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INTRODUCTION!

On December 17, 1999, the Commission received a request from the United States Trade Representative
(USTR) for an investigation under section 332(g) of the Tariff Act of 1930 for the purpose of providing
advice concerning possible modifications to the U.S. Generalized System of Preferences (GSP). The USTR
request letter isincluded in appendix A. Following receipt of the request and in accordance therewith, the
Commission ingtituted investigation No. 332-410 to provide as follows--

(a8 with respect to the articleslisted in Part A of the attached Annex, advice as to the probable
economic effect on U.S. industries producing like or directly competitive articles and on consumers
of the elimination of U.S. import duties for al beneficiary devel oping countries under the GSP. In
providing its advice, the USTR requested that the Commission assume that the benefits of the GSP
would not apply to imports that would be excluded from receiving such benefits by virtue of the
competitive need limits specified in section 503(c)(2)(A) of the Trade Act of 1974 (1974 Act) (19
U.S.C. 2463(c)(2)(A)); and

(b) with respect to articles listed in Part A and Part C of the attached Annex, advice as to whether
products like or directly competitive with the articles were being produced in the United States on
January 1, 1995; and

(c) with respect to the article listed in Part B of the attached Annex, advice as to the probable
economic effect on U.S. industries producing like or directly competitive articles and on consumers
of the removal of the country specified with respect to the article in Part B from eligibility for duty-
free treatment under the GSP for such article; and

(d) inaccordance with section 503(d)(1)(A) of the 1974 Act, advice on whether any industry in the
United States is likely to be adversely affected by awaiver of the competitive need limits specified
in section 503(c)(2)(A) of the 1974 Act for Brazil for HTS Subheading 7202.99.10 in Part A and
the country specified with respect to the articlesin Part D of the attached Annex.

The Commission? ingtituted the investigation on December 23, 1999, and indicated that it would seek to
provide its advice no later than March 16, 2000, as requested by USTR. The Commission’s notice of
investigation is contained in appendix B.

All interested parties were afforded an opportunity to provide the Commission with written comments
and information. 1n addition, the Commission held a public hearing on the investigation in Washington, DC,
on February 2, 2000. The list of witnesses that appeared before the Commission is contained in appendix C.

! The following Federal Register notices were issued by the USTR and the Commission relating to
investigation No. 332-410:
Date Notice Subject

Dec. 26,1999 64 F.R. 72136 USTR notice of GSP review

Dec. 30,1999 64 F.R. 73574 Notice of USITC investigation

2 Chairman Lynn M. Bragg did not participate in the portion of this investigation concerning the waiver of
competitive need limits for methanol from Chile (USTR Case No. 99-6).



PRESENTATION OF ADVICE

In response to the USTR request, the Commission is providing its advice in the form of commodity
digests, as has been donein prior GSP investigations. Each digest examines the effect of tariff modifications
on asingle HTS subheading and provides advice in terms of the traditiona coding scheme noted later in this
section.

This report contains 7 digests covering 7 HTS subheadings. Each digest contains the following sections:

I.  Introduction

This section provides basic information on the item, including description and uses, rate of duty, and an
indication of whether there was a like or directly competitive article produced in the United States on
January 1, 1995.

Il.  U.S. market profile

This section provides information on U.S. producers, employment, shipments, exports, imports,
consumption, import market share, and capacity utilization. When exact information is not obtainable,
estimates based on the following coding system are provided:

* = Based on partial information/data adequate for estimation with a moderately high degree of
confidence, or

** = Based on limited information/data adequate for estimation with a moderate degree of
confidence.

I11. GSP import situation, 1998
This section provides 1998 U.S. import data, including world total and certain GSP-country specific
data.

IVV. Competitiveness profiles, GSP suppliers

This section provides background information on GSP-eligible countries for the digest, their ranking as
an import source, a discussion of the price responsiveness of supply and demand for imports from that
country, and the price and quality of the imports versus U.S. and other foreign products.

V. Position of interested parties

This section provides a brief summary of the petition as well as summaries of hearing testimony and any
written submissions from interested parties.

3 Demand conditionsin the U.S. market are described by the price elasticity of demand for products from all
sources, and the elasticity of substitution in consumption. (The former is commonly referred to as the aggregate
demand elasticity and the latter is commonly referred to as the substitution elasticity.) The substitution elasticity is
ameasure of the substitutability of products from different sources. The greater the substitutability of products
from different sources, the higher the substitution elasticity. Another way to view the substitution elasticity isas a
measure of product differentiation. The more differentiated products are, the lower the substitution elasticity.
Products may be differentiated by product characteristics (such as quality, physical specifications, shelf-life, etc.)
and conditions of sale and distribution (such as lead times between order and delivery dates, payment terms,
product service, minimum order size, variations in availability, etc.). Supply conditions are described by price
elasticities of supply. Elasticity estimates are based on a qualitative analysis of the industry by staff as well as
existing estimates taken from the literature. Appendix D provides a presentation of the model used for evaluating
the probable economic effect of changes in the GSP.



V1. Summary of probable economic effect advice *

This section provides advice on the short-to-near-term (1 to 5 years) impact of the proposed GSP-
eligibility modifications on U.S. industries producing like or directly competitive articlesand on U.S.
consumers, and advice concerning whether any U.S. industry is likely to be adversely affected by a
waiver of the competitive need limits, as appropriate. In the course of providing this advice, the
Commission also estimates changes in the U.S. import levels resulting from the GSP modifications. The
probable economic effect advice, to a degree, integrates and summarizes the data provided in sections |-
V of the digests with particular emphasis on the price sensitivity of supply and demand. For example, if
the substitution elasticity in the United States and the price elasticity in the exporting beneficiary country
are both relatively high, the elimination of even a moderate-level tariff suggests the possibility of large
increases in imports from the beneficiary country. Appendix D provides a brief textua and graphic
presentation on the model used for evaluating the probable economic effect of changesin the GSP.

The estimated changes in import levels are presented in terms of the degree to which GSP modifications
could affect the level of U.S. trade with the world. Consequently, if GSP beneficiaries supply avery
small share of the total U.S. imports of a particular product or if imports from beneficiaries readily
substitute for imports from developed countries, the overall effect on U.S. imports could be minimal.

The digests contain a coded summary of the probable economic effect advice. The coding schemeisas

follows:

FOR “REMOVAL” DIGESTS:

Levd of total U.S. imports.
Code X: Little or no decrease (0 to 5 percent).
CodeY: Moderate decrease (6 to 15 percent).
CodeZ: Significant decrease (over 15 percent).

4 One digest (HTS subheading 3817.10.50) involves arequest to provide advice as to whether a product like or

directly competitive with that product was being produced in the United States as of January 1, 1995. Therefore,
there will be no probable effect section associated with this digest.

5 For probable effect advice, "U.S. consumer" is limited to the first-level consumer and may be a firm receiving
an intermediate good for further processing or an end-use industry receiving afina good.



U.S. industry and employment:

Code X:
CodeY:

Code Z:

Code N:

U.S. consumer:
Code X:

CodeY:

Code Z:

Code N:

Little or negligible beneficial impact.

Significant beneficial impact (significant number of additional workers employed;
increases in output; increasesin profit levels; new firms; but beneficial impact not
industry-wide).

Substantial beneficial impact (substantial increase in employment; widespread increased
production; substantia increases in profits levels; beneficial impact on the industry as a
whole).

None.

The bulk of the duty increase (greater than 75 percent) is expected to be absorbed by the
foreign suppliers.

The duty increase is expected to increase costs to both the foreign suppliers and the U.S.
consumer (neither absorbing more than 75 percent of the costs).

The bulk of the duty increase (greater than 75 percent) is expected to be passed on to the
U.S. consumer.

None.

FOR “ADDITION’ AND “COMPETITIVE-NEED-LIMIT WAIVER” DIGESTS:

Levd of total U.S. imports:

Code A:
Code B:
Code C:
Code N:

Little or no increase (0 to 5 percent).
Moderate increase (6 to 15 percent).
Significant increase (over 15 percent).
No impact.

U.S. industry and employment:

Code A:

Code B:

Code C:

Code N:

U.S. consumer:
Code A:

Code B:

Code C:

Code N:

Little or negligible adverse impact.

Significant adverse impact (significant proportion of workers unemployed, declinesin
output and profit levels, and departure of firms; effects on some segments of the
industry may be substantial even though they are not industrywide).

Substantial adverse impact (substantial unemployment, widespread idling of productive
facilities, substantial declinesin profit levels; effects felt by the entire industry).

None.

The bulk of duty saving (greater than 75 percent) is expected to be absorbed by the
foreign suppliers. The price U.S. consumers pay is not expected to fall significantly.
Duty saving is expected to benefit both the foreign suppliers and the domestic consumer
(neither absorbing more than 75 percent of the costs).

The bulk of duty saving (greater than 75 percent) is expected to benefit the U.S.
consume.

None.

The probable economic effect advice is based on estimates of the expected change in GSP dligibility
compared with current market conditions. That is, the estimated effects are independent of and in addition to
any changes that will otherwise occur. Although other factors, such as exchange rate changes, relative

\'



inflation rates, and relative rates of economic growth, could have a significant effect on imports, these other
factors are not within the scope of the USTR request.

DIGEST LOCATOR
Report digests are listed by proposed action and in sequential order by HTS subheading. Thislisting
provides the following information on the individual digests: adigest title, the proposed action, petitioner,

probable economic effect advice, column 1 rate of duty, existence of U.S. production on January 1, 1995, and
the name of the International Trade Analyst assigned.

vi



A

HTS subheadings requiring probable economic effects advice and listing of digests

turnings, granules, and
powders

Industrial S/A

U.S. pro-
duction
of like or
Col. 1 directly
Probable  rate of competitive
economic  duty, articles,
HTS sub- Proposed effects Jan 1, Jan. 1,
headings Short title action Petitioners advice 2000 1995 Analyst
2905.11.20 1 Methanol Waiver Government of Chile, Fkok 10.5% Yes Jonnard
(Chile) Methanex Methanol Company
2905.42.00 Pentaerythritol Removal Hercules, Incorporated ok 3.7% Yes Jonnard
(Brazil)
3817.10.50 Other mixed alkylbenzenes Like or directly Shrieve Chemical Products, Inc. ® 0.4¢/kg No Robinson
competitive +10.8%
product
7202.50.00 Ferrosilicon chromium Waiver PMI Alloys, Inc., Fkok 10% No Tsuji
(Russia) Chelyabinsk Electrometallurgical
Plant, Russia
7202.99.10 Ferrozirconium Addition Victoria Alloys, Inc., Fkok 4.2% Yes Tsuji
and Waiver Italmagnesio Nordeste S/A,
(Brazil) Trablin-Trading Brasiliera de
Legas e Inoculantes S/A
8104.19.00 Unwrought magnesium Addition Polymet Alloys, Inc., Rima ok 6.5% Yes DeSapio
alloys Industrial S/A
8104.30.00 Magnesium raspings, Addition Polymet Alloys, Inc., Rima ok 4.4% Yes DeSapio

! Chairman Lynn M. Bragg did not participate in the portion of this investigation concerning the waiver of competitive need limits for methanol from Chile
(USTR Case No. 99-6).
2 There are no PE advice statements associated with this digest.
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Digest No. 2905.11.20

Methanol*
I. Introduction
_X_ Competitive-need-limit waiver Chile
Like or directly
competitive article
Col. 1rateof  produced in the United
HTS subheading(s) Short description duty (U1/00)  Stateson Jan. 1, 1995?
Percent ad
valorem
2905.11.20* Methanol, not for production of synthetic fuel or 10.5%? Yes

used as fuel.

! India has been proclaimed by the President as non-eligible for GSP treatment for articles included under subheading
2905.11.20 since 5/19/92 because of country practice (intellectual property rights (IPR)). Trinidad and Tobago was proclaimed
by the President as non-éligible for GSP treatment for articles included under subheading 2905.11.20, as of 7/1/95 because it
exceeded competitive-need-limits.

2This HTS subheading is subject to the following staged reductions for normal trade relations duty rates:  9.2% in 2001,
8% in 2002, 6.8% in 2003, and 5.5% in 2004.

Description and uses—Methanol, or methyl alcohoal, is a colorless, tasteless liquid with a very faint odor,
made primarily from natural gas. The primary use for methanol is as a chemical building-block for the production
of such derivatives as formaldehyde, methyl tertiary-butyl ether (MTBE), and acetic acid.

! Chairman Lynn M. Bragg did not participate in the portion of this investigation concerning the waiver of competitive-
need-limits for methanol from Chile (USTR Case No. 99-6).



Digest No. 2905.11.20

Il. U.S. market profile

Profile of U.S. industry and market, 1994-98

Item 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998
Producers (number) .................. 15 15 15 15 15
Employment (1,000 employees) . ......... 1 1 1 1 1
Shipments (1,000 dollars)® ............. 1,339,000 1,194,000 747,000 1,064,000 627,999
Exports (1,000 dollars) ................ 27,981 49,240 25,525 53,206 19,198
Imports (1,000 dollars)® . ............... 482,206 365,449 215,751 307,794 176,294
Consumption (1,000 dollars) ............ 1,793,225 1,510,209 937,226 1,318,588 785,095
Import-to-consumption ratio (percent) . .. .. 27 24 23 23 22
Capacity utilization (percent) ........... 94 71 71 73 70

! American Methanol Institute, Mannsville Chemical Corp., and various trade journals. In their post-hearing submission,
Methanex identifies two additional companies reportedly operating in 1998. Information about these plants during 1994-98
was not readily available. Separately, it should be noted that three companies shut down operations during Aug. 1998- Jan.
1999. The Methanex joint venture with Cytec has also since been “suspended,” although the company states that it has
recently obtained 100 percent ownership of the methanol venture and eventually hopes to restart the plant. Commission
hearing transcript, dated Feb. 2, 2000, p. 13.

2 Datafor 1994-96 derived from Chemical Products Synopsis; 1997, ACN/CMR/ECN Supplement, Mar. 1999; and 1998,
Chemical Manufacturers Association.

3 Information received in a memorandum from Barbara J. Boney, Chief, Commodity Analysis Branch, Foreign Trade
Division, U.S. Census Bureau, dated Sept. 22, 1999, indicates that the U.S. Bureau of Census has revised its reported statistics
concerning U.S. imports of methanol during 1997 and 1998. The revisions have resulted in the transfer of significant quantities
of methanol from HTS 2905.11.10 (the provision for methanol “imported only for use in producing synthetic natural gas or for
direct use as afuel,” imports of which enter free of duty) to HTS 2905.11.20. Imports from numerous countries were affected,
including those from Chile. According to the memorandum, the value of imports under HTS 2905.11.20 in 1998 was about
$230 million, or an increase of almost $54 million. The imports from Chile increased by almost $23 million to approximately
$33 million. These revisions, however, are not reflected in the U.S. import data reported here because they are not yet
contained in the official detailed errata from the U.S. Census Bureau. These errata are expected in June 2000. According to
preliminary statistics, these revisions would increase the import-to-consumption ratio in 1998 to 27 percent from 22 percent.
Chil€'s share of total U.S. consumption of methanol would increase to 4 percent from 1 percent and Chile's share of total
imports would increase to 15 percent from 6 percent.

4 Estimated by Commission staff.

Comment.—Methanol production is directly correlated to demand for its primary derivatives, particularly
MTBE. In 1994, worldwide demand for MTBE was strong, resulting in increased U.S. production and capacity
utilization. U.S. methanol prices increased significantly during 1994 because of the high demand for methanol
and a short supply caused by the temporary outage of several U.S. methanol plants. During 1994-95, however,
there was a significant increase in U.S. production capacity, partially to meet demand from MTBE producers. U.S.
methanol production capacity increased in 1995 to 2.40 billion gallons from 1.72 billion gallonsin 1994, or by
about 38 percent. Domestic capacity utilization levels declined significantly during 1994-95 as the new production
capacity came onstream. This increased capacity, coupled with a high level of lower priced U.S. imports,? resulted
in an oversupply of methanol in the United Statesin 1996, depressing U.S. prices. This decrease in prices resulted
in a corresponding decline in the value of U.S. shipments of methanol in 1996.

2 Although the value of U.S. methanol imports generally declined during 1994-98 (except for adlight increase in 1997),
the quantity of these imports fluctuated during these years (in 1,000 liters): 1994: 2,850,950; 1995: 2,239,568; 1996:
2,486,259; 1997: 2,401,992; and 1998: 2,456,534. The average unit value of these imports declined significantly during 1995-
96 from $0.16 per liter to $0.09 per liter.
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During 1996-97, methanol prices stabilized, even increasing slightly. Production capacity utilization
levels also increased slightly during this time from 71 percent to 73 percent. In 1998, however, there was a
significant increase in the quantity of U.S. imports of lower-priced methanol (the average unit value of imports
declined from $0.485 per gallon in 1997 to $0.272 per gallon in 1998), resulting in adecline in U.S. production
and a corresponding decrease in U.S. capacity and capacity utilization levels.® U.S. methanol prices also declined,
resulting in a decline in the value of U.S. shipments of methanol. According to sources, projected capacity
additions outside the United States in 1999 and later were expected to result in continued soft market conditions
and lower prices worldwide.*

Methanol prices are expected to remain at fairly low levels, if not decline, despite brief upturnsin 1997
and 1999,° future demand levels are expected to vary, possibly significantly, largely because of uncertainty
regarding the use of MTBE in the United States and the potentially successful commercialization of fuel cells
(incorporating MTBE). Methanex states in its submission that whereas demand in the medium term is uncertain
because of concerns about MTBE, it expects long-term growth to increase with the commercialization of the fuel
cells (perhaps as early as 2004).

