TFV 
imports, it is not to weigh causes.134 135 136 

125 CR at VI-1, PR at VI-1. 
126 CR at VI-1, PR at VI-1. 
127 Table VI-1, CR at VI-3, PR at VI-1. Thus, as a share ofnet sales, the regional industry's cost of goods sold 

(COGS) and selling, general, and administrative (SG&A) expenses declined slightly from 1993 to 1995. The regional 
industry's COGS as a share ofnet sales was*** in 1993, ***in 1994, and*** in 1995. The regional industry's SG&A 
expenses as a share of net sales were*** in 1993, ***in 1994, and*** in 1995. Id. The regional industry's unit 
COGS increased by *** from 1993 to 1995. The regional industry's unit sales value increased by *** from 1993 to 
1995. The regional industry's unit SG&A expenses also increased from 1993 to 1995. Table VI-2, CR at VI-3, PR at 
VI-1. 

128 Table C-3, CR at C-7, PR at C-7. Capital expenditures declined by*** from 1993 to 1995. 

129 Based on examination of the statutory factors and his percentage of production analysis, Commissioner 
Rohr determines that producers of all or almost all of regional production are not experiencing material injury but that 
there is a reasonable indication that this industry is vulnerable to the effects of the subject imports. Therefore, 
Commissioner Rohr proceeds to a threat of material injury analysis. 

130 Based on his examination of the relevant statutory factors, Commissioner Newquist concludes that the 
regional rebar industry is not experiencing material injury but that there is a reasonable indication that this industry 
is vulnerable to the continuing adverse effects of allegedly unfair imports. Accordingly, Commissioner Newquist 
proceeds directly to a threat of material injury analysis. 

131 Commissioner Rohr and Commissioner Newquist do not join in this section of the Commission's opinion. 

132 19 U.S.C. § 1673b(a). The statute defines "material injury" as "harm which is not inconsequential, 
immaterial or unimportant." 19 U.S.C. § 1677(7)(A). 

133 19 U.S.C. § 1677(7)(B)(i). The Commission "may consider such other economic factors as are relevant to 
the determination" but shall "identify each [such] factor ... and explain in full its relevance to the determination." 19 
U.S.C. § 1677(7)(B). 

134 See, y., Citrosuco Paulista. S.A. v. United States, 704 F. Supp. 1075, 1101 (Ct. Int'l Trade 1988). 
Alternative causes may include the following: 
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For the reasons discussed below, we find that there is no reasonable indication that the producers of "all 
or al.most all" production within the region are materially injured by reason of allegedly LTFV imports of rebar 
from Turkey. 

A. Volume oflmports 

The volume and market share of subject imports in the Eastern Tier region increased dramatically 
throughout the period of investigation.137 Subject imports ofrebar within the region by quantity were 48,362 
short tons in 1993, 127,603 short tons in 1994, and 174,009 short tons in 1995.138 Subject imports ofrebar by 
value were $16.8millionin1993, $37.2millionin 1994, and$50.8millionin1995.139 The regional market share 
held by subject imports by quantity was: 3.0 percent in 1993; 7.3 percent in 1994; and 9. 7 percent in 1995.140 

Regional market share by value for subject imports was: 3.8 percent in 1993; 7.3 percent in 1994; and 9.1 
percent in 1995 .141 

The volume of subject imports into the region increased at a substantially faster rate than did apparent 

134 ( .•. continued) 
[T]he volume and prices of imports sold at fair value, contraction in demand or changes in patterns of 
consumption, trade, restrictive practices of and competition between the foreign and domestic producers, 
developments in technology, and the export performance and productivity of the domestic industry. 

S. Rep. No. 249, 96th Cong., 1st Sess. 74 (1979). Similar language is 
contained in the House Report. H.R. Rep. No. 317, 96th Cong., 1st Sess. 46-47 (1979). 

135 For Chairman Watson's interpretation of the statutory requirement regarding causation, see Certain 
Calcium Aluminate Cement Clinker from France, Inv. No. 731-TA-645 (Final), USITC Pub. 2772 at I-14 n.68 (May 
1994). 

136 Commissioner Crawford notes that the statute requires that the Commission determine whether a domestic 
industry is "materially injured by reason of' the allegedly L TFV imports. She finds that the clear meaning of the statute 
is to require a determination of whether the domestic industry is materially injured by reason of allegedly L TFV imports, 
not by reason of the allegedly LTFV imports among other things. Many, if not most, domestic industries are subject to 
injury from more than one economic factor. Of these factors, there may be more than one that independently are causing 
material injury to the domestic industry. It is assumed in the legislative history that the "ITC will consider information 
which indicates that harm is caused by factors other than less-than-fair-value imports." S. Rep. No. 249, 96th Cong., 1st 
Sess. 7 5 (1979). However, the legislative history makes it clear that the Commission is not to weigh or prioritize the 
factors that are independently causing material injury. Id. at 74; H.R. Rep. No. 317, 96th Cong., 1st Sess. 46-47 (1979). 
The Commission is not to determine ifthe allegedly LTFV imports are "the principal, a substantial or a significant cause 
of material injury." S. Rep. No. 96-249 at 74 (1979). Rather, it is to determine whether any injury "by reason of' the 
allegedly L TFV imports is material. That is, the Commission must determine ifthe subject imports are causing material 
injury to the domestic industry. "When determining the effect of imports on the domestic industry, the Commission must 
consider all relevant factors that can demonstrate if unfairly traded imports are materially injuring the domestic industry." 
S. Rep. No. 71, lOOth Cong., 1st Sess. 116 (1987) (emphasis added). 

137 Tables IV-3 and IV-4, CR at IV-6 and IV-8, PR at IV-5 and IV-7. 
138 TableIV-3, CRatIV-6,PRatIV-5. 
139 Table IV-3, CR at IV-6, PR at IV-5. 
140 TableIV-4,CRatIV-8,PRatIV-7. 
141 TableIV-4, CRatIV-8,PRatIV-7. 

22 



consumption in the region during the period of investigation.142 Regional producers continued to hold a large, 
but generally declining, share of the regional market for rebar in terms of both quantity and value throughout the 
period of investigation.143 Moreover, the increase in market penetration by subject imports was limited to certain 
market segments (!&., Puerto Rico and the smaller sizes ofrebar) where subject imports were concentrated.144 

Based on the foregoing, we conclude that the volume of subject imports and their market share, as well 
as the increases in those imports, are significant. 

B. Price Effects oflmports 

Evidence on the preliminary record indicates that subject imports and the domestic like product of the 
same size are generally interchangeable145 146 when used in the same application. However, imports of Turkish 
rebar are limited to the smaller diameter and shorter lengths147 that generally are not used by fabricators or in 
public works projects.148 Producers and importers generally considered the domestic regional product and the 
subject imports to be comparable with regard to most factors, such as product quality, although importers did 
note some deficiencies in Turkish rebar regarding availability, product range, lead times, t~chnical support, 
volume requirements, and rust or shipping damage.149150 

142 The volume of subject imports within the region increased by *** from 1993 to 1994, by *** from 1994 to 
1995, and had an overall increase of*** during the period of investigation. Table C-4, CR at C-8, PR at C-8. In 
contrast, apparent consumption within the region by quantity increased by 7 .4 percent from 1993 to 1994, by 2.8 
percent from 1994 to 1995, and had an overall increase of 10 .4 percent during the period of investigation. Id. 

143 The regional market share by quantity held by the regional producers was: *** in 1993; *** in 1994; *** 
in 1995. The regional industry's market share by value was: ***in 1993; ***in 1994; ***in 1995. Table IV-4, CR 
at IV-8, PR atIV-7. 

144 The percentage of Turkish imports of rebar to the Eastern Tier region that entered Puerto Rico, based on 
questionnaire responses from U.S. importers by state, was*** in 1993, ***in 1994, and*** in 1995. Turkish imports 
are concentrated in the smaller-sized rebar in shorter lengths, which primarily serve one portion of the market, the pool 
and patio and residential market. This market, which is estimated to be about 55 percent of the rebar market, is 
particularly large in Puerto Rico and in the southern United States. CR at II-1, PR at II-1; Tr. at 60 and 61. 

145 CR at II-4, PR at II-3. Both imports and the domestic product are required to meet ASTM specifications 
for use in building projects; the evidence indicates that both imports and the domestic regional product meet these 
standards. Id.; Tr. at 124 and 125. 

146 Chairman Watson notes that, although domestic and imported rebar may be substitutable in some 
applications, the dearth of dispositive evidence on this point in this preliminary investigation prevents his reaching any 
conclusion as to substitutability. Of course, he will revisit the issue of substitutability in any final investigation. 

147 CR at II-4, PR at II-3. 
148 Tr. at 33, 59 and 150. However, imported rebar may not be interchangeable for projects governed by "Buy 

America" provisions. CR at II-4, PR at II-3; Tr. at 124 and 125. See discussion of"Buy America" in the Condition of 
the Industry section. 

149 CR at II-4, PR at II-3. 
15° Commissioner Crawford finds that these factors limit the substitutability between s'ubject imports and 

domestic rebar. In addition, she notes that about *** percent of domestic consumption is captively consumed; that 
subject imports are basically limited to the residential and pool and patio segment of the market; and that about two
thirds of subject imports are sold in Puerto Rico, while less than*** percent of domestic rebar is sold there. All of these 
factors reduce significantly the substitutability between subject imports and domestic rebar. Consequently, 
Commissioner Crawford finds that the record clearly demonstrates that subject imports and domestic rebar are not very 
good substitutes for each other. 
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There is some support for a finding that the prices of the subject imports have had a significant 
depressing or suppressing effect on the prices of the domestic regional rebar product. Turkish rebar consistently 
undersold the comparable domestic product during the period of investigation.151 152 153 Prices of subject imports 
and the domestic product fluctuated, but generally rose over the period of investigation.154 Prices for both subject 
imports and domestic product declined at the end of the period of investigation, however. Domestic regional 
rebar prices generally were higher than the prices of subject imports throughout the period of investigation, but 
followed roughly parallel trends, particularly at the end of the period.155 156 157 We further note that there is 

151 Tables V-1 - V-3, CR at V-5 - V-7, PR at V-4 - V-6. Overall the Turkish product was priced below the 
U.S. product in 28 of36 instances. The margins of underselling ranged between 0.7 percent and 30.9 percent. For 
product 1, the imports were priced below the U.S. product in 11 out of 12 instances, with margins of underselling 
ranging from 0.7 percent to 30.9 percent. For product 2, the imports were priced below U.S. product in 10 out of 12 
instances, with margins of underselling ranging from 1.8 percent to 21.2 percent. For product 3, the imports were 
priced below U.S. product in 8 out of 12 instances, with margins of underselling ranging from 1.4 pereent to 20.0 
percent. Id. 

152 Commissioner Crawford rarely gives much weight to evidence of underselling since it usually reflects some 
combination of differences in quality, other nonprice factors, or fluctuations in the market during the period in which 
price comparisons were sought. 

153 Vice Chairman Nuzum notes that the alleged dumping margins range between 27 .4 and 41.8 percent, and 
exceed the margins by which the Turkish rebar has undersold the domestically produced product in virtually every 
quarter for which price comparisons are available. This suggests that the dumping contributed substantially to the 
ability of the Turkish rebar to undersell the domestic product. Given the degree of interchangeability of the subject 
imports with the domestic product, Vice Chairman Nuzum finds that the alleged magnitude of dumping likely 
contributed to the ability of the Turkish product to increase its sales through lower prices at the expense ofU.S. 
producers. 

154 Weighted-average prices for three types of rebar imported from Turkey and sold in the regional market 
were 16.1, 15.3, and 17.8 percent higher, respectively, in the fourth quarter of1995 than in the first quarter of 1993. 
CR at V-9, PR at V-9. 

155 Weighted-average prices for the same three types of regional rebar products sold in the regional market 
were 15.2, 12.1, and 9.1 percent higher, respectively, in the fourth quarter of 1995 than in the first quarter of1993. CR 
at V-9, PR at V-3. 

156 Commissioner Crawford finds that subject imports are not having significant effects on domestic prices for 
rebar. To evaluate the effects of 
the dumping on domestic prices, Commissioner Crawford compares domestic prices that existed when the imports were 
allegedly dumped with what domestic prices would have been if the imports had been fairly traded. In most cases, if the 
subject imports had not been traded unfairly, their prices in the U.S. market would have increased. In this investigation, 
the alleged dumping margins range from 27 .4 percent to 41.8 percent. Thus, prices for the subject imports likely would 
have risen considerably if they had been priced fairly, and they normally would have become more expensive relative to 
the domestic product. In such a case, demand normally would have shifted away from subject imports and towards the 
relatively less-expensive domestic products. In this investigation, however, the overall shift in demand to domestic rebar 
would have been quite small. As noted above, subject imports and domestic rebar are not very good substitutes for each 
other. In particular, Puerto Rico accounted for about two-thirds of the shipments of subject imports in 1995. Even at 
fairly traded prices, little, if any, of the demand in Puerto Rico would have shifted to domestic rebar for two reasons. 
First, the domestic industry does not compete significantly in Puerto Rico, selling only 2.6 percent of its shipments there 
in 1995. Second, transportation costs would have added 18 to 20 percent to the already premium-priced small sizes of 
domestic rebar that could have been sold in Puerto Rico. Consequently, the cost to purchasers of domestic rebar in 
Puerto Rico would have been close to the price offairly traded subject imports, and thus fairly traded subject imports 
would not have been significantly more expensive relative to domestic rebar. Therefore, the shift in demand from 
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evidence confirming allegations of at least one lost sale to subject imports.158 

There is also some evidence that the regional industry was not able to raise prices commensurate with 
increases in production costs during the period of investigation.159 The evidence that increases in unit sales values 
for the domestic regional product outpaced increases in unit cost of goods sold and unit selling expenses in 1995, 
however, would appear not to support that conclusion.160 We intend to examine this issue further in any final 
investigation. On balance we conclude that there is at least a reasonable indication that subject imports have 
adversely affected prices for the domestic regional product.161 

156 ( ••• continued) 
subject imports to domestic rebar in Puerto Rico, if any, would have been verj small. The remaining one-third of the 
shipments of subject imports was sold in the continental United States, where they accounted for about three percent of 
regional consumption in 1995 and competed with the remaining 97 .4 percent of shipments of domestic rebar. Assuming 
these subject imports would not have been present in the continental United States at fairly traded prices, their market 
share is sufficiently small that the shift in demand to domestic rebar also would have been small. Even if there were no 
price discipline in this market, the overall shift in demand would have been too small for the domestic industry to have 
increased its prices significantly. However, in this investigation price discipline exists in the market. The seven regional 
producers have available capacity and inventories with which they would have competed among themselves for sales, 
had demand shifted away from subject imports. These market conditions would have imposed price discipline on 
domestic prices, and thus prevented domestic price increases. Consequently, Commissioner Crawford finds that subject 
imports are not having significant effects on domestic prices for rebar. 

157 Vice Chairman Nuzum and Commissioner Bragg note that prices for the Turkish product declined steeply 
in 1994, as domestic product prices were increasing. The largest gap between Turkish and domestic prices occurred in 
the fourth quarter of 1994, after which domestic prices reversed direction and began a consistent decline. In their view, 
these data suggest that the low and declining prices of Turkish product during 1994 pulled down domestic prices at the 
end of 1994, and continued to pull down domestic prices 
throughout 1995. See Figures V-2, V-3, and V-4, CR at V-8 and V-9, PR at V-8 and V-9. These trends were 
important to their :finding an affirmative threat of material injury by reason of the subject imports. 

158 CR at V-10 - V-12, PR at V-9 and V-10. 
159 Testimony by an AmeriSteel executive at the Commission's conference indicated that price increases put 

into effect by that company in 1994 "in order to pass through the effect of rising scrap costs could not be maintained in 
1995 .... In July 1995, AmeriSteel :finally relented and announced price decreases." Petitioners' Postconference Brief at 
28. 

160 The regional industry's unit sales value increased by 10.7 percent from 1994 to 1995, whereas the 
industry's unit cost of goods sold combined with unit selling expenses only increased by 3.3 percent for the same period. 
Table VI-2, CR at VI-3, PR at VI-1. 

161 As part of its consideration of the impact of imports, the statute as amended by the URAA now also 
specifies that the Commission is to consider in an antidumping proceeding, "the magnitude of the margin of dumping." 
19 U.S. C. § 1677 (7)(C)(iii)(V). The SAA indicates that the amendment "does not alter the requirement in current law 
that none of the factors which the Commission considers is necessarily dispositive in the Commission's material injury 
analysis." SAA at 180. 

The statute, 19 U.S. C. § 1677 (35)(C), defines the "magnitude of the margin of dumping" to be used by the 
Commission in a preliminary determination as "the dumping margin or margins published by the administering authority 
[Commerce] in its notice of initiation of the investigation." The dumping margins identified by the Commerce 
Department in its no~ce initiating this investigation fall within the range of27.4 to 41.8 percent. 61 Fed. Reg. 15039 
(April 4, 1996). 
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C. Impact of Imports on the Regional Industry 

In this preliminary investigation, we find that subject imports are not having a significant impact on the 
regional industry producing rebar. In this case, the financial information provided shows a regional industry 
experiencing improving performance throughout the period of investigation, particularly in 1995 .162 However, 
there are wide disparities in the information reported by individual regional producers.163 While the financial 
performance for*** from 1994 to 1995, ***continued to report operating losses with limited improvement or 
continued declines in most indicators of financial performance.164 165 

There is other evidence in the record that detracts from the regional industry's substantially improved 
financial performance in 1995. The year-end inventories both by quantity, and as a percentage of shipments, held 
by regional producers increased dramatically from 1994 to 1995 .166 There is evidence in the record ofregional 
rebar plant closures, regional producers filing for bankruptcy, and temporary plant shutdowns to reduce high 
inventory levels. As previously noted, Turkish rebar consistently undersold the comparable regional product 
throughout the period of investigation, and prices for both subject imports and the domestic regional product 

162 Table VI-1, CR at VI-2, PR at VI-1. 
163 Only three out of the seven regional producers provided useable financial information in this preliminary 

investigation. 
164 *** Table VI-7, CR at VI-8, PR at VI-5. Regional producers' net sales, excluding*** from 1994 to 

1995, while apparent regional consumption by value ***for the same period. Id. and Table C-4, CR at C-8, PR at C-8. 
165 Commissioner Crawford's analysis does not rely on the trends in the statutory impact factors, and thus she 

does not join in that analysis. However, Commissioner Crawford concurs that subject imports are not having a 
significant impact on the domestic industry. In her analysis of material injury by reason of dumped imports, 
Commissioner Crawford evaluates the impact on the domestic industry by comparing the state of the industry when the 
imports were allegedly dumped with what the state of the industry would have been had the imports been fairly traded. 
In assessing the impact of the subject imports on the domestic industry, she considers, among other relevant factors, 
output, sales, inventories, capacity utilization, market share, employment, wages, productivity, profits, cash flow, return 
on investment, ability to raise capital, research and development and other relevant factors as required by 19 U.S.C. § 
1677 (7)(C)(iii). These factors together either encompass or reflect the volume and price effects of the dumped imports, 
and so she gauges the impact of the dumping through those effects. In this regard, the impact on the domestic industry's 
prices, sales and overall revenues is critical, because the impact on the other industry indicators (e.g., employment, 
wages, etc.) is derived from this impact. As noted above, the domestic industry would not have been able to increase its 
prices significantly if subject imports had been sold at fairly traded prices. Therefore, any impact of the allegedly 
dumped imports on the domestic industry would have been on its output and sales. Had subject imports not been 
dumped, only a small portion of the overall demand for subject imports (i.e., the demand for subject imports sold in the 
continental United States) would have 
shifted to the domestic product. Even assuming that the domestic industry would have captured all of this shift in 
demand, the increase in the overall domestic industry's output and sales would have been too small to have been 
material. Had the largest domestic producer captured the entire shift in demand, the increase in that producers' output 
and sales may have been material. However, the remaining producers accounted for about *** of regional production. 
These producers would not have increased their output and sales at all, and thus producers of" all or almost all" of 
production within the region would not have increased their output and sales significantly. Consequently, producers of 
all or almost all of the production in the region would not have been materially better off if the subject imports had been 
priced fairly. Therefore, Commissioner Crawford determines that there is no reasonable indication that the domestic 
industry is materially injured by reason of allegedly dumped imports of rebar from Turkey. 

166 Table III-4 and III-5, CR at III-16 and III-22, PR at III-11 and III-17. Year-end inventories held by 
regional producers increased by 72.0 percent from 1994 to 1995, and as a percentage of their regional shipments *** in 
1995. 
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declined at the end of the period of investigation.167 Finally, the volume and market share of the subject imports 
has increased significantly, and the Turkish imports are particularly concentrated in certain areas of the market, 
i.e., the smaller sizes and Puerto Rico, where we would expect to see the most significant impact.168 

On balance, however, given the overall significant improvement in the financial performance of the 
regional industry at the end of the period, and despite the disparities in individual regional producers' 
performance, we cannot conclude that there is a reasonable indication that producers of "all or almost all" of 
production within the region are materially injured by reason of the subject imports of rebar from Turkey. 

VII. REASONABLE INDICATION OF THREAT OF MATERIAL INJURY 
BY REASON OF ALLEGEDLY LTFV IMPORTS169 

Section 771(7)(F) of the Act directs the Commission to consider whether the U.S. industry is threatened 
with material injury by reason of the subject imports "on the basis of evidence that the threat of material injury 
is real and that actual injmy is imminent. "170 The Commission may not make such a determination "on the basis 
of mere conjecture or supposition,"171 and considers the threat factors "as a whole" in determining "whether 
:further dumped or subsidized imports are imminent and whether material injury by reason of imports would occur 
unless an order is issued .... "172 In making our determination, we have considered, in addition to other relevant 
economic factors,173 all statutory factors174 that are relevant to this investigation.175 

167 Tables V-1 - V-3, CR at V-5 - V-7, PR at V-4 - V-6. 
168 We will seek specific information regarding the impact of subject imports on these portions of the market 

in any final investigation. 
169 Chairman Watson and Commissioner Crawford do not join in this section of the opinion. See their 

separate Views regarding no reasonable indication of threat of material injury by reason of allegedly L TFV imports of 
rebar from Turkey. 

170 19 U.S.C. §§ 1673b(a) and 1677(7)(F)(ii). 
171 19 U.S.C. § 1677(7)(F)(ii). An affirmative threat determination must be based upon "positive evidence 

tending to show an intention to increase the levels of importation." Metallverken Nederland B. V. v. U.S., 7 44 F .Supp. 
281, 287 (Ct. Int'l Trade 1990), citing American Spring Wire, 8 CIT at 28, 590 F.Supp. at 1280. See also Calabrian 
Com. v. United States, 794 F. Supp. 377, 387 and 388(Ct. Int'l Trade 1992) (citing, H.R. Rep. No. 1156, 98th Cong., 
2d Sess. 174 (1984)). 

172 While the language referring to imports being imminent (instead of" actual injury" being imminent and the 
threat being "real") is a change from the prior provision, the SAA indicates the "new language is fully consistent with the 
Commission's practice," the pre-existing statutory language, "and judicial precedent interpreting the statute." SAA at 
184. 

173 Suramerica de Aleaciones Laminadas. C.A. v. United States, 44 F.3rd 978 (Fed. Cir. 1994). The Federal 
Circuit held that 19 U.S. C. § 1677 (7)(F)(i) requires the Commission to consider "all relevant factors" that might tend to 
make the existence of a threat of material injury more probable or less probable. The Commission cannot limit its 
analysis to the enumerated statutory criteria when there is other pertinent information in the record. Moreover, the court 
appears to require consideration of the present condition of the industry as among the "relevant economic factors." Id. at 
984. 

174 The statutory factors have been amended to track more closely the language concerning threat of material 
injury in the Antidumping and Subsidies Agreements, although "[n]o substantive change in Commission threat analysis 
is required." SAA at 185. 

175 19 U.S.C. § 1677 (7)(F)(i). Two statutory threat factors have no relevance to this investigation and need not 
be discussed. Because there are no subsidy allegations, factor I is not applicable. Factor VII regarding raw and 

(continued ... ) 
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For the reasons discussed below, we find that there is a reasonable indication that the producers of "all 
or almost all" production within the region are threatened with material injury by reason of subject imports. 

The information concerning Turkish production capacity and capacity utilization176 shows that a 
substantial further increase in subject imports of rebar into the United States is likely. Production capacity in 
Turkey increased from 1993-1995, and is projected to increase further. 177 While capacity utilization levels in 
Turkey were high, they are projected to increase by almost 25 percentage points by 1997.17s Moreover, it is 
relatively easy to shift production from other rod and bar products to rebar.179 Evidence in the record indicates 
that Turkish capacity to produce iron and steel rods and bars, as well as production of these products, increased 
during the period of investigation.1so However, overall capacity utilization for iron and steel rods and bars was 
estimated to be significantly lower than that reported in questionnaire responses for rebar over the period of 
investigation.1s1 Since the increased production of rebar in Turkey over the period of investigation has directly 
corresponded to increases in exports to the United States, substantial future increases in production and exports 
to the United States appear likely.1s2 

We also find evidence to indicate that there has been and will continue to be a shift in shipments of rebar 
from the Turkish home market to the U.S. regional market.183 While the volume of Turkish shipments in the 
home market and to third country markets has increased over the period of investigation, these increases have 
been outpaced by increases in Turkish exports of subject merchandise to the U.S. market.184 185 Turkish exports 
to the United States as a share of total Turkish shipments of rebar increased significantly over the period of 

175 ( .•. continued) 
processed agriculture products is also inapplicable to the products at issue. 

176 The data on the industry in Turkey is for 7 of the estimated I8 firms that produce rebar in Turkey. CR at 
VII-I, PR at VII-I. 

177 Table VII-I, CR at VII-3, PR at VII-3. We note that this data is for less than half of the estimated Turkish 
producers of rebar. Capacity to produce rebar in Turkey increased by 4.4 percent from I 993 to I 995, and is projected to 
increase by 8.2 percent from I 995 to I 996. While production capacity is projected to decline in 1997 to I 995 levels, 
two Turkish producers reported that significant increases in their production capacity were expected for the I 996 to 
I997 period. Id. at VII-3. 

178 Table VII- I, CR at VII-3, PR at VII-3. Capacity utilization levels forreported Turkish rebar production 
were: 79.4 percent in I993, 100.7 percent in I994, 94.6 percent in I995, and are project to be 97.3 percent in I996 
and 119.4 percent in I997. Turkish production increased by 24.4 percent from 1993 to 1995. Id. 

179 CR at III-5 and VII-4, PR at III-4 and VII-2; Tr. at 44. In any final investigation, we will seek more 
information regarding the Turkish producers' range of products, including whether the larger size rebars are produced. 

180 Turkish capacity to produce iron and steel rods and bars as estimated by the Turkish iron and steel 
organization, TDCK, increased by I 5.8 percent from I 993 to 1995. Turkish production of these products, which 
includes rebar, increased by I 9 percent for the same period. CR at VII-2, PR at VII-I. 

181 Capacity utilization estimated by TDCK for iron and steel rods and bars was: 72.5 percent in 1993, 73.9 
percent in I994, and 74.6 percent in I995. CR at VII-2, PR at VII-I. 

182 Table VII-1, CR at VII-3, PR at VII-3. 
183 Table VII-I, CR at VII-3, PR at VII-3. 
184 Reported Turkish shipments to the U.S. market increased by 343 percent from I 993 to I 995 and to the 

regional market increased by 259 .9 percent from I 993 to I 995; Turkish home market shipments *** from 1993 to 
I995; and third country markets increased by 20.I percent from I993 to I995. Table VII-I, CR at VII-3, PR at VII-3. 

185 Notwithstanding the growth in shipments to the United States, Commissioner Newquist notes that there is 
significant production which can otherwise be diverted from the home or other export markets to the United States. 
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investigation.186 Moreover, there is an outstanding anti.dumping order in Singapore against steel reinforcing bars 
that covers imports from Turkey.187 In November 1995, the Singapore Ministry of Finance imposed final 
anti.dumping duties on Turkish companies ranging from $16 per tonne to $59 per tonne.188 The Singapore rebar 
market accounted for a larger share of Turkish exports of rebar than the U.S. market in 1995.189 For these 
reasons, we find that additional capacity to produce rebar in Turkey is likely to result in substantially increased 
exports of rebar to the United States, and in particular to the Eastern Tier region, where the majority of past 
Turkish exports have been directed. 

The volume of rebar imports from Turkey into the Eastern Tier region increased throughout the period 
of investigation at a substantially faster rate than did U.S. regional apparent consumption.190 Market penetration 
by subject imports, which increased throughout the period, is significant and grew rapidly over the period of 
investigation.191 Moreover, there are other indications that such increases in Turkish market penetration will 
continue in the future.192 We find that these factors indicate a likelihood of substantially increased imports. 

We have limited data on U.S. inventories ofrebar imported from Turkey.193 However, inventories of 
subject merchandise in Turkey *** in volume from 1993 to 1995, and as a share of Turkish production and 
Turkish shipments from 1993 to 1995 .194 The record thus indicates that the inventories of subject merchandise 
either in the United States or in the Turkey will have an adverse effect on the regional industry in light of our 
assessment of other threat factors.195 

There is evidence that suggests subject imports are entering the region at prices that have a depressing 
or suppressing effect on regional prices and that are likely to increase demand for further imports. As discussed 
above, the Commission found some evidence of significant price-depressing or 

186 Turkish exports ofrebarto the United States as a share of total shipments were: ***in 1995. Table VII
I, CR at VII-3, PR at VII-3. 

187 See 19 U.S.C. § 1677(7)(F)(iii)(I). 

188 Singapore Customs (Anti-Dumping Duty) (No. 2) Order 1995, issued November 29, 1995 and effective 
December 2, 1995. Duties were imposed on Turkish companies as follows: Colakogin Metalurji AS. ($16 per tonne); 
Ekinciler Demir Ve Celik Sanayi AS. ($59 per tonne); METAS Izmir Metalurji Fabrikasi Turk AS. ($37 per tonne); 
and all others ($16 per tonne), except Icdas-Istanbul Celik Ve Demir Izabe Sanayii AS. and Izmir Demir Celik Sanayi 
AS. ($0 per tonne). Id. 

189 Based on TDCK estimates, 13.9 percent of total Turkish rebar shipments was exported to Singapore, 
compared to 10.9 percent exported to the United States in 1995. CR at VII-2, PR at VII-I. 

190 The volume of subject imports into the United States increased by 259.8 percent from 1993 to 1995. 
Apparent consumption in the regional U.S. market by quantity increased by*** from 1993 to 1995. Tables C-4 , CR at 
C-8, PR at C-8. . 

191 The market share held by subject imports in the Eastern Tier region by quantity was: 3.0 percent in 1993; 
7.3 percent in 1994; and 9.7 percent in 1995. Market share by value for subject imports in the regional market followed 
a similar trend. Non-subject imports of rebar in the regional market by quantity accounted for a relatively constant 
smaller share of the regional market, ranging from *** over the period of investigation. Table IV-4, CR at IV-8, PR at 
IV-7. 

192 Tr. at 155. 

193 Only three U.S. importers ofTurkishrebarreported end of period inventories. CR at VII-4, PR at VII-2. 

194 Table VII-1, CR at VII-3, PR at VII-3. Year-end inventories as a share of Turkish production increased 
from 5.2 percent in 1993 to 12.7 percent in 1995, and as a share of Turkish shipments increased from 4.9 percent in 
1993to12.6percentin 1995. 

195 See Companhia Paulista de Ferro-Ligas v. United States, Slip Op. 96-63 at 25 and 26 (Ct. Int'l Trade, 
April 15, 1996). 
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-suppressing effects from subject imports during the period of investigation.196 197 Imports of rebar from Turkey 
undersold the comparable domestic product in the majority of price comparisons during the period of 
investigation, 198 and lower Turkish prices resulted in sales lost to imports by U.S. regional producers.199 Prices 
of both subject imports and the domestic product fluctuated, but followed roughly parallel trends, and declined 
at the end of the period of investigation. 

The improving financial performance of the regional industry, particularly in 1995,200 did not reflect a 
present adverse impact by reason of increasing imports at lower prices. However, the trends for individual 
regional producers ***. We find that the disparity in the financial condition of the individual regional producers 
makes it likely that increased imports at lower prices will adversely affect the regional industry as a whole. 

As discussed previously, one regional producer, AmeriSteel, which was on the verge of bankruptcy in 
1992, experienced*** in financial performance, particularly in 1995. There are many unanswered questions 
regarding this producer's performance*** performance of the other regional producers. For example, there is 
evidence that AmeriSteel pursued a different approach to competing with the allegedly unfair imports Ci&., 
accepting lower sales of products comparable to subject imports rather than lowering prices )201 and may have 
shifted more of its production to larger-sized, more profitable, products that did not compete directly with 
imports. *** other regional producers, ***, indicated that they instituted "foreign fighter" programs in which they 
lowered prices to match the prices of Turkish rebar in order to maintain market share. 202 We also note that 
AmeriSteel consolidated operations by closing its Tampa facility in 1995 and, thus, would be expected to 
experience some improvements in performance due to consolidated production. We intend to seek further 
information in any fmal investigation regarding whether AmeriSteel has been materially injured, or threatened 
with material injury, by reason of the subject imports, despite its ***. In any final investigation, we will seek 
information regarding AmeriSteel's product mix, and the reasons for the disparities in the performance of the 
regional producers, to better enable us to determine whether the regional producers of "all or almost all" of 
regional production have been materially injured by reason of the subject 
imports. 203 204 

196 Although Commissioner Rohr and Commissioner Newquist do not join the discussion referred to, they 
adopt here, for purposes of their threat of material injury analysis, that discussion to the extent it demonstrates that the 
subject imports will imminently depress or suppress regional prices to a significant degree. 

197 Vice Chairman Nuzum and Commissioner Bragg also note that toward the end of the period examined, 
there was stronger evidence of price depression from the Turkish product. See their discussion in note 157 supra. 

198 Tables V-1 - V-3, CR at V-5 -V-7, PR at V-4 - V-6. 
199 CR at V-10 - V-12, PR at V-9 and V-10. 
200 We have considered the present condition of the domestic industry as among the "relevant economic 

factors" in our threat analysis. 
201 AmeriSteel's President indicated at the Commission conference that at the pricing level in the marketplace 

today, "I'm only generating a 2 to 4 percent return on capital," which does not give us an adequate return to replenish our 
asset base. Tr. at 34. He added that he would like to supply the Puerto Rican market, "[b ]ut I am not going to run my 
business at a loss." Tr. at 160. 

202 Tr. at 37 and 38. 
203 Our analysis of the regional producers is based on the information available at the time of our 

determination. We note that only three of seven regional producers provided useable financial data in this preliminary 
investigation. We intend to seek more complete information in any final investigation. 

204 Commissioner Newquist notes that in light of these unanswered questions regarding the reported 
information for the regional producers, he cannot conclude that there is no likelihood that contrary evidence will arise in 
any final investigation. See American Lamb, 785 F.2d at 1001 (Fed. Cir. 1986). 
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We find that increases in the subject foreign producers' production capacity, shifts of Turkish rebar 
exports to the regional market, and increases in the volume and market penetration of subject imports sold at 
prices below those of the domestic regional product indicate a likelihood of substantially increased imports of 
subject merchandise into the United States, and the regional market in particular. We also find the evidence of 
plant closures, bankruptcy filings, and temporary shutdowns to control increasing inventory to be "other 
demonstrable adverse trends" that indicate that material injury by reason of subject imports will occur.205 

CONCLUSION 

For the foregoing reasons, we determine that there is a reasonable indication that regional producers of 
"all or almost all" of the domestic regional rebar production are threatened with material injury by reason of 
allegedly LTFV imports from Turkey. 

205 See 19 U.S.C. §§ 1677(7)(F)(i)(VII) and (X). 

31 





DISSENTING VIEWS 
OF 

CHAIRMAN PETERS. WATSON AND COMMISSIONER CAROL T. CRAWFORD 

NO THREAT OF MATERIAL INJURY BY REASON OF 
ALLEGEDLY LTFV IMPORTS OF REBAR FROM TURKEY 

On the basis of information obtained in this preliminary investigation, we determine that there is no 
reasonable indication that an industry in the United States is threatened with material injury by reason of allegedly 
L TFV imports of rebar from Turkey. We concur in our colleagues' fmdings with respect to like product, 
domestic industry, related parties, regional industry, negligibility, and captive production, and join their 
discussion of the condition of the regional industry. We also join in the determination that there is no reasonable 
indication that the regional industry is materially injured by reason of allegedly LTFV imports from Turkey. 
However, we do not concur in their determination that there is a reasonable indication that the regional industry 
is threatened with material injury by reason of the subject imports. Our dissenting views follow. 

Section 771(7)(F) of the Act directs the Commission to consider whether a U.S. industry is threatened 
with material injury by reason of the subject merchandise on the basis of evidence that the threat of material injury 
is real and that actual injury is imminent.1 The Commission may not make such a determination "on the basis 
of mere conjecture or supposition".2 In making our determination, we have considered all of the statutory factors 
that are relevant to this investigation. 3 4 In addition, the Commission must consider whether dumping fmdings 

1 19 U.S.C. §§1673d(b) and 1677(7)(F)(ii). 

2 19 U.S.C. §1677(7)(F)(ii). An affirmative threat determination must be based upon ''positive evidence 
tending to show an intention to increase the levels of importation." Meta11verken Nederland B V · v II S , 744 
F.Supp. 281, 287 (CIT 1990), citing American Spring Wire, 8 CIT at 28, 590 F.Supp. at 1280. 

3 In this investigation the Commission must consider, in addition to other relevant economic factors, the 
following statutory factors in its threat analysis: 

(Il) any existing unused production capacity or imminent, substantial increase in production capacity in the 
exporting country indicating the likelihood of substantially increased imports of the subject merchandise into 
the United States, taking into account the availability of other export markets to absorb any additional 
exports, 
(Ill) a significant rate of increase of the volume or market penetration of imports of the subject merchandise 
indicating the likelihood of substantially increased imports, 
(IV) whether imports of the subject merchandise are entering at prices that are likely to have a significant 
depressing or suppressing effect on domestic prices, and are likely to increase demand for further imports, 
(V) inventories of the subject merchandise, 
(VI) the potential for product-shifting if production facilities in the foreign country, which can be used to 
produce the subject merchandise, are currently being used to produce other products, 
(VIll) the actual and potential negative effects on the existing development and production efforts of the 
domestic industry, including efforts to develop a derivative or more advanced version of the domestic like 
product, and 
(IX) any other demonstrable adverse trends that indicate the probability that there is likely to be material 
injury by reason of imports (or sale for importation) of the subject merchandise (whether or not it is actually 
being imported at the time). 

19 U.S.C. §1677(7)(F)(i). Two statutory threat factors have no relevance to this investigation and need not be 
discussed. Because there are no subsidy findings, factor I is not applicable. Moreover, factor VIl is also inapplicable 
since this investigation does not involve an agricultural product. 

4 The SAA indicates that "no substantive change in Commission threat analysis is required." SAA at 185. 
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or antidumping remedies in markets of foreign countries against the same class or kind of merchandise suggests 
a threat of material injury to the domestic industry. 5 

We do not find that there is any increase in production capacity or unused capacity in the exporting 
country likely to result in a significant increase in imports of rebar into the United States. Production capacity 
in Turkey increased only slightly, from 2,565,899 metric tons in 1993 to 2,678,099 metric tons in 1995, an 
increase of 4.4percent, while production increased from 2,036,564 metric tons in 1993 to 2,533,412 metric tons 
in 1995. 6 Capacity utilization remained at a very high level, ranging from 79 .4 percent in 1993 to 100. 7 percent 
in 1994 and 94.6 percent in 1995.7 At these levels of capacity utilization, Turkish exporters have little ability 
to increase exports to the U.S. market. As a share of total shipments, Turkish rebar exports to the U.S. increased 
from 1.6 percent in 1993 to 6.2 percent in 1995. However, home market shipments and exports to all other 
COlIDtries remained relatively steady, ranging from 36.4 percent in 1993 to 34.5 percent in 1995, and 57 .6 percent 
in 1993 to 59.3 percent in 1995, respectively.8 Given the very high capacity utilization rates and the significance 
of shipments to non-U.S. markets, we find little likelihood of significantly increased Turkish exports of rebar to 
the U. S. market. 

The volume of shipments of imports to the U. S. market increased noticeably, from 48,362 short tons 
in 1993 to 174,009 short tons in 1995.9 However, it appears that these increases served primarily to satisfy the 
significant increase in demand in the U.S. market. Consumption in the regional market increased from 1,627,391 
short tons in 1993to1,796,161 short tons in 1995, an increase of 168,770 short tons.1° Conversely, the subject 
merchandise from Turkey increased in quantity by 125,647 short tons over the same period.11 Domestic 
producers appear to have shared in some of the wealth. U.S. producers' domestic shipments increased in both 
quantity and value over the same period, although not at the same rate as the imports.12 Thus, we find that the 
increase in subject imports during the period of investigation served primarily to satisfy increases in domestic 
consumption, and did not have a significantly adverse impact on the domestic industry. In addition, the record 
contains evidence of recent declines in the volume of subject imports, coincident with recent declines in demand.13 

For these reasons, as well as the very high levels of capacity utilization in Turkey, we find that there is little 
likelihood of substantially increased imports. 

The record does not support a finding that the inventories of subject imports in the United States will 
have an injurious effect on the U.S. industly. End-of-period inventories in Turkey increased from 105,995 metric 
tons in 1993 to 321,481 metric tons in 1995.14 However, U.S. importers' end-of-period inventories of Turkish 
rebar were very low, only*** short tons in 1995, representing a mere*** percent of shipments, and thus no 
credible threat to the domestic industry.15 Furthermore, we find that the inventories in Turkey, by themselves, 
are not sufficient to constitute a threat of material injury. 

We do not fmd that subject imports will enter the United States at prices that will have 

s 19 u.s.c. §1677(7)(F)(iii)(I). 

6 Table Vll-1, CR at Vll-3, PR at Vll-3. 

7 Table Vll-1, CR at Vll-3, PR at Vll-3. 

8 Table Vll-1, CR at Vll-3, PR at Vll-3. 

9 Table C-4, CR at C-8, PR at C-8. 

10 Table C-4, CR at C-8, PR at C-8. 

ll Id. 

12Id. 

13 Exlnoit E, Respondents' Postconference Brief. 

14 Table Vll-1, CR at Vll-3, PR at Vll-3. 

15 CR at Vll-4, PR at Vll-2. 
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a depressing or suppressing effect on domestic prices. Although Turkish rebar generally undersold the domestic 
like product, the record reveals deficiencies in Turkish rebar which may account for these pricing differences, 
including availability, lead times, technical support, and volume requirements.16 17 The evidence also reveals that 
domestic producers' unit sales values for domestic shipments have increased noticeably over the POI at the same 
time subject import volume and market share have increased in the region. Thus, the evidence does not support 
the conclusion that the prices of the subject imports have had a significant depressing or suppressing effect on 
domestic prices. In addition, information on the record suggests other factors may have contributed to any 
decrease in domestic prices. New Jersey steel stated that "severe winter storms limited demand for rebar in the 
Northeast so an unusually high percentage of New Jersey Steel's rebar was shipped outside the company's 
traditional markets, which resulted in higher freight costs and lower net selling prices."18 In our determination 
of no reasonable indication of material injury by reason of the subject imports, we found that subject imports are 
not having significant effects on domestic prices. We find no evidence to indicate that subject imports are likely 
to have any greater impact on domestic prices in the near future than is currently the case. 

We do not fmd any evidence of significant potential for product-shifting in this investigation. The 
petitioners allege that Turkish producers might be able to shift production from other products to rebar with 
relative ease, thus increasing their flexibility to respond to changes in demand levels.19 Indeed, other products 
such as wire rod, special quality bars, and steel billets are produced on the same equipment and machineiy as 
rebar.20 However, the record also indicates that the level of Turkish rebar imports have declined in recent months, 
coincident with recent declines in demand levels. 21 Thus, we find that, although product shifting may be 
technically possible, it is unlikely to occur in the immediate future, given the current demand levels in the U.S. 
market.22 

We find no evidence of actual and potential negative effects on the existing development and production 
efforts of the domestic industry or of any other demonstrable adverse trends. With respect to antidumping 
remedies in other markets, Singapore imposed antidumping duties ranging from $16 to $59 per metric ton against 
steel reinforcing bars from Turkey, effective December 2, 1995.23 However, Turkish exports of rebar to 
Singapore accounted for only 13.9 percent of the total volume of 1995 Turkish exports, while the comparable 
figure for Turkish exports to the United States was only 10.9 percent.24 Thus, we find the likelihood of any 
significant diversion of the subject merchandise to the United States to be minimal, given the abundant 
availability of other markets. 25 

We therefore determine that there is no reasonable indication that the domestic regional industry 
producing rebar is threatened with material injury by reason of the allegedly L TFV imports of rebar from Turkey. 

16 CR at II-4, PR at II-3. 

17 For the reasons stated in the determination of no reasonable indication of material injury by reason of 
subject imports, Commissioner Crawford found that domestic rebar and subject imports are not good substitutes for 
each other. She finds no record evidence that the degree of substitutability will change in the immediate future. 

18 "N.J. Steel posts lst-qtr. loss" American Metal Market (April 16, 1996). 

19 Petitioners' Post-Conference Brief at 38. 
2° CR at VII-4, PR at VII-2. 

21 Exhibit E, Respondents' Postconference Brief. 

22Id. 

23 CR at VII-2, PR at VIl-1. 

24 CR at VII-2, PR at VII-1. 

25 Twenty-six percent of the volume of the 1995 exports went to Hong Kong, 19.0 percent to Abu Dhabi, 
10.3 percent to South Korea, and the remaining shares were exported to all other countries. CR at VII-2, PR at VII-
1. 
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PART I: INTRODUCTION 

BACKGROUND 

This investigation results from a petition filed by Florida Steel Corp., Tampa, FL,1 and New Jersey 
Steel Corp., Sayreville, NJ, alleging that an industry in the United States is materially injured and threatened 
with material injury by reason of less-than-fair-value (L TFV) imports of steel concrete reinforcing bar2 from 
Turkey. Information relating to the background of the investigation is provided below. 3 

Date 
March 8, 1996 

March 29, 1996 .... . 
April 4, 1996 ...... . 
April18,1996 
April 22, 1996 ..... . 

Action 
Petition filed with Commerce and the Commission~4 institution of Commission 

investigation (61 F.R 11063, March 18, 1996) 
Commission's conference5 

Commerce's notice of initiation (61 F.R 15039, April 4, 1996) 
Commission's vote 
Commission determination transmitted to Commerce 

SUMMARY DATA 

The petition in this investigation is filed on behalf of a regional U.S. industry that produces rebar. 
The regional industry on which behalf the petition is filed is defined in the petition as comprising 22 states 
from New England through the mid-Atlantic to the Gulf seaboard states, as well as the District of Columbia 
and Puerto Rico. 6 The petition argues that the defined regional industry "is separate and isolated from other 
domestic rebar markets."7 Furthermore, the petition notes that demand for rebar in the proposed region "is 
met overwhelmingly by production within the region," and, "to the extent demand is met by domestic 
producers outside the region, the penetration of outside supply is nominal and limited to the periphery of the 
region. "8 Finally, the petition notes that "imports of Turkish rebar are concentrated in the defined region. 9 

1 Effective Apr. 1, 1996, Florida Steel Corp. changed its name to AmeriSteel Corp. 
2 For purposes of this investigation, steel concrete reinforcing bar (rebar) is all stock deformed steel concrete 

reinforcing bars sold in straight lengths and coils. This includes all hot-rolled deformed rebar, rolled from billet steel, 
rail steel, axle steel, or low-alloy steel. It excludes plain-round rebar, rebar that a processor has further worked or 
fabricated, and all coated rebar. Rebar is provided for in subheadings 7213 .10 .00 and 7214.20.00 of the Harmonized 
Tariff Schedule of the United States (HTS) with a most-favored-nation tariff rate of3.9 percent advalorem, applicable 
to imports from Turkey. 

3 Federal Register notices cited in the tabulation are presented in app. A. 
4 Based on a comparison of export prices to Turkish normal prices, the petition alleged L TFV margins ranging 

from 21.5 percent to 28. 7 percent. The estimated dumping margins identified by Commerce in its notice of initiation 
range from 27.4 percent to 41.8 percent. 

5 A list of witnesses appearing at the conference is presented in app. B. 
6 The 22 states include Maine, New Hampshire, Connecticut, Massachusetts, Rhode Island, Vermont, New 

Jersey, New York, Pennsylvania, Delaware, Florida, Georgia, Louisiana, Maryland, North Carolina, South Carolina, 
Virginia, West Virginia, Alabama, Kentucky, Mississippi, and Tennessee. 

7 Petition, p. 7. 
8 Ibid., p. 10. 
9 Ibid., p. 11. 
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Data developed during the investigation concerning the regional question are as follows (in percent): 

Item 1993 1994 1995 

Shipments within the region by producers in the 
region as a share of their total shipments 91.2 91.1 91.4 

Shipments into the region by producers outside 
the region as a share of regional consumption *** *** *** 

Imports from Turkey in the region as a share of 
total imports from Turkey (based on official 
statistics) 98.7 83.0 77.7 

Market share of imports from Turkey in the 
region 2.9 9.6 12.4 

Market share of imports from Turkey outside 
the region *** *** *** 

Given the regional industry argument, the information presented in the body of the report focuses on the 
petition-defined region (the "Eastern tier region"). A summary of the data collected in the investigation, both 
for the defined region and the U.S. industry as a whole, is presented in appendix C. Except as noted, U.S. 
industry data are based on questionnaire responses of nine firms; four of these have production facilities 
located only in the proposed region, three have rebar facilities located both inside and outside of the region, 
and two have rebar facilities located only outside of the region. The responding firms located within the 
region accounted for nearly all U.S. production ofrebar in the region during 1995, and the responses of those 
located outside of the region accounted for between 60 and 80 percent of production outside of the region. 
U.S. imports are based on both questionnaire responses and official statistics of the U.S. Department of 
Commerce. 

THE PRODUCT 

The imported product subject to this investigation is steel concrete reinforcing bar ("rebar") sold in 
coils or straight lengths. Rebar is a hot-rolled bar product, designed specifically to enhance the tensile and 
shear-stress strength of concrete structures. This product category includes all hot-rolled defonned10 rebars, 
rolled from non-alloy billet steel, rail steel, axle steel, or low-alloy billet steel, either in straight lengths or 
coils. Rebar is sold to customers in various forms or stages of fabrication, but only stock rebar, which is not 
further processed, is subject to this investigation. Not included within the scope of this investigation are (1) 

10 "Deformed" refers to the pattern of uniformly spaced surlace protrusions or ribs running across and 
uniformly spaced along the length of a rebar. Smooth-surlace rebars lacking such deformations are referred to as "plain 
rounds." 
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plain round rebar, 11 (2) fabricated rebar that a processor has further worked by bending to shape, assembling 
into structures by welding or tying, or both, and (3) all coated rebars. 

Deformed rebar is provided for in HTS subheadings 7213 .10. 00 for irregularly wound coils and 
7214.20.00 for straight lengths. Rebar of Turkish origin, reported to be in straight lengths of20 or 30 feet,12 

would enter the United States under_ HTS subheading 7214.20. 00. This section presents information on both 
imported and domestically produced rebar, as well as information related to the Commission's "domestic like · 
product" determination.13 Both petitioners and the respondents agree that the like product is deformed rebar, 
but the respondents argue that there is no competitive overlap between the Turkish product and the material 
manufactured by producers within the specified region because each concentrates on different size rebars with 
different end-use markets. In contrast, the petitioner's argument is that regional mills do produce and sell the 
same sizes (Nos. 3 and 4) as are imported from Turkey. 

Physical Characteristics and Uses 

Deformed rebar is designed specifically to resist tension, compression, temperature variation, and/or 
shear stresses in reinforced concrete, as the surface of a deformed bar is provided with lugs, ribs, or 
protrusions which inhibit longitudinal movement relative to the surrounding concrete. Rebars are available in 
diameters from 3/8-inch rounds up to and including 2-1/4-inch rounds. Bar size is indicated by a number that 
is about eight times the nominal diameter in inches for size Nos. 3 through 8; this relationship diverges 
somewhat for the larger sizes Nos. 9 through 18. Grade is indicated by a number that is one-thousandth of 
the yield strength in pounds per square inch (e.g., Grade 60 indicates a yield strength of 60,000 psi). Rebars 
are manufactured to conform with standards of the American Society for Testing and Materials (ASTM) 
which specify for each bar size the nominal unit weight, nominal dimensions, and deformation requirements 
(depth and spacing of deformations), as well as chemical composition, tensile strength, yield strength (grade), 
and elongation tolerances. These standards apply to both deformed and plain rebar, whether coiled or in 
straight lengths. There are four ASTM specifications for rebars, based upon steel composition. Rebars are 
most commonly rolled from billet steel to the requirements of ASTM A615, which is a non-alloy steel. 
Rebars are also available re-rolled from the top portion of non-alloy steel rails (ASTM A616) and from axles 
ofrailroad rolling-stock and locomotives (ASTM A617). For special applications (e.g., seismic areas) that 
require a combination of strength, weldability, ductility, and bendability, ASTM A706 is specified, which is a 
high-strength, low-alloy steel. Generally, deformed rebars of the various ASTM specifications are 
interchangeable except for use in seismic areas.14 Deformed rebars are identified by distinguishing sets of 
marks legibly rolled onto the surface of one side of the bar to denote, in order, the letter or symbol established 

11 Plain round rebar was originally included in petitioners' proposed product definition but later was 
withdrawn by the petitioners. D.E. Xenopoulos, Brickfield Burchette Ritts, PC, counsel for the petitioners in a written 
communication to DR Koehnke, Secretary, U.S. International Trade Commission, Mar. 26, 1996. The U.S. 
Department of Commerce did not include plain round rebar in its scope of investigation. See Commerce's Notice of 
Initiation, app. A. 