I11. GSP import situation, 1998

U.S. imports and share of U.S. consumption, 1998

Percent Percent Percent
of total of GSP of U.S.
Item Imports imports imports  consumption
1,000
dollars
Grandtotal® ........ ... ... ... .. 176,294 100 ® 22
Imports from GSP countries:

GSPtotal . ... 123,795 70 100 16
Trinidadand Tobago? ... ... 58,051 33 47 7
VeNezUEla . . ... ot 32,160 18 26 4
Chile ... 10,749 6 9 1
Bahrain .......... .. 10,265 6 8 1
RUSSIA ...t 7,594 4 6 1
ROMaNiA ...t 2,632 1 2 ®
INdONESIA . .\ttt e e 2,344 1 2 ®
! Not applicable.

2 Trinidad and Tobago became ineligible for duty-free GSP treatment on July 1,1995, but remained dligible for duty-free
treatment under the Caribbean Basin Economic Recovery Act.
3 Less than 0.5 percent.

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

3 “Methanol Market Remains Devastated,” Chemical Market Reporter, Feb. 8, 1999.

4“Prices Sink Under a Flood of Capacity,” Chemical Week, Dec. 9, 1998, and Commission hearing transcript, p. 22.

5 Commission hearing transcript, p. 22.

6 Methanex, “Post-hearing Brief in Support of a Petition for the Waiver of the Competitive-Need Limits of the Generalized
System of Preferences with Respect to Methanol (HTS 2905.11.20) Imported from Chile,” Dated Feb. 11, 2000, pp. 8, 10-12.

4
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Comment.—U.S. imports of methanol accounted for 22 to 27 percent of domestic consumption during
1994-98. Of thetotal U.S. imports of methanol, imports from GSP countries accounted for 70 percent, or 16
percent of domestic consumption in 1998. Chile was the third largest source of U.S. imports of methanol from
GSP countriesin 1998.

IV. Competitiveness profiles, GSP suppliers

Competitiveness indicators for Chile for all digest products

Ranking asaU.S. import supplier, 1998 . ........... ... ... . .. 4

Aggregate demand elasticity (price elasticity of U.S. demand for the product from all sources, foreign and domestic):
Isthe product a finished product for final saleto consumers? ................... Yes No X _
Is the product an intermediate good used as an input in the production of another good? Yes X _ No
Isthe product an agricultural or food product?. .. ............ ... .. .. .. ... ..., Yes No X _
What is the aggregate price elasticity of U.S.demand? ............. High Moderate Low X _

Substitution elasticity:

What is the similarity of product characteristics (such as quality, physical specifications, shelf-life, etc.) between imports
from this supplier and:
Imports from other suppliers? ............ ... ... .. .. ... .. High _X Moderate ___ Low
U.S. ProduCErS? ..ottt et e High _X Moderate Low

What is the similarity of conditions of sale and distribution (such as lead times between order and delivery dates, payment
terms, product service, minimum order size, variationsin availability, etc.) between imports from this supplier and:

Imports from other suppliers? ........... ... ... ... ... High Moderate _X Low
U.S. ProdUCErS? ..ottt e High Moderate _X Low
What isthe substitution elasticity? . ........... ... ... ... ..... High _X_ Moderate Low
Supply elasticity for affected imports:
Can production in the country be easily expanded or contracted in the short term? . . . Yes X _ No
Does the country have significant export markets besides the United States? . . .. .. .. Yes X _ No
Could exports from the country be readily redistributed among its foreign export
M KBS ? . L o Yes X _ No
What is the price elasticity of supply for affected imports? ........ High_X_ Moderate Low
Price level compared with--
U.S. ProductS . ..ot Above ___ Equivalent __ Below _X
Other foreignproducts .. ....... ...t Above ___ Equivalent __ Below _X
Quality compared with--
U.S. ProductS . ..o e Above ___ Equivaent_X  Below __
Other foreignproducts .. ....... ...t Above ___ Equivaent_X  Below __

Comment.—The sole Chilean methanol producer, Methanex Chile, affiliated with Methanex Methanol Co.
(Methanex), operates 3 plants.” Their new Chile Il plant, which came onstream in May 1999, adding 975,000
metric tons of annual production capacity, is a state-of-the-art facility. Most of Methanex Chile’s 2.7 million

7 Although at least one source notes that Methanex’ s operations in the United States were closed because of low prices,
another source states that “Methanex has closed high-cost plants in North America and moved most of its production to Chile.”
Jarret Adams, “ Capacity Wave Rollsin from Overseas,” Chemical Week, Jan. 26, 2000, p. 46. Methanex, however, states that
although the methanol plant in Louisiana, “in these market conditions, is not economic,” it hopes to eventually restart it.
Commission hearing transcript, p. 13.
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metric tons of methanol capacity from all 3 plantsis said to be slated for export.? For example, in 1998, only about
4 percent of Methanex Chile's production was consumed in Chile. The primary market for Chile's exports of
methanol is Europe, with the United States being the second largest market. Other markets include Latin America
and Asia. During 1995-98, the U.S. share of Chilean methanol exports rose from 5.2 percent to 29.9 percent.®

According to Methanex, the waiver is being sought to ensure that methanol imported from Methanex
Chile can continue to enter the U.S. market duty-free under the GSP. They anticipate that with the addition of the
Chile 11l plant, the resulting increase in U.S. imports from Chile will meet or exceed the competitive-need-limit in
2000 of $90 million or 50 percent of total imports.® During 1994-98, the value of U.S. imports of methanol from
Chile ranged from alow of $3.5 million to a high of $33.4 million. The value of methanol imported during Jan.-
Aug. 1999, however, was about $22 million versus about $21 million during Jan.-Aug. 1998.1

V. Position of interested parties

Petitioner.—The petitioner, Methanex Methanol Co., imports methanol from an affiliated firm in Chile
that has recently added capacity in anticipation of aworld methanol price recovery. The petitioner stated that since
many U.S. firms rely on imported methanol to produce various petrochemicals, the competitive-need-limit should
be waived before Chile exceeds the limit. They note that the additional capacity and the expected recovery in
world pricesislikely to result in “imminent danger” that Chile will exceed the competitive-need limit.”*

Opposition.-- Submissions opposing the petition for the waiver of the competitive-need limits of the GSP
regarding methanol (HTS 2905.11.20) imported from Chile were received from the following four companies:
Borden Chemicals and Plastics;, Enron Ventures Corp.; Lyondell Methanol Co., L.P.; and Terra Industries Inc.
These companies, which accounted for about 30 percent of U.S. production capacity for methanol in 1998, attribute
their opposition to concern about the following two factors:

-- The anticipated impact of additional duty-free imports of methanol on U.S. methanol producersis
expected to be negative given the already extremely competitive conditions in the market resulting largely
from current imports of methanol from all sources. They state that the downward pressure on prices has
already resulted in the closure of three domestic plants, representing almost 25 percent of U.S. production
capacity (including, as cited by one of the producers, the closure of a plant in which Methanex had
invested as part of ajoint venture); and

-- The waiver would benefit only one company, i.e., Methanex, sinceit is the sole producer of methanol in
Chile.

8 Methanex Methanol Co., Petition for Waiver of the Competitive Need Limit to the GSP Subcommittee, Trade Policy Staff
Committee, June 11, 1999.

° Ibid.

0 1bid.

1t is unknown at this time whether any errata apply to the 1999 data.

2 Methanex, “Comment in Support of a Petition for the Waiver of the Competitive-Need Limits of the Generaized System
of Preferences with Respect to Methanol (HTS 2905.11.20) Imported from Chile,” dated Jan. 19, 2000, Executive Summary.

6
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V1. Summary of probable economic advice-Competitive-need-limit waiver (Chile)
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Table 1.-Methanol: U.S. imports for consumption, by principal sources, 1994-98, January-August 1998-99

|| January- August
Source 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 || 1998 1999

Value (1,000 dollars)
Trinidad & Tobago 120,976 70,819 67,485 90,596 58,051 37,929 55,773
Canada 188,934 209,818 102,154 116,799 51,860 36,294 30,854
Venezuela 71,449 52,061 35,623 62,382 32,160 21,534 22,152
Chile 31,399 4,764 3,479 8,210 10,749 1,103 20,367
Bahrain 28,396 20,194 6,237 11,501 10,265 7,626 4,316
Russia 18,776 6,740 0 16,243 7,594 7,594 6,811
Romania 0 0 0 2,017 2,632 2,632 0
Indonesia 0 0 0 0 2,344 2,344 0
Saudi Arabia 2,447 793 707 0 554 0 0
France 7 2 2 2 31 5 14
Spain 0 0 0 3 26 19 22
United Kingdom 4 12 39 6 13 13 23
All other 19,818 246 25 35 15 12 50
Total 482,206 365,449 215,751 307,794 176,294 117,105 140,382
Total from GSP-eligible
nations 278,759 154,595 112,824 190,948 123,796 80,762 109,420
Percent

Trinidad & Tobago 25.1 19.4 31.3 29.4 32.9 32.4 39.7
Canada 39.2 57.4 47.3 37.9 29.4 31.0 22.0
Venezuela 14.8 14.2 16.5 20.3 18.2 18.4 15.8
Chile 6.5 1.3 1.6 2.7 6.1 0.9 14.5
Bahrain 5.9 5.5 2.9 3.7 5.8 6.5 3.1
Russia 3.9 1.8 0.0 5.3 4.3 6.5 4.9
Romania 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.7 15 2.2 0.0
Indonesia 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.3 2.0 0.0
Saudi Arabia 0.5 0.2 0.3 0.0 0.3 0.0 0.0
France 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Spain 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
United Kingdom 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
All other 4.1 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Share from GSP-eligible
nations 37.1 42.3 52.3 62.0 70.2 69.0 77.9

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

Source: Compiled from official statistics of the U.S. Department of Commerce.
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Table 2.-—Methanol: U.S. exports of domestic merchandise, by principal markets, 1994-98, January-August 1998-99

January - August

Market 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 || 1998 1999
Value (1,000 dollars)
Mexico 13,845 12,271 8,739 17,266 8,994 6,738 3,773
Canada 1,161 1,571 2,922 5,427 4,840 3,028 3,038
South Africa 39 547 63 3,017 1,399 1,393 0
India 0 0 0 4 355 340 34
Cote d'lvoire 0 0 56 142 351 321 68
Taiwan 176 2,852 371 2,400 330 275 141
Saudi Arabia 4 35 0 7 270 165 394
Nicaragua 3 0 15 12 190 150 79
Argentina 48 47 69 81 176 123 19
Israel 18 53 7 3 154 154 40
Bahamas 342 439 546 299 136 70 153
Australia 176 143 169 49 135 105 118
All Other 12,169 31,282 12,568 24,499 1,868 1,245 1,992
Total 27,981 49,240 25,525 53,206 19,198 14,107 9,849
Percent

Mexico 495 24.9 34.2 325 46.8 47.8 38.3
Canada 4.1 3.2 11.4 10.2 25.2 215 30.8
South Africa 0.1 1.1 0.2 5.7 7.3 9.9 0.0
India 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.8 2.4 0.3
Cote d'lvoire 0.0 0.0 0.2 0.3 1.8 2.3 0.7
Taiwan 0.6 5.8 15 4.5 1.7 1.9 1.4
Saudi Arabia 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 1.4 1.2 4.0
Nicaragua 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 1.0 11 0.8
Argentina 0.2 0.1 0.3 0.2 0.9 0.9 0.2
Israel 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.8 1.1 0.4
Bahamas 1.2 0.9 2.1 0.6 0.7 0.5 1.6
Australia 0.6 0.3 0.7 0.1 0.7 0.7 1.2
All Other 435 63.5 49.2 46.0 9.7 8.8 20.2
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

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

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

|. Introduction

X Remova from GSP Brazil

Digest No. 2905.42.00

Like or directly
competitive article

Col. 1rateof  produced in the United
HTS subheading Short description duty (/1/00)  Stateson Jan. 1, 1995?
Percent ad
valorem
2905.42.00* Pentaerythritol 3.7% Yes

! India has been ineligible for GSP treatment since 1992 because of country practice (IPR).

Description and uses.—Pentaerythritol (PE) is used primarily in the production of alkyd resins used in
paints. Itisalso used in the production of rosin esters, oil-modified urethane resins, drying oils, and other
specialty chemicals. There are three grades of PE produced worldwide: a technical grade (containing 8 to 10
percent dipentaerythritol) and two other grades (97 to 99-percent pure monopentaerythritol).

Il. U.S. market profile

Profile of U.S. industry and market, 1994-98

Item 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998
Producers (number)! .................... 4 3 3 3 3
Employment (1,000 employees)? ........... *xx *xx *xx *xx *xx
Shipments (1,000 dollars) ................ 122,800 2xx% 2xx% 2xx% 2xx%
Exports (1,000 dollars) .................. 11,862 12,336 16,166 22,277 16,869
Imports (1,000 dollars) .................. 16,920 17,675 17,426 21,563 25,652
Consumption (1,000 dollars) .............. 127,858 *xx *xx *xx *xx
Import-to-consumption ratio (percent) .. ... .. 13 *xx *xx *xx *xx

—_— —_— —_— —_— —_—

Capacity utilization (percent)? .............

! During 1995-98, a fourth U.S. producer produced PE for its own captive use only, with no sales to other companies.

2% %%

3 U.S. International Trade Commission, Synthetic Organic Chemicals: U.S. Production and Sales 1994, pub. no. 2933,

Nov. 1995.

Comment.—During 1995-98, three domestic producers, Hercules, Celanese, and Perstorp, maintained
production capacity for pentaerythritol. U.S. production capacity *** during 1995-98, from ***.* During 1996-97,
it was estimated that Hercules accounted for about 30 percent of total production, Celanese, 47 percent, and
Perstorp, 22 percent.? In 1998, the Brazilian producer, Copenor (which is partly owned by the Brazilian state oil
company Petrobras)® brought on new capacity, increasing its capacity from about 20 million pounds per year to
about 46 million pounds per year and, in turn, increased exports to the United States.* Statistics from the U.S.

1 U.S. Producers Posthearing Submission, Attachment 9.

2 “pentaerythritol,” dated Dec. 29, 1997, found at http://www.chemexpo.com/news/PROFIL E980105.cfm, retrieved
Dec. 14, 1999 and Mannsville, “ Pentaerythritol,” Chemical Products Synopsis, Nov. 1996, p. 6.
3 Hercules petition of 6-16-99 to GSP Subcommittee, Trade Policy Staff Committee.

4 1bid.
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Bureau of Census show that from 1996 to 1998 the quantity of U.S. imports of PE from Brazil increased by 50
percent, from 1.22 million kilograms to 1.84 million kilograms. According to information provided by the
domestic producers, U.S. shipments of pentaerythritol *** during 1998-99 to ***. Capacity utilization *** during
1998-99.°

I11. GSP import situation, 1998

U.S. imports and share of U.S. consumption, 1998

Percent Percent Percent
of total of GSP of U.S.
Item Imports imports imports  consumption

1,000

dollars
Grandtotal ............. ... i 25,652 100 ® ol

Imports from GSP countries:
GSPtotal . ... 3,441 13 100 il
Brazil . ... ... 2,338 9 68 el
Chile. ... 880 3 26 el
India......... 224 1 7 *Hk2
! Not applicable.

2x%%
Note.—Because of rounding, figures may not add to the totals shown.
Comment.—Brazil was the primary source of GSP imports during the period but accounted for only *** of

U.S. consumption in 1998. In 1999, another GSP supplier, Turkey, entered the U.S. market, exporting 211,750
kilograms valued at $220,228 during January-November 1999.