12 Respondent's post-conference brief, Apr. 3, 1996, p. 31. 
13 The Commission's decision regarding the appropriate domestic products that are "like" or "most similar in 

characteristics and uses" to the subject imported products is based on a number of factors including (1) physical 
characteristics and uses; (2) interchangeability; (3) channels of distribution; ( 4) customer and producer perceptions; (5) 
common manufacturing facilities, production processes, and production employees; and, where appropriate, (6) price. 

14 Written communication from the American Concrete Institute International to Commission staff, Apr. 4, 
1996. 
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as the producer's mill designation, size designation, specification of the type of steel, 15 and minimum-yield 
designation. 

Rebars are embedded in concrete for both (1) structural reinforcement to enhance its compressional 
and tensional strength and (2) crack control as the concrete shrinks on curing or due to temperature 
fluctuations. Deformed rebars are used almost exclusively in the construction industry to provide structural 
reinforcement to concrete structures. Rebars are supplied either as stock rebar cut to proper length or as 
fabricated rebar, bent or curved in accordance with plans and specifications. During construction, rebar is 
placed in a form and concrete from a mixer is poured over it. Once the concrete has set, deformation is 
resisted and stresses are transferred from the concrete to the steel reinforcement by friction and adhesion 
along the surface of the steel. Guidelines for use of deformed rebar in building construction are provided by 
the American Concrete Institute (ACI) 318 Code and in highway and bridge construction by the American 
Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials (AASHTO) Standard Specifications. Contents of 
the two are similar; the ACI 318 Code is applicable throughout the Continental United States and in Puerto 
Rico.16 

Interchangeability 

As long as an imported rebar meets specifications of the ASTM, it would be interchangeable with 
domestic rebar for structural reinforcement of concrete in the United States. However, producers in the 
region can provide deformed rebar in longer stock lengths and larger diameters than the Turkish product. 
Domestic regional mills are capable of producing straight lengths up to 60 feet, or longer-length coils, which 
are more suited for fabrication by minimizing the amount ofleft-over short-length remnants.17 

Due to building-code requirements and its relatively low cost, th.ere are few substitutes for deformed 
rebar for structural reinforcement of concrete. Plain rebars are used as dowels to prevent lateral movement of 
concrete slabs, as spirals and structural ties for binding deformed rebar, and as supports, but cannot be 
substituted for deformed rebar in its principal application of reinforcing concrete.18 Welded wire mat or 
reinforcing mesh is substitutable for deformed rebar in certain limited applications,19 such as structural 
reinforcement of thin concrete slabs and wall panels, especially in tilt-up and pre-cast concrete work. Mat or 
mesh is also used as a complementary material to deformed rebar in structural columns. Other materials cast 
into concrete such as steel pipe, structural shapes, wire, and steel fibers are used mainly for cracking control 
rather than reinforcement. 20 Pre-tensioned cables or rods for pre-stressed concrete work are not substitutes 
for deformed bars used in reinforcing concrete. 

15 Specification letters are "S" for A615, "S" and "W'' for A706, "R" or a rail symbol for A616, and "A" for 
A617. 

16 Written communication from the American Concrete Institute International to Commission staff, Apr. 4, 
1996. 

17 Conference transcript, p. 133. 
18 AASHTO section 9.2, entitled "Material," andACI Code 3.5.1 and Commentary R3.5.l, entitled "Steel 

reinforcement." 
19 Written communication from the American Concrete Institute to Commission staff, Apr. 4, 1996. 
20 USITC staff interview with official of the Concrete Foundations Association, Apr. 4, 1996. 
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Channels of Distribution 

Domestic and Turkish rebar are distributed to similar customers, but in differing proportions, in that 
many domestic rebar manufacturers supply their own rebar-fabricating facilities. Domestic mills also sell to 
independent fabricators and steel distributors, with lesser amounts sold directly to steel service centers, 
building material dealers, and to the mining industry.21 In contrast, importers purchase Turkish rebar 
primarily for sales to steel distributors, with smaller amounts sold to reinforcing-steel fabricators,· contractors, 
and building material dealers.22 

Customer and Producer Perceptions 

In addition to the size and length differences between domestic and Turkish rebar discussed in the 
section on interchangeability, other differences are perceived by customers and producers. One respondent 
noted that Turkish rebar is sometimes rusty and another indicated that domestic rebar is perceived to be of 
higher quality.23 Importers also admit that domestic producers have the advantage of offering greater 
availability, faster delivery (weeks instead of months), and greater range of product sizes, lengths, and grades. 
Producers and customers perceive plain round rebar to be a totally different product with a different 
marketplace than deformed rebar.24 

Use of Common Manufacturing Facilities and Production Employees 

Rebar mills typically specialize in producing either (1) A615 and A706 from billet steel, (2) A616 
from rail steel, or (3) A6 l 7 from axle steel, because each involves different starting materials and imposes 
somewhat different rolling requirements. The most common manufacturing process for deformed rebar25 
from billet steel consists of three stages: (1) melting steel scrap, (2) casting billets, and (3) hot-rolling the 
bar. In contrast, the manufacturing process for rebar from rail or axle steel requires only the rolling stage. 

Melting Stage 

Both in the United States and Turkey, rebar is produced via the nonintegrated or mini-mill process. 
Molten steel is produced by melting scrap in an electric arc furnace. It is increasingly common for scrap to be 
shredded and pre-heated with exhaust furnace gasses to enhance the energy efficiency of the melting process. 
Molten steel is poured or tapped from the furnace into a ladle, an open-topped, refractory-lined vessel, 
typically with an off-center bottom opening equipped with a nozzle. Meanwhile, the primary steel-making 
vessel is charged with new materials to continue the melting process. It is increasingly common for the steel 
to pass to a ladle metallurgy or secondary steel-making station, where its chemistry is refmed by addition of 
alloys to embody the steel with the required properties. The ladle metallurgy station may also have 
electromagnetic stirrers to ensure homogeneity of the steel and temperature controls to adjust the steel for 
optimum casting . 

21 Questionnaire responses of domestic rebar producers. 
22 Questionnaire responses of importers of rebars from Turkey. 
23 Ibid. 
24 Conference transcript, p. 42-44. 
25 Manufacturing processes for plain round rebar are the same as for deformed rebar until the rolling process. 

Conference transcript, p. 42. 
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Casting Stage 

Once molten steel with the correct properties has been produced, it is continuously cast into billets, a 
form that can enter the rolling process. In the strand or continuous casting method, the ladle is transferred 
from the ladle metallurgy station to the caster. The molten steel is poured at a controlled rate into a tundish, 
which in turn controls the rate of flow into the strand caster. The tundish may also have electromagnetic 
stirrers to ensure homogeneity of the steel. The strand caster is designed to produce billets in the desired 
cross-sectional dimensions. After being cast, billets are transferred to a hot-rolling mill where they are 
reduced in cross-sectional dimension. 

Hot-Rolling Stage 

Prior to rolling, newly cast billets, scrap rails, or scrap axles are usually channeled through a reheat 
furnace. This step increases the malleability of the steel and reduces wear on the rolling mill. The semi
finished steel shape is reduced in size as it passes through successive rolling stands. Most modem rolling 
mills are in-line and capable ofrollingmultiple strands. Deformations are rolled onto the surface of the bars 
as they pass through the final finishing stand with the patterns cut into the rollers.26 At the fmal stage, bars 
may be channeled to a coiler, or they may be cooled and cut to length. 

DOWNSTREAM ARTICLES 

This section presents information on stock deformed rebar as an intermediate product for the 
production of downstream articles (i.e., fabricated rebar and coated rebar). Stock deformed rebar is dedicated 
almost exclusively for reinforced concrete in commercial and residential construction. Amounts sold for 
residential yard and fence stakes and for mining roof-bolts are minor by comparison. Stock deformed rebar is 
sold to the concrete-construction industry either as-is or in various stages of fabrication. Downstream 
intermediate markets are not readily separable because importers can produce fabricated rebar from imported 
stock rebar, and some domestic regional producers use their own fabrication and coating plants in addition to 
selling to independent fabricators. Stock rebar is further worked into fabricated rebar by relatively 
straightforward operations such as cutting stock rebar to length, either from straight lengths or coils, bending 
it to fit engineering plans, and performing any necessary assembly into structures such as mats or cages by 
welding or tying. However, estimates of the value-added of such transformation processes are sparse and 
vary widely from 15 to 35 percent.27 

26 Plain round rebar is rolled into smooth bar rather than into bar with deformations. Conference transcript, p. 
42. 

27 Questionnaire responses of importers of rebars from Turkey. Petitioners estimated that value-added for 
bending would be "in the neighborhood" of 20 percent. Conference transcript, p. 4 7. 
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PART II: CONDITIONS OF COMPETITION IN THE U.S. MARKET 

MARKET SEGMENTS AND CHANNELS OF DISTRIBUTION 

U.S.-produced steel concrete rebar in the United States is sold to steel distributors, steel service 
centers, reinforcing steel fabricators, contractors, and building material dealers. Some of the U.S. product 
is captively consumed by fabricators affiliated with the U.S. producers. Because the Turkish product is 
limited to the smaller sized rebar in shorter lengths, it serves primarily only one portion of the market, the 
pool and patio and residential market. 1 This market is particularly large in Puerto Rico, where the 
building codes require concrete and cement to be used in residential construction2 and in the southern 
United States where pools and patios are more popular. Fabricators prefer longer segments of rebar than 
can be provided by the Turkish imports in order to efficiently cut the product into the necessary lengths, 
thereby limiting the use of imports by these consumers. 3 4 

Approximately 64 percent of sales of steel concrete rebar are used in public works5 6 which may be 
governed by "Buy America" provisions. This restricts the use of imported product by limiting its use to 
jobs covered by a "Buy America" clause and by discouraging fabricators from purchasing the product 
because they do not want to hold two sets of inventories, one for "Buy America" jobs and one for other 
projects.7 

SUPPLY AND DEMAND CONSIDERATIONS 

U.S. Supply 

Domestic Production 

Based on the available information, staff believes that U.S. steel concrete rebar producers are 
likely to respond to changes in demand with relatively large changes in shipments of U.S.-produced steel 
concrete rebar to the U.S. market, and smaller changes in prices. Factors contributing to the 
responsiveness of supply are discussed below. 

Capacity in the U.S. industry 

The existence of levels of unused capacity in the U.S. steel concrete rebar industry increases the 
degree to which U.S. producers can respond to increases in demand with changes in production. Total 
annual capacity of domestic producers of steel concrete rebar within the Eastern tier region ranged from 
4.0 million to 4.3 million short tons from 1993 to 1995. Total U.S. production capacity ranged from 6.6 

1 Conference transcript, p. 27. 
2 Ibid., pp. 89-90. 
3 Conference transcript, p. 133. 
4 Based on questionnaire responses, within the Eastern tier region, approximately 83 percent of shipments from U.S. 

producers go directly to fabricators. This estimate does not include rebar that is sold to other customers, such as steel 
service centers, which may then sell to fabricators. 

5 Petitioners' post-conference brief, p. 4. 
6 Public works projects typically use the larger sizes and longer lengths which are not supplied by the Turkish 

imports. Ibid, pp. 3-4; conference transcript, pp. 59 and 150. 
7 Conference transcript., p. 59. 
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to 7.2 million short tons (table ill-1). From 1993 to 1995, U.S. producers' capacify utilization levels for 
rebar ranged from 40.9 to 41.2 percent within the Eastern tier region and from 42.3 to 44.3 percent for 
the entire United States. This understates total capacify utilization to the extent that some mills produced 
other products with the capacify not utilized in rebar production. 

Production alternatives 

Many mills, both domestic and foreign, are able to switch production froni steel concrete rebar to 
other products with relative ease. 8 According to Philip Casey of Ameristeel, production capacify has 
moved to merchant bar, structural steel, rods, bar for automotive use, and flat-rolled product as public 
works demand has started to decline. 9 *** indicated in its questionnaire response that it purposely shifts 
production from rebar to higher-valued products when the market allows. *** stated that it has internally 
shifted steel away from rebar to other products due to competition in the rebar market. According to 
Philip Casey of Ameristeel, production shifting can be limited by the equipment available at the mill. 
Deformed rebar requires loose tolerances because of its deformed nature, while smooth rounds have more 
strict tolerances and require more precise equipment. 10 

Inventory levels 

The existence of inventories increases the degree to which U.S. producers can respond to changes 
in demand with changes in shipments. End-of-period inventories of producers within the Eastern tier 
region rose by 63.8 percent from 96,964 short tons in 1993 to 158,816 short tons in 1995. For all 
producers, inventories rose by 93 .2 percent from 152,954 to 295 ,505 short tons over the period. These 
inventories represent between 5.6 and 10.0 percent of total shipments by weight. 

Export markets 

Only one U.S. producer, ***,reported exporting any steel concrete reinforcing bar. As a 
percentage of shipments within the Eastern tier region, exports ranged from *** percent of total shipments 
in 1993 to*** percent in 1994 and 1995. All export shipments went to***. 

U.S. Demand 

Based on available information, staff believes that demand for steel concrete reinforcing bar will 
not change significantly with changes in the price. The main factors limiting the price sensitivify of overall 
demand for steel concrete rebar are the lack of substitute products and the small cost share accounted for 
by rebar in the end products. 

Substitute Products 

There are few substitutes for deformed steel concrete rebar available, and these can only be used 
in limited circumstances. Plain rounds can be used in situations where adhesion of the concrete to the bar 
is not important, such as when used as dowels to prevent longitudinal movement of concrete sections of 

8 Petitioners' post-conference brief, p. 38. 
9 Conference transcript, p. 23. 
IO Ibid., p. 44. 
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roadway or for binding longitudinal rebar in a column. Other products such as wire mesh and structural 
shapes can be used for controlling cracking of concrete rather than for structural reinforcement. In 
addition, substitutions can only be made where building codes and design specifications allow. 

Cost Share 

The demand for steel concrete reinforcing bar is a derived demand, dependent on demand for the 
concrete structures such as bridges, roads, patios, pools, etc. in which it is used. For all of these end uses, 
the cost of stock steel rebar accounts for a small portion of the total cost of the end product. 

SUBSTITUTABll.ITY ISSUES 

Producers and importers were requested to provide information regarding the differences in non
price factors between the domestic products and subject imports. According to the responses, except for 
projects governed by "Buy America" provisions, Turkish and U.S. steel concrete rebar can be used 
interchangeably. Steel concrete rebar from both Turkey and the United States is required to meet ASTM 
specifications for use in building projects. One domestic producer,***, indicated that the Turkish product 
is sometimes rusty and another, ***,stated that U.S. rebar is of better quality and available in a broader 
product range. Deficiencies of Turkish rebar listed by importers include availability, product range, lead 
times, technical support, volume requirements, and rust or bending from transportation and handling at 
ports. One importer, ***, stated that Turkish rebar is higher in quality than product produced at some 
older U.S. electric furnace mills. Turkish rebar imported into the United States is limited to smaller sizes 
and shorter lengths. 

According to the domestic producers, the average lead time between a customer's order and the 
date of delivery ranged from 1 to 90 days, with all of the responding producers indicating lead times of 
less than 1 month in at least some instances. The average lead time reported by the importers of Turkish 
rebar ranged from 1 day to 6 months, with 12 of the 17 responding importers indicating lead times of 
greater than 2 months. 
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PART ID: CONDITION OF THE U.S. INDUSTRY 

The Commission analyzes a number of factors in making injury determinations (see 19 U.S. C. §§ 
1677(7)(B) and 1677(7)(C)). Information on the alleged margin of dumping was presented earlier in this 
report and information on the volume and pricing of imports of the subject merchandise is presented in parts 
IV and V. Information on the other factors specified is presented in this section and/or part VI and (except as 
noted) is based on the questionnaire responses of nine firms that accounted for a significant share of U.S. 
production ofrebar during 1995. 

U.S. PRODUCERS 

Producers Within the Region 

The petition identified seven firms that produce rebar within the defined region.1 Based on 
information developed in the investigation, an eighth firm located within the region was also identified as a 
domestic rebar producer. Of the seven firms listed in the petition, one, Commercial Steel Corp., reportedly is 
operating under Chapter 11. The names of the seven regional producers, the locations of their regional 
production facilities, rebar sales within the region as a share of their total sales, and each firm's position with 
respect to the petition are shown in the tabulation that follows.2 

mm;11~11.1 .. : ... m .. ·.:·;·i··:.: ... i .. · ... •: .. • .. fi •. ·.i .•. !i .•.•.. ~: ..••. :.f.· .. ~s: •. ~ .. ~.~.~.~ •. ~.t.:.r.~.r.:.r~.•.:·.rl •. 

1.~.~·······~.· .•. ~.:_J.s! .. ~.: •. 'r ...... ":.: .... :.:.1.: .. ~ .•. :.• •. ·r .. •r .. :.:.: ...•.•.. :: .. 1.1.:.~~-
::::::::: ::::::::: :·:·:·:·:·:·:·:·:·:·:·:·:·:·:···:·:·:·:·:·:·:·:·:·:·: :-:·:·:·:·:·:-:·:·:·:·:·:·:·:·:·:·:·: :::::::::::::::::::::::;:::=:::::::::::::::·:::::::::::::::::::;:::::::::::::::·=·=:::::.:·:·:::.:::::::.:.:·:·:·:·:·:·: .;:::::::::::::::::: :: aa.~::t; ~g._ J.:J.: .·:· ;.:::::;:::;::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: ::~:~:~:~:~:~:::::~::: 

Atlanta, GA *** *** 

Auburn, NY *** *** 

Birmingham, AL; Jackson, *** *** 
MS 

Charlotte, NC; Baldwin, FL; *** Petitioner 
Jackson, TN; Knoxville, TN 

Sayreville, NJ *** Petitioner 

Darlington, SC *** *** 

Columbia, SC *** *** 

1 Petition, exhibit A-2. 
2 The tabulation excludes Commercial Steel Corp., which did not provide any information. 
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The bulk of rebar production in the defined region is accounted for by three firms, petitioners 
AmeriSteel Corp. and New Jersey Steel Corp., and by Birmingham Steel Corp. As shown in the tabulation, 
Birmingham Steel Corp. and AmeriSteel Corp. are the only two firms with multiple rebar facilities. 

AmeriSteel Corp. 

Petitioner AmeriSteel Corp. (AmeriSteel) is the largest producer of rebar in the defined region, 
accounting for about*** percent of the region's production in 1995. A controlling interest,*** percent, in 
the firm is held by the Japanese steel maker, Kyoei Steel, Ltd., which, among other steel products, also 
produces rebar. All of AmeriSteel's production of rebar takes place within the defmed region at four 
locations, Baldwin, FL ("Jacksonville mill"); Charlotte, NC; Jackson, TN; and Knoxville, TN.3 In addition to 
these facilities, AmeriSteel also has about 15 other small businesses that produce a downstream fabricated 
product. 4 Within the four facilities in which rebar is produced, rebar accounts for nearly 50 percent of all 
production. 5 

Because AmeriSteel produces a downstream product, fabricated rebar, slightly *** of its total U.S. 
shipments of stock rebar in 1995 represented internal transfers for fabrication. Indeed, fabricators, whether 
related or unrelated, accounted for about*** percent of the firm's total rebar sales in 1995; steel distributors 
and building material dealers made up the remaining *** percent. 

Birmingham Steel Corp. 

Within the region, Birmingham Steel Corp. (Birmingham) produces rebar at facilities located in 
Birmingham, AL, and Jackson, MS. Outside of the region, rebar production occurs at facilities located in 
Kankakee, IL, and Seattle, WA. With facilities both inside and outside of the defined region, Birmingham's 
rebar sales serve almost all regional markets, the one exception being the *** region of the United States, 
which is limited due to high freight costs. Nationally,*** percent of the firm's rebar sales in 1995 were made 
to *** and *** percent went to ***. In terms of the firm's product mix within its regional rebar 
establishments,*** percent of the firm's total establishment production at its Birmingham facility is devoted 
to rebar compared with *** percent for merchant bar, and *** percent of its Jackson, MS, production 
facility's output is allocated to rebar versus *** percent for merchant bar. The product mix for Birmingham's 
Kankakee, IL, mill is *** percent rebar and *** percent merchant bar; for the Seattle mill, the mix is *** 
percent rebar and *** percent merchant bar. 

New Jersey Steel Corp. 

New Jersey Steel Corp. (New Jersey Steel) is principally owned by the Swiss firm Von Roll, Ltd., 
which holds a ***-percent controlling interest in the U.S. firm. In terms of product mix, rebar accounts for 
***percent of the products produced by the firm; merchant bar and billets make up the remainder. Although 
the firm ships rebar outside of the region, the core of its business is concentrated along the eastern seaboard 
region of the United States. The firm's market area also extends to the northeastern and mid-Atlantic regions 
of the country. While fabricators accounted for the vast majority (*** percent) of the firm's 

3 The Baldwin, FL, facility is the lone survivor of 3 facilities previously operated by AmeriSteel in the state of 
Florida. A rebar facility in Tamp a, FL, was closed in 1995. Management points to "high-cost power rates, mistaken 
equipment decisions or cheap subsidized steel imports" as the reasons for its closure. (See conference transcript, p. 32.) 

4 Conference transcript, pp. 18 and 19. 
5 Conference transcript, p. 20. 
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1995 rebar sales, steel distributors, steel service centers, and building material dealers were also a part of its 
1995 customer base. 

Other Producers Within the Region 

Atlantic Steel Industries, Inc. (Atlantic Steel); Auburn Steel Co., Inc. (Auburn Steel); Commercial 
Metals Co. (Commercial Metals);6 Commercial Steel Corp. (Commercial Steel); and Nucor Steel Division of 
Nucor Corp. (Nucor) are all other known producers ofrebar within the region.7 As noted earlier in the 
report, Commercial Steel Corp. is reportedly in bankruptcy proceedings. Nevertheless, based on responses to 
the Commission's questionnaire, in the aggregate, these five firms represent only a small portion of the 
regional production of rebar. Three of the five also have rebar production facilities outside the defined 
region: Auburn Steel has a rebar facility in Lemont, IL; Commercial Metals produces rebar in Magnolia, AK, 
and at a location in Sequin, TX; and, Nucor has production facilities in Jewett, TX, and in Plymouth, UT. 
Also, two of the five firms have foreign ownership. Atlantic Steel is a wholly-owned subsidiary of the 
Canadian firm IV ACO. Auburn Steel is owned by the Japanese firms Sumitomo Corp. (***percent) and 
Kyoei Steel, Ltd.(*** percent). Other products of these firms' establishments include merchant bar, special 
quality bar products, rounds, squares, flats, angles, and channels. 

Producers Outside the Region 

The petition lists 13 firms that produce rebar outside of the defined region. The Commission sent 
producer questionnaires to all 13 firms; responses were received from 4 of the 13. Two firms, Calumet Steel 
Co. and Northwestern Steel and Wire Co., indicated in their responses that they did not produce rebar during 
the period for which the Commission requested information. CF & I, L.P. (CF & I) and TAMCO are the 
other two firms that responded to the questionnaire. CF & I, a subsidiary of Oregon Steel Mills, produces 
rebar at a location in Pueblo, CO. TAMCO, a firm that is partly owned by two Japanese entities, Mitsui & 
Co., Ltd., and Tokyo Steel Mfg., Co., Inc., produces rebar at a site located in Rancho Cucamonga, CA. 

U.S. PRODUCTION CAPACITY, PRODUCTION, 
AND CAPACITY UTILIZATION 

The information presented in this section of the report is based on the questionnaire responses of 9 
firms representing 12 mills within the region wherein rebar is produced and 4 mills outside of the region 
wherein the subject merchandise is produced.8 All firms, however, did not supply complete information in 

6 Commercial Metals Co. is the parent firm to Owen Electric Steel Co. of South Carolina, which does business 
as SMI Steel South Carolina. 

7 Petitioners report that another regional producer of rebar, Franklin Steel, was in Chapter 11 banlcruptcy 
proceedings in 1994. Petition, exhibit A-2 at 2. 

8 The Commission's questionnaire requested that firms supply separate information for each of their mills 
located within the region and to combine the information for all of their mills located outside of the defined region. 
Atlantic Steel, CF & I, New Jersey Steel, and TAMCO supplied information for the one mill operated by each; Auburn 
Steel supplied information for its Atlanta, GA, mill but not for its Lemont, IL, mill; Birmingham Steel supplied 
aggregated information on its rebar and merchant operations for its two mills within the region combined, but then 
supplemented its response by providing disaggregated shipment data for each of its four mills; AmeriSteel supplied 
separate information for each of its five mills, all located inside the region; Commercial Metals combined the 
information for its two mills outside of the region and its one mill inside of the region; and, Nucor supplied information 
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their response, and neither did all firms supply information on a calendar year basis as requested. Because 
individual mills are capable of producing a range of products utilizing essentially the same rolling process as 
that used to produce rebar, nearly all firms supplied capacity information on the basis of their total capacity to 
produce all products of their reporting establishments. Since these same firms supplied production 
information only for rebar as requested, any discussion of capacity utilization is not meaningful and therefore 
is not presented in this section of the report. 9 

Several firms reported changes in their operations during the period for which the Commission 
requested information that impacted their operations or organization relating to the production of rebar. In 
December 1993, ***expanded its overall production capability by***. In July 1994, Florida Steel began the 
shutdown of its Tampa, FL, mill by closing the mill's melt shop. The shutdown was completed in mid-1995 
when the firm shut down the mill's rolling equipment and machinery and began shipping mill products from 
inventory. In its questionnaire response, New Jersey Steel noted that it experienced*** at its Sayreville, NJ, 
mill in*** that forced the shutdown of its melt shop for a total of***. In*** of the same year, the firm***. 
In September 1993, ***completed the construction of a new melt and cast facility at its ***mill. The new 
facility included ***. 

Data on U.S. producers' total capacity to produce all products of their establishments wherein rebar 
is produced are shown in table ill-1. As shown in the table, the total establishment capacity of U.S. 
producers within the region rose by 7.4 percent from 1993 to 1995, increasing from 4.048 million tons in 
1993 to 4.349 million tons in 1995. Total capacity within all U.S. establishments increased from 6.640 
million tons in 1993 to 7.203 million tons in 1995, an increase of 8.5 percent. 

Data on U.S. production ofrebar by firms and by mills located inside of the region and by firms 
outside of the region are presented in table ill-2. U.S. rebar production by firms inside of the region 
increased steadily from 1993 to 1995, rising by 2.0 percent between 1993 and 1994, by 5.3 percent between 
1994 and 1995, and increasing overall by 7 .2 percent from 1993 to 1995. Overall, such production rose from 
1.668 million tons in 1993 to 1.787 million tons in 1995. 

Petitioner AmeriSteel noted in its supplement to the Commission's questionnaire that"***." The 
firm also***. AmeriSteel's rebar production was*** percent in 1995 over 1993's production volume. 

In terms of the distribution of production inside the region, AmeriSteel accounted for*** percent of 
all rebar production inside the region in 1995; New Jersey Steel and Birmingham Steel accounted for 
***percent and*** percent, respectively, of the region's production in the same period. 

U.S. SHIPMENTS 

Twenty-two states plus the District of Columbia and Puerto Rico comprise the U.S. region as defined 
in the petition. In the Commission's questionnaire, producers were requested to report the quantity and value 
of their U.S. shipments ofrebar that were made inside the region as well as the quantity and value of 
shipments that were made outside of the region. Table ill-3 shows the quantity and value of such data as 
reported in Commission questionnaires. Concerning the data for producers within the region and their rebar 
shipments inside of the region, the data show that from 1993 to 1995 the quantity of such U.S. shipments 
rose by 5.2 percent while their value increased by 20.9 percent. Overall, the quantity and value of such U.S. 

for its South Carolina mill but did supply information for its Texas and Utah mills. 
9 When questioned by staff to explain why total mill capacity was reported in their response to the 

Commission's questionnaire in lieu ofrebar capacity only, petitioners responded in part that " ... differentiating rebar 
capacity per se is difficult and can be misleading. The company could have produced tonnages shown as 'capacity' as 
rebar, given a ready market for the product in its plants' regional markets." Other producers responded similarly in their 
questionnaire responses. 
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Tableill-1 
U.S. rebar producers' total capacity to produce all products of their establishments wherein rebar is produced, 
by firms and by mills inside of the region, and by firms outside of the region, 1993-95 

Cin short tons) 

Item 1993 1994 1995 

Production capacity: 
Producers inside of the region: 

Atlantic Steel (GA) ........................ . (!) (I) (I) 

Auburn Steel (NY) ......................... . *** *** *** 
Birmingham Steel: 

Birmingham mill (GA) .................. . *** *** *** 
Jackson mill (MS) ...................... . *** *** *** 

Subtotal ............................ . *** *** *** 
AmeriSteel: 

Charlotte mill (NC) ...................... . *** *** *** 
Jacksonville mill (FL) .................... . *** *** *** 
Knoxville mill (TN) ..................... . *** *** *** 
Tampa mill (FL) ........................ . *** *** *** 
West Tennessee mill (TN) ................ . *** *** *** 

Subtotal ............................ . *** *** *** 
New Jersey Steel .......................... . *** *** *** 
SMI-Owen mill (SC) ....................... . (2) (2) (2) 

Nucor (SC) ............................... . *** *** *** 
Total, inside the region .................. . 4,048,000 4,146,000 4,349,000 

Producers outside of the region: 
Birmingham Steel (IL, WA) ................. . *** *** *** 
CF&I(CO) ............................... . *** *** *** 
Commercial Metals-SM! (AK, TX) ........... . (2) (2) (2) 

Nucor(TX) .............................. . *** *** *** 
TAMCO(CA) ............................ . *** *** *** 

Total, outside the region ................ . 2,592,120 2,592,120 2,854,120 
Total United States ........................... . 6,640,120 6,738,120 7,203,120 

1 Atlantic Steel estimated its rebar-only capacity as *** short tons ***. Based on its reported production 
ofrebar, its capacity utilization was*** percent in 1993, ***percent in 1994, and*** percent in 1995. 

2 Data not provided. 

Source: Compiled from data submitted in response to questionnaires of the U.S. International Trade 
Commission. 
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Table III-2 
Rebar: U.S. production by firms and by mills inside of the region and by firms outside of the region, 1993-95 

(In short tons) 

Item 1993 1994 1995 

By producers inside of the region: 
Atlantic Steel (GA) .......................... . *** *** *** 
Auburn Steel (NY) ........................... . *** *** *** 
Birmingham Steel: 

Birmingham mill (GA)1 .................... . *** *** *** 
Jackson mill (MS)1 ..•••..•.••.••....••.•.• *** *** *** 

Subtotal ............................. . *** *** *** 
AmeriSteel: 

Charlotte mill (NC) ........................ . *** *** *** 
Jacksonville mill (FL) ...................... . *** *** *** 
Knoxville mill (TN) ....................... . *** *** *** 
Tampa mill (FL) .......................... . *** *** *** 
West Tennessee mill (TN) .................. . *** *** *** 

Subtotal ............................. . *** *** *** 
New Jersey Steel ............................ . *** *** *** 
Nucor(SC) ................................. . *** *** *** 
SMl-Owenmill (SC) ......................... . (2) (2) (2) 

Total, inside the region .................... . 1,667,576 1,697,437 1,787,386 
By producers outside of the region: 

Birmingham Steel (IL, W A)1 .................. . *** *** *** 
CF&I(CO) ................................ . *** *** *** 
Commercial Metals-SM! (AK, TX) ............ . *** *** *** 
Nucor(TX) ............................... . *** *** *** 
TAMCO(CA) ............................. . *** *** *** 

Total, outside the region ................. . 1,272,882 1,490,795 1,371,448 
Total United States ............................. . 2,940,458 3,185,232 3,158,834 

1 Estimated by the Commission's staff based on information supplied in the firm's questionnaire response. ***. 
2 Separate data for mill not supplied. However, based on the estimates of James L. AuBuchon, senior attorney, 

Commercial Metals, this mill accounts for about *** percent of the combined production of Commercial Metals' three 
mills. 

Source: Compiled from data submitted in response to questionnaires of the U.S. International Trade Commission. 
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Tableffi-3 
Rebar: U.S. shipments inside the region by firms and by mills inside of the region and by firms outside of the region, 
1993-95 

Item 

By producers inside of the region: 
Atlantic Steel (GA) ............................... . 
Auburn Steel (NY) ............................... . 
Birmingham Steel: 

Birmingham mill (GA)' ......................... . 
Jackson mill (MS)1 .••••...•..•...••.•..•••..•.• 

Subtotal .................................. . 
AmeriSteel: 

Charlotte mill (NC) ............................. . 
Jacksonville mill (FL) ........................... . 
Knoxville mill (TN) ............................ . 
Tampa mill (FL) ............................... . 
West Tennessee mill (TN) ....................... . 

Subtotal .................................. . 
New Jersey Steel ................................. . 
Nucor(SC) ...................................... . 
SMI-Owen mill (SC) .............................. . 

Total, inside the region ......................... . 
By producers outside of the region: 

Birmingham Steel (IL, WA)' ....................... . 
CF&I (CO) ..................................... . 
Commercial Metals-SM! (AK, TX) ................. . 
Nucor(TX) .................................... . 
TAMCO(CA) .................................. . 

Total, outside the region ...................... . 
By all U.S. producers ................................. . 

By producers inside of the region: 
Atlantic Steel (GA) ............................... . 
Auburn Steel (NY) ............................... . 
Birmingham Steel: 

Birmingham mill (GA)3 ••••••..••••••••.•.••••••• 

Jackson mill (MS)3 •••••••••••..•••••••.•••••••. 

Subtotal .................................. . 

Table continued on next page. 
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1993 

*** 
*** 

*** 
*** 
*** 

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

(2) 

*** 

(2) 

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

1.521.512 

*** 
*** 

*** 
*** 
*** 

1994 1995 

(Quantity. short tons) 

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

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

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

(2) (2) 

*** *** 

(2) (2) 

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

1.555.099 1.570.797 

(Value. 1.000 dollars) 

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

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



Table ill-3--Continued 
Rebar: U.S. shipments inside the region by firms and by mills inside of the region and by firms outside of the region, 
1993-95 

Item 1993 1994 1995 

(Value. 1.000 dollars) 
AmeriSteel: 

Charlotte mill (NC) ............................. . *** *** *** 
Jacksonville mill (FL) ........................... . *** *** *** 
Knoxville mill (TN) ............................ . *** *** *** 
Taznpa mill (FL) ............................... . *** *** *** 
West Tennessee mill (TN) ....................... . *** *** *** 

Subtotal .................................. . *** *** *** 
New Jersey Steel ................................. . *** *** *** 
Nucor(SC) ...................................... . *** *** *** 
SMI-Owen mill (SC) .............................. . (3) (3) (3) 

Total, inside the region ......................... . *** *** *** 
By producers outside of the region: 

Birminghazn Steel (IL, WA) ....................... . (3) (3) (3) 

CF&I(CO) ..................................... . *** *** *** 
Commercial Metals-SM! (AK, TX) ................. . *** *** *** 
Nucor(TX) .................................... . *** *** *** 
TAMCO(CA) .................................. . *** *** *** 

Total, outside the region ...................... . *** *** *** 
By all U.S. producers ................................. . 415.061 452.550 491.997 

CUnit value. per short ton) 

By producers inside of the region: 
Atlantic Steel (GA) ............................... . $*** $*** $*** 
Auburn Steel (NY) ............................... . *** *** *** 
Birmingham Steel: 

Birminghazn mill (GA) ......................... . *** *** *** 
Jackson mill (MS) ............................. . *** *** *** 

Average .................................. . *** *** *** 
AmeriSteel: 

Charlotte mill (NC) ............................. . *** *** *** 
Jacksonville mill (FL) ........................... . *** *** *** 
Knoxville mill (TN) ............................ . *** *** *** 
Taznpa mill (FL) ............................... . *** *** *** 
West Tennessee mill (TN) ....................... . *** *** *** 

Average .................................. . *** *** *** 

Table continued on next page. 
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Table III-3--Continued 
Rebar: U.S. shipments inside the region by fums and by mills inside of the region and by firms outside of the region, 
1993-95 

Item 1993 1994 1995 

CUnit value. per short ton) 

New Jersey Steel ................................. . *** *** *** 
Nucor(SC) ...................................... . *** *** *** 
SMI-Owen mill (SC) .............................. . (2) (2) (2) 

Average, producers inside the region .............. . *** *** *** 
By producers outside of the region: 

Binningham Steel (IL, WA) ....................... . (3) (3) (3) 

CF&I(CO) ..................................... . *** *** *** 
Commercial Metals-SM! (AK, TX) ................. . *** *** (!) 

Nucor(TX) ............................... . (2) (2) (2) 

TAMCO(CA) ............................. . (2) (2) (2) 

Average, producers outside the region ...... . *** *** *** 
Average, all U.S. producers ....................... . 271 294 320 

1 Estimated by the Commission's staff. Calculated from supplemental mill-by-mill shipment data reported 
by the firm for each of its 4 mills. Estimates assume normal product mix as reported by the firm. 

2 Not available. 
3 Estimated by the Commission's staff. Calculated using the average unit value of U.S. commercial 

shipment data as reported in the firm's questionnaire response. 

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

shipments inside the region by those producers located within the region rose uninterruptedly between the 
periods, increasing from *** short tons, valued at $***, in 1993 to *** short tons, valued at $***, in 1995. 
The average unit value of such shipments rose by 16.8 percent from 1993 to 1995. · 

Fabricators represent a significant market for U.S.-produced rebar. AmeriSteel and New Jersey Steel 
are themselves fabricators, each consuming a portion of their rebar production for that purpose. In the case 
of New Jersey Steel, the production and fabrication of stock rebar takes place at one site. AmeriSteel, 
however, has multiple locations in which fabrication may occur. These two firms accounted for *** reported 
internal consumption/intercompany transfers of rebar for producers located within the region. Individually, 
between *** percent and *** percent of AmeriSteel' s total shipments in the region between 1993 and 1995 
represented company transfers, and between*** percent and*** percent of New Jersey's total shipments 
within the region over the same period were company transfer shipments. *** and *** also reported company 
transfer shipments inside the region. As a share of total U.S. shipments ofrebar inside the region by 
producers located within the region, producers' internal consumption/intercompany transfers of rebar rose 
from*** percent in 1993 to*** percent in 1995, as shown in the following tabulation: 
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In the Commission's questionnaire, all U.S. producers were requested to report their U.S. shipments 
ofrebar by state. With respect to U.S. producers located inside the region, the state of Florida absorbed the 
bulk (22.7 percent) of those producers' U.S. shipments in 1995, as shown in the tabulation that follows: 

Regional producers' shipments to states in the region as a share of 
their total U.S. shipments inside the region (in percent) 

r-~~~~~~~~1 

1993 1995 

33.9 22.7 

10.7 9.7 

0.7 5.5 

5~4 12.2 

2.3 2.6 

4.5 5.6 

7.9 8.0 

0.2 0.2 

34.4 33.5 

Following Florida in importance, at least in 1995, were Pennsylvania, Georgia, Virginia, South Carolina, and 
Massachusetts. As shown in the tabulation, U.S. shipments into Puerto Rico by the regional producers 
accounted for slightly more than 2 percent of the total of those producers' U.S. shipments inside the region 
between 1993 and 1995. Texas accounted for less than 1 percent of the total. Being the largest fabricator of 
rebar in the industry, and with its Jacksonville, FL, mill producing nothing but rebar, *** of producers' 
reported U.S. shipments into Florida represented internal consumption and/or intercompany transfers of stock 
rebar by AmeriSteel for fabricating purposes. 

Data on total U.S. shipments of rebar by producers located inside of the region and by producers 
located outside of the region are shown in table III-4. The quantity and value of total U.S. shipments ofrebar 
from the facilities of those producers located inside of the region rose uninterruptedly by 5.0 percent and 
21.3 percent, respectively, from 1993 to 1995, increasing from*** short tons, valued at$***, in 1993 to*** 
short tons, valued at$***, in 1995. The quantity of total U.S. shipments by producers that shippedrebar 
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Table III-4 
Rebar: Total U.S. shipments by finns and by mills inside of the region and by firms outside of the region, 
1993-95 

Item 1993 1994 1995 

(Quantity, short tons) 
U.S. SHIPMENTS INSIDE OF THE REGION: 

By producers inside of the region: 
Atlantic Steel (GA) ......................... . *** *** *** 
Auburn Steel (NY) ......................... . *** *** *** 
Birmingham Steel: 

Birminghammill (GA) ................... . *** *** *** 
Jackson mill (MS) ....................... . *** *** *** 

Subtotal ............................. . *** *** *** 
AmeriSteel: 

Charlotte mill (NC) ...................... . *** *** *** 
Jacksonville mill (FL) .................... . *** *** *** 
Knoxville mill (TN) ...................... . *** *** *** 
Tampa mill (FL) ........................ . *** *** *** 
West Tennessee mill (TN) ................. . *** *** *** 

Subtotal ............................. . *** *** *** 
New Jersey Steel ........................... . *** *** *** 
Nucor(SC) ............................... . *** *** *** 
SMI-Owen mill (SC) ....................... . (!) (I) (I) 

Subtotal ............................... . *** *** *** 
By producers outside of the region: 

Birmingham Steel (IL, WA) .................. . (I) (I) (!) 

CF&I(CO) ............................... . *** *** *** 
Commercial Metals-SM! (AK, TX) ............ . *** *** *** 
Nucor(TX) ............................... . *** *** *** 
TAMCO(CA) ............................ . *** *** *** 

Subtotal ............................... . *** *** *** 
Total .................................. . 1,521,512 1,555,099 1,570,797 

U.S. SHIPMENTS OUTSIDE OF THE REGION: 
By producers inside of the region: 

Atlantic Steel (GA) ......................... . *** *** *** 
Auburn Steel (NY) ......................... . *** *** *** 
Birmingham Steel: 

Birmingham mill (GA) ................... . *** *** *** 
Jackson mill (MS) ....................... . *** *** *** 

Subtotal ............................. . *** *** *** 

Table continued on next page. 

III-11 



Table III-4--Continued 
Rebar: Total U.S. shipments by firms and by mills inside of the region and by firms outside of the region, 
1993-95 . 

Item 1993 1994 1995 

(Quantity.. short tons) 

AmeriSteel: 
Charlotte mill (NC) ...................... . *** *** *** 
Jacksonville mill (FL) .................... . *** *** *** 
Knoxville mill (TN) ...................... . *** *** *** 
Tampamill(FL) ........................ . *** *** *** 
West Tennessee mill (TN) ................. . *** *** *** 

Subtotal ............................. . *** *** *** 
New Jersey Steel ........................... . *** *** *** 
Nucor(SC) ............................... . *** *** *** 
SMI-Owen mill (SC) ....................... . (1) (I) (!) 

Subtotal ............................... . *** *** *** 
By producers outside of the region: 

Birmingham Steel (IL, WA) .................. . *** *** *** 
CF&I(CO) ............................... . *** *** *** 
Commercial Metals-SM! (AK, TX) ............ . *** *** *** 
Nucor(TX) ............................... . *** *** *** 
TAMCO(CA) ............................ . *** *** *** 

Subtotal ............................... . *** *** *** 
Total .................................. . 1,385,778 1,552,617 1,439,006 

TOTAL UNITED STATES: 
By producers inside of the region: 

Atlantic Steel (GA) ......................... . *** *** *** 
Auburn Steel (NY) ......................... . *** *** *** 
Birmingham Steel: 

Birmingham mill (GA) ................... . *** *** *** 
Jackson mill (MS) ....................... . *** *** *** 

Subtotal ............................. . *** *** *** 
AmeriSteel: 

Charlotte mill (NC) ...................... . *** *** *** 
Jacksonville mill (FL) .................... . *** *** *** 
Knoxville mill (TN) ...................... . *** *** *** 
Tampa mill (FL) ........................ . *** *** *** 
West Tennessee mill (TN) ................. . *** *** *** 

Subtotal ............................. . *** *** *** 

Table continued on next page. 
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Table III-4--Continued 
Rebar: Total U.S. shipments by firms and by mills inside of the region and by firms outside of the region, 
1993-95 

Item 1993 1994 1995 

Quantity (short tons) 

New Jersey Steel ........................... . *** *** *** 
Nucor(SC) ............................... . *** *** *** 
SMI-Owen mill (SC) ....................... . *** *** *** 

Subtotal ............................... . *** *** *** 
By producers outside of the region: 

Birmingham Steel (IL, WA) .................. . *** *** *** 
CF&I(CO) ............................... . *** *** *** 
Commercial Metals-SM! (AK, TX) ............ . *** *** *** 
Nucor(TX) ............................... . *** *** *** 
TAMCO(CA) ............................ . *** *** *** 

Subtotal ............................... . *** *** *** 
TOTAL .................................... . 2.907.290 3.107.716 3.009,803 

CV alue, 1, 000 dollars) 
U.S. SHIPMENTS INSIDE OF THE REGION: 

By producers inside of the region: 
Atlantic Steel (GA) ......................... . *** *** *** 
Auburn Steel (NY) ......................... . *** *** *** 
Birmingham Steel: 

Binninghammill(GA) ................... . *** *** *** 
Jackson mill (MS) ....................... . *** *** *** 

Subtotal ............................. . *** *** *** 
AmeriSteel: 

Charlotte mill (NC) ...................... . *** *** *** 
Jacksonville mill (FL) ................ -.... . *** *** *** 
Knoxville mill (TN) ...................... . *** *** *** 
Tampa mill (FL) ........................ . *** *** *** 
West Tennessee mill (TN) ................. . *** *** *** 

Subtotal ............................. . *** *** *** 
New Jersey Steel ........................... . *** *** *** 
Nucor(SC) ............................... . *** *** *** 
SMI-Owen mill (SC) ....................... . *** *** *** 

Subtotal ............................... . *** *** *** 
By producers outside of the region: 

Birmingham Steel (IL, WA) .................. . (I) (I) (1) 

CF&I(CO) ............................... . *** *** *** 

Table continued on next page. 
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Table Ill-4--Continued 
Rebar: Total U.S. shipments by firms and by mills inside of the region and by firms outside of the region, 
1993-95 

Item 1993 1994 1995 

Nalue. 1.000 dollars) 

Commercial Metals-SM! (AK, TX) ............. . *** *** *** 
Nucor(TX) ............................... . *** *** *** 
TAMCO(CA) ............................. . *** *** *** 

Subtotal ............................... . *** *** *** 
Total .................................. . 415,061 452,550 491,997 

U.S. SHIPMENTS OUfSIDE OF THE REGION: 
By producers inside of the region: 

Atlantic Steel (GA) ......................... . *** *** *** 
Auburn Steel (NY) ......................... . *** *** *** 
Birmingham Steel: 

Birmingham mill (GA) ................... . *** *** *** 
Jackson mill (MS) ....................... . *** *** *** 

Subtotal ............................. . *** *** *** 
AmeriSteel: 

Charlotte mill (NC) ...................... . *** *** *** 
Jacksonville mill (FL) .................... . *** *** *** 
Knoxville mill (TN) ...................... . *** *** *** 
. Tampa mill (FL) ........................ . *** *** *** 
West Tennessee mill (TN) ................. . *** *** *** 

Subtotal ............................. . *** *** *** 
New Jersey Steel ........................... . *** *** *** 
Nucor(SC) ............................... . *** *** *** 
SMI-Owenmill (SC) ....................... . (I) (I) (I) 

Subtotal ............................... . *** *** *** 
By producers outside of the region: 

Birmingham Steel (IL, WA) .................. . *** *** *** 
CF&I(CO) ............................... . *** *** *** 
Commercial Metals-SM! (AK, TX) ............ . *** *** *** 
Nucor(TX) ............................... . *** *** *** 
TAMCO(CA) ............................ . *** *** *** 

Subtotal ............................... . *** *** *** 
Total .................................. . 365,483 463,169 469,970 

TOTAL UNITED STATES: 
By producers inside of the region: 

Atlantic Steel . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . *** *** *** 
Auburn Steel .............................. . *** *** *** 

Table continued on next page. 
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Table III-4--Continued 
Rebar: Total U.S. shipments by firms and by mills inside of the region and by firms outside of the region, 
1993-95 

Item 1993 1994 1995 

Nalue, 1.000 dollars) 
Birmingham Steel: 

Birmingham mill (GA) ................... . *** *** *** 
Jackson mill (MS) ....................... . *** *** *** 

Subtotal ............................. . *** *** *** 
AmeriSteel: 

Charlotte mill (NC) ...................... . *** *** *** 
Jacksonville mill (FL) .................... . *** *** *** 
Knoxville mill (TN) ...................... . *** *** *** 
Tampa mill (FL) ......................... . *** *** *** 
West Tennessee mill (TN) ................. . *** *** *** 

Subtotal ............................. . *** *** *** 
New Jersey Steel ........................... . *** *** *** 
Nucor(SC) ............................... . *** *** *** 
SMI-Owen mill (SC) ....................... . (1) (1) (1) 

Subtotal ............................... . *** *** *** 
By producers outside of the region: 

Birmingham Steel (IL, WA) .................. . *** *** *** 
CF&I(CO) ............................... . *** *** *** 
Commercial Metals-SM! (AK, TX) ............ . *** *** *** 
Nucor(TX) ............................... . *** *** *** 
TAMCO(CA) ............................ . *** *** *** 

Subtotal ............................... . *** *** *** 
TOTAL ............................... . 780,544 915,719 961,967 

1 Not available. 

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

from their facilities located outside of the region increased unevenly over the same period by ***. While the 
value of such producers' total U.S. shipments dropped by*** percent between 1994 and 1995, overall, the 
value of such shipments increased by *** percent from 1993 to 1995. 

The average unit value of total U.S. shipments by those producers located inside of the region and by 
those producers located outside of the region rose uninterruptedly between 1993 and 1995, as shown in the 
tabulation that follows: 
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Average unit value (per short ton) of U.S. producers' 
total U.S. shipments of rebar 

1993 
::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: ::::::::::::::::::::::::::::;:; :·:·:·:·:.:·:;:::;:::::::;:;:·:· ·:·: ::::::::--······:::··-·: .. .":·:·:·:-:.:-:-:.;-: .·.·.·.·. 

::~f~~=:il!~l·~~~~=:~:r,~i~·:·,: =··=:::!:,:·: $270.99 :;:::;:::: :• rn~~l!l_z.•.·.=·_.,'_:,fi_',·.·,::_.,::.·.=.=.•·,·.•.=• :::: 
::::::::::::··.-:·:·.·:·:·:·:·:·.·:·:·:·:-:-:·:·:·: 

$265.24 
:;:;:;:;:····:·:·:·:· ........... ·.·. ;.;::-:-:-:-:-:-

:::=:,:: :::::::::12~9J1•11J: , :;:; 

U.S. PRODUCERS' PURCHASES 

1995 

$312.96 

$328.47 

***and *** were the only two firms that reported purchases of rebar during the period for which 
information was requested. *** purchased rebar imported from Turkey and other countries from U.S. 
importers in 1994 and 1995. The firm indicated in its questionnaire response that its purchases were made to 
supplement the firm's inventory. ***indicated that it purchased domestic rebar from two U._S. producers, 
one being ***. *** purchased *** rebar, a product it does not produce. Purchases by both firms totaled *** 
short tons, valued at$*** in 1993, *** short tons, valued at$*** in 1994, and*** short.tons, valued at$*** 
in 1995. 