5U.S. Producers’ Posthearing Submission, Attachment 9.
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IV. Competitiveness profiles, GSP suppliers

Competitiveness indicators for Brazil for all digest products

RankingasaU.S. import supplier, 1998 . ...... ... ... .. i 4

Aggregate demand elasticity (price elasticity of U.S. demand for the product from all sources, foreign and domestic):
Isthe product a finished product for final saleto consumers? ................... Yes No X _
Is the product an intermediate good used as an input in the production of another good? Yes X _ No
Isthe product an agricultural or food product?. .. ............ ... ... .. .. ... .. Yes No X _
What is the aggregate price elasticity of U.S.demand? ............. High Moderate ___ Low X _

Substitution elasticity:

What is the similarity of product characteristics (such as quality, physical specifications, shelf-life, etc.) between imports
from this supplier and:

Imports from other suppliers? ............ ... ... .. .. ... .. High _X Moderate Low
U.S. ProduCErS? ..ottt e et High _X Moderate Low

What is the similarity of conditions of sale and distribution (such as lead times between order and delivery dates, payment
terms, product service, minimum order size, variationsin availability, etc.) between imports from this supplier and:

Imports from other suppliers? ........... ... ... .. ... High Moderate _X Low
U.S. ProdUCErS? . .ottt e e e e High Moderate _X Low
What isthe substitution elasticity? . ........................... High _X Moderate Low

Supply elasticity for affected imports:

Can production in the country be easily expanded or contracted in the short term? . . . Yes X _ No

Does the country have significant export markets besides the United States? . . .. .. .. Yes X _ No

Could exports from the country be readily redistributed among its foreign export

M KBS ? . L o Yes X _ No

What is the price elasticity of supply for affected imports? ... ... High Moderate_ X _ Low

Price level compared with--

U.S. ProductS . ..o Above __ Equivdent ___ Below X_

Other foreignproducts .. ....... ...t Above __ Equivdent_X  Below ___
Quality compared with--

U.S. ProductS . ..o Above ___ Equivaent_X  Below __

Other foreignproducts .. ....... ...t Above ___ Equivaent_X  Below __

Comment.—Copenor expanded capacity from about 20 million pounds per year (9,000 metric tons) to about 46
million pounds per year (21,000 metric tons) in 1998. The unit value of the product from Brazil ranged from
$1.10 per kilogram in 1994 to $1.57 per kilogram in 1995. Since 1995, the unit value declined to $1.27 in 1998
and to $0.90 in Jan.-Nov. 1999, generally making it among the lowest-priced, if not the lowest of al sources. In
comparison, the market price of PE decreased by nearly 40 percent from $1.74 per kilogram in mid-1998 to about
$1.10 per kilogram in early 1999.° According to Hercules, Inc., this declinein U.S. prices s the direct result of the
increased imports from Brazil. Domestic producers note that they have had to ***.” Other factors which may aso
have influenced the U.S. price for pentaerythritol in U.S. markets include the pricing of the raw material,
particularly methanol, and price competition from other polyols.®

6 Ibid.

7U.S. Producers’ Posthearing Submission, p. 2.

8 Mannsville Chemical Products Corp., “ Pentaerythritol,” Chemical Products Synopsis, Nov. 1996, discussions with Doug
Lumley, Mannsville Chemica Products Corp., Jan. 19, 2000, and “ Pentaerythritol,” dated Dec. 29, 1997, found at
http://www.chemexpo.com/news/PROFI L E980105.cfm, retrieved Dec. 14, 1999.
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Competitiveness indicators for Chile for all digest products

RankingasaU.S. import supplier, 1998 . ...... ... .. ... i 6

Aggregate demand elasticity (price elasticity of U.S. demand for the product from all sources, foreign and domestic):
Is the product afinished product for final saleto consumers? ................... Yes No X _
Is the product an intermediate good used as an input in the production of another good? Yes X _ No
Isthe product an agricultural or food product?. .. ............ ... ... .. ... .. .. Yes No X _
What is the aggregate price elasticity of U.S.demand? ............. High Moderate ___ Low X _

Substitution elasticity:

What is the similarity of product characteristics (such as quality, physical specifications, shelf-life, etc.) between imports
from this supplier and:
Imports from other suppliers? ............ ... ... .. .. ... .. High X _ Moderate Low
U.S. ProduCErS? ..ottt e et High X _ Moderate Low

What is the similarity of conditions of sale and distribution (such as lead times between order and delivery dates, payment
terms, product service, minimum order size, variationsin availability, etc.) between imports from this supplier and:

Imports from other suppliers? ........... ... ... .. ... High Moderate _X _ Low
U.S. ProdUCErS? . .ottt e e e e High Moderate _X _ Low
What isthe substitution elasticity? . ........................... High _X_ Moderate Low
Supply elasticity for affected imports:
Can production in the country be easily expanded or contracted in the short term? . . . Yes X _ No
Does the country have significant export markets besides the United States? . ... .. .. Yes X _ No
Could exports from the country be readily redistributed among its foreign export
M KBS ? . L o Yes X _ No
What is the price elasticity of supply for affected imports? ... ... High X Moderate___ Low
Price level compared with--
U.S. ProductS . ..o Above __ Equivdent ___ Below X_
Other foreignproducts .. ....... ...t Above __ Equivdent ___ Below X_
Quality compared with--
U.S. ProductS . ..o Above ___ Equivaent_X  Below __
Other foreignproducts .. ....... ...t Above ___ Equivaent_X  Below __

Comment.—U.S. imports of PE from Chile in 1998 amounted to 155,000 kilograms, or 1.3 percent of total U.S.
imports of PE. Chile was the second largest source of such imports from GSP countries and the 6th largest
supplier in terms of all sources. With import unit values for the Chilean product generally ranging from about
$1.42 to $1.61 per kilogram during 1996-98, the unit value of imports from Chile was generally eguivalent to, or
lower than that of other U.S. sources, but higher than that from Brazil. The unit value of the imports from Chile
declined to $1.10 per kilogram in Jan.-Nov. 1999. With the exception of U.S. imports from Canada, Israel, and
Korea, the unit values of imports of this product from all sources declined during Jan.-Nov. 1998 to Jan.-Nov.
1999.

V. Position of interested parties

Petitioner.—The petitioner, Hercules, stated that since Brazil received duty-free treatment for PE under the
GSP, Copenor has become a competitive producer of PE on aworldwide basis and no longer needs the benefits of
the GSP. According to the domestic producers, Copenor is currently selling PE in the United States at prices

15
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lower than those offered by the domestic producers, ***.° Hercules stated the domestic producers could anticipate
some recovery of market share and revenues if PE is removed from GSP eligibility and is again subject to the 3.7%
duty rate on this product.®

9 Hercules petition of 6-16-99 to GSP Subcommittee, Trade Policy Staff Committee and “U.S. Producers Posthearing
Submission,” Attachment 9.
0 1bid.
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V1. Summary of probable economic advice-Removal (Brazil)
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Table 1.—Pentaerythritol: U.S. imports for consumption, by principal sources, 1994-98, January-August 1998-99
January- August
Source 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 || 1998 1999
Value (1,000 dollars)
Canada 3,905 5,094 6,337 11,284 12,431 8,594 7,456
Japan 2,963 4,474 4,157 3,507 4,548 3,246 1,796
Germany 2,614 2,410 2,508 2,971 3,024 2,383 1,495
Brazil 402 1,275 1,693 1,683 2,338 1,417 1,282
Spain 540 405 360 228 1,034 894 503
Chile 869 1,282 947 595 880 505 578
Italy 1,001 265 260 361 381 334 219
Korea 1,035 262 397 428 355 155 592
India 0 0 0 143 224 86 91
Sweden 461 1,653 570 11 194 45 0
Taiwan 0 0 0 0 97 0 118
Switzerland 66 0 0 160 69 69 0
All other 3,064 555 197 192 79 79 246
Total 16,920 17,675 17,426 21,563 25,652 17,805 14,377
Total from GSP-eligible
nations 1,307 2,557 2,641 2,421 3,441 2,008 2,094
Percent
Canada 23.1 28.8 36.4 52.3 48.5 48.3 51.9
Japan 17.5 25.3 23.9 16.3 17.7 18.2 12.5
Germany 15.4 13.6 14.4 13.8 11.8 13.4 10.4
Brazil 2.4 7.2 9.7 7.8 9.1 8.0 8.9
Spain 3.2 2.3 2.1 1.1 4.0 5.0 3.5
Chile 5.1 7.3 5.4 2.8 3.4 2.8 4.0
Italy 5.9 15 15 1.7 15 1.9 15
Korea 6.1 15 2.3 2.0 1.4 0.9 4.1
India 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.7 0.9 0.5 0.6
Sweden 2.7 9.4 3.3 0.1 0.8 0.3 0.0
Taiwan 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.4 0.0 0.8
Switzerland 0.4 0.0 0.0 0.7 0.3 0.4 0.0
All other 18.1 3.1 1.1 0.9 0.3 0.4 1.7
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Share from GSP-eligible
nations 1.7 14.5 15.2 11.2 13.4 11.3 14.6

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

Source: Compiled from official statistics of the U.S. Department of Commerce.
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Table 2.-—Pentaerythritol: U.S. exports of domestic merchandise, by principal markets, 1994-98, January-August
1998-99

|| January - August
Market 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 || 1998 1999

Value (1,000 dollars)
Mexico 5,956 4,931 6,949 6,450 5,730 3,720 3,769
Canada 1,906 2,544 2,049 3,544 3,366 2,706 1,950
United Kingdom 0 45 0 834 1,795 1,795 633
Netherlands 85 103 35 2,972 1,680 1,666 591
Brazil 426 936 488 606 629 629 104
Argentina 352 156 561 750 614 443 201
South Africa 0 0 120 859 598 528 233
Taiwan 465 384 2,065 2,156 391 270 181
Dominican Republic 233 454 363 253 373 373 0
Chile 230 419 641 538 325 325 169
Belgium 0 0 0 0 267 267 0
Israel 0 10 94 50 263 263 206
All Other 2,209 2,354 2,801 3,265 838 613 1,115
Total 11,862 12,336 16,166 22,277 16,869 13,598 9,152
Percent

Mexico 50.2 40.0 43.0 29.0 34.0 274 41.2
Canada 16.1 20.6 12.7 15.9 20.0 19.9 213
United Kingdom 0.0 0.4 0.0 3.7 10.6 13.2 6.9
Netherlands 0.7 0.8 0.2 13.3 10.0 12.3 6.5
Brazil 3.6 7.6 3.0 2.7 3.7 4.6 11
Argentina 3.0 1.3 3.5 3.4 3.6 3.3 2.2
South Africa 0.0 0.0 0.7 3.9 3.5 3.9 25
Taiwan 3.9 31 12.8 9.7 2.3 2.0 2.0
Dominican Republic 2.0 3.7 2.2 1.1 2.2 2.7 0.0
Chile 1.9 3.4 4.0 24 1.9 24 1.8
Belgium 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.6 2.0 0.0
Israel 0.0 0.1 0.6 0.2 1.6 1.9 2.3
All Other 18.6 19.1 17.3 14.7 5.0 4.5 12.2
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

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

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

|. Introduction

X Likeor directly competitive products

Digest No. 3817.10.50

Like or directly
competitive article

Col. 1rateof  produced in the United
HTS subheading(s) Short description duty (/1/00)  Stateson Jan. 1, 1995?
Percent ad
valorem
3817.10.50* Other mixed a kylbenzenes 0.4¢/kg + No
10.8%

! India was proclaimed by the President as non-eligible for GSP treatment for articlesincluded under HTS subheading
3817.10.50 as of July 1, 1998 because it exceeded competitive-need-limits.

Description and uses.—The products included in this digest are mixtures of synthetic organic branched
(non-linear) alkylbenzenes. The principal use for these products is in the manufacture of specialty lubricating oils

such as refrigeration compressor oil.

Il. U.S. market profile

Profile of U.S. industry and market, 1994-98

Item 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998
Producers (number) .................... 0 0 0 0 0
Employment (1,000 employees) . ......... 0 0 0 0 0
Shipments (1,000 dollars) ................ 0 0 0 0 0
Exports (1,000 dollars) .............. . 0 0 0 0 0
Imports (1,000 dollars) .............. .. 16,323 11,646 9,474 4,551 13,137
Consumption (1,000 dollars) .............. 16,323 11,646 9,474 4,551 13,137
Import-to-consumption ratio (percent) .. ... .. 100 100 100 100 100
Capacity utilization (percent) ............. ® ® ® ® ®
!Not applicable.

Source: Data compiled from officia statistics of the U.S. Department of Commerce.

Comment.— There are no U.S. producers of the products that enter under HTS subheading 3817.10.50.
For export data, these products are included in HTS 3817.10.00. During 1994-98, exports classified under this
HTS subheading ranged from $104 million to $142 million. Although there is a significant value of exports under

this HTS basket subheading, this basket category also contains alarge volume of several additional common

chemical products. It isbelieved that there are no exports of the specific commodity that correspond to the items

classified in the HTS import subheading 3817.10.00°

lcommission staff tel ephone conversations with ***, Dec. 22, 1999.
2Schedule B subheading which includes products classified in HTS import subheading 3817.10.50.
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I11. GSP import situation, 1998

U.S. imports and share of U.S. consumption, 1998

Percent Percent Percent
of total of GSP of U.S.
Item Imports imports imports  consumption
1,000
dollars
Grandtotal ............. .. i 13,157 100 ® 100
Imports from GSP countries:
GSPtotal . ... 859 6.5 100 6.5
Indonesia ........c..oiiiii 859 6.5 100 6.5
! Not applicable.

Comment.— In 1998, Indonesia was the only GSP-eligible country supplying imports to the U.S. market
under this HTS subheading. U.S. imports from Indonesia were below the competitive-need-limits. Indiawas
proclaimed by the President as non-eligible for GSP treatment for articles included under HTS subheading
3817.10.50 as of July 1, 1998 because it exceeded the competitive-need-limitsin 1997.

IV. Competitiveness profiles, GSP suppliers

Not applicable.

V. Position of interested parties

Petitioner.— Shrieve Chemical Products, Inc. of Houston, TX, adistributor and consumer of mixed
alkylbenzenes from Indonesia, stated that the product imported under HTS 3817.10.50 is used by Shrieve and other
U.S. producers to make refrigeration oils. Shrieve states that thereis no U.S. production of these alkylbenzenes,
known as heavily branched akylbenzenes (HBAB). Imports of HBAB from Indonesia ranged between $2.6 million
and $3.5 million during 1994-97, while total U.S. imports declined from $16.3 million in 1994 to $4.6 millionin
1997. The petitioner describes the loss of GSP treatment for HBAB from Indonesia as due to an “ unexpected”
excess of the program’s 50-percent competitive-need-limit as of July 1998 as 1997 imports from Indonesia of $2.7
million exceeded the competitive-need-limit for that year. In 1998, total U.S. imports for consumption increased to
$13.1 million.
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Table 1.-Other mixed alkylbenzenes: U.S. imports for consumption, by principal sources, 1994-98, January-
August 1998-99

|| January- August
Source 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 || 1998 1999

Value (1,000 dollars)
France 552 232 11 70 10,518 9,194 2,339
Italy 2,378 892 246 0 1,597 0 0
Indonesia 3,483 2,725 2,601 2,732 859 550 1,323
Canada 53 3,124 4,101 345 97 97 31
Algeria 0 0 0 0 31 13 0
Japan 293 788 2,100 1,398 21 0 0
Korea 8 0 0 0 11 0 9
Belgium 0 0 0 0 3 3 0
Brazil 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Venezuela 0 0 356 0 0 0 237
United Kingdom 0 0 0 5 0 0 41
Netherlands 0 0 0 0 0 0 90
All Other 9,556 3,886 58 0 0 0 1,226
Total 16,323 11,646 9,474 4,551 13,137 9,857 5,295
Total from GSP-eligible
nations 3,483 2,725 2,957 2,732 859 550 1,560
Percent

France 3.4 2.0 0.1 15 80.1 93.3 44.2
Italy 14.6 7.7 2.6 0.0 12.2 0.0 0.0
Indonesia 21.3 23.4 27.5 60.0 6.5 5.6 25.0
Canada 0.3 26.8 43.3 7.6 0.7 1.0 0.6
Algeria 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.2 0.1 0.0
Japan 1.8 6.8 22.2 30.7 0.2 0.0 0.0
Korea 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.2
Belgium 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Brazil 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Venezuela 0.0 0.0 3.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 4.5
United Kingdom 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.8
Netherlands 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.7
All Other 58.5 33.4 0.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 23.2
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Share from GSP-eligible
nations 21.3 23.5 31.2 60.0 6.5 5.8 29.5

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

Source: Compiled from official statistics of the U.S. Department of Commerce.
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Digest No. 7202.50.00
Ferrosilicon chromium
|. Introduction

X Competitive-need-limit waiver (Russia)

Like or directly
competitive article
Col. 1rateof  produced in the United

HTS subheading(s) Short description duty (/1/00)  Stateson Jan. 1, 1995?
Percent ad
valorem

7202.50.00" Ferrosilicon chromium 10% No?

! Russia has been proclaimed by the President as non-eligible for GSP treatment for articles included under HTS
subheading 7202.50.00 as of July 1, 1998 because it exceeded competitive need limits.

2 Technically, the silicon and chromium contents of molten steel could also be adjusted by addition of ferrosilicon (HTS
subheading 7202.21) and low-carbon ferrochromium (HTS 7202.49.50), respectively. Although each is produced in the United
States, these alloys would typically not be the preferred additives over ferrosilicon chromium, due to logistical, handling, and
cost factors.

Description and uses.—Ferrosilicon chromium is an iron-bearing alloy of silicon and chromium

containing extremely low amounts of carbon, sulfur, and phosphorous. It is primarily consumed as an additive to
molten steel to adjust the silicon and chromium contents of unwrought stainless and other specialty steels.

. U.S. market profile!

Profile of U.S. industry and market, 1994-98

Item 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998
Producers (number) .................... 0 0 0 0 0
Employment (1,000 employees) .. .......... 0 0 0 0 0
Shipments (1,000 dollars) ................ 0 0 0 0 0
Exports (1,000 dollars)t . ................. 554 860 286 238 402
Imports (1,000 dollars)? . ................. 7,794 32,466 33,228 23,680 12,498
Consumption (1,000 dollars)® ............. **12 700 **31 100 **33 900 **34 300 *
Import-to-consumption ratio (percent) .. ... .. 100 100 100 100 100
Capacity utilization (percent) ............. ® ® ® ® ®

! Despite lack of domestic production of ferrosilicon chromium, there are ferroalloy trading firms in the United States that
sdll to foreign customers.