U.S. PRODUCERS' INVENTORIES 

Data on U.S. producers' end-of-period inventories ofrebar are shown in table ID-5. Birmingham 
Steel did not supply data on its inventories, and SMI-Owen did not supply data on its inventories for 1993 
and 1994 and was therefore excluded from the table. After declining by nearly 5 percent between 1993 and 
1994, end-of-period inventories held by U.S. producers located inside of the region rose by 72 percent from 
92,340 short tons in 1994 to 158,816 short tons in 1995. ***. Yearend inventories held by*** fluctuated 
*** over the same period and were*** at yearend 1995 than at yearend 1993. Despite the overall sharp rise 
in inventories held by producers in the region between 1994 and 1995, the ratio of inventories to production 
and the ratio of inventories to total shipments increased only moderately from 1994 to 1995, rising by 2.1 and 
2.8 percentage points, respectively. 
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TableID-5 
Rebar: U.S. producers' end-of-period inventories, by firms and by mills inside of the region and by firms 
outside of the region, 1993-95 

Item 1993 1994 1995 

(Quantity, short tons) 
Producers inside of the region: 

Atlantic Steel (GA) ........................... . *** *** *** 
Auburn Steel (NY) ............................ . *** *** *** 
Birmingham Steel: 

Birminghammill (GA) ...................... . (1) (1) (1) 

Jackson mill (MS) .......................... . (1) (1) (1) 

Subtotal ............................... . (1) (1) (1) 

AmeriSteel: 
Charlotte mill (NC) ......................... . *** *** *** 
Jacksonville mill (FL) ....................... . *** *** *** 
Knoxville mill (TN) ........................ . *** *** *** 
Tampa mill (FL) ........................... . *** *** *** 
West Tennessee mill (TN) ................... . *** *** *** 

Subtotal ............................... . *** *** *** 
New Jersey Steel ............................. . *** *** *** 
Nucor(SC) .................................. . *** *** *** 
SMI-Owen mill (SC) .......................... . (1) (1) (1) 

Subtotal .................................. . 96,964 92,340 158,816 
Producers outside of the region: 

Birmingham Steel (IL, WA) .................... . (1) (1) (1) 

CF&I(CO) .................................. . *** *** *** 
Commercial Metals-SM! (AK, TX) .............. . *** *** *** 
Nucor(TX) ................................. . *** *** *** 
TAMCO(CA) ............................... . *** *** *** 

Subtotal .................................. . 55,990 84,173 136,689 
Total, all producers . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ........... . 152,954 176,513 295,505 

Ratio to production (percent) 
Producers inside of the region: 

Atlantic Steel (GA) ........................... . *** *** *** 
Auburn Steel (NY) ............................ . *** *** *** 
Birmingham Steel: 

Birmingham mill (GA) ...................... . (1) (1) (I) 

Jackson mill (MS) .......................... . (1) (1) (1) 

Average ............................... . (1) (1) (I) 

AmeriSteel: 
Charlotte mill (NC) ......................... . *** *** *** 
Jacksonville mill (FL) ....................... . *** *** *** 
Knoxville mill (TN) ........................ . *** *** *** 

Table continued on next page. 
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Table III-5--Continued 
Rebar: U.S. producers' end-of-period inventories, by firms and by mills inside of the region and by firms 
outside of the region, 1993-95 

Item 1993 1994 1995 

Ratio to production (percent) 

Tampa mill (FL) ........................... . *** *** 
West Tennessee mill (TN) ................... . *** *** 

Average ............................... . *** *** 
New Jersey Steel ............................. . *** *** 
Nucor (SC) .................................. . *** *** 
SMI-Owen mill (SC) .......................... . (1) (1) 

Average .................................. . 5.4 5.0 
Producers outside of the region: 

Birmingham Steel (IL, WA) .................... . (1) (1) 

CF&I(CO) .................................. . *** *** 
Commercial Metals-SM! (AK, TX) .............. . *** *** 
Nucor(TX) ................................. . *** *** 
TAMCO(CA) ............................... . *** *** 

Average .................................. . 6.3 6.1 
Average, all products ....................... . 5.7 6.1 

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

(1) 

7.1 

(1) 

*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
9.7 
9.7 

Ratio to total shipments (percent) 
Producers inside of the region: 

Atlantic Steel (GA) ........................... . *** *** *** 
Auburn Steel (NY) ............................ . *** *** *** 
Birmingham Steel: 

Birmingham mill (GA) ...................... . (1) (1) (1) 

Jackson mill (MS) .......................... . (1) (1) (1) 

Subtotal ............................... . (1) (1) (1) 

AmeriSteel: 
Charlotte mill (NC) ......................... . *** *** *** 
Jacksonville mill (FL) ....................... . *** *** *** 
Knoxville mill (TN) ........................ . *** *** *** 
Tampa mill (FL) ........................... . *** *** *** 
West Tennessee mill (TN) ................... . *** *** *** 

Average ............................... . *** *** *** 
New Jersey Steel ............................. . *** *** *** 
Nucor(SC) .................................. . *** *** *** 
SMI-Owen mill (SC) .......................... . (1) (1) (1) 

Average .................................. . *** *** *** 
Producers outside of the region: 

Birmingham Steel (IL, WA) .................... . (1) (1) (1) 

CF&I(CO) .................................. . *** *** *** 

Table continued on next page. 
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Table III-5--Continued 
Rebar: U.S. producers' end-of-period inventories, by firms and by mills inside of the region and by firms 
outside of the region, 1993-95 

Item 1993 1994 1995 

Ratio to total shipments (percent) 

Commercial Metals-SM! (AK, TX) .............. . 
Nucor(TX) ................................. . 
TAMCO(CA) ............................... . 

Average .................................. . 
Average, all products ....................... . 

1 Not available. 

*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
5.6 

*** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
6.2 

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

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

10.0 

End-of-period rebar inventories held by all U.S. producers increased in.all periods and nearly doubled 
between 1993 and 1995, increasing from 152,954 short tons in 1993 to 295,505 short tons in 1995. The 
ratio of such yearend inventories to production and the ratio of such inventories to total shipments increased 
from 5.7 percent and 5.6 percent, respectively, in 1993 to 9.7 percent and 10.0 percent, respectively, in 1995. 

U.S. EMPLOYMENT, WAGES, AND PRODUCTIVITY 

In the Commission's questionnaire, producers were requested to report any reductions in the number 
of production and related workers (PRW s) producing rebar that occurred within their U.S. reporting 
establishments during the period for which information was requested. Producers were also requested to 
provide the date such reductions occurred, the number of workers affected by the reductions, the duration of 
the reductions, and the reason for the reductions. Four producers located inside of the region reported such 
reductions and none located outside of the region did so. 

***, ***,***,and*** each reported reductions in the number of PRWs employed inproducingrebar. 
***reported a reduction of ***such workers in November 1995 as a result of "declining sales." As a result 
of***,*** reported permanent reductions of*** workers in July 1994 and*** workers in September 1995. 
***workers at its*** mill were furloughed for*** while it***. In May 1994 and January 1995, ***reduced 
its number of PRWs by*** and*** workers, respectively, as a result of"downsizing due to market 
pressures." All but*** of these reductions were permanent. Between August 1993 and March 1994, *** 
reported that it slimmed its workforce by*** PRWs due to the construction of a new melt shop. 

Birmingham Steel did not supply employment information and SMI-Owen and Nucor did not supply 
useable employment information for their South Carolina establishments. As shown in the tabulation that 
follows, employment trends for the U.S. industry as a whole were generally unfavorable between 1993 and 
1995, with irregular declines in the number of PRWs employed, the number of hours worked by such 
workers, and total wages paid to such PRWs. Conversely, over the same period, U.S. producers benefitted 
from increased productivity from their PRWs and from decreased unit labor costs. 
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1993 1995 

2,578 2,542 

5,501 5,036 

103,593 102,967 

$18.83 $20.45 

486 606 

$38.72 $33.74 

U.S. producers located inside of the defined region experienced employment trends that were 
generally more pronounced in direction. As shown in the tabulation that follows, the number of PRWs 
producing rebar within the region fell by*** workers between 1993 and 1995, a decrease of*** percent, and 
the number of hours worked by such workers fell by nearly *** percent over the same period. Productivity 
rose steadily during the period as unit labor costs declined. Employment data for U.S. producers on a firm
by-firm basis are presented in table ID-6. 

U.S. Producers Located Inside the Defined Region 

1993 1995 

*** ***. 

*** *** 

*** *** 

$*** $*** 

*** *** 

$*** $*** 
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TableIII-6 
Average number of PRWs producing rebar, hours worked, wages paid to such workers, and hourly wages, 
productivity, and unit labor costs, by firms and by mill establishments located inside the region, and by firms 
located outside the region, 1993-95 

Item 1993 1994 1995 

Average number of PRWs 
Producers inside of the region: 

Atlantic Steel (GA) ........................... . *** *** *** 
Auburn Steel (NY) ............................ . *** *** *** 
Birmingham Steel: 

Birmingham mill (GA) ...................... . (1) (1) (1) 

Jackson mill (MS) .......................... . . (1) (1) (I) 

Subtotal ............................... . (1) (I) (I) 

AmeriSteel: 
Charlotte mill (NC) ......................... . *** *** *** 
Jacksonville mill (FL) ....................... . *** *** *** 
Knoxville mill (TN) ........................ . *** *** *** 
Tampa mill {FL) ........................... . *** *** *** 
West Tennessee mill (TN) ................... . (2) (2) (2) 

Subtotal ............................... . *** *** *** 
New Jersey Steel ............................. . *** *** *** 
Nucor(SC) .................................. . (2) (2) (2) 

SMI-Owen mill (SC) .......................... . (I) (I) (3) 

Subtotal .................................. . *** *** *** 
Producers outside of the region: 

CF&I(CO) .................................. . (I) (!) (!) 

Commercial Metals-SM! (AK, TX) .............. . *** *** *** 
Nucor{TX) ................................. . (2) (2) (2) 

TAMCO(CA) ............................... . *** *** *** 
Subtotal .................................. . *** *** *** 
Total, all producers . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. 2.578 2.618 2,542 

Hours worked by PRWs 
Producers inside of the region: 

Atlantic Steel (GA) ........................... . *** *** *** 
Auburn Steel (NY) ............................ . *** *** *** 
Birmingham Steel: 

Birmingham mill (GA) ...................... . (1) (1) (I) 

Jackson mill (MS) .......................... . (I) (!) (I) 

Subtotal ............................... . (1) (I) (1) 

Table continued on next page. 
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Table ill-6--Continued 
Average number of PRW s producing rebar, hours worked, wages paid to such workers, and hourly wages, 
productivity, and unit labor costs, by firms and by mill establishments located inside the region, and by firms 
located outside the region, 1993-95 

Item 1993 1994 1995 

Hours worked by PRWs 
Producers inside of the region--Continued 

AmeriSteel: 
Charlotte mill (NC) ......................... . *** *** *** 
Jacksonville mill {FL) ....................... . *** *** *** 
Knoxville mill (TN) ........................ . *** *** *** 
Tampa mill (FL) ........................... . *** *** *** 
West Tennessee mill (TN) ................... . (2) (2) (2) 

Subtotal ............................... . *** *** *** 
New Jersey Steel ............................. . *** *** *** 
Nucor(SC) .................................. . (2) (2) (2) 

SMI-Owen mill (SC) .......................... . (1) (1) (3) 

Subtotal .................................. . *** *** *** 
Producers outside of the region: 

CF&I(CO) .................................. . (1) (1) (1) 

Commercial Metals-SM! (AK, TX) .............. . *** *** *** 
Nucor{TX) ................................. . (2) (2) (2) 

TAMCO(CA) ............................... . *** *** *** 
Subtotal .................................. . *** *** *** 
Total, all producers ......................... . 5 501 5 640 5 036 

Wages paid to PRWs U.000 dollars) 
Producers inside of the region: 

Atlantic Steel (GA) ........................... . *** *** *** 
Auburn Steel (NY) ............................ . *** *** *** 
Birmingham Steel: 

Birmingham mill (GA) ...................... . (1) (1) (1) 

Jackson mill (MS) .......................... . (1) (1) (1) 

Subtotal ................................ . (1) (1) (1) 

AmeriSteel: 
Charlotte mill (NC) ......................... . *** *** *** 
Jacksonville mill {FL) ....................... . *** *** *** 
Knoxville mill (TN) ........................ . *** *** *** 
Tampa mill (FL) ........................... . *** *** *** 
West Tennessee mill (TN) ................... . (2) (2) (2) 

Subtotal ............................... . *** *** *** 
New Jersey Steel ............................. . *** *** *** 
Nucor(SC) .................................. . (2) (2) (2) 

SMI-Owenmill (SC) .......................... . (1) (1) (3) 

Subtotal .................................. . *** *** *** 
Table continued on next page. 
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Table ill-6--Continued 
Average number of PRWs producing rebar, hours worked, wages paid to such workers, and hourly wages, 
productivity, and unit labor costs, by firms and by mill establishments located inside the region, and by firms 
located outside the region, 1993-95 

Item 1993 1994 1995 

Wages paid to PRWs U.000 dollars) 
Producers outside of the region: 

CF&I(CO) .................................. . (1) (I) (I) 

Commercial Metals-SM! (AK, TX) .............. . *** *** *** 
Nucor(TX) ................................. . (2) (2) (2) 

TAMCO(CA) ............................... . *** *** *** 
Subtotal .................................. . *** *** *** 
Total, all producers . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 103,593 105,249 102.967 

Hourly wages paid to PRWs 
Producers inside of the region: 

Atlantic Steel (GA) ........................... . $*** $*** $*** 
Auburn Steel (NY) ............................ . *** *** *** 
Birmingham Steel: 

Birmingham mill (GA) ........ · .............. . (!) (I) (I) 

Jackson mill (MS) .......................... . (1) (!) (I) 

Average ............................... . (!) (I) (I) 

AmeriSteel: 
Charlotte mill (NC) ......................... . *** *** *** 
Jacksonville mill (FL) ....................... . *** *** *** 
Knoxville mill (TN) ........................ . *** *** *** 
Tampa mill (FL) ........................... . *** *** *** 
West Tennessee mill (TN) ................... . (4) (4) (4) 

Average ............................... . *** *** *** 
New Jersey Steel ............................. . *** *** *** 
Nucor(SC) .................................. . (4) (4) (4) 

SMI-Owen mill (SC) .......................... . (4) (4) (4) 

Average .................................. . *** *** *** 
Producers outside of the region: 

CF&I(CO) .................................. . (4) (4) (4) 

Commercial Metals-SM! (AK, TX) .............. . *** *** *** 
Nucor(TX) ................................. . (4) (4) (4) 

TAMCO(CA) ............................... . *** *** *** 
Average .................................. . *** *** *** 
Average, all producers ...................... . $18.83 $18.66 $20.45 

Table continued on next page. 
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Table III-6--Continued 
Average number of PRWs producing rebar, hours worked, wages paid to such workers, and hourly wages, 
productivity, and unit labor costs, by firms and by mill establishments located inside the region, and by firms 
located outside the region, 1993-95 

Item 

Producers inside of the region: 
Atlantic Steel (GA) ........................... . 
Auburn Steel (NY) ............................ . 
Birmingham Steel: 

Birmingham mill (GA) ...................... . 
Jackson mill (MS) .......................... . 

Average ............................... . 
AmeriSteel: 

Charlotte mill (NC) ......................... . 
Jacksonville mill (FL) ....................... . 
Knoxville mill (TN) ........................ . 
Tampa mill (FL) ........................... . 
West Tennessee mill (TN) ................... . 

Average ............................... . 
New Jersey Steel ............................. . 
Nucor(SC) .................................. . 
SMI-Owen mill (SC) .......................... . 

Average .................................. . 
Producers outside of the region: 

CF&I(CO) .................................. . 
Commercial Metals-SM! (AK, TX) .............. . 
Nucor(TX) ................................. . 
TAMCO(CA) ............................... . 

Average .................................. . 
Average, all producers ...................... . 

Producers inside of the region: 
Atlantic Steel (GA) ........................... . 
Auburn Steel (NY) ............................ . 
Birmingham Steel: 

Birmingham mill (GA) ...................... . 
Jackson mill (MS) .......................... . 

Average ............................... . 

Table continued on next page. 
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1993 1994 1995 
Productivity (short tons per 

1. 000 hours worked) 

*** 
*** 

(4) 

(4) 

(4) 

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

(4) 

*** 
*** 

(4) 

(4) 

*** 

(4) 

*** 
(4) 

*** 
*** 
486 

$*** 
*** 

(4) 

(4) 

(4) 

*** 
*** 

(4) 

(4) 

(4) 

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

(4) 

*** 
*** 

(4) 

(4) 

*** 

(4) 

*** 
(4) 

*** 
*** 
510 

Unit labor costs 
(per short ton ) 

$*** 
*** 

(4) 

(4) 

(4) 

*** 
*** 

(4) 

(4) 

(4) 

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

(4) 

*** 
*** 

(4) 

(4) 

*** 

(4) 

*** 
(4) 

*** 
*** 
606 

$*** 
*** 

(4) 

(4) 

(4) 



Table III-6--Continued 
Average number of PRWs producing rebar, hours worked, wages paid to such workers, and hourly wages, 
productivity, and unit labor costs, by firms and by mill establishments located inside the region, and by firms 
located outside the region, 1993-95 

Item 1993 1994 1995 
Unit labor costs 
(per short ton ) 

Producers inside of the region--Continued 
AmeriSteel: 

Charlotte mill (NC) ......................... . *** *** *** 
Jacksonville mill (FL) ....................... . *** *** *** 
Knoxville mill (TN) ........................ . *** *** *** 
Tampa mill (FL) ........................... . *** *** *** 
West Tennessee mill (TN) ................... . (4) (4) (4) 

Average ............................... . *** *** *** 
New Jersey Steel ............................. . *** *** *** 
Nucor (SC) .................................. . (4) (4) (4) 

SMI-Owenmill (SC) .......................... . (4) (4) (4) 

Average .................................. . *** *** *** 
Producers outside of the region: 

CF&I(CO) .................................. . (4) (4) (4) 

Commercial Metals-SM! (AK, TX) .............. . *** *** *** 
Nucor(TX) ................................. . (4) (4) (4) 

TAMCO(CA) ............................... . *** *** *** 
Average .................................. . *** *** *** 
Average, all producers ...................... . $38.72 $36.60 $33.74 

1 Data not supplied. 
2 Data supplied not useable. 
3 Firm reported combined employment information for all 3 of its establishments. The firm estimates its 

1995 employment data for its establishment located inside the region as follows: average number of PRWs, 
***;hours worked by PRWs, ***;wages paid to such workers,$***. 

4 Not available. 

Source: Compiled from data submitted in response to questionnaires of the U.S. International Trade 
Commission. 
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PART IV: U.S. IMPORTS, APPARENT CONSUMPTION, 
AND MARKET SHARES 

U.S. IMPORTERS 

The Commission sent questionnaires to 29 firms believed to be importing rebar. Responses were 
received from 21 firms, 3 of which responded that they did not import rebar from any source during the 
period for which the Commission requested information. Fifteen of 21 firms were able to supply usable 
information on their imports ofrebar from Turkey and all other sources. Five of the 15 accounted for the 
bulk of the reported imports from Turkey in 1995; two of these also accounted for the vast majority of the 
reported imports from all other sources in the same period. 

Data on U.S. imports of rebar from Turkey and all other sources based on questionnaire responses 
are shown in table IV-1. Between 1993 and 1995, U.S. imports from Turkey, the predominant source of 
imported rebar based on questionnaire responses, increased more than three-fold, rising from 50,098 short 
tons, valued at $17.3 million, in 1993 to 225,368 short tons, valued at $65.3 million, in 1995. The average 
unit value of such imports, however, declined irregularly over the same period, falling from $345 per short 
ton in 1993 to $290 per short ton in 1995, a decrease of 16 percent · 

Data on U.S. imports ofrebar based on official statistics of the U.S. Department of Commerce are 
shown in table IV-2. As shown in the table, the quantity and value of U.S. imports from all sources increased 
more than three-fold between 1993 and 1995, rising from 120,665 short tons, valued at $35.0 million, in 
1993 to 532,306 short tons, valued at $151.7 million, in 1995. The average unit value of such imports fell 
unevenly from $290 per short ton in 1993 to $285 per short ton in 1995. U.S. imports from Turkey 
accounted for more than half of the quantity and value of total U.S. imports in 1994 and 1995. 

U.S. IMPORTERS' U.S. MARKETS 

In the Commission's questionnaire, U.S. importers were requested to identify the U.S. ports at which 
their imports from Turkey are entered and to also report their U.S. shipments ofTurkishrebar by state. 
Fourteen supplied such information. Four of the 14 firms, 2 of which are located in the Texas area, identified 
Houston, TX, and Chicago, IL, as ports outside of the petition-defined region in which they enter imported 
Turkish rebar. One of the 4 firms noted that some of its imports that are entered and sold at the port in New 
Orleans are subsequently put on barges for shipment to markets in Illinois, Arkansas, Kansas, and Missouri. 
One firm also noted in its response that on at least one occasion in 1995, it entered and sold rebar at the port 
of New Orleans that was later sent to Missouri.1 

Based on official statistics of the U.S. Department of Commerce, between 1993 and 1995, rebar 
imported from Turkey entered the United States at the following ports: Boston, MA; Houston-Galveston, 
TX; Miami, FL; New Orleans, LA; Philadelphia, PA; San Juan, PR; Savannah, GA; Tampa, FL; the Virgin 
Islands; and Wilmington, NC. All but one of these ports is included in the region defined in the petition. The 
port at San Juan, PR, received the vast majority of Turkish rebar entering the United States between 1993 
and 1995, accounting for 98.7 percent of the total in 1993, 53.4 percent in 1994, and 48.2 percent in 1995. 
San Juan was followed by the Houston-Galveston, TX, port as the next largest point of entry for rebar 
imported from Turkey. The port at Houston-Galveston accounted for 16. 7 percent of such imports in 1994 
and for 22.3 percent of the imports entering from Turkey in 1995. 

1 Conference transcript, p. 136. 
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Table IV-1 
Rebar: U.S. imports based on questionnaire data, by sources, 1993-95 

Source 

Turkey ....................................... . 
All other sources ............................... . 

Total ...................................... . 

Turkey ....................................... . 
All other sources ............................... . 

Total ...................................... . 

Turkey ....................................... . 
All other sources ............................... . 

Average ................................... . 

Turkey ....................................... . 
All other sources ............................... . 

Total ...................................... . 

Turkey ....................................... . 
All other sources ............................... . 

Total ...................................... . 

1993 1994 1995 

(Ouanticy. short tons) 

50,098 163,533 225,368 
3.300 66.463 15.904 

53.398 229.996 241.272 

(Value. 1.000 dollars) 

17,3"05 45,069 . 65,259 
999 4 858 4 586 

18 304 49 927 69 845 

Unit value. (per short ton) 

$345 $276 $290 
303 73 288 
343 217 289 

Share of total quanticy (percent) 

93.8 
6.2 

100.0 

71.1 
28.9 

100.0 

Share of total value (percent) 

94.5 
5.5 

100.0 

90.3 
9.7 

100.0 

93.4 
6.6 

100.0 

93.4 
6.6 

100.0 

Source: Compiled from data submitted in response to questionnaires of the U.S. International Trade 
Commission. 
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TableIV-2 
Rebar: U.S. imports based on official statistics of the U.S. Department of Commerce, by sources, 1993-95 

Source 

Turkey ....................................... . 
All other sources ............................... . 

Total ...................................... . 

Turkey ....................................... . 
All other sources ............................... . 

Total ...................................... . 

Turkey ....................................... . 
All other sources ............................... . 

Total ...................................... . 

Turkey ....................................... . 
All other sources ............................... . 

Total ...................................... . 

Turkey ....................................... . 
All other sources ............................... . 

Total ...................................... . 

1993 

47,790 
72.875 

120.665 

14,291 
20707 
34.999 

1994 1995 

(Quantity. short tons) 

201,544 
126.468 
328.012 

Value. 1. 000 dollars) 

54,831 . 
37 321 
92.152 

285,621 
246.685 
532.306 

80,661 
71057 

151.718 

Unit value, (per short ton) 

$299 
284 
290 

$272 
295 
281 

$282 
288 
285 

Share of total quantity (percent) 

39.6 
60.4 

100.0 

61.4 
38.6 

100.0 

Share of total value (percent) 

40.8 
59.2 

100.0 

59.5 
40.5 

100.0 

53.7 
46.3 

100.0 

53.2 
46.8 

100.0 

Source: Compiled from official statistics of the U.S. Department of Commerce. 
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All 14 firms that supplied usable questionnaire data reported their U.S. shipments of imported 
Turkish rebar by state. As shown in the tabulation that follows, U.S. importers' reported U.S. shipments of 
Turkish rebar to states included in the region accounted for a significant share of their reported total U.S. 
shipments. The region accounted for all of U.S. importers' U.S. shipments in 1993, 79.5 percent of the total 
in 1994, and 74.9 percent of the total in 1995. 

U.S. IMPORTS OF TURKISH REBAR 

Item 1993 1994 1995 

Total U.S. shipments by importers (short tons) 50,098 160,607 217,692 

Total U.S. regional shipments by importers 
(short tons) 50,098 127,759 162,960 

U.S. regional shipments by importers as a share of 
reported total U.S. shipments (percent) 100.0 79.5 74.9 

APPARENT U.S. CONSUMPTION 

Data on apparent U.S. consumption ofrebar are presented in table N-3. Total apparent U.S. 
consumption ofrebar rose steadily between 1993 and 1995, increasing by 15.0 percent by quantity and 34.3 
percent by value. Apparent consumption increased from 3. 029 million short tons, valued at $818. 0 million, 
in 1993 to 3.482 million short tons, valued at $1,098.4 million, in 1995. Apparent U.S. consumption inside 
of the region as defmed by petitioners increased similarly, from 1.627 million short tons, valued at $44 7 .8 
million, in 1993 to 1.796 million short tons, valued at $556.9 million, in 1995. 

U.S. MARKET SHARES 

Data on U.S. market shares for the defined region are shown table N-4 and data on U.S. market 
shares for the total U.S. market are shown in table N-5. Shipments within the region were substantially 
accounted for by producers inside the region. Inside-the-region producers' market share based on quantity 
fell by 6 percentage points from 1993 to 1995, falling from 93.5 percent to 87.5 percent. Those same 
producers' market share based on value declined similarly, falling from 92.7 percent in 1993 to 88.3 percent 
in 1995. The market share of Turkish rebar inside the region increased by 6. 7 percentage points based on 
quantity and by 5.3 percentage points based on value. The market share accounted for by imported Turkish 
rebar in terms of the total U.S. market increased similarly. 
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TableIV-3 
Rebar: U.S. shipments of domestic product, U.S. importers' U.S. shipments of the Turkish product, U.S. 
imports from sources other than Turkey, and apparent consumption, 1993-95 

Source 1993 1994 1995 

(Quantity. short tons) 
Inside-the-region: 

Shipments by inside-the-region producers 
into the region ........................... . *** *** *** 

Shipments by outside-the region producers 
into the region ........................... . *** *** *** 

Total ................................ . 1,521,512 1,555,099 1,570,797 
Shipments of imports/imports: 

Turkey ................................. . 48,362 127,603 174,009 
All other sources ......................... . 57 517 64 721 51355 

Total ................................ . 105,879 192,324 225,364 
Apparent consumption inside the region .......... . 1,627,391 1,747,423 1,796,161 

Total United States: 
Shipments by inside-the-region producers ........ . *** *** *** 
Shipments by outside-the-region producers ....... . *** *** *** 

Total ................................... . 2,907,290 3,107,716 3,009,803 
Shipments of imports/imports: 

Turkey .................................. . 48,362 157,588 225,192 
All other sources .......................... . 72,875 126,468 246,685 

Total ................................ . 121,287 284,056 471,877 
Apparent consumption ..................... . 3,028.527 3,391,772 3,481,680 

Value, J,000 dollars) 
Inside-the-region: 

Shipments by inside-the-region producers 
into the region ........................... . *** *** *** 

Shipments by outside-the region producers 
into the region ........................... . *** *** *** 

Total ................................ . 415,061 452,550 491,997 
Shipments of imports/imports: 

Turkey ................................. . 16,792 37,195 50,799 
All other sources ......................... . 15 910 18 794 14102 

Total ................................ . 32,702 55,989 64,901 
Apparent consumption inside the region .......... . 447,763 508,539 556,898 

Total United States: 
Shipments by inside-the-region producers ........ . *** *** *** 
Shipments by outside-the-region producers ....... . *** *** *** 

Total ................................... . 780,544 915,719 961,967 

Table continued on next page. 
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Table IV-3--Continued 
Rebar: U.S. shipments of domestic product, U.S. importers' U.S. shipments of the Turkish product, U.S. 
imports from sources other than Turkey, and apparent conswnption, 1993-95 

Source 

Total United States--Continued 
Shipments of imports/imports: 

Turkey .................................. . 
All other sources .......................... . 

Total ................................ . 
Apparent conswnption ..................... . 