2 Reduced imports over the two most recent years reflect the lack of imports from Kazakhstan or South Africain 1997 and
a sharp decline of imports from Russiain 1998.

3 Dollar values for consumption independently estimated by USITC staff from consumption tonnages reported by major
end-users to the U.S. Geologica Survey (USES), based on unit values of corresponding imports compiled from official
statistics of the U.S. Department of Commerce. USES data do not reflect adjustments to industry inventories or transactions by
trading firms.

4 Not available.

5 Not applicable.

! There are no domestic producers of ferrosilicon chromium in the United States. According to witness for petitioners, in
testimony before the Commission, SKW Alloys was the last firm to produce ferrosilicon chromium in the United States,
ceasing production more than 10 years ago.
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Comment.—Without domestic resources of chromium ores or domestic production of ferrosilicon
chromium, U.S. steelmakers and foundries are highly dependent on imports, and to alesser extent on withdrawals
from previously acquired inventories, to meet domestic consumption needs. Ferrosilicon chromium is afungible
commodity product, and according to counsel for petitioners, prices move within avery narrow range but profit
margins for traders are at best afew percentage points. Given the importance of timely delivery and dependable
supply to end-users, ferrosilicon chromium is sold by traders to end-users through sales contracts. In testimony
before the Commission, the witness for petitioners indicated that ferrosilicon chromium is a particularly effective
ingredient for imparting both silicon and chromium into molten steel and that no other ferroalloy (e.g., ferrosilicon
and ferrochromium) is a true substitute.

I11. GSP import situation, 1998

U.S. imports and share of U.S. consumption, 1998

Percent Percent Percent
of total of GSP of U.S.
Item Imports imports imports  consumption
1,000 dollars
Grandtotal ............. ... i 12,498 100 ® ®
Imports from GSP countries:

GSPtotal . ... 11,493 92 100 6]
Kazakhstan .. ... 4,188 34 36 ®
LatVia . . oe e 3,344° 27 29 ®
RUSSIA . .ttt 2,915° 23 25 ®
Zimbabwe .. ... ... . 1,033 8 9 ®
! Not applicable.

2 Not available.
3 Data appear as currently reported by the U.S. Department of Commerce and do not reflect any corrections to the data
originaly published.

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

Comment.—U.S. ferrosilicon chromium imports from Russia exceeded the competitive need limitsin 1997,
accounting for 83 percent of U.S. imports for consumption from all sourcesin that year. During 1994-96, Russia
accounted for 37 to 55 percent shares of U.S. imports for consumption of ferrosilicon chromium from all sources.
According to the Bureau of the Census, imports of this product during 1998 that were not recorded properly as
originating from Latvia and Romania are being corrected to record their Russian origin.? It is not believed that an
errata has been published to correct this error.

2 Written correspondence to USITC staff received from the Industrial Trade Staff, Office of Trade and Economic Analysis,
International Trade Administration, U.S. Department of Commerce, Feb. 2, 2000.
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IV. Competitiveness profiles, GSP suppliers

Competitiveness indicators for Russiafor all digest products

RankingasaU.S. import supplier, 1998 . ......... .. ... i 3

Aggregate demand elasticity (price elasticity of U.S. demand for the product from all sources, foreign and domestic):
Isthe product afinished product for final saleto consumers? ................... Yes No X _
Is the product an intermediate good used as an input in the production of another good? Yes X _ No
Isthe product an agricultural or food product?. .. .. .......... ... ... .. .. ... .. Yes No X _
What is the aggregate price elasticity of U.S.demand? ............. High Moderate Low X

Substitution elasticity:

What is the similarity of product characteristics (such as quality, physical specifications, shelf-life, etc.) between imports
from this supplier and:
Imports from other suppliers? ............ ... ... .. ... ..., High Moderate _X _ Low
U.S producers? . ..o High Moderate Low

What is the similarity of conditions of sale and distribution (such as lead times between order and delivery dates, payment
terms, product service, minimum order size, variationsin availability, etc.) between imports from this supplier and:

Imports from other suppliers? ........... ... ... .. ... High X _ Moderate Low
U.S producers? . ... High Moderate Low
What isthe substitution elasticity? . ............. ... ... ...... High _X_ Moderate Low
Supply elasticity for affected imports:
Can production in the country be easily expanded or contracted in the short term? . . . Yes X _ No
Does the country have significant export markets besides the United States? . . . . .. .. Yes No X _
Could exports from the country be readily redistributed among its foreign export
A KL ? . o . ot Yes_ No_X
What is the price elasticity of supply for affected imports? ... ... High__ Moderate X Low
Price level compared with--
U.S. ProduCtS ... v e e Above __ Equivdent __ Below ___
Other foreignproducts .. ....... ...t Above __ Equivdent__ Below _X_
Quality compared with--
U.S. ProductS .. .v e e Above ___  Equivaent __ Below __
Other foreignproducts .. ....... ...t Above __ Equivdent ___ Below X_

! No domestic production of ferrosilicon chromium in the United States.

Comment.— According to petitioners, Russian ferrosilicon chromium not consumed internally in the
production of low carbon ferrochromium was exported exclusively to the United States, until U.S. imports of this
product from Russia were declared non-eligible for GSP treatment. Russia and Kazakhstan are the bulk
commodity suppliers of ferrosilicon chromium, with their output channeled primarily to steelmakers. ***.2 The
witness also indicated that the ferrosilicon chromium from other producers (e.g., South Africa, Brazil, and China)
tends to be sold at higher prices to smaller, specialty consumers.

3 Commission staff conversation with *** Nov. 30, 1999.
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IV. Competitiveness profiles, GSP suppliers--Continued

Competitiveness indicators for all GSP countries for all digest products

RankingasaU.S.import supplier, 1998 . ......... .. ... .., (&

Aggregate demand elasticity (price elasticity of U.S. demand for the product from all sources, foreign and domestic):
Isthe product afinished product for final saleto consumers? ................... Yes No X _
Is the product an intermediate good used as an input in the production of another good? Yes X _ No
Isthe product an agricultural or food product?. .. .. .......... ... ... .. .. ... .. Yes No X _
What is the aggregate price elasticity of U.S.demand? ............. High Moderate Low X

Substitution elasticity:

What is the similarity of product characteristics (such as quality, physical specifications, shelf-life, etc.) between imports
from this supplier and:
Imports from other suppliers? ............ ... ... .. ... ..., High Moderate _X _ Low
U.S producers? ... ot High Moderate Low

What is the similarity of conditions of sale and distribution (such as lead times between order and delivery dates, payment
terms, product service, minimum order size, variationsin availability, etc.) between imports from this supplier and:

Imports from other suppliers? ........... ... ... .. ... High X _ Moderate Low
U.S producers? . ..o High Moderate Low
What isthe substitution elasticity? . ............. ... ... ...... High _X_ Moderate Low
Supply elasticity for affected imports:
Can production in the country be easily expanded or contracted in the short term? . . . Yes X _ No
Does the country have significant export markets besides the United States? . . . . .. .. Yes X _ No
Could exports from the country be readily redistributed among its foreign export
M KBS ? . L o Yes X _ No
What is the price elasticity of supply for affected imports? ... ... High Moderate_X _ Low
Price level compared with--
U.S. ProduCtS ... v e e Above ___  Equivaent __ Below __
Other foreignproducts .. ....... ...t Above ___ Equivaent X  Below __
Quality compared with--
U.S. ProductS .. .v e e Above ___  Equivaent __ Below __
Other foreignproducts .. ....... ...t Above ___ Equivaent X  Below __
! Not applicable.

2 No domestic production of ferrosilicon chromium in the United States.

V. Position of interested parties

Petitioner.—Co-petitioners, PMI Alloys, Inc. (PMI), and Chelkyabinsk Electrometallurgical Plant (ChEMK), a
U.S. importer and a Russian producer, respectively, of ferrosilicon chromium, and the co-petitioners for the
competitive-need-limit waiver for Russian ferrosilicon chromium, filed a pre-hearing brief and testified before the
Commission. They stated that the confluence of eventsin 1997 leading to U.S. imports from Russia exceeding the
competitive need limits was an aberration, as imports from that source temporarily increased to fill avoid left by
certain other suppliers that did not export to the United States in that year. Given the emerging number of
suppliers and steadily declining volume of U.S. imports of ferrosilicon chromium from all sources, counsel further
stated that there islittle likelihood that U.S. imports from Russia will again exceed 50 percent of al U.S. imports
of ferrosilicon chromium. Moreover, counsel stated that should a waiver not be granted, PMI cannot continue to
compete with other suppliers that import from GSP-eligible countries not subject to the 10 percent ad valorem
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column-1 general rate of duty. Given the narrow price range and low percentage-point profit margins for this
product, PMI would have to consider switching to non-Russian sources. In such case, the future viability of
ChEMK would be severely affected, as the firm derives a significant portion of its revenues from sales to the
United States and needs hard-currency earnings to service its debt obligations from recent capital improvements.
Likewise, the well-being of its employees would be similarly affected, as ChEMK is one of the largest privatized
regional employers.

Support.— In awritten statement submitted to the GSP Subcommittee of the Office of the U.S. Trade
Representative, Allegheny Ludlum, the largest producer of stainless and specialty steels, indicated its support for a
waiver of the competitive need limit on ferrosilicon chromium from Russia. Allegheny Ludlum purchased Russian
ferrosilicon chromium from PMI Alloys in 1994-97, and would welcome the opportunity to again purchase this
product from PMI.
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V1. Summary of probable economic advice—-Competitive-need-limit waiver (Russia)
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Table 1.—Ferrosilicon chromium: U.S. imports for consumption, by principal sources, 1994-98, January-August
1998-99

|| January- August
Source 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 || 1998 1999

Value (1,000 dollars)
Kazakhstan 0 2,016 9,506 0 4,188 4,188 4,977
Latvia 0 0 0 0 3,344 3,344 0
Russia 2,940 17,836 12,170 19,623 2,915 2,915 3,530
Zimbabwe 2,167 4,254 4,784 2,929 1,033 593 582
China 2,320 6,256 5,108 1,128 996 882 0
Romania 0 0 0 0 12 12 0
Canada 0 17 0 0 6 6 0
Belgium 0 0 0 0 3 0 0
Brazil 0 0 0 0 0 0 803
South Africa 0 2,087 1,661 0 0 0 0
Ukraine 366 0 0 0 0 0 0
Denmark 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Total 7,794 32,466 33,228 23,680 12,498 11,941 9,893
Total from GSP-eligible
nations 5,474 26,194 28,121 22,551 11,493 11,053 9,893
Percent

Kazakhstan 0.0 6.2 28.6 0.0 335 35.1 50.3
Latvia 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 26.8 28.0 0.0
Russia 37.7 54.9 36.6 82.9 23.3 24.4 35.7
Zimbabwe 27.8 13.1 14.4 12.4 8.3 5.0 5.9
China 29.8 19.3 154 4.8 8.0 7.4 0.0
Romania 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.1 0.0
Canada 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0
Belgium 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Brazil 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 8.1
South Africa 0.0 6.4 5.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Ukraine 4.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Denmark 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Share from GSP-eligible
nations 70.2 80.7 84.6 95.2 92.0 92.6 100.0

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

Source: Compiled from official statistics of the U.S. Department of Commerce.
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Table 2.-—Ferrosilicon chromium: U.S. exports of domestic merchandise, by principal markets, 1994-98, January-
August 1998-99

|| January - August
Market 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 || 1998 1999

Value (1,000 dollars)
Canada 513 782 286 126 333 199 165
Mexico 40 72 0 72 58 50 34
United Kingdom 0 0 0 19 7 7 7
Japan 0 0 0 0 4 4 0
Australia 0 6 0 0 0 0 0
Venezuela 0 0 0 22 0 0 0
Taiwan 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Lebanon 0 0 0 0 0 0 5
Hong Kong 0 0 0 0 0 0 3
Total 554 860 286 238 402 259 215
Percent

Canada 92.6 90.9 100.0 52.9 82.8 76.8 76.7
Mexico 7.2 8.4 0.0 30.3 14.4 19.3 15.8
United Kingdom 0.0 0.0 0.0 8.0 1.7 2.7 3.3
Japan 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.0 15 0.0
Australia 0.0 0.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Venezuela 0.0 0.0 0.0 9.2 0.0 0.0 0.0
Taiwan 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Lebanon 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 2.3
Hong Kong 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 14
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

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

Source: Compiled from official statistics of the U.S. Department of Commerce.
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Digest No. 7202.99.10.
Ferrozirconium
I. Introduction
_X_Addition to GSP

X _ Competitive-need-limit waiver (Brazil)

Like or directly
competitive article
Col. 1rateof  produced in the United

HTS subheading(s) Short description duty (/1/00)  Stateson Jan. 1, 1995?
Percent ad
valorem

7202.99.10* Ferrozirconium 4.2% Yes

! For HTS subheading 7202.99.10, there are no country exclusions, but thisis a request to broaden GSP dligibility to all
beneficiary countries. This subheading is currently designated as A+, ligible only for duty-free treatment from the least
devel oped beneficiary developing countries. U.S. imports from Brazil of ferrozirconium under subheading 7202.99.10 would
exceed the competitive need limits, based on 1998 trade data.

Description and uses.—A major application for zirconium in steelmaking and casting is to deoxidize
molten steel. It also promotes uniform solidification, reduces the size of air pockets to avoid cracks during
subsequent mechanical working, and strengthens specialty stainless steels. Petitioners describe their product as an
iron- and silicon-bearing zirconium alloy (FeSiZr), although there is also an iron-bearing zirconium aloy without
silicon (FeZr). FeSiZr can be used to impart zirconium to molten steel, the silicon limits for the unwrought steel
permitting.

Il. U.S. market profile

Profile of U.S. industry and market, 1994-98

Item 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998
Producers (number) .................... 1 1 1 1 1
Employment (1,000 employees) ............ ® Q] @] ® Q)
Shipments (1,000 dollars) ................ 6] A A A A
Exports (1,000 dollars) .................. 160 260 228 189 597
Imports (1,000 dollars) .................. 108 110 413 167 116
Consumption (1,000 dollars) .............. 6] A A A A
| mport-to-consumption ratio (percent) . ... ... G A G ® ®
Capacity utilization (percent) ............. ® ® 6 6 6

1 60 employees.
2 Not available.

Comment.—The market for ferrozirconium is small, reflecting the article’ s highly specialized applications.
Even as a deoxidizing agent, selection of ferrozirconium over other additives is determined by the desired extent of
deoxidization and chemical composition limits of the unwrought steel. Steelmakers and foundries are almost
exclusively dependent on imports to meet domestic consumption needs for zirconium-bearing additives. To ensure
adequacy of supply, ferrozirconium is sold by traders to end-users through sales contracts, but is also available on a
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spot-price basis. A publicly available reference lists a single domestic firm, Galt Alloys, Inc., asaU.S. producer of
silicon-bearing ferrozirconium, and indicates 60 employees at this firm.* *** 2

I11. GSP import situation, 1998

U.S. imports and share of U.S. consumption, 1998

Percent Percent Percent
of total of GSP of U.S.
Item Imports imports imports  consumption
1,000
dollars
Grandtotal ............. ... i 116 100 ® ®
Imports from GSP countries:
GSPtotal . ...o 11 96 100 ®
Brazil ... 111 96 100 ®
! Not applicable.

2 Not available.

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

Comment.—In 1998, France was the only other import source for the United States, accounting for 4
percent of U.S. imports of ferrozirconium from all sourcesin that year. However, any production capacity of this
article in France could not be confirmed. During 1996 and 1997, Brazil accounted for 25 and 46 percent shares,
respectively, of U.S. imports for consumption of ferrozirconium from all sources. In those years, Russiawas also a
significant source, accounting for 69 and 39 percent shares, respectively.