1993 

16,792 
20 707 
37 499 

818,043 

1994 1995 

Value. 1.000 dollars) 

43,417 
37 321 
80 738 

996,457 

65,360 
71 057 

136 417 
1,098,384 

Source: Compiled from data submitted in response to questionnaires of the U.S. futemational Trade 
Commission and from official statistics of the U.S. Department of Commerce. 
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Table IV-4 
Rebar: Inside-the-region apparent U.S. consumption and market shares, 1993-95 

Source 1993 1994 1995 

Quantity (short tons) 

Apparent consumption ........................... . 1,627.391 1,747,423 1.796,161 

Value (1.000 dollars) 

Apparent consumption ........................... . 447 763 508 539 556 898 

U.S. shipments inside of the region by U.S. 
producers inside the region .................... . 

U.S. shipments inside of the region by U.S. 
producers outside the region ................... . 

Total .................................. . 
Shipments of imports/imports from--

Turkey .................................... . 
All other sources ............................ . 

Total .................................. . 

U.S. shipments inside of the region by U.S. 
producers inside the region .................... . 

U.S. shipments inside of the region by U.S. 
producers outside the region ................... . 

Total .................................. . 
Shipments of imports/imports from--

Turkey .................................... . 
All other sources ............................ . 

Total .................................. . 

1 Less than 0.05 percent. 

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

Share of the quantity of 
apparent consumption (percent) 

*** *** 

*** *** 
93.5 89.0 

3.0 7.3 
3.5 3.7 
6.5 11.0 

Share of the value of 
apparent consumption (percent) 

*** *** 

*** *** 
92.7 89.0 

3.8 7.3 
3.6 3.7 
7.3 11.0 

Source: Compiled from data submitted in response to questionnaires of the U.S. futemational Trade 
Commission and from official statistics of the U.S. Department of Commerce. 
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Table IV-5 
Rebar: Apparent U.S. consumption and market shares, 1993-95 

Source 1993 1994 1995 

Quantity (short tons) 

Apparent consumption ........................... . 3.028.527 3.391.772 3.481.680 

Value (1.000 dollars) 

Apparent consumption ........................... . 818.043 996.457 1.098.384 
Share of the quantity of 

apparent consumption (percent) 

U.S. shipments supplied by producers 
inside the region ............................ . *** *** 

U.S. shipments supplied by producers 
outside the region .................... · ....... . *** *** 

Total .................................. . 96.0 91.6 
Shipments of imports/imports from--

Turkey ................................... · · 1.6 4.6 
All other sources ............................ . 2.4 3.7 

Total .................................. . 4.0 8.4 
Share of the value of 

apparent consumption (percent) 

U.S. shipments supplied by producers 
inside the region ............................ . *** *** 

U.S. shipments supplied by producers 
outside the region ........................... . *** *** 

Total ................................. · · 95.4 91.9 
Shipments of imports/imports from--

Turkey ................................... ·· 2.1 4.4 
All other sources ............................ . 2.5 3.7 

Total .................................. . 4.6 8.1 

1 Less than 0.05 percent. 

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

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

FACTORS AFFECTING PRICING 

Raw Material Costs 

The primary raw material used in the production of steel concrete rebar is scrap. According to the 
questionnaire responses of the domestic producers, the price of scrap increased during the period 1993 
through 1995 .1 Five of the responding domestic producers indicated that rebar prices increased at least some 
in response to increasing scrap prices. Of these producers, three stated that prices for rebar increased only as 
much as the market would accept, not by the full increase in scrap prices. 2 One producer, ***, indicated that 
the price of rebar is determined independently of scrap prices; and another, ***, stated that the main driving 
force for rebar prices is found in the marketplace. 

Transportation Costs 

Transportation charges for steel concrete reinforcing bar from Turkey to the U.S. market are 
estiinated to be 11.3 percent. This estimate is derived from official U.S. import data (under HTS subheadings 
7213.10.00 and 7214.20.00) and represents the transportation and other charges on imports valued on a c.i.f. 
basis compared to customs value. 

According to the questionnaire responses of the domestic producers, U.S. inland transportation costs 
account for between 4 and 8 percent of the total delivered cost of steel concrete rebar. According to Victor 
Gonzalez of Mateo, a purchaser of rebar from both domestic and foreign sources in Puerto Rico, and Celta, 
an importer of rebar, transportation charges from the continental United States to Puerto Rico are estimated 
at 18 to 20 percent of the total delivered cost of rebar. The high cost is due to the need for inland 
transportation in the continental United States from the mill to the port and ocean freight which Mr. Gonzalez 
alleged is expensive due to the Jones Act requirement to use U.S. built, owned, and managed ships. 

Exchange Rates 

Quarterly data reported by the International Monetary Fund indicate that the nominal value of the 
Turkish Lira depreciated by 83.0 percent in relation to the U.S. dollar during the period January-March 1993 
through October-December 1995, while the real value depreciated by 7.3 percent (figure V-1). The nominal 
exchange rate fell throughout the period. The real exchange rate fell 29.9 percent from January-March 1993 
to April-June 1994, rose 32.5 percent from April-June 1994 to April-June 1995, and fell 2.1 percent from 
April-June 1995 to October-December 1995. 

1 One U.S. producer located outside of the Eastern tier region,***, indicated that scrap prices have remained the 
same. 

2 Gary Giovannetti of New Jersey Steel stated that although they were successful in passing along scrap price increases 
in 1994 by raising the price ofrebar, in 1995, sales prices ofrebar declined despite increases in the price of scrap. 
Conference transcript, p. 41. 
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Figure V-1 
Exchange rates: Indices of the nominal and real exchange rates between the U.S. dollar and Turkish lira, by 
quarters, Jan. 1993-Dec. 1995 
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Source: International Monetary Fund, International Financial Statistics, January 1996. 

Tariff Rates 

Imports of rebar are classified under HTS subheadings 7213 .10. 00 and 7214.20. 00, with a tariff rate 
of3.9 percent advalorem applicable to imports from Turkey. 

PRICING PRACTICES 

Two of the nine responding U.S. producers publish price lists. Most U.S. producers sell on a spot 
basis at market prices, although three indicated that at least some product is sold on a contract basis. The 
duration of contracts ranges from quarterly to annual and they fix both quantity and price. One producer 
indicated that although price is fixed, escalators are built into the contract. Prices are generally quoted f.o.b., 
although six of the nine responding producers indicated that they equalized freight for at least some 
transactions during the period. Equalizing freight means that the customer pays only the cost of freight from 
the nearest source, while the producer pays the difference in freight from the mill. 3 Seven of eight responding 
producers indicated that they offer rebates for prompt payment of invoices. Rebates are generally 0.5 
percent.4 

Most of the importers sell product on a spot basis and set prices using transaction by transaction 
negotiation. Seventeen of the 18 responding importers reported that they offer no discounts, with the other 
offering a volume discount. Prices are generally quoted f.o.b., and no importers reported that they equalized 

3 Conference transcript, p. 24. 
4 In 1995, New Jersey Steel began a "foreign fighter" program which provides ***. 
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freight during the period of investigation. Sales terms are generally net 30 days, with no importers offering 
rebates for prompt payment. 

Smaller size rebar is more expensive to produce than larger size rebar since it is lighter in weight and 
fewer tons per hour are produced. For the U.S. producers, a premium is generally charged for the smaller 
diameter rebar, while the Turkish importers charge a standard price with no size differential.5 Both the U.S. 
producers and importers have bundling requirements when selling rebar; that is, only a certain percentage of 
an order is available in the smallest sizes. Turkish imports are concentrated in the smaller diameters due to 
the need for smaller sizes in the home market, and bundling requirements are less restrictive. 

PRICE DATA 

The Commission requested U.S. producers and importers to report the total net U.S. f.o.b. and 
delivered value for sales of selected steel concrete reinforcing bar products to unrelated U.S. customers, as 
well as the total quantity shipped in each quarter from January 1993 through December 1995. The products 
for which pricing data were requested are as follows: 

Product 1: 
Product2: 
Product3: 

ASTM A615, #3, grade 60 stock rebar 
ASTM A615, #4, grade 60 stockrebar 
ASTMA615, #5, grade 60 stockrebar 

Three U.S. producers and 12 importers provided usable pricing data for sales of the requested 
products in the Eastern tier region, although not necessarily for all products or all quarters over the period 
examined. 6 Pricing data based on average sales prices weighted by total quantity shipped are presented in 
tables V-1 to V-3 and figures V-2 to V-4. Reported pricing data for sales within the region are estimated to 
account for 38. 7 percent of U.S. producers' U.S. shipments of steel concrete reinforcing bar within the region, 
and 58.7 percent of U.S. shipments of steel concrete reinforcing bar into the region from Turkey. 

U.S. Producers' and Importers' Prices within the Eastern Tier Region 

U.S. Product 

U.S. producers' prices for product 1 ranged from $269.49 to $376.40 per short ton. Prices rose by 
39.7 percent from January-March 1993 to peak in October-December 1994. From October-December 1994 
to October-December 1995, prices fell by 17.5 percent to end the period of investigation up by 15.2 percent. 
Prices for product 2 reported by U.S. producers began the period at the low of $264.19 per short ton and rose 
by 25.0 percent to the high of$330.12 per short ton in January-March 1995. From January-March 1995 to 
October-December 1995, prices fell by 10.3 percent to end the period of investigation up by 12.1 percent. 
For product 3, U.S. producers' prices ranged from $263.22 to $320.52 per short ton. Prices rose irregularly 
from January-March 1993 to October-December 1994, then fell by 10.4 percent from October-December 
1994 to October-December 1995 to end the period up by 9.1 percent. 

5 Conference transcript., p. 29. 
6 Three U.S. producers and six importers provided usable pricing data for U.S. sales outside of the Eastern tier region. 

These data are presented in app. D and accounted for 33.2 percent of U.S. producers' U.S. shipments of steel concrete 
reinforcing bar outside of the region and 45.8 percent of U.S. shipments of steel concrete rebar from Turkey outside of 
the region. 
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Table V-1 
Steel concrete reinforcing bar: Weighted-average net f.o.b. prices and quantities for sales to unrelated U.S. 
customers within the Eastern tier region for product 11 reported by U.S. producers and importers, and 
margins ofunder/(over)selling, by quarters, Jan. 1993-Dec. 1995 

U.S. product Turkish product 

Period Net f.o.b. price I Quantity Net f.o.b. price I Quantity Margin 

Per short ton Short tons Per short ton Short tons Percent 
1993: 

January-March ............. $269.49 5,685 $240.26 1,553 10.8 
April-June ..................... 275.99 8,165 278.26 6,356 (0.8) 
July-September ............ 288.84 8,610 286.86 5,440 0.7 
October-December ....... 304.95 3,762 295.83 5,779 3.0 

1994: 
January-March ............. 309.42 4,899 268.56 11,593 13.2 
April-June ..................... 322.92 7,592 304.29 16,944 5.8 
July-September ............. 339.48 9,454 280.55 11,015 17.4 
October-December ....... 346.40 4,563 260.00 5,492 30.9 

1995: 
January-March ............. 362.92 5,718 288.54 10,043 20.5 
April-June ..................... 342.93 6,605 287.25 17,130 16.2 
July-September ............. 326.17 6,360 294.80 17,373 9.6 
October-December ....... 310.56 6,259 278.83 3,236 10.2 

1 ASTM A615, #3, grade 60 stock rebar. 

Note.--Percentage margins are calculated from unrounded figures; thus, margins cannot always be directly 
calculated from the rounded figures in the table. 

Source: Compiled from data submitted in response to questionnaires of the U.S. International Trade 
Commission. 
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TableV-2 
Steel concrete reinforcing bar: Weighted-average net f.o.b. prices and quantities for sales to unrelated U.S. 
customers within the Eastern tier region for product 21 reported by U.S. producers and importers, and 
margins ofunder/(over)selling, by quarters, Jan. 1993-Dec. 1995 

U.S. product Turkish product 

Period Net f.o.b. price I Quantity Net f.o.b. price I Quantity Marlrin 

Per short ton Short tons Per short ton Short tons Percent 
1993: 

January-March ............. $264.19 35,652 $240.33 2,854 9.0 
April-June ..................... 270.83 33,777 274.48 7,284 (1.3) 
July-September ............. 277.25 37,862 277.36 6,522 0.0 
October-December ....... 279.62 39,406 296.42 3,963 (6.0) 

1994: 
January:-March ............. 289.57 28,534 270.07 11,347 6.7 
April-June ..................... 300.37 40,816 295.10 18,671 1.8 
July-September ............. 315.98 39,148 280.14 11,168 11.3 
October-December ....... 326.72 40,016 257.53 8,222 21.2 

1995: 
January-March ............. 330.12 34,604 285.61 14,320 13.5 
April-June ..................... 322.39 37,187 290.18 17,700 10.0 
July-September ............. 308.74 37,376 291.79 17,785 5.5 
October-December ....... 296.19 35,333 277.15 3,946 6.4 

1 ASTM A615, #4, grade 60 stock rebar. 

Note.--Percentage margins are calculated from unrounded figures; thus, margins cannot always be directly 
calculated from the rounded figures in the table. 

Source: Compiled from data submitted in response to questionnaires of the U.S. International Trade 
Commission. 
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Table V-3 
Steel concrete reinforcing bar: Weighted-average net f.o.b. prices and quantities for sales to unrelated U.S. 
customers within the Eastern tier region for product 31 reported by U.S. producers and importers, and 
margins ofunder/(over)selling, by quarters, Jan. 1993-Dec. 1995 

U.S. product Turkish product 

Period Net f.o.b. orice I Quantitv Net f.o.b. orice I Quantity Marcin 

Per short ton Short tons Per short ton Short tons Percent 
1993: 

January-March ............. $263.22 48,439 $240.38 1,070 8.7 
April-June ..................... 269.62 42,118 279.51 3,191 (3.7) 
July-September ............. 271.73 49,983 282.89 1,960 (4.1) 
October-December ....... 271.25 48,743 291.45 2,067 (7.4) 

1994: 
January-March ............. 314.23 47,930 272.33 5,486 13.3 
April-June ..................... 293.09 51,523 295.72 8,717 (0.9) 
July-September ............. 309.10 67,529 284.60 5,116 7.9 
October-December ....... 320.52 47,387 256.37 5,616 20.0 

1995: 
January-March ............. 316.95 53,955 277.91 9,478 12.3 
April-June ..................... 314.66 55,553 293.29 9,022 6.8 
July-September ............. 301.15 51,488 291.42 8,178 3.2 
October-December ....... 287.15 49,106 283.23 2,066 1.4 

1 ASTM A615, #5, grade 60 stock rebar. 

Note.--Percentage margins are calculated from unrounded figures; thus, margins cannot always be directly 
calculated from the rounded figures in the table. 

Source: Compiled from data submitted in response to questionnaires of the U.S. International Trade 
Commission. 
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Figure V-2 
Steel concrete reinforcing bar: Weighted-average net f.o.b. prices for sales of product 1 to U.S. customers 
within the Eastern tier region reported by U.S. producers and importers, by quarters, Jan. 1993-Dec. 1995 

Product 1: ASTM A615, #3 
Grade 60 stock rebar 
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Source: Table V-1. 
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Figure V-3 
Steel concrete reinforcing bar: Weighted-average net f.o.b. prices for sales of product 2 to U.S. customers 
within the Eastern tier region reported by U.S. producers and importers, by quarters, Jan. 1993-Dec. 1995 

Product 2: ASTM A615, #4 
Grade 60 stock rebar 
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Figure V-4 
Steel concrete reinforcing bar: Weighted-average net f.o.b. prices for sales of product 3 to U.S. customers 
within the Eastern tier region reported by U.S. producers and importers, by quarters, Jan. 1993-Dec. 1995 

Product 3: ASTM A615, #5 
Grade 60 stock rebar 
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Source: Table V-3. 

Turkish Product 

Prices reported by importers for products 1, 2, and 3 fluctuated over the period of investigation, 
ending up by 16.1, 15.3, and 17.8 percent, respectively. Prices ranged from $240.26 to $304.29 per short ton 
for product 1, from $240.33 to $296.42 per short ton for product 2, and from $240.38 to $295.72 per short 
ton for product 3. 

Price Comparisons 

Tables V-1 through V-3 show the margins of underselling/( overselling) for U.S. and Turkish steel 
concrete reinforcing bar from January-March 1993 through October-December 1995. Overall, the Turkish 
product was priced below the U.S. product in 28of36 instances. Margins ranged from negative 0.8 to 30.9 
percent for product 1 and from negative 6.0 to 21.2 percent for product 2. For both products 1 and 2, the 
highest margins were seen in the period from July-September 1994 to April-June 1995. For product 3, 
margins ranged from negative 7.4 to 20.0 percent, with most margins less than 10 percent. Margins were 
negative from April-June 1993 to October-December 1993. The highest margins were observed in January
March 1994 and October-December 1994 to January-March 1995. 

LOST SALES AND LOST REVENUES 

None of the responding producers cited specific instances of lost sales and/or revenues due to 
imports of steel concrete reinforcing bar from Turkey in the petition or in questionnaire responses. Within 
the Eastern tier region, one non-petitioning producer, ***, indicated that it had reduced prices and rolled back 
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announced price increases due to the imported product; another, ***, indicated that it had both lost revenues 
and sales. *** indicated that it had not lost sales or revenues; and three producers, ***, did not respond as to 
whether sales or revenues were lost due to Turkish imports. *** indicated that it may have had to reduce 
prices to compete with imports, but that it would be difficult to know the country of origin. *** believes that 
overall competitive forces in the market caused by Turkish rebar imports have caused price depression, but 
gave no specific information to support the allegation. *** stated that its lost sales are mainly in Puerto Rico 
and that it has felt pressure from competitors which have lost sales to Turkish imports and become more 
aggressive in its marketplace in order to maintain volume. 

In a separate submission on April 9, 1996, Vincent Duane, counsel for the petitioners, provided four 
lost sales and/or lost revenue allegations. According to Mr. Duane, in the fourth quarter of 1994 *** lost a 
sale of*** short tons of primarily smaller diameter rebar with an estimated value of$*** to *** due to 
Turkish imports. *** of***, ***, stated that the allegation was false. He stated that the volume of product 
cited in the allegation is not consistent with the purchase patterns of the company. *** purchases both 
domestic and foreign products, including Turkish rebar. *** stated that during the bidding process, many 
times the country of origin of foreign product is unknown. 

Mr. Duane also presented a lost sale allegation for***. According to the allegation, a sale to *** of 
***metric tons of product, for which the estimated value was between$*** and$***, was lost due to 
Turkish imports. Mr. Duane presented a letter from *** of*** dated *** in which*** states that the 
negotiation for the *** tons of product could not be possible because of the low prices offered for Turkish 
product. 

A third allegation involved a sale to *** of *** to *** metric tons of rebar in sizes ***, with an 
estimated value of$*** to $***, lost by *** due to Turkish imports. *** of *** confirmed the allegation and 
additionally stated that he has not encountered significant problems with supply (aside from a temporary 
equipment problem) or bundling requirements with his U.S. supplier. He states that he would prefer to buy 
American and that his customers are willing to pay a slight premium for U.S. steel, but that the price 
differential between U.S. and Turkish product is significant. *** stated that he switched back to purchasing 
U.S. product when *** implemented special pricing to compete with the Turkish product. 

According to Mr. Duane, *** has suffered both lost sales and revenues in transactions with *** due 
to Turkish imports in 1995. The allegation states that*** was implemented and that sales decreased by***. 
The total estimated value of the lost sales is $***. An intracompany memo from *** of*** was submitted to 
support the allegation. In the memo, *** state that domestic market share has been taken away from both *** 
and*** by imported rebar, although Turkish imports are not specifically mentioned. They also present ***.7 

7 Petitioners' post-conference brief, exhibit J. 
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PART VI: FINANCIAL EXPERIENCE OF U.S. PRODUCERS 

Seven out of 13 mills in the Eastern tier region provided financial information on steel concrete rebar 
operations.1 These data represent*** percent ofreported U.S. production ofrebar in 1995. Birmingham 
Steel, which has two mills in the region, and SMI Steel, which has one mill in the region, did not provide 
separate data for each mill but did provide consolidated data on their total rebar operations. 2 Auburn and 
Nucor could not provide financial data. Seven U.S. producers, accounting for 93 percent ofreported U.S. 
production ofrebar in 1995, supplied the financial data forthe total U.S. rebar indust:Iy. The financial data 
are presented for the region and the total U.S. rebar indust:Iy separately. 

OPERATIONS ON THE REGION'S REBAR 

Income-and-loss data for the region's rebar operations are presented in table VI-1. From 1993 to 
1995, net sales quantity in short tons increased by*** percent whereas net sales value rose by*** percent, 
mainly because of an increase of about*** percent in average selling price per short ton (table VI-2). 

The reporting mills suffered an aggregate operating loss of$***, or*** percent of net sales, in 1993. 
Their aggregate operating loss declined to$***, or*** percent of net sales, in 1994. These mills reported an 
aggregate operating income of$***, or*** percent of net sales, in 1995. From 1993 to 1995, the cost of 
goods sold per short ton increased by*** percent, mainly because of an increase in the price of scrap,3 while 
selling, general, and administrative expenses per short ton rose by about *** percent. However, the increase 
in the average selling price was more than the increase in costs and expenses per short ton, resulting in 
aggregate profitability in 1995. Pre-tax net income margins followed the same trend as did the operating 
income margins during the period of investigation. 

Table VI-1 
Income-and-loss experience of U.S. producers in the Eastern tier region on their operations producing rebar, 
fiscal years 1993-95 

* * * * * * * 

Table VI-2 
Income-and-loss experience (on a per-short ton basis) of U.S. producers in the Eastern tier region on their 
operations producing rebar, fiscal years 1993-95 

* * * * * * * 
Variance Analysis 

The variance analysis, table VI-3, covers seven mills that provided sufficient financial data for an 
assessment of changes in profitability as related to changes in pricing, cost, and volume. ***. Company 

1 These mills and their fiscal year ends are AmeriSteel (5 mills), Mar. 31; Atlantic, Dec. 31; and New Jersey, Nov. 30. 
2 Birmingham also included merchant bar in its data. 

3 Conference transcript, p. 41. 
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Table VI-3 
Variance of U.S. producers in the Eastern tier region on their operations producingrebar during 1993-95, 
1993-94, and 1994-95 

* * * * * * * 

transfers accounted for an average of about*** percent of total quantity sold during the period. The 
information for the variance analysis is derived from information presented in table VI-1. Although there 
may have been product mix changes during the period of investigation, it is believed that they are not of 
sufficient magnitude to invalidate general conclusions about the effects of changes in pricing, costs, and 
volume on profitability. The variance analysis revealed that the higher favorable price variance along with 
favorable volume variance in total net sales outweigh the unfavorable cost of sales and SG&A variances and 
played a major role in bringing the region's rebar operations to profitability in 1995. 

Investment in Productive Facilities, Capital Expenditures, 
and Research and Development Expenses 

AmeriSteel could not provide the value of property, plant, and equipment; capital expenditures; or 
research and development expenses separately for each mill. Therefore, these data are presented in aggregate 
in table VI-4. All three reporting firms--AmeriSteel, Atlantic, and New Jersey--indicated ***for research 
and development expenses during the period of investigation. 

Table VI-4 
Value of assets, capital expenditures, and research and development expenses of U.S. producers in the 
Eastern tier region, relating to the production of rebar, fiscal years 1993-95 

* * * * * * * 

OPERATIONS ON U.S. REBAR 

Income-and-loss data for the U.S. rebar operations are presented in table VI-5. The trends in net 
sales and operating and net income margins are very similar to those of the region's rebar operations 
discussed above. From 1993 to 1995, net sales quantity in short tons increased by 5 percent whereas net 
sales value rose by 30 percent, mainly because of an increase of about 24 percent in average selling price per 
short ton (table VI-6). Selected income-and-loss data by company, and by mill within the Eastern tier region, 
are shown in table VI-7. 

The responding firms reported an aggregate operating income of $21.9 million, or 2.1 percent of net 
sales, in 1993 and $45.1 million, or 3.8 percent of net sales, in 1994. Such aggregate operating income of 
reporting U.S. producers jumped to $114.9 million, or 8.6 percent of net sales, in 1995. From 1993 to 1995, 
the cost of goods sold per short ton increased by 16 percent, mainly because of an increase in the price of 
scrap, while selling, general, and administrative expenses per short ton rose by about 12 percent. However, 
the increase in the average selling price was more than the increase in costs and expenses per short ton, 
resulting in much higher profitability in 1995. Pre-tax net income margins followed the same trend as did the 
operating income margins during the period of investigation. 
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Table VI-5 
Income-and-loss experience of U.S. producers on their operations producing rebar, fiscal years 1993-951 

Item 1993 1994 1995 

Ouanticy (short tons) 

Trade sales ............................... . 3,103,264 3,238,029 3,281,776 
Company transfers ......................... . 892,432 928,094 905.138 

Total .................................. . 3,995,696 4.166.123 4,186,914 

Value U.000 dollars) 
Net sales: 

Trade sales ............................ . 807,662 966,052 1,095,412 
Company transfers ...................... . 221.250 211.923 242.428 

Total .............................. . 1,028,912 1,177,975 1,337,840 
Cost of goods sold ......................... . 957,799 1.079,012 1.165,132 
Gross profit .............................. . 71,113 98,963 172,708 
Selling, general, and administrative expenses .... . 49242 53 819 57 801 
Operating income ......................... . 21,871 45,144 114,907 
Interest expense ........................... . 7,388 8,465 11,208 
Other expense ............................ . 6,078 5,034 5,845 
Other income items ........................ . 1332 2 890 3 559 
Net income before income taxes .............. . 9,737 34,535 101,413 
Depreciation and amortization ................ . 26340 31665 35 654 
Cashflow2 ............................... . 36 077 66200 137 067 

Ratio to net sales (percent) 

Cost of goods sold ......................... . 
Gross profit .............................. . 
Selling, general, and administrative expenses .... . 
Operating income ......................... . 
Net income before income taxes .............. . 

Operating losses ........................... . 
Net losses ................................ . 
Data .................................... . 

93.1 
6.9 
4.8 
2.1 
0.9 

91.6 
8.4 
4.6 
3.8 
2.9 

Number of firms reporting 

6 
8 

11 

7 
7 

11 

87.1 
12.9 
4.3 
8.6 
7.6 

4 
4 

11 

1 These firms and their fiscal year ends are AmeriSteel (5 mills), Mar. 31; Atlantic, Dec. 31; Birmingham, 
June 30; CF & I, Dec. 31; New Jersey, Nov. 30; SMI, Aug. 31; and TAM CO, Nov. 30. Birmingham 
provided data on its total rebar operations which include merchant bar. The company could not supply data 
only on its subject rebar operations as it does not keep separate data on stock rebar. 

2 Cash flow is defined as net income or loss plus depreciation and amortization. 

Source: Compiled from data submitted in response to Commission questionnaires. 
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Table VI-6 
Income-and-loss experience (on a per-short ton basis) of U.S. producers on their operations producing rebar, 
fiscal years 1993-951 

Value (per short ton) 

Item 1993 1994 1995 

Net sales . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . $257.51 $282.75 $319.53 
259.00 278.28 Cost of goods sold . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ___ 2=3=-=9_,_. 7"-'l=-----===..:.:=-----=~=--

Gross profit . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 17.80 23.75 41.25 
12.92 13.81 Selling, general, and administrative expenses . . . . . . -----=12=·=-3=2-----===-----=~'----

0perating income or (loss) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5.47 10.84 27.44 

1 These finns and their fiscal year ends are AmeriSteel (5 mills), Mar. 31; Atlantic, Dec. 31; Birmingham, June30; 
CF & I, Dec.31; New Jersey, Nov. 30; SMI, Aug. 31; and TAMCO, Nov.30. 

Source: Compiled from data submitted in response to Commission questionnaires. 
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Table VI-7 
Income-and-loss experience of U.S. producers on their operations producing rebar, by firms, fiscal years 
1993-95 

Item 1993 1994 1995 

Value CJ.000 dollars) 
Net sales: 

Mills within the region: 
Atlantic Steel (GA) ..................... . *** *** *** 
AmeriSteel: 

Charlotte mill (NC) .................... . *** *** *** 
Jacksonville mill (FL) .................. . *** *** *** 
Knoxville mill (TN) ................... . *** . *** *** 
Tampa mill (FL) ..................... . *** *** *** 
W. Tennessee (TN) ................... . *** *** *** 

Subtotal .......................... . *** *** *** 
New Jersey Steel (NJ) .................. . *** *** *** 

Subtotal for the region ............... . *** *** *** 
Firms outside the region: 

Birmingham Steel (AL)1 ................. . *** *** *** 
CF&I(CO) ........................... . *** *** *** 
SMI (TX) ............................ . *** *** *** 
TAMCO(CA) ........................ . *** *** *** 

Total ............................... . 1,028,912 1,177,975 1,337,840 
Operating income or (loss): 

Mills within the region: 
Atlantic Steel (GA) ..................... . *** *** *** 
AmeriSteel: 

Charlotte mill (NC) .................... . *** *** *** 
Jacksonville mill (FL) .................. . *** *** *** 
Knoxville mill (TN) ................... . *** *** *** 
Tampa mill (FL) ..................... . *** *** *** 
W. Tennessee mill (TN) ............... . *** *** *** 

Subtotal .......................... . *** *** *** 
New Jersey Steel (NJ) .................. . *** *** *** 

Subtotal for the region ............... . *** *** *** 
Firms outside the region: 

Birmingham Steel (AL)1 .•....•..••••.•.•. *** *** *** 
CF&I(CO) ........................... . *** *** *** 
SMI(TX) ............................ . *** *** *** 
TAMCO(CA) ........................ . *** *** *** 

Total ............................... . 21,871 45,144 114,907 

Continued on next page 
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Table VI-7--Continued 
Income-and-loss experience of U.S. producers on their operations producing rebar, by firms, fiscal years 
1993-95 

Item 1993 1994 1995 

Ratio to net sales (percent) 
Operating income or (loss): 

Mills within the region: 
Atlantic Steel (GA) ..................... . *** *** *** 
AmeriSteel: 

Charlotte mill (NC) .................... . *** *** *** 
Jacksonville mill (FL) .................. . *** *** *** 
Knoxville mill (TN) ................... . *** *** *** 
Tampa mill (FL) ..................... . *** *** *** 
W. Tennessee mill (TN) ............... . *** *** *** 

Subtotal .......................... . *** *** *** 
New Jersey Steel (NJ) .................. . *** *** *** 

Subtotal for the region ............... . *** *** *** 
Firms outside the region: 

Birmingham Steel (AL)1 •.•.•.•••••••••••• *** *** *** 
CF&I(CO) ........................... . *** *** *** 
SMI(TX) ............................ . *** *** *** 
TAMCO(CA) ........................ . *** *** *** 

Total ............................... . 2.1 3.8 8.6 

1 Birmingham provided data on its total rebar operations, which include merchant rebar. The company could not 
supply data only on its subject rebar operations as it does not keep separate data on stock rebar. 

Source: Compiled from data submitted in response to Commission questionnaires. 

Variance Analysis 

The variance analysis, table VI-8, covers seven firms that provided sufficient fmancial data for an 
assessment of changes in profitability as related to changes in pricing, cost, and volume. Reported export 
sales were ***, and company transfers accounted for an average of about *** percent of total quantity sold 
during the period. The information for the variance analysis is derived from information presented in table 
VI-5. Although there may have been product mix changes during the period of investigation, we believe that 
they are not of sufficient magnitude to invalidate general conclusions about the effects of changes in prices, 
costs, and volume on profitability. The variance analysis revealed that the higher favorable price variance 
along with favorable volume variance in total net sales more than offset the unfavorable cost of sales and 
SG&A variances. 
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Table VI-8 
Variance of U.S. producers on their operations producing rebar during 1993-95, 1993-94, and 1994-951 

· U.000 dollars) 

Item 

Net sales: 
Trade: 

Price variance .......................... . 
Volume variance ........................ . 

Total trade sales variance2 • . •••••••••••• 

Company transfers: 
Price variance .......................... . 
Volume variance ........................ . 

Total company transfers variance2 ..•••••• 

Total net sales: 
Price variance ....................... . 
Volume variance ..................... . 

Total net sales variance2 ••..•••••••••• 

Cost of goods sold: 
Cost variance ........................... . 
Volume variance ......................... . 

Total cost of goods sold variance2 ••••••••••• 

Gross profit variance2 •••••••••.•..•••••••••• 

Selling, general, and administrative expenses: 
Expense variance ........................ . 
Volume variance ......................... . 

Total selling, general, and 
administrative variance2 ............ . 

Operating income variance2 ••••..•.••.•••••.•• 

1993-95 

241,290 
46460 

287,750 

18,028 
3,150 

21,178 

259,688 
49240 

308,928 

(161,497) 
(45.836) 

(207.333) 
101,595 

(6,202) 
(2.357) 

(8,559) 
93,036 

1 Unfavorable variances are shown in parentheses; all others are favorable. 

1993-94 

123,316 
35 074 

158,390 

(18,168) 
8.841 

(9,327) 

105,177 
43 886 

149,063 

(80,360) 
(40,853) 

021.213) 
27,850 

(2,477) 
(2,100) 

(4,577) 
23,273 

1994-95 

116,308 
13 052 

129,360 

35,747 
(5.242) 
30,505 

153,986 
5 879 

159,865 

(80,735) 
(5,385) 

(86.120) 
73,745 

(3,713) 
(269) 

(3,982) 
69,763 

2 Comparable to changes in net sales; co'st of goods sold; gross profit; selling, general, and administrative expenses; 
and operating income, as presented in table VI-5. 

Source: Compiled from data submitted in response to Commission questionnaires. 

Investment in Productive Facilities, Capital Expenditures, 
and Research and Development Expenses 

The value of property, plant, and equipment; capital expenditures; and research and development 
expenses of seven U.S. producers are presented in table VI-9. All reporting firms indicated zero expenditures 
for research and development during the period of investigation. 
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Table VI-9 
Value of assets, capital expenditures, and research and development expenses of U.S. producers, relating to 
the production ofrebar, fiscal years 1993-95 

U.000 dollars) 

Item 

Fixed assets: 
Original cost ........................... . 
Book value ............................ . 

Capital expenditures ...................... . 
Research and development ................. . 

1993 

438,897 
263,354 

87,184 
0 

1994 

593,731 
388,855 
76,212 

0 

Source: Compiled from data submitted in response to Commission questionnaires. 

Capital and Investment 

1995 

646,104 
412,408 

60,001 
0 

The Commission requested U.S. producers to describe any actual or potential negative effects of 
imports of rebars from Turkey on their firms' growth, investment, and ability to raise capital or development 
and production efforts (including efforts to develop a derivative or more advanced version of the product). 
Their responses are shown in appendix E. 
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PART VII: THREAT CONSIDERATIONS 

The Commission analyzes a number offactors in making threat determinations (see 19 U.S.C. § 
1677 (7)(F)(I)). Information on the volume and pricing of imports of the subject merchandise is presented in 
parts IV and V, and information on the effects of imports of the subject merchandise on U.S. producers' 
existing development and production efforts is presented in part VI. Information on inventories of the subject 
merchandise; foreign producers' operations, including the potential for "product-shifting;" any other threat 
indicators, if applicable; and any dumping in third-country markets, follows. 

THE INDUSTRY IN TURKEY 

This section of the report is based on information supplied by 7 of the estimated 18 firms that 
produce rebar in Turkey and on information supplied through the American Embassy in Ankara by the 
Turkey iron and steel organization, TDCK, and the Undersecretariat of Foreign Trade at the request of the 
Commission. The 7 firms that supplied information as requested in the Commission's foreign producers' 
questionnaire are: Colakoglu Metalurji AS. (Colakoglu), Ekinciler Demir Celik AS. (Ekinciler), Habas 
Sinai ve Tibbi Gazlar Istihsal Endustrisi A.S. (Habas), Izmir Demir Celik Sanayi A.S. (Izmir), Istanbul Celik 
ve Demir Izabe Sanayi A.S. (ICDAS), Metas Izmir Metalurji Fabrikasi T.AS. (Metas), and Cukurova Celik 
Endustrisi A.S. (Cukurova). Colakoglu, Ekinciler, and Habas are respondents in the investigation and 
supplied information on their rebar operations in Turkey through counsel. Izmir, ICDAS, and Metas also 
provided information, while Cukurova noted that it did not produce rebar during 1993-95. 

As shown in the tabulation that follows, Turkey's iron and steel rods and bars production capacity 
and production, as estimated by TDCK, increased from 11.0 million and 8.0 million metric tons, 
respectively, in 1993 to 12.7 million and 9.5 million metric tons, respectively, in 1995. Capacity utilization 
rose slightly from 72.5 percent in 1993 to 74.6 percent in 1995. The TDCK believes that eight Turkish firms 
exported iron and steel rods and bars to the United States and Puerto Rico in 1995, as compared with 10 in 
1994. Based on TDCK's export statistics, Turkey's exports ofrods and bars totaled 2.463 million metric 
tons, valued at $689.3 million, in 1993, 2.987 million metric tons, valued at $799.0 million, in 1994, and 
1.833 million metric tons, valued at $517.0 million, in 1995. Twenty-six percent of the volume of the 1995 
exports went to Hong Kong, 19.0 percent to Abu Dhabi, 13.9 percent to Singapore, 10.9 percent to the 
United States, 10.3 percent to South Korea, and the remaining shares were exported to all other countries. 
Although, according to these statistics, Turkish exports declined between 1994 and 1995, Dr. Atilla Sezgin, 
general director of the Turkish Iron and Steel General Directorate, believes that excess capacity and weak 
demand in Turkey put downward pressure on 1994 home market prices, which has led to greater emphasis on 
export markets.1 

1 Telegram, American Embassy Ankara, to the U.S. International Trade Commission, through the U.S. 
Department of State, Apr. 1996. 
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Item 1993 1994 1995 

Production capacity (1,000 metric tons) 11,000 11,100 12,736 

Actual production (1,000 metric tons) 7,980 8,200 9,500 

72.5 73.9 74.6 

Turkish rebar has been the subject of antidumping :findings or remedies in other countries, namely 
Singapore. Effective December 2, 1995, Singapore imposed dumping duties ranging from $16 per metric ton 
to $59 per metric ton on rebar exported into that country from Turkey by Colakoglu, Ekinciler, METAS, and 
all other Turkish producers/exporters except ICDAS. Rebar exported by ICDAS was found not to be 
dumped. 

Data showing aggregate production capacity, production, shipments, and inventories· for Colakoglu, 
Ekinciler, Habas, Izmir, ICDAS, and Metas are presented in table VII-1. Cukurova noted in its questionnaire 
response that***. 

As shown in table VII-1, the production capacity for the firms reporting data rose from 2.566 million 
metric tons in 1993 to 2.678 million metric tons in 1995, an increase of 4.4 percent. One firm, ***, attributed 
its increased capacity to technological improvements and lower maintenance costs. While capacity is 
projected to fall somewhat in 1997, one firm, ***, expects that its capacity will increase by about *** percent 
between 1995 and 1996 and by another*** percent between.1996 and 1997 as***. This firm noted that it 
has never exported rebar to the United States and has no plans to do so. Aggregate production rose unevenly 
by 24.4 percent between 1993 and 1995 and is projected to rise both in 1996 and in 1997. 

As a share of total establishment sales, rebar sales accounted for between 36 percent and 100 percent 
of the firms' total sales in their most recent fiscal year. Other products produced by these firms on the same 
equipment and machinery used to produce rebar include wire rod, special quality bars or bars for special 
purposes, and steel billet. 

U.S. INVENTORIES OF PRODUCT FROM TURKEY 

Only three U.S. importers of Turkish rebar reported end-of-period inventories during the period for 
which information was requested. As shown in the tabulation that follows, none of the three reported having 
inventories of Turkish rebar at yearend 1993, and the 1995 volume of end-of-period inventories for all three 
importers was *** percent lower than the 1994 volume. 

Item 1993 1994 1995 

Quantity (short tons) 0 *** *** 

Ratio to imports (percent) Not applicable *** *** 

Not a licable *** *** 
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Table VII-1 
Rebar: Aggregate production capacity, production, shipments, and inventories for Colakoglu, Ekinciler, 
Habas, Izmir, ICDAS, and Metas, 1993-95, and projections for 1996 and 1997 

<In metric tons, exce~t as noted) 
Projections 

Item 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 

Production capacity ................. 2,565,899 2,560,016 2,678,099 2,898,099 2,658,099 
Production ........................ 2,036,564 2,577,545 2,533,412 2,820,000 3,175,000 
Shipments: 

Home market .................... 792,492 492,751 878,019 895,000 975,000 
Exports to--

United States ................. 35,673 133,490 158,030 120,000 130,000 
All other countries ............ 1,255,837 2,093,471 1,508,283 1,878,.948 2,128,948 

Total exports .............. 1,291,510 2,226,961 1,666,312 1,998,948 2,258,948 
Total shipments ............ 2,179,700 2,719,802 2,544,219 2,898,948 3,233,948 

End-of-period inventories ............ 105,995 528,285 321,481 40,459 27,459 
Capacity utilization (percent) ......... 79.4 100.7 94.6 97.3 119.4 
As a share (percent) of total shipments: 

Home market shipments ........... 36.4 18.1 34.5 30.9 30.1 
Exports to the United States ........ 1.6 4.9 6.2 4.1 4.0 
Exports to all other countries ....... 57.6 77.0 59.3 64.8 65.8 
Total exports .................... 59.3 81.9 65.5 69.0 69.9 

Ratio of: 
Inventories to production (percent) .. 5.2 20.5 12.7 1.4 0.7 
Inventories to total shipments 

(percent) .................... 4.9 19.4 12.6 1.4 0.8 

Source: Compiled from data submitted in response to questionnaires of the U.S. International Trade 
Commission. 
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Federal Register I VoL 61. No. 53 I Monday. March 18. 1996 f NoUces 11063 

(lnvestigmion No. 731-TA-745 
(Preliminmy)J 

Steel Concrata Reinforcing Bars From 
Turkey . 

AGSlFY: United States International 
Trade CommiSsion. 
AC'1'10N: Im:tttntion and scheduling of a 
pntiminary antidumping investiption. 

SUllllARY: The Commission hemby gives 
notice of the insrth1£ion of preliminary 
antidumping Jnvesdgation No. 731-TA-
7 <15 (Preliminaly) Wider section 733(a) 
of the Tariff Ar:1 of 1930 (19 U.S.C. 
§ 1673b(a)) (the Act) to determine 
whether there is a reasonable inc:licatiDn 
that an indusay in the Uruteci States is 
materially injured or threatened With 
material injury. ar the esrablishment of 
an industry in the United States is 
materially marded. by reason of 
importS from Turicey of c:ancrece 
reinfordng bars of sree1.1 provided for in 
subheadings 7213.10.00 and 7214.20.00 
of the Harmonized Tariff'Scbedule of 
the Uniled States. mat are alleged 1D be 
sold in the United States at less than fair 
value. Unless the Department of 
Commerce extends the time for 
initiation pursuant to section 
73Z(c)(l)(B) of the Act (19 U.S.C. 
§ 1673a(c)(l)(B)), the Commission must 
mmplere preliminary antldumping 
inYeStigattons in 45 days. or in this case 
by April ZZ. 1996. ~ Commission's 
views are due at the Depanment of 
Commen:e within five business days 
thereafter. or by April 29. 1996. 

For further information concerning 
the conduct of this investtgatlon and 
rules of general application. consult the 
Conunimon's Rules of Practice and 
Procedure. pan 201. subparts A through 
E (19 CFR part 201). and part 207, 
subparts A and B (19 CFR part 207). 
EFFECTIVE DATE: March 8. 1996. 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONT ACT: 
Woodley Timberlake (ZOZ-205-3188), 

Ofllce ofinvestagattons. U.S. 
IntemaUanal Trade Conunissiun. 500 E 
Street SW .. Wasldngmn. DC 20436. 
Hearing-.impailed persons can obadn 
information on this matter by c:ontading 
the Couwlission's 1DD terminal. on 202-
205-1810. PelSms wttb mobility 
impairmems who will need special 
assisrance in pining aCICl!S ID the 
Commission should contact the Office 
of the Seaemry at 202-205-2000. 
General information concendng the 
Commismon may aJso be oblalned by 
.,.....mng il:S intemetserftf (Jmp:// 
www.ldc.gov er ftp://ftp~. 
SUPPLBIENrARY INFORllA110H! 

Backgroumi-Thts in'Wstiptiml is 
being jnsttturect in respOllSe to a pedtton 
Bled on March 8, 1996. by FJmida Steel 
Corporadon. Tampa. FL. and New jersey 
Steel Corpoaadon. Sayreville. NJ. . 

PartlcijJatltm bl tbe imeStlpllDn and 
public servtt:e JJst.-Peaous (oCber than 
perttimW'S) wishing 1D part.ldpale in die 
~as parties mJStfDe an 
enuy of appear.w:e wUh die Seaetary 
1D the eo ..... ·ss•on.as pravidedln 
sections 201.lland 207.10 oftbe 
Comauissian'siules. not Jaw than seven 
days after prahlkaflon of tlds notice in · 
the Federal Register. Tbe Seaet:aty will 
prepare a public service JJst CDntaintng 
the names and addresses of all pemms. 
or their represenO"hles. who are parties 
1D this investigation upon tbe ezpiladan 
of the period for fWng enll'ies of 

~ cfBc:lmvre ofbustaess 
propdetaty blliaJJaattaa (BPI) under an 
adminlstnttlve ptot«:lhe anirr (APO) 
ad BPI Sl!r"rice list-Pursuant to 
sediDn 207.7(a} oCtbe Comalissian·s 
rules. the Secrearywill n11ke BPI 
gathered in this pseUmiimy 
ilm!SUgation available ID audlmized 
appllcams under die APO mued in the 
inYestlption. po.tided drll tbe 
appliallion is made not bier' than seven 
days after the publkadall of tlds notice 
in tbe Federal Register. A sepame 
service list will be matmatned by the 
Secmary for dlose Jmties authorized IO 
receiYe BPI under the APO. 

Can&n!1Jce. :rbe Cwauuission ·s 
DUeclor of ()peradans has scheduled a 
conference in connecdon with this 
investigation for 9:30 a.m. on March 29. 
1996, at the U.S. lntematkmal Trade 
Commission Building. 500 E Street SW •• 
Washington. DC. Pan1es wtsbmg to 
participate in the conference should 
comact Woodley 1unberlake (ZOZ-205-
3188) not later than March 26. 1996. to 
arrange for their appearance. Parties in 
support of the imposition of 
anUdumping duties in this investigation 
and panieS in opposWon to the 
imposition of such duties will each be 

mllec:uvely allocated one hour within 
whk:h to make an oral piewwartou at 
the conference. A nr:mpazty who has 
ll!Stimony that may aid the 
~·s deliberations maynquest 
penn:issian to present a short scuement 
at the amference. 

Wdaen submis.mns.-As pruvided in 
sections 201.8 and 207.15 of the 
Commission's rules. any peaon may 
submit to the Coanmissiun on or before 
April 3. 1996. a wrta:en brief conraining 
lnfonnaUon and ;qumems pertinent to 
the subject matler of the investigation. 
Parues may me WliUen resr• '"DY in 
cmmeaton wUh dJeir pre-nrartnnat 
die conference no Jar than three dajs 
before the mnference. Irbriefs or 
Written lestbnony CDDlain BPI. they 
must confixm wttb the requtremems of 
sections 201.6. 207.3. and 207.7 of the 
Conauisslnu's rules. 

In aa:mdance wUhsectlons 201.16k) 
and 207.3 of tbe ru1es.· each document 
61ed by a party ID die tnves'lpdon inuSt 
be served on all other parties 1D the 
lli¥esttgation (as idendfied by either the 
public or BPI service list). and a 
c:muftcate of service must be umely 
ft1ed. The Seaerarywill not ac:cept a 
document for filing without a certificate 
ofsetVice.. 

Audlodry: nm tnwsdpdm js being 
mnchtcred under aacbartty olUde W af the 
Tad1f Aa. of 1930: dlls nauce ts pdtHsbpd 
s=siam tD secdaD 207.12 of die 
Cannmsstoa's rules. 

Issued: March 12. 1996. 
By order of lhe ('.ommtss!an. 

Danna R. Koelmke. 
Secnmry. 
IFR Doc. 96-6350 Filed 3-15-86: 8:45 aml 
aUtG CCIDE,........ 
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Initiation of Antidumping Duty 
Investigation: Certain Steel Concrate 
Reinforcing Bar From Turkey 

AGENCY: Import AdminisUatian. 
International Trade Aclministmkm.. 
Depaimient of Commace. 
EFFECTIVE DATE: April 4. 1996. 
FOR FURIHER DFORllATICN CCNracr: 
Fabian RivelJs at (202) GZ-3853 or 
Howard Smith at (Z02) GZ-5193. Oflk:e 
of Amidumping lnvesdgations. Import 
A«:lmini:wation. Inwnational Trade 
Admiaisttalion. U.S. Depmmaent of 
Commerce. 14th Street and Consrjtuficm 
Awnue NW •• Wasbmgton. DC 20230. 

lldliation ofinvescigadon 

The Applicable Statute 
UnleG otherwise indicaled. all 

cttafions to the statute are references to 
the provisions effecnve January i. 1995. 
die effective date of the amendments 
muie CD the Tarilr Act of 1930 ("'the 
Act .. ) by the Uruguay Round 
Agreemenls Act c-tJRAA ;. 
De Petition 

On March 8. 1996. the Department of 
Commerce ('•the Department .. ) received 
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a petition filed in proper form by 
Florida Steel Corpcnlton and New 
)elsey Steel Corporation \peddonersj. 
The petWonels amended die petition on 
March 26. 1996. 1D ezclnde pJain Sb!el 
a:mcrete reinforcing bar \iebar'j. 

In accordance widl section 732(b) of 
the Aa. tbe r-t"""ness allege that 
impons of sreel c:;oo:::aere n:infutdng bar 
\iebar .. ) from Turkey are being. or are 
likely 1D be. said in tbe United Slares at 
Jess than fairwlue wJlbin tbe meaning 
of section 731 of tbe AJ::t. aad dm such 
lmpans me mareriaily iqjuring. or 
tbrealeldng aptpria1 injury to, a regional 
~widdn the UnitedSfales.1 

Since the pertr; ""lf'l'S are inll!rested 
part1es as defined under seclion 
771(9)(C) of the Ar:;t. they have 5'anding 
1D me a peUttan fortbe imposition of 
antldnmping duties. 

Detemdnattan oflDdustzy Support for 
tbe Petition 

The petlllonelS allege dm lbere is a 
regional indusDy for the domestic: IDce 
pruduct and lnd•wlpd dala on both 
fac:axs requiled by section 771(4)(C) of 
the At:t:. (1) the prod•• ers Widdn such 
market sell all or almost all of their 
pm+rricm oftbe like product iD 
quesdDn in tbal rmdcet. aad CZ> the 
demand in tbal amiret is not supplied. 
ID any subsr:aarAJ degree. by praducers 
of the product iD quesdonloc:ared 
elsewhere in tbe t1nired Slall!s. Under 
Sl!dkn1 732(q(4)(C). if1be petitioner 
alleges that the induslry is a ngional 
indusay. the Depurmentsball 
determine whedler die petiliml has been 
ft1ed by or on behalf of die indusuy by 
applying die requiiemem:ssetfonh in 
sec:dOll 732(q(4)(A) of the Aa. Oil the 
basis of tbe producdon in the region. 
Therefose. the Department bas evaluated 
1ndusuy support for tbe pedtiorl based 
.,a pnxiacdon in dle region. 

Sec:iion 732(c)(4)(A) oftbe Act 
requires that the l>ep;utmen(s iDdustty 
suppon: decerminatiOD. wlUch is to be 



15040 Federal Register I Vol. 61, No. 66 I Thursday, April 4. 1996 I Notices 

made before the lnWation of the 
investigation. be based on whether a 
minimum percentage of the relevant 
regional indusay supports the petition. 
A petition meecs the minimum 
requJrements if (1) domestic producers 
or workers who suppcxt the petltlon 
account for at least Z5 percent of the 
total produc:tlon of the domestic like 
product in the region: and (2) those 
domestic producels or workers in the 
region expressing support ac:munt for 
more than 50 percent of the production 
of the domestic like product produced 
by that portion of the industry in the 
region expressing support for. or 
opposition to, the petition. 

A review of the production data 
provided in the petition and other 
information readily available to the 
Department indicates that the 
petitioners account for more than 50 
percent of the total regional production 
of the like product. The Department 
received no expressions of opposition to 
the petition from any regional producers 
or workers. Ac:cordingly, the 
Department determines that the petition 
is supported by the regional industry. 

Scope of the Investigation 
The product mvered by this 

investigation is all stock deformed steel 
mnaete reinforcing bars rrebar") sold 
in straight lengths and coils. This 
includes all hot-rolled defonned rebar. 
rolled from billet steel. rail steel. axle 
steel. or low-alloy steel It excludes (i) 
plain round rebar. (li) rebar that a 
processor has further worked or 
fabricated. and (ill) all mated rebar. 
Defonned rebar is amently classifiable 
in the Harmonized Tariff Schedule of 
the United States (Hl'SUS) under item 
numbers 7Z13.10.00 and 7Z14.ZO.OO. 
The HI'SUS subheadings are provided · 
for convenience and customs purposes. 

The written description of the scope 
of this inVeStigation is dtsposttive. 

Export Price and Normal Value 

The petitioners based export price on: 
(1) a contracted price for 7,000 to 10.000 
metric tons of deformed rebar, and (2) 
an offer of sale for about 10.000 metric 
tons of deformed rebar. The terms of the 
mntract and offer are CJ.F. The 
petitioners made deductions to export 
price for insurance, port expenses, and 
shipping costs. 