! Ferro-Alloy Directory and Databook (Metal Bulletin Books Ltd., 5th edn., Surrey, UK, 1998), p. 143.
2 Commission staff conversations with ***  Nov. 22, 1999, and Jan. 19, 2000.
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V. Competitiveness profiles, GSP suppliers

Competitiveness indicators for Brazil for all digest products

RankingasaU.S. import supplier, 1998 . ......... ... .. i 1

Aggregate demand elasticity (price elasticity of U.S. demand for the product from all sources, foreign and domestic):
Isthe product afinished product for final saleto consumers? ................... Yes No X _
Is the product an intermediate good used as an input in the production of another good? Yes X _ No
Isthe product an agricultural or food product?. .. ............ ... ... .. ... ..., Yes No X _
What is the aggregate price elasticity of U.S.demand? ............. High Moderate Low X

Substitution elasticity:

What is the similarity of product characteristics (such as quality, physical specifications, shelf-life, etc.) between imports
from this supplier and:
Imports from other suppliers? ............ ... ... .. .. ... ..
U.S. ProduCErS? ..ottt e

What is the similarity of conditions of sale and distribution (such as lead times between order and delivery dates, payment
terms, product service, minimum order size, variations in availability, etc.) between imports from this supplier and:

*k*k *k*k *k*k

*k*k *k*k *k*k

Imports from other suppliers? ........... ... ... ... ... High _X _ Moderate Low
U.S. ProdUCErS? . .ottt High _X _ Moderate Low
What isthe substitution elasticity? . ........................... High _X _ Moderate Low
Supply elasticity for affected imports:
Can production in the country be easily expanded or contracted in the short term? . . . Yes X _ No
Does the country have significant export markets besides the United States? . . .. .. .. Yes X _ No
Could exports from the country be readily redistributed among its foreign export
A KL ? . o . ot Yes X No_
What is the price elasticity of supply for affected imports? ... ... High X Moderate Low
Price level compared with--
U.S. ProductS . ..o e Above _ Equivdent ___ Below X_
Other foreignproducts .. ....... ...t Above ___ Equivaent __ Below X
Quality compared with--
U.S. ProductS . ..o e Above ___ Equivaent X  Below __
Other foreignproducts .. ....... ...t Above _ Equivdent ___ Below X_

Comment.—*** 3

3 Commission staff conversations with ***  Nov. 22, 1999, Dec. 6, 1999, and Jan. 19, 2000.
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IV. Competitiveness profiles, GSP suppliers--Continued

Competitiveness indicators for Russiafor all digest products’

RankingasaU.S.import supplier, 1998 . ......... .. .. ..., (&

Aggregate demand elasticity (price elasticity of U.S. demand for the product from all sources, foreign and domestic):
Isthe product afinished product for final saleto consumers? ................... Yes No X _
Is the product an intermediate good used as an input in the production of another good? Yes X _ No
Isthe product an agricultural or food product?. .. ............ ... ... .. ... ..., Yes No X _
What is the aggregate price elasticity of U.S.demand? ............. High Moderate Low X

Substitution elasticity:

What is the similarity of product characteristics (such as quality, physical specifications, shelf-life, etc.) between imports
from this supplier and:
Imports from other suppliers? ............ ... ... .. .. ... ..
U.S. ProduCErS? ..ottt e

What is the similarity of conditions of sale and distribution (such as lead times between order and delivery dates, payment
terms, product service, minimum order size, variations in availability, etc.) between imports from this supplier and:

*k*k *k*k *k*k

*k*k *k*k *k*k

Imports from other suppliers? ........... ... ... ... ... High _X _ Moderate Low
U.S. ProdUCErS? . .ottt High _X _ Moderate Low
What isthe substitution elasticity? . ........................... High _X _ Moderate Low
Supply elasticity for affected imports:
Can production in the country be easily expanded or contracted in the short term? . . . Yes X _ No
Does the country have significant export markets besides the United States? . . .. .. .. Yes X _ No
Could exports from the country be readily redistributed among its foreign export
M KBS ? . L o Yes X _ No
What is the price elasticity of supply for affected imports? ... ... High X Moderate___ Low
Price level compared with--
U.S. ProductS . ..o e Above __ Equivaent X  Below __
Other foreignproducts .. ....... ...t Above ___ Equivaent X  Below __
Quality compared with--
U.S. ProductS . ..o e Above ___ Equivaent X  Below __
Other foreignproducts .. ....... ...t Above __ Equivaent X  Below __
! Not applicable.

Comment.— See comments for Brazil.

4 Based on information from previous years, since there were no imports from Russiain 1998.
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IV. Competitiveness profiles, GSP suppliers--Continued

Competitiveness indicators for all GSP countries for all digest products

RankingasaU.S.import supplier, 1998 . ......... .. .. ..., (O

Aggregate demand elasticity (price elasticity of U.S. demand for the product from all sources, foreign and domestic):
Isthe product afinished product for final saleto consumers? ................... Yes No X _
Is the product an intermediate good used as an input in the production of another good? Yes X _ No
Isthe product an agricultural or food product?. .. ............ ... ... .. ... ..., Yes No X _
What is the aggregate price elasticity of U.S.demand? ............. High Moderate Low X

Substitution elasticity:

What is the similarity of product characteristics (such as quality, physical specifications, shelf-life, etc.) between imports
from this supplier and:

Imports from other suppliers? ............ ... ... .. .. ... .. *xx *xx *xx

U.S. ProduCErS? ..ottt e *xx *xx *xx

What is the similarity of conditions of sale and distribution (such as lead times between order and delivery dates, payment
terms, product service, minimum order size, variations in availability, etc.) between imports from this supplier and:

Imports from other suppliers? ........... ... ... ... ... High _X _ Moderate Low
U.S. ProdUCErS? . .ottt High _X _ Moderate Low
What isthe substitution elasticity? . ........................... High _X _ Moderate Low
Supply elasticity for affected imports:
Can production in the country be easily expanded or contracted in the short term? . . . Yes X _ No
Does the country have significant export markets besides the United States? . . .. .. .. Yes X _ No
Could exports from the country be readily redistributed among its foreign export
M KBS ? . L o Yes X No
What is the price elasticity of supply for affected imports? ... ... High X Moderate___ Low
Price level compared with--
U.S. ProductS . ..o e Above __ Equivaent X  Below __
Other foreignproducts .. ....... ...t Above ___ Equivaent X  Below __
Quality compared with--
U.S. ProductS . ..o e Above ___ Equivaent X  Below __
Other foreignproducts .. ....... ...t Above __ Equivaent X  Below __
! Not applicable.

V. Position of interested parties

Petitioner.—Victoria Alloys, Inc. (U.S. importer), Italmagnésio Nordeste S/A (Brazilian producer), and
Trablin-Trading Brasileira de Ligas e Inoculantes S/A (Brazilian trader) request GSP dligibility for ferrozirconium
and awaiver for this article from Brazil. The petitioners stated that if GSP treatment is granted, positive social
and economic impacts are expected for two communities that are economically dependent on producers
Italmagnésio and Companhia Brasileira de Carbureto de Célcio. More specifically, anticipated benefits include
avoiding further layoffs brought on by the recent recession, and providing likely new employment opportunitiesin
the long-run as production expands.
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V1. Summary of probable economic advice-Addition/competitive-need-limit waiver (Brazil)
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Table 1.—Ferrozirconium: U.S. imports for consumption, by principal sources, 1994-98, January-August 1998-99
|| January- August
Source 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 || 1998 1999
Value (1,000 dollars)
Brazil 108 82 105 76 111 39 71
France 0 0 6 0 5 5 0
Belgium 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
South Africa 0 0 8 0 0 0 0
United Kingdom 0 24 1 25 0 0 0
Russia 0 5 287 65 0 0 0
Canada 0 0 6 0 0 0 0
Total 108 110 413 167 116 44 71
Total from GSP-eligible
nations 108 87 400 141 111 39 71
Percent
Brazil 100.0 74.5 254 455 95.7 88.6 100.0
France 0.0 0.0 15 0.0 4.3 114 0.0
Belgium 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
South Africa 0.0 0.0 1.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
United Kingdom 0.0 218 0.2 15.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Russia 0.0 4.5 69.5 38.9 0.0 0.0 0.0
Canada 0.0 0.0 15 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Share from GSP-eligible
nations 100.0 79.1 96.9 84.4 95.7 88.6 100.0

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

Source: Compiled from official statistics of the U.S. Department of Commerce.
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Table 2.-—Ferrozirconium: U.S. exports of domestic merchandise, by principal markets, 1994-98, January-August
1998-99

|| January - August

Market 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 || 1998 1999
Value (1,000 dollars)
Mexico 157 198 160 49 474 269 77
United Kingdom 0 0 0 45 66 66 0
Korea 0 0 13 53 49 49 40
Canada 3 5 5 4 7 4 11
Chile 0 0 0 25 0 0 0
Venezuela 0 50 0 13 0 0 0
Italy 0 0 6 0 0 0 0
Singapore 0 7 0 0 0 0 0
Spain 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Taiwan 0 0 45 0 0 0 0
Total 160 260 228 189 597 388 129
Percent

Mexico 98.1 76.2 70.2 25.9 79.4 69.3 59.7
United Kingdom 0.0 0.0 0.0 23.8 11.1 17.0 0.0
Korea 0.0 0.0 5.7 28.0 8.2 12.6 31.0
Canada 1.9 1.9 2.2 2.1 1.2 1.0 8.5
Chile 0.0 0.0 0.0 13.2 0.0 0.0 0.0
Venezuela 0.0 19.2 0.0 6.9 0.0 0.0 0.0
Italy 0.0 0.0 2.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Singapore 0.0 2.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Spain 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Taiwan 0.0 0.0 19.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

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

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

|. Introduction

_X_ Addition to GSP

Digest No. 8104.19.00

Like or directly
competitive article

Col. 1rateof  produced in the United
HTS subheading(s) Short description duty (/1/00)  Stateson Jan. 1, 1995?
Percent ad
valorem
8104.19.00* Unwrought magnesium alloys, containing less than 99.8 6.5% Yes

percent, by weight, of magnesium

Description and uses.—Alloy magnesium contains 50 percent or greater, but less than 99.8 percent primary
magnesium, by weight. Magnesium aloys, which typically contain aluminum, are used in structural applications,
primarily die castings and extrusions for the automotive industry (in transmission cases, seat frames, instrument
panel supports, steering columns, etc.). Magnesium die castings are also used in the manufacture of portable

equipment (audio/visual, computers, and communication systems) and for aeronautical and space industries.

Il. U.S. market profile

Profile of U.S. industry and market, 1994-98

Item 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998
Producers (number) ........... ... ... ... 3 3 3 3 3
Employment (1,000 employees) .. .............. 14 14 14 14 14
Shipments (1,000 dollars) .................... 81,200 82,900 90,700 101,400 120,000
Exports (1,000 dollars) ...................... 13,576 15,133 23,192 28,563 26,203
Imports (1,000 dollars) ...................... 30,269 50,512 75,427 107,029 126,909
Consumption (1,000 dollars) .............. .... 97,893 118,279 142,935 179,866 220,706
Import-to-consumption ratio (percent) ........... 31 43 53 60 58

Capacity utilization (percent) ................ 0

@)

@)

@)

@)

Not available

Source: Data compiled from official statistics of the U.S. Department of Commerce and the U.S. Department of Interior.
Certain figures estimated by USITC staff from data provided by U.S. Department of Interior.

Comment.—The sharp increase in U.S. consumption between 1994 and 1998 reflected strong demand for
magnesium castings and extrusions in automotive applications due to efforts by the automotive industry to increase
vehicle fuel economy by substituting light-weight, high-strength magnesium alloy automotive components for

heavier steel and cast iron components. U.S. imports of alloy magnesium more than quadrupled during this
period. The recent departure from the market of Dow Magnesium, once the world’ s largest producer of

magnesium metal, is expected to result in additional increasesin import levelsin this market. Dow’sfocus on its
core chemicals business has resulted in a de-emphasis on its magnesium operations since 1995 when it closed
30,000-36,000 metric tons of primary magnesium-producing capacity.
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I11. GSP import situation, 1998

U.S. imports and share of U.S. consumption, 1998

Digest No. 8104.19.00

Percent Percent Percent
of total of GSP of U.S.
Item Imports imports imports  consumption
1,000 dollars
Grandtotal® .. ...... ... .. 126,909 100 6] 58
Imports from GSP countries:
GSPtotal . ... 8,051 6 100 4
RUSSIA. ...t 8,051 6 100 4
! Not applicable.

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

Comment.—U.S. imports of the subject magnesium products increased between 1994 and 1998 due to
strong export sales by Canada, China, and Russia. U.S. imports from Canada increased from $26 million in 1994
to $101 million in 1998, due to new magnesium production capacity in Quebec established by Norsk Hydro
(Norway), while U.S. imports from China and Russiaincreased from less than $1 million for each in 1994 to $9
million and $8 million, respectively, in 1998. Imports from GSP-eligible countries increased from less than $1
million in 1994 to $8.1 million in 1998, with Russia supplying all GSP importsin 1998. The import-to-

consumption ratio for GSP imports was 4 percent in 1998.
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IV. Competitiveness profiles, GSP suppliers

Competitiveness indicators for Russiafor all digest products

RankingasaU.S. import supplier, 1998 . ...... ... ... .. i 3

Aggregate demand elasticity (price elasticity of U.S. demand for the product from all sources, foreign and domestic):
Isthe product a finished product for final saleto consumers? ................... Yes No X _
Is the product an intermediate good used as an input in the production of another good? Yes X _ No
Isthe product an agricultural or food product?. .. ............ ... ... .. .. ... .. Yes No X _
What is the aggregate price elasticity of U.S.demand? ............. High Moderate ___ Low X _

Substitution elasticity:

What is the similarity of product characteristics (such as quality, physical specifications, shelf-life, etc.) between imports
from this supplier and:
Imports from other suppliers? ............ ... ... .. .. ... .. High _X Moderate Low
U.S. ProduCErS? ..ottt e et High _X Moderate Low

What is the similarity of conditions of sale and distribution (such as lead times between order and delivery dates, payment
terms, product service, minimum order size, variationsin availability, etc.) between imports from this supplier and:

Imports from other suppliers? ........... ... ... .. ... High X _ Moderate Low
U.S. ProdUCErS? . .ottt e e e e High Moderate _X Low
What isthe substitution elasticity? . ........................... High _X_ Moderate Low
Supply elasticity for affected imports:
Can production in the country be easily expanded or contracted in the short term? . . . Yes X _ No
Does the country have significant export markets besides the United States? . . .. .. .. Yes X _ No
Could exports from the country be readily redistributed among its foreign export
A KL ? . o . e Yes_X No__
What is the price elasticity of supply for affected imports? ... ... High X Moderate Low
Price level compared with--
U.S. ProductS . ..o Above ___ Equivaent X  Below __
Other foreignproducts .. ....... ...t Above __ Equivaent X  Below __
Quality compared with--
U.S. ProductS . ..o Above ___ Equivaent X = Below __
Other foreignproducts .. ....... ...t Above ___ Equivaent X  Below __

Comment.—Solikamsk Magnesium Works and V erkhynyaya Salda (V SMPO-Avisma) are the only known
producers of primary magnesium metal in Russia. Solikamsk has recently announced plans to expand its
magnesium production by 15,000 metric tons per year. Completion of the plant expansion is anticipated in two
and a half years and should boost Solikamsk’ s capacity to nearly 38,000 metric tons. The plant is reportedly being
partly financed by Daimler-Benz (Germany), in exchange for a guaranteed source of magnesium, and by the
European Bank for Reconstruction and Development. V SMPO-Avisma has announced plans to double annual
magnesium production capacity to 40,000 metric tons by 2000. Solikamsk and V SMPO-Avisma each produced an
estimated 18,000-19,000 metric tons of magnesium in 1999, of which more than 80 percent was exported.
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IV. Competitiveness profiles, GSP suppliers—-Continued

Competitiveness indicators for Brazil for all digest products

RankingasaU.S.import supplier, 1998 . ......... .. .. ... (3

Aggregate demand elasticity (price elasticity of U.S. demand for the product from all sources, foreign and domestic):
Isthe product a finished product for final saleto consumers? ................... Yes No X _
Is the product an intermediate good used as an input in the production of another good? Yes X _ No
Isthe product an agricultural or food product?. .. ............ ... ... .. .. ... .. Yes No X _
What is the aggregate price elasticity of U.S.demand? ............. High Moderate ___ Low X

Substitution elasticity:

What is the similarity of product characteristics (such as quality, physical specifications, shelf-life, etc.) between imports
from this supplier and:
Imports from other suppliers? ............ ... ... .. .. ... .. High _X Moderate Low
U.S. ProduCErS? ..ottt e et High _X Moderate Low

What is the similarity of conditions of sale and distribution (such as lead times between order and delivery dates, payment
terms, product service, minimum order size, variationsin availability, etc.) between imports from this supplier and:

Imports from other suppliers? ........... ... ... .. ... High X _ Moderate Low
U.S. ProdUCErS? . .ottt e e e e High Moderate _X Low
What isthe substitution elasticity? . ........................... High _X_ Moderate Low
Supply elasticity for affected imports:
Can production in the country be easily expanded or contracted in the short term? . . . Yes X _ No
Does the country have significant export markets besides the United States? . . .. .. .. Yes No X _
Could exports from the country be readily redistributed among its foreign export
A KL ? . o . e Yes_ No_X
What is the price elasticity of supply for affected imports? ... ... High__ Moderate X Low
Price level compared with--
U.S. ProductS . ..o Above ___ Equivaent X  Below __
Other foreignproducts .. ....... ...t Above __ Equivaent X  Below __
Quality compared with--
U.S. ProductS . ..o Above ___ Equivaent X = Below __
Other foreignproducts .. ....... ...t Above ___ Equivaent X  Below __

Not applicable. There were no U.S. imports of magnesium alloys from Brazil in 1998.

Comment.— Rima Industrial S/A isthe only known producer of magnesium aloysin Brazil. ***. At
present, Brazil sells little or no magnesium alloy in the U.S. market as the current tariff reportedly makes Brazilian
magnesium noncompetitive in the U.S. market.
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IV. Competitiveness profiles, GSP suppliers—-Continued

Competitiveness indicators for all GSP countries and for all digest products, continued

RankingasaU.S.import supplier, 1998 . ......... .. .. ... (3

Aggregate demand elasticity (price elasticity of U.S. demand for the product from all sources, foreign and domestic):
Isthe product a finished product for final saleto consumers? ................... Yes No X _
Is the product an intermediate good used as an input in the production of another good? Yes X _ No
Isthe product an agricultural or food product?. .. ............ ... ... .. .. ... .. Yes No X _
What is the aggregate price elasticity of U.S.demand? ............. High Moderate ___ Low X _

Substitution elasticity:

What is the similarity of product characteristics (such as quality, physical specifications, shelf-life, etc.) between imports
from this supplier and:
Imports from other suppliers? ............ ... ... .. .. ... .. High _X Moderate Low
U.S. ProduCErS? ..ottt e et High _X Moderate Low

What is the similarity of conditions of sale and distribution (such as lead times between order and delivery dates, payment
terms, product service, minimum order size, variationsin availability, etc.) between imports from this supplier and:

Imports from other suppliers? ........... ... ... .. ... High X _ Moderate Low
U.S. ProdUCErS? . .ottt e e e e High Moderate _X Low
What isthe substitution elasticity? . ........................... High _X_ Moderate Low
Supply elasticity for affected imports:
Can production in the country be easily expanded or contracted in the short term? . . . Yes X _ No
Does the country have significant export markets besides the United States? . . .. .. .. Yes X _ No
Could exports from the country be readily redistributed among its foreign export
M KBS ? . L o Yes_X_ No
What is the price elasticity of supply for affected imports? ... ... High X Moderate___ Low
Price level compared with--
U.S. ProductS . ..o Above ___ Equivaent X  Below __
Other foreignproducts .. ....... ...t Above __ Equivaent X  Below __
Quality compared with--
U.S. ProductS . ..o Above ___ Equivaent X = Below __
Other foreignproducts .. ....... ...t Above ___ Equivaent X  Below __
!Not applicable.

V. Position of interested parties

Petitioner.—The petitioners, Polymet Alloys Inc.* and Rima Industrial S/A, have indicated their support for
inclusion of magnesium aloysin the U.S. Generalized System of Preferences. According to petitioners, the
competitive nature of the markets for magnesium alloys combined with the current rate of duty for this product (6.5
percent), makes it virtually impossible for these firms to be competitive relative to other suppliers who do not have
to pay dutiesto sell their product in the U.S. market. In November 1990, Rima filed for bankruptcy as a result of
heavy capital expenditures to expand its production capacity and very high interest rates triggered by a new
economic plan in Brazil. Petitioners claim that GSP inclusion would help Rimato emerge from bankruptcy

polymet Alloys Inc. acts as the sales agent for Rima Industrial /A in the United States.
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and would help the Brazilian government achieve its goal of a positive trade balance for the economy in order to
protect the Brazilian currency against speculation. The Brazilian government has been attempting to overcome its
financial crises of the last 6 months by relying on strong export sales and other internal measures to control its
debt. A positive trade balance is an essential component in this strategy.

Opposition.—Magcorp, a U.S. producer of aloy magnesium, opposes the granting of GSP status to imports
of magnesium under HTS 8104.30.00, arguing that granting such treatment to GSP nations would be detrimental
to the U.S. industry producing alloy magnesium and magnesium powder. Because both domestically-produced and
foreign-produced magnesium are similar in quality, in that both products meet the technical requirements of end-
users, magnesium powder from Brazil, Russia, and other potential GSP suppliersis a close substitute for U.S.
produced magnesium powder. Asaresult, Magcorp argues that the magnesium market is highly import sensitive
with market price as the dominant competitive factor. GSP-eligible nations have an advantage in such market
conditions due to their lower labor and operating costs related to the lower environmental standards that arein
place in these nations. According to Magcorp, the need to comply with strict environmental standardsin this
country constitutes a significant cost factor in the production of magnesium. Finally, Magcorp argues that market
conditions are likely to be further aggravated by planned large expansions in magnesium production capacity that
are currently underway in major non-GSP producing nations such as China, Canada, Israel, as well as GSP
producers such as Russia, the Ukraine, Kazakhstan, and Brazil. These expansions, far in excess of the expected
increase in magnesium demand, combined with the prospect of GSP extension will make it difficult for U.S.
producers to compete.
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V1. Summary of probable economic advice-Addition
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Table 1.—Unwrought magnesium alloys: U.S. imports for consumption, by principal sources, 1994-98, January-
August 1998-99

|| January- August
Source 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 || 1998 1999

Value (1,000 dollars)
Canada 25,962 42,047 66,506 89,062 101,001 60,614 62,254
China 42 0 132 1,302 9,410 4,884 5,755
Russia 230 3,713 4,474 10,906 8,051 1,610 8,407
United Kingdom 1,800 2,596 3,316 3,258 3,856 2,843 2,671
France 0 0 225 637 2,262 1,068 2,656
Mexico 41 157 692 1,133 1,849 1,132 909
Israel 0 0 0 0 258 258 0
Germany 0 3 0 714 153 0 0
Japan 0 325 0 54 0 0
Greece 0 0 0 15 0 0
Austria 8 0 0 0 0 0
Belgium 39 0 0 0 0 193
All other 2,193 1,670 81 12 0 0 3,073
Total 30,268 50,511 75,426 107,028 126,909 72,409 85,725
Total from GSP-eligible
nations 230 3,713 4,532 10,906 8,051 1,610 11,287
Percent

Canada 85.8 83.2 88.2 83.2 79.6 83.7 72.6
China 0.1 0.0 0.2 1.2 7.4 6.7 6.7
Russia 0.8 7.4 5.9 10.2 6.3 2.2 9.8
United Kingdom 5.9 5.1 4.4 3.0 3.0 3.9 3.1
France 0.0 0.0 0.3 0.6 1.8 15 3.1
Mexico 0.1 0.3 0.9 1.1 15 1.6 1.1
Israel 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.2 0.4 0.0
Germany 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.7 0.1 0.0 0.0
Japan 0.0 0.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Greece 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Austria 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Belgium 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.2
All other 7.2 3.3 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 3.6
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Share from GSP-eligible
nations 0.8 7.4 6.0 10.2 6.3 2.2 13.2

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

Source: Compiled from official statistics of the U.S. Department of Commerce.
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Table 2.-—Unwrought magnesium alloys: U.S. exports of domestic merchandise, by principal markets, 1994-98,
January-August 1998-99

|| January - August
Market 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 || 1998 1999

Value (1,000 dollars)
Canada 11,550 9,624 16,595 17,073 15,958 13,605 2,511
Netherlands 49 239 3,357 6,573 6,195 5,564 42
Japan 102 277 273 274 1,421 1,047 239
Israel 486 930 684 2,049 943 795 0
Spain 0 14 121 315 566 251 416
France 31 0 43 82 276 167 117
Finland 43 27 0 246 238 175 0
Sweden 0 0 0 193 143 84 0
Mexico 217 217 109 326 116 116 223
Korea 217 184 39 189 113 41 116
Germany 20 43 24 184 62 62 34
United Kingdom 83 77 137 72 52 20 147
All other 958 3,501 1,810 987 120 82 1,105
Total 13,756 15,133 23,192 28,563 26,203 22,009 4,950
Percent

Canada 84.0 63.6 71.6 59.8 60.9 61.8 50.7
Netherlands 0.4 1.6 145 23.0 23.6 25.3 0.8
Japan 0.7 1.8 1.2 1.0 5.4 4.8 4.8
Israel 3.5 6.1 2.9 7.2 3.6 3.6 0.0
Spain 0.0 0.1 0.5 11 2.2 11 8.4
France 0.2 0.0 0.2 0.3 11 0.8 24
Finland 0.3 0.2 0.0 0.9 0.9 0.8 0.0
Sweden 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.7 0.5 0.4 0.0
Mexico 1.6 14 0.5 11 0.4 0.5 4.5
Korea 1.6 1.2 0.2 0.7 0.4 0.2 2.3
Germany 0.1 0.3 0.1 0.6 0.2 0.3 0.7
United Kingdom 0.6 0.5 0.6 0.3 0.2 0.1 3.0
All other 7.0 23.1 7.8 3.5 0.5 0.4 22.3
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

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

Source: Compiled from official statistics of the U.S. Department of Commerce.
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MAGNESIUM RASPINGS, TURNINGS, GRANULES, AND POWDERS



Magnesium Raspings, Turnings, Granules, and Powders
I. Introduction

_X_ Addition to GSP

Digest No. 8104.30.00

Like or directly
competitive article

Col. 1rateof  produced in the United
HTS subheading(s) Short description duty (/1/00)  Stateson Jan. 1, 1995?
Percent ad
valorem
8104.30.00 Magnesium raspings, turnings and granules, graded 4.4% Yes

according to size; powders

Description and uses.--Magnesium raspings, turnings, granules, and powders are differently sized

particles that are produced from the machining or grinding of magnesium ingots or billets. These materials are
typically blended with other desulfurizing agents such as lime and calcium carbide, and used in the steelmaking

process to reduce the sulfur content of steel and in defense applications, in anti-aircraft firing devices.

Il. U.S. market profile

Profile of U.S. industry and market, 1994-98

Item 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998
Producers (number) .................... 6 6 6 6 6
Employment (1,000 employees) ............ ® ® ® ® ®*)
Shipments (1,000 dollars) ................ 48,500 62,200 52,860 42,560 38,270
Exports (1,000 dollars) .................. 3,293 3,359 2,716 4,658 3,624
Imports (1,000 dollars) .................. 3,573 4,591 14,272 34,347 40,597
Consumption (1,000 dollars) .............. 48,780 63,432 64,416 72,249 75,243
Import-to-consumption ratio (percent) . ...... 7 7 22 48 54
Capacity utilization (percent) ............. ® ® ® ® ®

Not available.

Source: Data compiled from official statistics of the U.S. Department of Commerce and the U.S. Department of Interior.

Certain figures estimated by USITC staff from data provided by U.S. Department of Interior.

Comment.—U.S. consumption of subject magnesium products has risen during 1994-98 due to strong
demand for use in desulfurization applications as a result of strong demand for iron and steel products. According

to the U.S. magnesium powder industry, imports from China are largely responsible for the declinein U.S.

shipments between 1995 and 1998. In the view of U.S. producers, China has taken advantage of its considerable
magnesium ingot capacity to produce and export magnesium powder to the United States. According to certain
U.S. domestic powder producers, an antidumping duty order on magnesium ingot from China have encouraged the
grinding of magnesium into powder or into magnesium “chips’ abroad and its importation into the United States.
This process avoids dumping duties and enables importers to sell the material directly to steel plants or to convert
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the chips to final product form, either turnings, raspings, or powder, to sell to steel plants.!

I11. GSP import situation, 1998

U.S. imports and share of U.S. consumption, 1998

Digest No. 8104.30.00

Percent Percent Percent
of total of GSP of U.S.
Item Imports imports imports  consumption

1,000

dollars
Grandtotal® . ... 40,597 100 - 54

Imports from GSP countries:

GSPtotal . ... 104 6] 100 6]
Cocosldands .........c.ciiiiiiiii i, 104 ® 100 ®

! Lessthan 0.5 percent.

Comment.—U.S. imports from China of subject merchandise increased from $61,000 in 1994 to $25.4
million in 1998. U.S. imports from Canada increased from $2 million in 1994 to $14 million in 1998. Imports
from GSP-eligible countries decreased from $253,000 in 1994 to $104,000 in 1998, with the Cocos Islands, a
Territory of Australia, supplying all GSP importsin 1998. The import-to-consumption ratio for total imports was
54 percent in 1998, and the ratio for GSP imports was less than 1 percent. GSP-eligible countries are not currently
significant producers of subject products, however, U.S. producers emphasize that nations with significant
magnesium ingot capacity, such as Russia and the Ukraine, are capable of entering this market.

Istaff conversations with industry representatives, Dec. 10,1999, and Commission hearing transcript, p. 16.
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IV. Competitiveness profiles, GSP suppliers

Competitiveness indicators for Brazil for all digest products

RankingasaU.S.import supplier, 1998 . ......... .. .. ... (3

Aggregate demand elasticity (price elasticity of U.S. demand for the product from all sources, foreign and domestic):
Isthe product a finished product for final saleto consumers? ................... Yes No X _
Is the product an intermediate good used as an input in the production of another good? Yes X _ No
Isthe product an agricultural or food product?. .. ............ ... ... .. .. ... .. Yes No X _
What is the aggregate price elasticity of U.S.demand? ............. High Moderate ___ Low X _

Substitution elasticity:

What is the similarity of product characteristics (such as quality, physical specifications, shelf-life, etc.) between imports
from this supplier and:

Imports from other suppliers? ............ ... ... .. .. ... .. High _X Moderate Low
U.S. ProduCErS? ..ottt e et High _X Moderate Low

What is the similarity of conditions of sale and distribution (such as lead times between order and delivery dates, payment
terms, product service, minimum order size, variationsin availability, etc.) between imports from this supplier and:

Imports from other suppliers? ........... ... ... .. ... High X _ Moderate Low
U.S. ProdUCErS? . .ottt e e e e High Moderate _X Low
What isthe substitution elasticity? . ........................... High _X_ Moderate Low
Supply elasticity for affected imports:
Can production in the country be easily expanded or contracted in the short term? . . . Yes X _ No
Does the country have significant export markets besides the United States? . . .. .. .. Yes No X _
Could exports from the country be readily redistributed among its foreign export
A KL ? . o . e Yes_ No_X
What is the price elasticity of supply for affected imports? ... ... High__ Moderate X Low
Price level compared with--
U.S. ProductS . ..o Above __ Equivdent_X  Below ___
Other foreignproducts .. ....... ...t Above __ Equivdent_X  Below ___
Quality compared with--
U.S. ProductS . ..o Above ___ Equivaent_X  Below __
Other foreignproducts .. ....... ...t Above ___ Equivaent_X  Below __

!Not applicable. There were no U.S. imports of magnesium raspings, turnings, granules, or powders from Brazil in 1998.

Comment.—Rima Industrial S/A is the only known producer of magnesium powder in Brazil. ***.
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IV. Competitiveness profiles, GSP suppliers--Continued

Competitiveness indicators for all GSP countries and for all digest products

RankingasaU.S.import supplier, 1998 . ......... .. .. ... (3

Aggregate demand elasticity (price elasticity of U.S. demand for the product from all sources, foreign and domestic):
Isthe product a finished product for final saleto consumers? ................... Yes No X _
Is the product an intermediate good used as an input in the production of another good? Yes X _ No
Isthe product an agricultural or food product?. .. ............ ... ... .. .. ... .. Yes No X _
What is the aggregate price elasticity of U.S.demand? ............. High Moderate ___ Low X

Substitution elasticity:

What is the similarity of product characteristics (such as quality, physical specifications, shelf-life, etc.) between imports
from this supplier and:

Imports from other suppliers? ............ ... ... .. .. ... .. High _X Moderate Low
U.S. ProduCErS? ..ottt e et High _X Moderate Low

What is the similarity of conditions of sale and distribution (such as lead times between order and delivery dates, payment
terms, product service, minimum order size, variationsin availability, etc.) between imports from this supplier and:

Imports from other suppliers? ........... ... ... .. ... High X _ Moderate Low
U.S. ProdUCErS? . .ottt e e e e High Moderate _X Low
What isthe substitution elasticity? . ........................... High _X_ Moderate Low
Supply elasticity for affected imports:
Can production in the country be easily expanded or contracted in the short term? . . . Yes X _ No
Does the country have significant export markets besides the United States? . . .. .. .. Yes No X _
Could exports from the country be readily redistributed among its foreign export
M KBS ? . L o Yes No X _
What is the price elasticity of supply for affected imports? ... ... High Moderate_ X _ Low
Price level compared with--
U.S. ProductS . ..o Above __ Equivdent_X  Below ___
Other foreignproducts .. ....... ...t Above __ Equivdent_X  Below ___
Quality compared with--
U.S. ProductS . ..o Above ___ Equivaent_X  Below __
Other foreignproducts .. ....... ...t Above ___ Equivaent_X  Below __
! Not applicable.

Comment.—U.S. industry officials indicate that although there is little presence of subject products from
GSP countriesin the U.S. market, any large producer of magnesium ingot, such as Russia and Kazakhstan, could
easily convert ingot into subject products to export to the United States, as China has done. It is believed that any
imports from Russia and Kazakhstan would be priced comparably and would be of comparable quality to the
current imports from China.
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V. Position of interested parties

Petitioner.—The petitioners, Polymet Alloys Inc.? and Rima Industrial S/A, have indicated their support
for inclusion of magnesium powders in the GSP. According to petitioners, the competitive nature of the markets
for magnesium powder combined with the current rate of duty for this product (4.4 percent), makes it virtually
impossible for these firms to be competitive relative to other suppliers who are not charged duties to sell their
product in the U.S. market. In November 1990, Rima filed for protection under the bankruptcy laws as a result of
heavy capital expenditures to expand its production capacity and very high interest rates triggered by a new
economic plan in Brazil. Petitioners claim that GSP inclusion would help Rima to emerge from bankruptcy and
would help the Brazilian government achieve its goal of a positive trade balance for the economy in order to
protect the Brazilian currency against speculation. The Brazilian government has been attempting to overcome its
financial crises of the last 6 months by relying on strong export sales and other internal measures to control its
debt. A positive trade balance is an essential component in this strategy.