The petitioners based NV on an offer 
sheet published in Turkey by Turldsh 
rebar producers. Since the temlS are ex
factory. petitioners made no deductions 
to NV. The petitioners adjusted and/or 
inflated the prices on the offer sheet in 
an effort to make more 
contemporaneous comparisons to export 
price. However. the Department 

considers the prices as shown on the 
offer sheet already to be 
contemporaneous and thus med them 
as the basis for nonnal value Without 
adjustment. See memorandum t.o the tlJe 
dated March Z6. 1996. 

Based on c:ompmisons of export price 
to NV. the estimated dumping margins. 
as recalculated by the Depanment. range 
from Z7.4 to 41.8 percent. 

Fair Value Campansans 

Based on the data provided by the 
petitioners. there is reason to believe 
that impor1s of rebar from Turkey are 
being. or are ljkely t.o be. sold at less 
than fair value. If lt becomes necessary 
at a later date to corisider the petition as 
a source of facts available under section 
776 of the Act. we may further review 
the calculations. 

Critical Circumstances 

The petition contains an allegation 
that there is a reasonable basis to believe 
or suspect that critical drcumstances 
exist With respect to impor1s of subject 
merchandise. 

Section 733(e)(l) of the Aa provides 
that the Department will determine that 
there is a reasonable basis to believe or 
suspect that crWcal c:in:uJmalllc:e exist 
if: 

(A)(i) there is a ftistory of duq>ing 
and material injury by reason of 
duq>ed imports in the United States or 
elsewhere of the subjeet merchandise. or 

(11) the person by whom. or for whose 
ac:munt. the merchandise was imported 
knew or should have known that the 
expmter was selllng the subjeet 
merchandise at !es than ilS fair value 
and that there was likely to be material 
injury by reason of such sales. and 

(B) there have been massive imports 
of the subject merchandise over a 
relatively short period. 

The petition con1ains information that 
sattsfies the crilerla. Fkst. petitioners 
state that Singapore has recently 
imposed final antidumping dUlies on 
rebar from Turkey. Because there is an 
indication of a history of dumping and 
material injury. it is not necessary to 
addrea importer knowledge. 

Because we have information 
indicating that the first statutory 
criterion is met. we must consider the 
second statutory aiterion: whether 
Jmports of the merchandise have been 
massive over a relatively short period. 
According to the import statistics 
contained in the petition. imports of 
rebar from Turkey into the region 
inaeaRd by Z5Z percent from 1993 to 
199<1. Based on import statistics from 
January through October 1995. 
petitioners projected the increase of 
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Turkish imports into the region from 
1994 to 1995 to be 51 percent. 

Bennase the petition provides 
evidence that there is a hJstory of 
dumping and material injury, and that 
Jmpm1s of subject merchandise from 
Turkey have been massive over a 
relatively short period of time, we find 
a reasonable basis to believe or suspect 
that crWcal c:ilcumsmnces may exist 
and will investigate this matter further. 

brittatlon of Investigation 

We have examined the petition on 
rebar and have found that It meets the 
requirements of section 73Z of the Act. 
including the requirements concerning 
allegations of the material ~ury or 
threat of material injury to a regional 
industry of a like.product by reason of 
the complained.of imporlS. allegedly 
sold at lea than fair value. Therefore. 
we are inWatlng an antldumping duty 
lnvestiption to determine whether 
Imports of rebar from Turkey are being. 
ar are likely to be. sold atless than fair 
wlue on a regional basis. Unless 
extended, we will make our preliminary 
determination by August 15. 1996. 

Dtstdbutlan of Copies of the Petition 

Jn m:cordance with section 
73Z(b)(3)(A) of the Act. a copy of the 
public veision of the petition has been 
provided to the representatives of the 
Government of Turkey. We will attempt 
to provide a copy of the public version 
of the petition to each exporter of rebar 
nariled in the petition. 

International Trade Conmllission (ITC) 
Notlllcatlon 

We have notified the rrc of our 
initiation. as required by section 73Z(d) 
of the Act. 

Pre1Jminazy Detemilnations by the rrc 
The rrc will determine by April zz. 

1996. whether there is a reamnable 
indication that imports of rebar from 
Turkey are causing material injury, or 
threatening to cause material injury. to 
a U.S. industry. A negative rrc 
detenninatlon will result in the 
investigation being lemllnaled; 
otherwise, the investigation will 
proceed according to statutory and 
regulatory time limits. 

This notice is published pursuant to 
section 73Z(c)(2) of the Act. 

Dated: March 28. 1996. 
Susan G. Essennan. 
Assistant Sec:retaty for Import 
Adm1nlsaadan. 
(FR Doc. 96-8216 Filed 4-3-96; 8:45 am) 
R.UNG CODE :1110-05-P 
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CALENDAR OF THE PUBLIC 
CONFERENCE 

Investigation No. 731-TA-745 (Preliminary) 

Steel Concrete Reinforcing Bars from Turkey 

Those listed below appeared as witnessses at the United States International Trade Commission's 
conference held in connection with the subject investigation at 9:30 a.m. on March 29, 1996, in the Main 
hearing room of the USITC Building, 500 E Street, SW, Washington, DC. 

In sunport of the imposition of antidurnping duties 

Brickfield, Burchette & Ritts, PC--Counsel 
Washington, DC 
on behalf of 

Florida Steel Corporation 
New Jersey Steel Corporation 

Phillip Casey, president, Florida Steel Corporation 
Gary Giovannetti, vice president, sales, New Jersey Steel Corporation 

Vincent P. Duane ) 
Peter Brickfield )-OF COUNSEL 
Damon E. Xenopoulos ) 

In opposition to the imposition of antidurnping duties 

Dickstein, Shapiro & Morin--Counsel 
Washington, DC 
on behalf of 

Colakoglu Metalurji A.S. 
Ekinciler Demir Ce~ A.S. 
Habas Sinai ve Tibbi Gazlar Istihsal Endustrisi A.S. 

Victor Gonzalez, president, Mateo, Inc. 
Anol Baysal, vice president, SEBA International, Inc. 
Daniel W. Klett, principal, Capital Trade, Inc. 
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In opposition to the imposition of antidumping duties-Continued 

Thomas L. Rogers, principal, Capital Trade, Inc. 

Francis J. Sailer 
Sarah M. Efthymiou 

) 
)--OF COUNSEL 
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TableC-1 
Rebar: Summary data concerning the total U.S. market (using official statistics for imports), 1993-95 

(Quantity=short tons, value=l,000 dollars, unit values, unit labor costs, and unit expenses are per short ton; 
period cbanges=perccnt, except where noted} 

Reported data Period cban~es 
Item 1993 1994 1995 1993-95 1993-94 1994-95 

U.S. consumption quantity: 
Amount ......................... 3,027,955 3,435,728 3,542,109 17.0 13.5 3.1 
Producers' share (1) ................ 96.0 90.S 85.0 -11.0 -5.6 -5.5 
Share of imports from (1 )-

Turkey ........................ 1.6 5.9 8.1 6.S 4.3 2.2 
Other sources .................. 2.4 3.7 7.0 4.6 1.3 3.3 

Total ....................... 4.0 9.S 15.0 11.0 5.6 5.5 
U.S. consumption value: 

Amount ...•..................... 815,543 1,007,871 1,113,685 36.6 23.6 10.5 
Producers' share (1) ................ 95.7 90.9 86.4 -9.3 -4.9 -4.5 
Share of imports from (1)-

Turkey .................•....•. 1.8 5.4 7.2 5.5 3.7 1.8 
Other sources .................. 2.S 3.7 6.4 3.8 1.2 2.7 

Total ....................... 4.3 9.1 13.6 9.3 4.9 4.5 
U.S. imports from-

Turkey: 
Quantity •.•••......•.•••..•... 47,790 201,544 285,621 497.7 321.7 41.7 
Value ........................ 14,291 54,831 80,661 464.4 283.7 47.1 
Unit value ...•..•............. $299 $272 $282 -5.6 -9.0 3.8 

Other sources: 
Quantity .••...•••...•.....•... 72,875 126,468 246,685 238.S 73.5 95.1 
Value ........................ 20,707 37,321 71,057 243.1 80.2 90.4 
Unit value .................... $284 $295 $288 1.4 3.9 -2.4 

All sources: 
Quantity •....•••......•....••. 120,665 328,012 532,306 341.1 171.8 62.3 
Value ........................ 34,999 92,152 151,718 333.S 163.3 64.6 
Unit value ......•............. $290 $281 $285 -1.7 -3.1 1.5 

U.S. producers': 
Average capacity quantity .......... 6,640,120 6,738,120 7,203,120 8.S 1.5 6.9 
Production quantity ........•....... 2,940,458 3,188,232 3,158,834 7.4 8.4 -0.9 
Capacity utili7.81ion ................ (2) (2) (2) (2) (2) (2) 
U.S. shipments: 

Quantity ...................... 2,907,290 3,107,716 3,009,803 3.S 6.9 -3.2 
Value ........................ 780,544 915,719 961,967 23.2 17.3 5.1 
Unit value .................... $268 $295 $320 19.0 9.8 8.5 

Export shipments: 
Quantity ...................... • •• ••• • •• -89.3 -93.7 69.9 
Value ........................ • •• ••• • •• -88.4 -93.9 89.9 
Unit value .................... • •• ••• • •• 8.4 -3.0 11.7 

Ending inventory quantity .......... 152,954 176,513 272,492 78.2 15.4 54.4 
lnventories/U.S. shipments (1) ....... 6.7 7.4 11.6 4.9 0.7 4.2 
Production workers ................ 2,578 2,618 2,542 -1.4 1.6 -2.9 
Hours worked (l,OOOs) ............. 5,501 5,640 5,036 -8.S 2.S -10.7 
Wages paid ($1,000) ............... 103,593 105,249 102,967 -0.6 1.6 -2.2 
Hourly wages .................... $18.83 $18.66 $20.45 8.6 -0.9 9.6 
Productivity (short tons/l,000 hours) .. 369 400 455 23.3 8.4 13.8 
Unit labor costs ................... $51.10 $46.70 $44.93 -12.1 -8.6 -3.8 

Table continued on next page. 
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Table C-1-Continued 
Rebar: Smmnary data concerning the total U.S. market (using official statistics for imports), 1993-95 

(Quantity=sbort tons, value= 1,000 dollars, unit values, unit labor costs, and unit expenses are per short ton; 
period changes=perc:ent, except where noted) 
Reported data Period changes 

Item 1993 1994 1995 1993-95 1993-94 1994-95 

Net sales: 
Quantity ...................... 3,995,696 4,166,123 4,186,914 
Value ........................ 1,028,912 1,177,975 1,337,840 
Unit value .................... $258 $283 $320 

Cost of goods sold (COGS) ......... 957,799 1,079,012 1,165,132 
Gross profit or (loss) ............... 71,113 98,963 172,708 
SG&A expenses .................. 49,242 53,819 57,801 . 
Operating income or Ooss) .......... 21,871 45,144 114,907 
Capi1al expenditures ............... 87,184 76,212 60,001 
Unit COGS ...................... $240 $259 $278 
Unit SG&A expenses .............. $12 $13 $14 
Unit operating income or (loss) ...... $5 $11 $27 
COGS/sales (1) ............•...... 93.l 91.6 87.1 
Operating income or Ooss)/sales (1) ... 2.1 3.8 8.6 

(1) "Reported data" are in percent and "period changes" are in percentage points. 
(2) Not available. 

4.8 4.3 0.5 
30.0 14.5 13.6 
24.1 9.8 13.0 
21.6 12.7 8.0 

142.9 39.2 74.5 
17.4 9.3 7.4 

425.4 106.4 154.5 
-31.2 -12.6 -21.3 
16.1 8.0 7.4 
12.0 4.8 6.9 

401.4 98.0 153.3 
-6.0 -1.5 -4.5 
6.5 1.7 4.8 

Note.-Period changes are derived from the unrounded data. Because of rounding, figmes may not add to the totals shown. Unit 
values and other ratios are calculated using data of firms supplying both munerator and denominator information. 

Source: Compiled from data submitted in response to questionnaires of the U.S. International Trade Commission and from 
official statistics of the U.S. Department of Commerce. 
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TableC-2 
Rebar: Summmy data concerning the toUll U.S. market (using U.S. shipments of imports from Turkey and official statistics 
for all other imports), 1993-95 

(Quantity=short tons, value= 1,000 dollars. unit values, unit labor costs, and l!Jlit expenses arc per short ton; 
period cbanges=percent, ex!::Et where noted~ 
Reported data Period changes 

Item 1993 1994 1995 1993-95 1993-94 1994-95 

U.S. consumption quantity: 
Amount ......................... 3,028,527 3,391,772 3,481,680 15.0 12.0 
Produa:rs'share(l) ................ 96.0 91.6 86.4 -9.5 -4.4 
Share of imports from (1)-

Turkey ........................ 1.6 4.6 6.5 4.9 3.0 
Other sources ......•.•..••..•.• 2.4 3.7 7.1 4.7 1.3 

ToUll ....................... 4.0 8.4 13.6 9.5 . 4.4 
U.S. consumption value: 

Amount ............•............ 818,043 996,457 1,098,384 34.3 21.8 
Producers' share (1) ................ 95.4 91.9 87.6 -7.8 -3.5 
Share of imports from (1)-

Turkey ........................ 2.1 4.4 6.0 3.9 2.3 
Other sources •.•.•••.•..••..••. 2.5 3.7 6.5 3.9 1.2 

ToUll ..................... ·. 4.6 8.1 12.4 7.8 3.5 
U.S. imports from-

Turkey: 
Quantity ...................... 48,362 157,588 225,192 365.6 225.9 
Value ........................ 16,792 43,417 65,360 289.2 158.6 
Unit value ......•............. $347 $276 $290 -16.4 -20.7 

Other sources: 
Quantity ...................... 72,875 126,468 246,685 238.5 73.5 
Value ...................... ·. 20,707 37,321 71,057 243.1 80.2 
Unit value .................... $284 $295 $288 1.4 3.9 

All sources: 
Quantity ...................... 121,237 284,056 471,877 289.2 134.3 
Value ........................ 37,499 80,738 136,417 263.8 115.3 
Unit value .................... $309 $284 $289 -6.5 -8.1 

U.S. producers' U.S. shipments: 
Quantity ...................... 2,907,290 3,107,716 3,009,803 3.5 6.9 
Value ........................ 780,544 915,719 961,967 23.2 17.3 
Unit value .................... $268 $295 $320 19.0 9.8 

(1) "Reported data" are in percent and "period changes" are in percentage points. 

2.7 
-5.2 

1.8 
3.4 
5.2 

10.2 
-43 

1.6 
2.7 
4.3 

42.9 
50.5 

5.3 

95.1 
90.4 
-2.4 

66.1 
69.0 

1.7 

-3.2 
5.1 
8.5 

Note.-Period changes are derived from the umoundcd data. Because of rounding, figures may not add to the totals shown. Unit 
values and other ratios are calculated using data of firms supplying both numerator and denominator information. 

Sowce: Compiled from data submitted in response to questionnaires of the U.S. International Trade Commission and from 
official statistics of the U.S. Department of Commerce. 
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TableC-3 
Rebar: Summmy dasa concerning the regional market (using official statistics for imports), 1993-95 

(Quantity=sbort tons, value=l,000 dollars, unit values, unit labor costs, and unit expenses are per short ton; 
period ch~ except where no=dl 
Reportcd dasa Period chanS!:! 

Item 1993 1994 1995 1993-95 1993-94 1994-95 

U.S. consumption quantity: 
Amount .......................•. 1,626,214 1,787,097 1,844,173 13.4 9.9 3.2 
Producers' share (1) .....•.......... 93.6 87.0 85.2 -8.4 -6.5 -1.8 
Share of imports from (1)-

Turkey ........................ 2.9 9.4 12.0 9.1 6.5 2.7 
Other sources .................. 3.5 3.6 2.8 -0.8 0.1 -0.8 

To1al .•..................... 6.4 13.0 14.8 8.4 6.5 1.8 
U.S. consumption value: 

Amowtt ..•...................... 445,070 516,715 565,806 27.1 16.1 9.5 
Producers' share (1) ................ .93.3 87.6 87.0 -6.3 -5.7 -0.6 
Share of imports from (1)-

Turkey •....................... 3.2 8.8 10.6 7.4 5.6 1.8 
Other sources ............•..... 3.6 3.6 2.5 -1.1 0.1 -1.1 

To1al ..........•............ 6.7 12.4 13.0 6.3 5.7 0.6 
U.S. imports from-

Turkey: 
Quantity ••.••••••.•.•••••••••• 47,184 167,277 222,021 370.5 254.5 32.7 
Value ........................ 14,099 45,371 59,707 323.5 221.8 31.6 
Unit value •...............•... $299 $271 $269 -10.0 -9.2 -0.9 

Other sources: 
Quantity .•••••••••....•••••.•. 57,517 64,721 51,355 -10.7 12.5 -20.7 
Value •....................... 15,910 18,794 14,102 -11.4 18.1 -25.0 
Unit value .................... $277 $290 $275 -0.7 5.0 -5.4 

All sources: 
Quantity .•.••••..........•.••. 104,702 231,998 273,376 161.1 121.6 17.8 
Value ........................ 30,009 64,165 73,809 146.0 113.8 15.0 
Unit value •................... $287 $277 $270 -5.8 -3.5 -2.4 

U.S. producers': 
Average capacity quantity .......... 4,048,000 4,146,000 4,349,000 7.4 2.4 4.9 
Production quantity ..•..•.....•..•. 1,667,576 1,697,437 1,787,386 7.2 1.8 5.3 
Capacity utilization ...•............ (2) (2) (2) (2) (2) (2) 
U.S. shipments: 

Quantity •••••..••.•.••••.••••• l,S21,S12 1,555,099 1,570,797 3.2 2.2 1.0 
Value •.........•............. 415,061 452,550 491,997 18.5 9.0 8.7 
Unit value .•.•...•............ $273 $291 $313 14.8 6.7 7.6 

Export shipments: 
Quantity •••.•••••••.•••••••••• • •• • •• • •• -89.3 -93.7 69.9 
Value ...........•............ • •• • •• • •• -88.4 -93.9 89.9 
Unit value •••••••••••••••••••• • •• • •• • •• 8.4 -3.0 11.7 

Ending inventoiy quantity .......... 96,964 92,340 . 135,803 40.1 -4.8 47.1 
InventoricslU.S. shipments (1) ....... • •• • •• • •• 2.3 -0.4 2.7 
Produc:tion workers ...•.......•..•. • •• • •• • •• -12.3 -3.9 -8.7 
Hours worked (1,000s} ..••......... • •• • •• • •• -17.7 -0.1 -17.7 
Wages paid ($1,000) ............... • •• • •• • •• -0.1 1.6 -1.6 
Hourly wages .........•.......... • •• • •• • •• 21.5 1.6 19.5 
Productivity (short tons/1,000 hours) .. • •• • •• • •• 34.2 2.6 30.8 
Unit labor costs ................... • •• • •• • •• -9.5 -1.0 -8.6 

Table continued on next page. 
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Table C-3-COntinucd 
Rebar: Summary data concerning the regional market (using official statistics for imports), 1993-95 

(Quantity=short tons, value=l,000 dollars, unit values, unit labor costs, and unit expenses arc per short ton; 
period changcs=pcrcent, except where noted) 
Reported data Period changes 

Item 1993 1994 1995 1993-95 1993-94 1994-95 

Net sales: 
Quantity ...................... • •• ••• 
Value ........................ • •• ••• 
Unit value ......... · ........... ••• ••• 

Cost of goods sold (COGS) ......... • •• ••• 
Gross profit or (loss) ............... • •• ••• 
SG&A expenses ....••..••....••.• • •• • •• 
Operating income or (loss) .......... ••• ••• 
Capital expenditures ............... • •• ••• 
Unit COGS .......•.............. • •• ••• 
Unit SG&A expenses .............. • •• ••• 
Unit operating income or (loss) ...... • •• ••• 
COGS/sales (1) ...•............... • •• ••• 
Operating income or (loss)lsalcs (1) ... • •• *** 

(1) "Reported data" arc in percent and "period changes" arc in percentage points. 
(2) Not available. 
(3)Notmcaningful. 

• •• 
• •• 
• •• 
• •• 
• •• 
• •• 
• •• 
*** 
• •• 
• •• 
• •• 
• •• 
• •• 

5.2 0.1 5.0 
26.0 8.3 16.3 
19.8 8.2 10.7 
15.7 7.2 8.0 

1525.7 174.7 491.7 
12.6 -7.7 22.0 
(3) 47.8 (3) 

-16.4 85.4 -54.9 
10.0 7.0 2.8 
7.1 -7.8 16.2 
(3) 47.9 (3) 

-8.l -1.0 -7.0 
8.5 1.6 6.9 

Note.-Pcriod changes arc derived from the wuoundcd data. Because of rounding, figures may not add to the totals shown. Unit 
values and other ratios arc calc:ulatcd using data of finns supplying both numerator and denominator information. 

Source: Compiled from data submitted in response to questionnaires of the U.S. International Trade Commission and from 
official statistics of the U.S. Department of Commerce. 
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TableC-4 
Rebar: Summary dala concerning the regional market (using U.S. shipments of imports from Turkey and official statistics 
for all other imports), 1993-95 

(Quantity=short tons, value=l,000 dollars, unit values, unit labor costs, and unit expenses are per short ton; 
period changes=pcrcent, except where noted) 
Reported data Period changes. 

Item 1993 1994 1995 1993-95 1993-94 1994-95 

U.S. consumption quantity: 
Amount ...•.•................... 1,627,391 1,747,423 1,796,161 10.4 7.4 
Producers' share (1) ................ 93.5 89.0 87.5 -6.0 -4.5 
Share of imports from (1)-

Turkey ........................ 3.0 73 9.7 6.7 43 
Other sources ..•............... 3.5 3.7 2.9 -0.7 0.2 

Total ....................... 6.S 11.0 12.5 6.0 4.5 
U.S. consumption value: 

Amount ...•..................... 447,763 508,539 556,898 24.4 13.6 
Producers' share (1) ................ 92.7 89.0 88.3 -4.4 -3.7 
Share of imports fiom (1)-

Turkey ........•.............•. 3.8 7.3 9.1 5.4 3.6 
Other sources .................. 3.6 3.7 2.5 -1.0 0.1 

Total ....................... 73 11.0 11.7 4.4 3.7 
U.S. imports fiom-

Turkey: 
Quantity ..........•.•......••. 48,362 127,603 174,009 259.8 163.8 
Value ........................ 16,792 37,195 50,799 202.S 121.5 
Unit value .................... $347 $291 $292 -15.9 -16.0 

Other sources: 
Quantity .....•..•.....•••.•... 57,517 64,721 51,355 -10.7 12.5 
Value ........................ 15,910 18,794 14,102 -11.4 18.1 
Unit value .................... $277 $290 $275 -0.7 5.0 

All sources: 
Quantity ....•...•......••..•.. 105,879 192,324 225,364 112.8 81.6 
Value ........................ 32,702 55,989 64,901 98.5 71.2 
Unit value .................... $309 $291 $288 -6.8 -5.7 

U.S. p!Oducers' U.S. shipments: 
Quantity .•.............••.••.. 1,521,512 1,555,099 1,570,797 3.2 2.2 
Value ........................ 415,061 452,550 491,997 18.5 9.0 
Unit value .................... $273 $291 $313 14.8 6.7 

(1) "Reported data" are in percent and "period changes" are in percentage points. 

2.8 
-1.5· 

2.4 
-0.8 
1.5 

9.5 
-0.6 

1.8 
-1.2 
0.6 

36.4 
36.6 

0.2 

-20.7 
-25.0 

-5.4 

17.2 
15.9 
-1.1 

1.0 
8.7 
7.6 

Note.-Period changes are derived from the umounded data. Because of rounding, figures may not add to the totals shown. Unit 
values and other ratios are calculated using data of firms supplying both numerator and denominator information. 

Source: Compiled from data submitted in response to questionnaires of the U.S. lnterDational Trade Commission and fiom 
official statistics of the U.S. Department ofCommen:e. 
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APPENDIXD 

PRICES OUTSIDE OF THE EASTERN 
TIER REGION 
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TableD-1 
Steel concrete reinforcing bar: Weighted-average net f.o.b. prices and quantities for sales to unrelated U.S. 
customers outside of the Eastern tier region for product 1 reported by U.S. producers and importers, and 
margins ofunder/(over)selling, by quarters, Jan. 1993-Dec. 1995 

* * * * * * * 

TableD-2 
Steel concrete reinforcing bar: Weighted-average net f.o.b. prices and quantities for sales to unrelated U.S. 
customers outside of the Eastern tier region for product 2 reported by U.S. producers and importers, and 
margins ofunder/(over)selling, by quarters, Jan. 1993-Dec. 1995 

* * * * * * * 

TableD-3 
Steel concrete reinforcing bar: Weighted-average net f.o.b. prices and quantities for sales to unrelated U.S. 
customers outside of the Eastern tier region for product 3 reported by U.S. producers and importers, and 
margins ofunder/(over)selling, by quarters, Jan. 1993-Dec. 1995 

* * * * * * * 

Figure D-1 
Steel concrete reinforcing bar: Weighted-average net f.o.b. prices for sales of product 1 to U.S. customers 
outside of the Eastern tier region reported by U.S. producers and importers, by quarters, Jan. 1993-Dec. 1995 

* * * * * * * 

FigureD-2 
Steel concrete reinforcing bar: Weighted-average net f.o.b. prices for sales of product 2 to U.S. customers 
outside of the Eastern tier region reported by U.S. producers and importers, by quarters, Jan. 1993~Dec. 1995 

* * * * * * * 

FigureD-3 
Steel concrete reinforcing bar: Weighted-average net f.o.b. prices for sales of product 3 to U.S. customers 
outside of the Eastern tier region reported by U.S. producers and importers, by quarters, Jan. 1993-Dec. 1995 

* * * * * * * 
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APPENDIXE 

EFFECTS OF IMPORTS ON PRODUCERS' EXISTING 
DEVELOPMENT AND PRODUCTION EFFORTS, 

GROWTH, INVESTMENT, AND ABILITY 
TO RAISE CAPITAL 

E-1 





Response of U.S. producers to the following auestions: 

1. Since Janwuy l~ 1993, has your firm experienced any actual negative effects on its growth, investment, 
ability to raise capital, or existing development and production efforts, including efforts to develop a 
derivative or more. advanced version of the product, as a result of imports of steel concrete reinforcing bars 
from Turkey? 

AmeriSteel (FL)-"***." 

Atlantic (GA)--"***." 

Aubmn (NY)--"***." 

Birmingham (AL)-"***." 

CF & I (CO)--"***." 

New Jersev <ND--"***." 

Nucor (SC)--"***." 

SMI CTX)--***. 

TAMCO (CA)--"***." 

2. Does your firm anticipate any negative impact of imports of steel concrete reinforcing bars from Turkey? 

AmeriSteel <FU--"***." 

Atlantic (GA)--"***." 

Auburn (NY)--"***." 

Birmingham (AL)--"***." 

CF & I (CO)--"***." 

New Jersey <ND-"***." 

Nucor (SC)--"***." 

SMI CTX)--***. 

TAMCO (CA)--"***." 
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