Opposition.—Magcorp, a U.S. producer of aloy magnesium, opposes the granting of GSP status to imports
of magnesium under HTS 8104.30.00, arguing that granting such treatment to GSP nations would be detrimental
to the U.S. industry producing alloy magnesium and magnesium powder. Because both domestically-produced and
foreign-produced magnesium are similar in quality, in that both products meet the technical requirements of end-
users, magnesium powder from Brazil, Russia, and other potential GSP suppliersis a close substitute for U.S.
produced magnesium powder. As aresult, Magcorp argues that the magnesium market is highly-import sensitive
with market price as the dominant competitive factor. GSP-eligible nations have an advantage in such market
conditions due to their lower labor and operating costs related to the lower environmental standards that arein
place in these nations. According to Magcorp, the need to comply with strict environmental standardsin this
country constitutes a significant cost factor in the production of magnesium. Finally, Magcorp argues that market
conditions are likely to be further aggravated by planned large expansions in magnesium production capacity that
are currently underway in major non-GSP producing nations such as China, Canada, and Israel, as well as GSP
producers such as Russia, Ukraine, Kazakhstan, and Brazil. These expansions, far in excess of the expected
increase in magnesium demand, combined with the prospect of GSP extension will make it difficult for U.S.
producers to compete.

Rossborough, a U.S. manufacturer of magnesium powder at its facility in Walkerton, Indiana, is opposed
to the designation of magnesium powder as a GSP-eligible article. Despite recent moves to reduce the cost of
producing its powder by purchasing lower cost magnesium alloy input from China, Rossborough finds it
increasingly difficult to compete with low-cost imported powder. The market for magnesium powder is highly
competitive, with imports easily substituting for domestically produced powder in end-use applications.
Rossborough believes that GSP eligibility will lead to increased import penetration in the U.S. market, loss of
market share for U.S. producers, further price erosion of powder and will result in additional idling of domestic
production capacity. According to Rossborough, imports already enjoy a competitive advantage in the U.S. market
because U.S. powder producers must pay a duty on the magnesium raw materials they are forced to import in order
to remain competitive with low-priced imported powder already in the market. The company notes that GSP-
supplier Russiaiis poised to enter the powder market as aresult of projects underway to increase magnesium
capacity. GSP eligibility would also encourage GSP suppliers to enter the U.S. magnesium powder directly,
denying vital magnesium ingot suppliesto U.S. powder producers.

Reactive Metals & Alloys Corp. (REMACOR), a supplier of magnesium-based products to the U.S. steel
industry for use in desulfurization, manufactures these products at manufacturing plants in West Pittsburgh, PA;
Gary, IN; and Lindon, UT. REMACOR states that designation of magnesium powder as GSP-eligible will cause
further injury to the U.S. magnesium powder industry and affirms that it has already suffered significant harm
from such imports of powder. According to REMACOR, its position in the magnesium powder market would be

2Polymet Alloys Inc. acts as the sales agent for Rima Industrial S/A in the United States.
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adversely affected if GSP eligibility is granted because the firm now pays a 4.4 percent duty on the imported
magnesium “chips’ it convertsinto powder. Asaresult, GSP competitors, who produce their own magnesium
ingot, enjoy an unfair competitive advantage in the U.S. market.

Reade Manufacturing Co. and its related company, Hart Metals, Inc., U.S. producers of magnesium
powder, are opposed to the designation of magnesium powder as a product eligible for the GSP. These firms claim
that such designation will further injure the U.S. magnesium powder industry, an industry that has experienced
significant decline as aresult of low-priced imports of powder from China. Reade and Hart assert that their
companies have experienced significant erosion in sales volume and in prices as aresult of imports. U.S.
producers of magnesium powder are already at a competitive disadvantage compared to foreign imports, according
to Reade and Hart, because domestic producers are forced to pay a 4.4 percent duty on essential raw materials
imports from China. Reade and Hart also dispute the allegation by petitioners that imports from Brazil cannot
compete in the U.S. market without GSP-duty elimination. According to these firms, Brazilian and other GSP
imports already compete in the U.S. powder market without GSP status.

The ESM Group Inc., a magnesium powder producer with facilitiesin Pennsylvania and in Indiana,
opposes the designation of magnesium powder as an eligible product under the GSP. ESM claims that a great
increase in imports of powder from China has already weakened the U.S. industry producing this product, causing
substantial declinesin sales, production, capacity utilization, and employment by depressing prices for these
products. Asaresult of increased imports of powder, the U.S. powder industry, to remain competitive, has been
forced to buy low-priced foreign-sourced magnesium raw material, for which it pays a 4.4 percent rate of duty.
ESM Group fears that if GSP suppliers begin to compete directly in the U.S. powder market they may refuse to
supply the U.S. industry with raw material it requires to produce powder competitively. Finally the ESM Group
states that U.S. consumers would not benefit significantly from the extension of eligibility for duty-free treatment
under the GSP for magnesium powder, since it would come at the expense of, or cause the elimination of, the
domestic U.S. powder industry.
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V1. Summary of probable economic advice-Addition
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Table 1.-Magnesium raspings, turnings, granules and powders: U.S. imports for consumption, by principal
sources, 1994-98, January-August 1998-99

|| January- August
Source 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 || 1998 1999

Value (1,000 dollars)
China 61 88 4,410 16,336 25,381 12,951 21,550
Canada 1,963 2,700 8,183 16,986 14,492 11,714 6,616
Switzerland 420 952 786 632 540 335 289
Cocos Islands 0 0 0 0 104 0 0
Japan 0 0 0 27 26 0
United Kingdom 576 453 3 3 18 0 345
Austria 3 0 0 255 11 0 24
Germany 11 83 0 0 11 6 0
Netherlands 0 0 0 0 7 7 0
France 114 77 95 127 7 0 0
Australia 131 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mexico 0 212 2 0 0 0 0
All other 293 25 793 0 0 0 58
Total 3,573 4,591 14,272 34,347 40,597 25,040 28,879
Total from GSP-eligible
nations 253 0 793 0 104 0 0
Percent

China 1.7 1.9 30.9 47.6 62.5 51.7 74.6
Canada 54.9 58.8 57.3 49.5 35.7 46.8 22.9
Switzerland 11.8 20.7 5.5 1.8 1.3 1.3 1.0
Cocos Islands 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.3 0.0 0.0
Japan 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.1 0.0
United Kingdom 16.1 9.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.2
Austria 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.7 0.0 0.0 0.1
Germany 0.3 1.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Netherlands 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
France 3.2 1.7 0.7 0.4 0.0 0.0 0.0
Australia 3.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Mexico 0.0 4.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
All other 8.2 0.5 5.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.2
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Share from GSP-eligible
nations 7.1 0.0 4.6 0.0 0.3 0.0 0.0

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

Source: Compiled from official statistics of the U.S. Department of Commerce.
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Table 2.-—Magnesium raspings, turnings, granules and powders: U.S. exports of domestic merchandise, by
principal markets, 1994-98, January-August 1998-99

|| January - August
Market 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 || 1998 1999

Value (1,000 dollars)
Canada 402 814 940 2,317 798 687 590
Brazil 69 206 12 223 691 244 483
Japan 1,204 508 259 697 531 383 104
China 0 0 0 0 387 387 0
United Kingdom 108 306 445 102 368 63 212
Israel 210 223 3 377 227 0 149
Korea 777 373 339 396 210 70 202
Mexico 153 170 144 276 195 185 49
Taiwan 42 10 43 4 54 53 0
France 7 83 394 3 33 3 0
Pakistan 0 0 0 0 32 32 0
Germany 70 17 15 19 30 21 3
All Other 251 649 122 244 68 46 262
Total 3,293 3,359 2,716 4,658 3,624 2,174 2,054
Percent

Canada 12.2 24.2 34.6 49.7 22.0 31.6 28.7
Brazil 2.1 6.1 0.4 4.8 19.1 11.2 235
Japan 36.6 15.1 9.5 15.0 14.7 17.6 5.1
China 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 10.7 17.8 0.0
United Kingdom 3.3 9.1 16.4 2.2 10.2 2.9 10.3
Israel 6.4 6.6 0.1 8.1 6.3 0.0 7.3
Korea 23.6 111 125 8.5 5.8 3.2 9.8
Mexico 4.6 5.1 5.3 5.9 5.4 8.5 24
Taiwan 1.3 0.3 1.6 0.1 15 24 0.0
France 0.2 25 145 0.1 0.9 0.1 0.0
Pakistan 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.9 15 0.0
Germany 2.1 0.5 0.6 0.4 0.8 1.0 0.1
All Other 7.6 19.3 4.5 5.2 1.9 2.1 12.8
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

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

Source: Compiled from official statistics of the U.S. Department of Commerce.
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EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT et /4’747/77

THE UNITED STATES TRADE REPRESENTATIVE

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20508 e a"/ér_é—
&"" Aﬁ &—“I&-
DEC 17 39
Y EE i) =
. - ..!: 5‘-...‘;-’1'} - 1" .-’ %:\1
The Honorable Lynn M. Bragg l--f st s =
Chairman ' : = T
United States International Trade I g / 05# j =

Commission i = .

500 E Street, S.W. | : B T
Washington, D.C. 204 o~ o i S " 2
Dear Chairman Bragg:: . "/ .. % § Ul Lot -

The Trade Policy Staff Committee (TPSC) has recently announced in the Federal Register the
acceptance of product petitions for modification of the Generalized System of Preferences (GSP)
received as part of the 1999 annual review. Modifications to the GSP which may result from this
review will be announced in the spring of 2000 and become effective in the summer of 2000. In
this connection, I am making the requests listed below.

In accordance with sections 503(a)(1){A), 503(e) and 131(a) of the Trade Act of 1974, as
amended ("the 1974 Act"), and pursuant to the authority of the President delegated to the United
States Trade Representative (USTR) by sections 4(c) and 8(c) and (d) of Executive Order 11846
of March 31, 1975, as amended, I hereby notify the Commission that the articles identified in
Part A of the enclosed annex are being considered for designation as eligible articles for purposes
of the United States GSP, as set forth in 503(a)(1)(A) of the 1974 Act.

In accordance with sections 503(2)(1)(A), 503(e) and 131(a) of the 1974 Act, and under authority
delegated by the President, pursuant to section 332(g) of the Tariff Act of 1930, 1 request that the
Commission provide its advice, with respect to the articles identified in Part A of the enclosed
annex, as to the probable economic effect on United States industries producing like or directly
competitive articles and on consumers of the elimination of United States import duties for all
beneficiary developing countries under the GSP.

In providing its advice on the articles in Part A of the enclosed annex, 1 reqguest the Commission
to assume that the benefits of the GSP would not apply to imports that would be excluded from

receiving such benefits by virtue of the competitive need limits specified in section 503(c)(2)(A)
of the 1974 Act (except for imports from Brazil in case no. 99-1 (HTS subheading 7202.99.10)).

Under authority delegated by the President, pursuant to section 332(g) of the Tariff Act 0of 1930, 1
further request: '
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a) in accordance with section 503(c)(2)(E) of the 1974 Act which exempts from one of
the competitive need limits in section 503(c)(2)(A) of the 1974 Act articles for which no
like or directly competitive article was being produced in the United States on January 1,
1995, that the Commission provide advice with respect to whether products like or
directly competitive with the articles in Part A and Part C of the enclosed annex were
being produced in the United States on January 1, 1995;

b) with respect to the articles listed in Part B of the enclosed annex, that the Commission
provide its advice as to the probable economic effect on United States industries
producing like or directly competitive articles and on consumers of the removal of the
country specified with respect to the articles in Part B from eligibility for duty-free
treatment under the GSP for such article; and .

¢) in accordance with section S03(d)}{1)(A) of the 1974 Act, that the Commission provide
advice on whether any industry in the United States is likely to be adversely affected by a
waiver of the competitive need limits specified in section S03(c)(2)(A) of the 1974 Act
for Brazil in case no. 99-1 in Part A and the country specified with respect to the articles
in Part D of the enclosed annex.

With respect to the cbmpetitivc need iimit in section 503(c)(2)(A)(iXT) of the 1974 Act, the
Commission is requested to use the dollar value limit of $90,000,000.

Under the provisions of the 1974 Act, the Commission has six months to provide the advice
requested herein in accordance with sections 503(a)(1){(A), 503(e) and 131(a) of the 1974 Act on
Part A of the enclosed annex. However, it would be greatly appreciated if all of the requested
advice could be provided by March 16, 2000. To the maximum extent possible, it would be
greatly appreciated if the probable economic effect advice and statistics (profile of the United
States industry and market and United States import and export data) and any other relevant
information or advice be provided separately and individually for each Harmonized Tariff
Schedule of the United States (HTS) subheading for the cases in this investigation.

I direct you to mark as "Confidential" those portions of the Commission's report and related
working papers that contain the Commission's advice on the probable economic effect on United
States industries producing like or directly competitive articles and on consumers. All other parts
of the report should be unclassified, but the overall classification marked on the front and back
covers of the report should be "Confidential” to conform with the confidential sections contained
therein. All business confidential information contained in the report should be clearly

identified.
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When the Commission's confidential report is provided to my Office, the Commission should
issue, as soon as possible thereafter, a public version of the report containing only the

unclassified sections, with any business confidential information deleted.
The Commission's assistance in this matter is greatly appreciated,

Sj ly,

Charlene Barshefsky

%
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Subheading

Case Petitioner

No,

TR TR
e an g

(The bracketed language in this Annex has been included only
to clarify the scope of the numbered subheadings which are

being considered, and such language is not {tself intended

to describe articles which are under consideration.)

A E:s1I129i_I2_!!!_E£2d!sIi_!2_Ihs_L1£I.2I_sLlniELs_n£1i5L:i_I2£_Ih2_ﬁsnsEel1z:Q_Sxixsm_si_gzsis::nﬁsi-

Ferroalloys:
Other:
Other:
#9-1  T202.99.10 \/ Ferrozirconium Victoris Alloys, Ink.,

Cleveland, ON;
Italmagnesio Nordeste
S/A, Brazil; '
Trablin-Trading .
Brasileira de Ligas e
Inoculentes S/A,

Brazfl
Magnesium and articles thereof, including waste and scrap:
Unwrought magnesium: e
[Containing at Least 99.8 percent by weight of
magnes jum)
o092 B104.19.00 Other . : Polymet Altoys, Inc.,
Calera, AL;
Rima Industrial S/A,
Brazil
e9-3 B104.30.00 Raspings, turnings and granules, graded according to
size; powders do.
B.
eligib ed e . of
Acyclic alcohols and their halogenated, sul fonated,
nitrated or nitrosated derivatives:
: Other polyhydric atcohols:
990-4 2905.42.00 Pentaerythritol Hercules Incorporated,
(Brazil) _ Wilmington, DE.
C. i ather like or di
beina produced in the United States on January §, 1995.
Mixed alkylbenzenes and mixed alkylnaphthalenes, other
than those of heading 2707 or 2902:
Hixed alkylbenzenes:
(Mixed linear alkylbenzenes]
93-5 3817.10.50 Other Shrieve Chemical
) Products, Inc.,
Kousten, TX

1/ The petitioner also requests a waiver of the competitive need limits specified in section 503(c){2)(A) of
the 1974 Act for Braril on the srticles provided for in subheading 7202.99.10.

£/ The country named is the beneficiary developing country specified by the petiticner. wWhilte the Trade
Policy Staff Committee (TPSC) review will focus on that country, the TPSC reserves the right to address
removal of GSP status for countries other than those specified by the petitioner as well the GSP status of the
entire article. :



Annex

-2~
Case : HTS - Article H Petitioner
Ro. : Subheading :
D. ve peed i or s produc - of eli e pr s _for
Generalized Svystem of Preferences. '
Acyclic slcohois and their hatogenated, sulfonated,
nitrated or nitrosated derivatives:
Saturated monohydric alcohols:
Methanol (Methyl alcohol):
[loported only for use in producing
synthetic natural gas (SHG) or for direct
use as a fuell
-6  2905.11.20 Other Government of Chile;
(Chile) Methanex Methanol
Company,
Dallas, TX
’ Ferroal loys: N
99-7  T202.50.00 - Ferrosilicon chromium a PHL Alloys, Inc.,
{Russin) . Charleston, SC;
‘ Chelyabinsk
Electrometal lurgical

Plant, Russia
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publir land management. The 15
member Council includes individuals
who have expertise, education, training
or practical experience in the planning
and management of public lands and
their resources and who have a
knowledge of the geographical
jurisdiction of the Council

Dated: December 16, 1999,
Timothy M. Murphy,
Miles City Field Manager.
[FR Doc. 99-33988 Filed 12-29-99; B:45 am}
SNUNG CODE SN1D-53-U

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR

Bureau of Eand Managsment
{C0--556-55—1420-00)

Colorado: Filing of Plats of Survey

December 14, 1999,

The plats of survey of the following
described land will be officially filed in
the Colorado State Office, Bureau of
Land Management, Lakewood,
Colorado, effective 10:00 am.. Decemnber
14, 1999. Ail inquiries shouid be sent to
the Colorado State Office, Bureau of
Land Management, 2850 Youngfield
Street, Lakewood, Colorado 80215-
7083.

The plat representing the dependent
resurvey of portions of certain mineral
claims in T. 47 N.. R. 1 W., New Mexico
Principal Meridian, Colorado. Group
1202, was accepted December 2, 1999,

The plat representing the dependent
resurvey of portions of the east and
niorth boundaries. and subdivisional
lines, and the survey of the subdivision
of section 1 in T. 2 N., R. 84 W, Sixth
Principal Meridian, Colorado. Group
1212, was accepted December 6, 1998,

The plat representing the dependent
resurvey of a portion of the south
boundary and subdivisional lines, and
the subdivision of section 35. T. 11 N.,
R. 79 W, Sixth Principal Mertdian,
Colorado, Group 1213. was accepted
October 2B. 1999.

The plat representing the entire
record of the dependent resurvey of a
pottion of the south boundary, T. 6 N.,
R. 93 W., Sixth Principal Meridian,
Celoradao, Group 1215. was accepted
November 19, 1999,

The plat representing the dependent
resurvey of a portion of the Base Line
through R. 83 W., a portion of the
subdivisional lines, certain tract lines,
and the survey of the subdivision of
section 34, T. I N, R. 93 W, Sixth
Principal Meridtan, Colorado, Group

1228, was accepted Septemnber 23, 1999,

The plat of the entire record for the
survey insection 23, T. 46 N.,R. 2 W,

New Mexico Principal Meridian,
Colorado. Group }251, was accepted
September 27, 1999

The supplemental plat. creating new
lots 26 and 27 in section 36, T. 8 S.. R,
81 W., Sixth Principal Meridian, -
Colerado, was accepted October 4, 1999

These surveys were requested by the
BLM for administrative pu .

This plat(in 4 sheets) represents the
dependent resurvey of a portion of the
boundary between T. 51 N., Rs. 54 6
E..-and portions of certain mineral
claims in sections 7, 12, 13, and 18, T.
51 N.. Rs. 5 & 6 E., New Mexico
Principal Meridian, Colorado, Greup
1022, was accepted September 28, 1959,

These surveys were requested by the
Forest Service for administrative
purposes.

The plat representing the dependent
resurvey of the East bdy.. a portion of
the subdivisional lines, and the
subdivision of certain sections in T. 33
N.. R 5 W,, New Mexico Principal
Meridian, Colorado, Group 1193, was
accepted October 20, 1998,

This survey was requested by the
Bureau of Indian Affairs for
administrative purposes.

Darryl A. Wilson,

Chief Cadastral Surveyor for Colorado

[FR Doc. 99-33924 Filed 12-29-99; 8:45 am|
BILLING COOE 4310-uB-#

INTERNATIONAL TRADE
COMMISSION

[Investigation No. 332-410}

Advice Concerning Passible
Modifications to the U.S. Generalized
System of Preferences

AGENCY: United States International
Trade Commission.

ACTIDN: Institution of investigation and
scheduling of hearing.

SUMMARY: On December 17, 1999, the
Commission received a request from the
United States Trade Representative
(USTR) for an investigation under
section 332{g) of the Tariff Act of 1930
(19 U.5.C. 1332(g)} for the purpose of
providing advice concerning possibie
modifications to the Generalized System
of Prefarences {CSP). Following receipt
of the request and in accordance
therewith, the Commission instituted
investigation No. 332—410 in order to
provide as follows—

{1} With respect to the articles listed
in Part A of the attached Annex, advice
as to the probable economic effect on
U.S. industries producing like or
directly competitive articles and on
consumers of the elimination of U.5.

import duties for ail beneficiary
developing countries under the GSP. In
providing its advice, the USTR
requested that the Commisston assume
that the benefits of the GSP would not
apply to imports that would be :
excluded from receiving such benefits
by virtue of the competitive need limits
specified in section 503(c}(2)(A) of the
Trade Act of 1874(1974 Act) (19 U.S.C.
2463(c)(2)(A)). and

(2) With respect to articles listed in
Part A and Part C of the attached Annex,
advice as to whether products like or
directly competitive with the articles
were being produced in the United
States on january 1, 1995 and

(3) With respect to the article listed in
Part B of the attached Annex, advice as
to the probable economic effect on U.S.
industries producing like or directly
competitive articles and on consumers
of the removal of the country specified
with respect to the article in Part B from
eligibility for duty-free treatment under
the GSP for such article; and

{4} In accordance with section
503(d)(1)(A) of the 1974 Act. advice on
whether any industry in the United
States is likely to be adversely affected
by a waiver of the competitive need
limits specifled in section 503(c)(2)(A)
of the 1974 Act for Brazil for HTS
Subheading 7202.99.10 in Part A and
the country specified with respect to the
articles in Part D of the attached Annex.

With respect to the competitive need
limdt in section 503(c)(2) (A) ({1} of the
1974 Act, the Commission, as requested,
will use the dollar value limit of
$90.000.000.

As requested by USTR, the
Commissjon will seek to provide its
advice not later than March 16, 2000,
EFFECTIVE DATE: December 23, 1999,
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: (1)
Project Manager, Eric Land (202-205-
3349): (2) Deputy Project Manager,
Cynthia B. Foreso (202-205-3348).

All of the above are in the
Cornmission’s Office of Industries. For
information on legal aspects of the
investigation contact William Gearhart
of the Commission’s Office of the
General Counsel! at 202-205-3091.
Background

The USTR letter noted that the Trade
Policy Staff Committee (TPSC)
announced in the December 23, 1999
Federal Register the acceptance of
product petitions for modification of the
GSP received as part of the 1999 annual
review. The letter stated that
modifications to the GSP which may
result from this review will be
announced in the spring of 2000 and
become effective in the summer of 2000.
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Public Hearing

A public hearing in connection with
this investigation is scheduled to begin
at 9:30 a.m. on February 2, 2000, at the
U.S. International Trade Commission
Building, 500 E Street SW., Washington,
D.C. All persons have the right to appear
by counsel or in person, to present
information, and to be heard. Persons
wishing to appear at the public hearing
should file a letter asking to testify with
the Secretary, United States
International Trade Commission, 500 E
St., SW.,, Washington, DC 20436, not
later than the close of business (5:15
p-m.) January 18, 2000. In addition,
persons testifying should file prehearing
briefs (original and 14 copies) with the
Secretary by the close of business on
January 20, 2000. Posthearing briefs
should be filed with the Secretary by
close of business on February 11, 2000.
In the event that no requests to appear
at the hearing are recelved by the close
of business January 18, 2000, the
hearing will be canceled. Any person
interested in attending the hearing as an
observer or non-participant may call the
Secretary to the Commission {202-205~
18186) after January 20, 2000, to
determine whether the hearing will be
held.

Written Submissions

In lieu of or in addition to appearing
at the public hearing, interested persons
are invited to subrnit written statermnents
concerning the investigation. Written
statements shouid be received by the
close of business on February 11, 2000.
Commercial or financial information
which a submitter desires the
Commmission to treat as confidential
rust be submitted on separate sheets of
paper, each clearly marked
“Confidential Business Information™ at
the top. All submissions requesting
confidential treatment must conform
with the requirements of section 201 6
of the Commission’s Rules of Practice
and Procedure (19 CFR 201.6). Persons
submitting business confidential
information should be aware that the
Commission may include such
information in the confidential version
of its report to the USTR. All written
submissions, except for confidential
business information, will be made
available for inspection by interested
persons. All submissions should be
addressed to the Secretary at the
Commission’s office in Washingion,
D.C. The Commission’s rules do not
authorize filing of submissions with the
Secretary by facsimile or electronic
means. Hearing-impaired individuals
are advised that information on this

matter can be obtained by contacting
our TDD terminal on (202) 205-1810.

Issued: December 23, 1999,
By order of the Commission.
Donna R. Koehnke,
Secrstary.

Attachment Annex [ (HTS
Subheadings)!

A, Petitions to add products to the list
of eligibie articles for the GSP.
7202.99.102°
8104.19.00
B104.30.00

B. Petitions to remove duty-free status
from beneficiary developing countries
for products on the list of eligible
articles for the G5P. '
2505.42.00 (Brazil)

C. Petitions to determine whether
products like or directly competitive
with an eligible article were being
produced in the United Stateson =
January 1, 1995,

3817.10.50

D. Petitions for waiver of competitive
need limits for products on the list of
eligible products for the specified
country.

2805.11.20 (Chile}

7202.50.00 (Russia)

IFR Doc. 99-33903 Filed 12-29-99; 8:45 am|
BILLING CODE TO20-02-P

INTERNATIONAL TRADE
COMMISSION

[Investigation No. TA-201-70]

Circular Welded Carbon Quality Line
Pipe

Determination

On the basis of the information in the
investigation, the Commission—{1)
Determines, pursuant to section 202(b}
of the Trade Act of 1974, that circular
welded carbon guality line pipe
(hereinafter line pipe} ! is being

imported into the United States in such
increased quantitiesastobe a
substantial cause of serious injury or the
threat of serious injury? to the domestic
tndustry producing an article like or
directly competitive with the imported
artjcle; and (2} makes negative findings,
pursuant to section 311(a} of the North
American Free-Trade Agreement
(NAFTA) Implementation Act (19 U.S.C.
3371(a)), with respect to imports of line -
pipe from Canada and Mexico.?

Recommendations with Respect to
Rermedy*

The Commission? (Vice Chairman
Miller and Commissioners Hiliman and
Koplan) recornmmends:

(lJ} That the President impose a tariff-
rate quota for a 4-year period en imports
of line pipe, with the in-quota amount
setat 151,124 short tons in the first year,
and with that amount to be increased by

or §.25 percent of nickel, or 0.30 percent of
tungsten. or 0.10 percent of molybdenum. or 0.10
percent of niobium. or 0.15 percent of vanadium,
ar §.15 percent of zirconium.

Such Jine pipe Is currently classified in
subheadtrngs 7306.10.10 and T306.10.50 of the
Harmonized Tariff Schedule of the Untred States
HTS). Although the HTS categories are provided
far con = and C purposes, the written
description of the merchandise under investigation
is dispositive. The investigation excludes certain
merchandise described as arctlc grade Line pipe,
defined as welded Line pipe that {1} has an curer
diameter of 4.5 inches or more and a wall thickness
equal to or less than 0.75 inches; and (2) when
subjected o a Charpy V-noweh test performed at
minus 50 degrees Fahrenheit or below applied to
three specimens taken from the well area, has a fe.
1bs rating of no less than |7 fi-tbs far each sample,
with an average for all three a1 no kess than 19 R-
Iby: and (3] ustng a1 lezst thrwe samples. has
minimum average shear area of BS percent in the
base metal and 50 percent in the weld: and (4)
when subjecied to & hydrogen induced cracking test
to be performed as per NACE {Natlonal Assoclation
of Corrosion Engineers) TMO284 rest with solution
A, has a erack tength ratio that does not exceed 15
percent. a crack sensibility ratio that does not
exteed 2 percent. and a crack thickness ratlo that
does ot exceed 5 percent.

#*Vice Chatrman Marcia E. Miller and
Commissioners Jennifer A. Hillman and Stephen
Koplan found serious tnjury. Chatrman Lynn M.
Bragg and Commissioner Thelma ). Askey lound a
threat of sertous injury. Commissioner Cargl T.
Crawford made a negative determination

'See USTR Federal Register notice of Decemdb
23. 1999 {64 F.R. 246} for article description.

#The peditioner also requests & waiver of the
competitive need limits speclfied in secilon
5031c) (2){A} of the 1974 Act for Brazil on the
articles provided for in subheading 7202.99.10.

1The imported article covered by this
Investigation is welded carbon quality Line plpe of
clrcular cross section, of a kind used for ofl and gas
pipelines. whether or nat stencilled. For purposes
of this investigation, “carbon quality”™ is defined to
mean: products in which ()} iron predominates, by
weight, over each of the other contained elements,
{2) the carbon content is 2 percent or less, by
welght. and (3} none of the elements listed below
exceeds the quantity. by weight. respectively
indicated: 1.8 percent of manganese. or 2.25

percent of siiicon. or 1.O% percent of copper, or 0.50

percent of aluminum. oc 1.25 percent of chromium,
of 0.30 percent of cohalt. or 040 percent of Jead,

3Chairman Bragg dissenting with respect to
Mexico. Chairman Bragg finds that imports of
welded line pipe from Mexico account for &
substantlal share of 1otal imports and conribute
Importantly to the threat of serious injury to the
domestic indusiry.

* Commissioner Crawlord, having maede &
negative determination on injury. was not eliglble
to vole on remedy. In light of her negative
determination. Commissioner Crawford does not
betigve any import retief is appropriate in this
investigation.

5The Commission notes thal. pursuarn: o section
330(d}(2) of the Tariff Acof 1930 (19 US.C.
1330{dH2)). the remedy recornmendation of Vice
Chairman Miller and Commissioners Hillman and
Koplan in this investigation is tc be treated as the
remedy finding of the Commission for purposes of
section 203 of the Trade Act.
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CALENDAR OF PUBLIC HEARINGS

Those listed below will appear as witnesses at the United States International Trade
Commission’s hearing:

Subject: ADVICE CONCERNING POSSIBLE MODIFICATIONS
TO THE U.S. GENERALIZED SYSTEM OF
PREFERENCES

Inv. No.: 332-410

Date and Time: February 2, 2000 - 9:30 am.

Sessions will be held in connection with the investigation in the Main Hearing Room
101, 500 E Street, S.W., Washington, D.C.

ORGANIZATION AND WITNESS

PANEL 1
Hogan & Hartson, LLP
Washington, D.C.
on behalf of
Rossborough Manufacturing Company, Limited Partnership
Jerry Zebrowski, President
Lewis E. Leibowitz )

)--OF COUNSEL
Timothy C. Stanceu)

Economic Consulting Services, Incorporated
Washington, D.C.
on behalf of

Magnesium Corporation of America (“Magcorp”)

Kenneth R. Button—-OF COUNSEL



-MORE-

ORGANIZATION AND WITNESS

PANEL 2

~ Methanex, Incorporated
Washington, D.C.
on behalf of

Methanex Methanol

Wayne Wright-OF COUNSEL

PANEL 3

Wickens & Lebow
Washington, D.C.
on behalf of

U.S. Domestic Pentaerythritol Producers
Celanses, Limited

Hercules Incorporated

Perstorp Polyvols, incorporated

Jeffrey Wolf, Pentaerythritol Business Manager,
Aqualon Divison, Hercules, Incorporated

Newt Williams, Vice President, Government Affairs Celanese
David Wolf, President, Perstorp Polyols, Incorporated
John F. McDermid)

)--OF COUNSEL
Edward M. Lebow)



-MORE-

ORGANIZATION AND WITNESS

- PANEL 4

Collier, Shannon, Rill & Scott, PLLC

Washington, D.C.

on behalf of

PMI Alloys, Incorporated (“PMI™)
Bernie Rathans, President
Laura M. Beltrami, Economist, Georgetown

Laurence J. Lasoff)

}--OF COUNSEL
Sanford B. Ring )

-END-



APPENDIX D

Model for Evaluating Probable Economic Effect of Changes in GSP Status



Introduction

Commission GSP investigations examine the probable_economjc effects (PE) on U.S. imports,
industries, and consumers of changing the GSP status of certain commodities and in some cases, certain
_commodilies from particular countries. The major cases involve adding products or products from
certain countries to the Iist of articles eligible for GSP duty-free treatment, or removing products or
products from certain countries from the eligibility list.

Commission staff used partial equilibriﬁm medeling to estimate probable economic effects (PE)
of immediate tariff elimination on total U.S. imports, competing U:S. industries,. and U.S. consumers.

- The model used in this study is a nonlinear, imperfect substitutes model.! Trade data were taken from
official statistics of the U.S. Department of Commerce. U.S. production data were estimated by USITC
industry analysts. Elasticities were estimated by industry analysts in consultation with the assi gned
economist based on relevant product and market characteristics. Data and tariff rates used were for
1998.

The following model illustrates the case of granting a product GSP duty free status. The
itlustration is for a producf for which domestic production, GSP imports, and non-GSP impbrts are
imperfect substitutes, and shows the basic results of a tariff removal on a portion of importsl.

Consider the market for GSP imports illustrated in fig. D=1, panel a. The line labeled D, is the
U.S. demand for GSP imports, the line labeled S,’ is the supply of imports from GSP countries with the
tariff in place, the line labeled S, is the supply of imports from GSP countries without the tariff (i.e., the
product is receiving duty-free treatment under GSP), point A is the equilibrium with the tariff in place,

and point B is the equilibrium without the tariff. Q, and Q,’ are equilibrium quantities at A and B,

' For derivations, see Paul S. Armington, “A Theory of Demand for Products Distinguished by Place of
Productiorn,” IMF Staff Papers, vol. 16, (1969), p. 159-176, and J. Francois and K. Hall, “Partial Equilibrium
Modeling,” in J. Francois and K. Reinert, eds., Applied Methods for Trade Policy Analysis, A Handbook
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1997).
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Figure D-1
.S, markets for GSP beneficiary imports (panel a), domestic production (panel b}, and nonbeneficiary imports

(panel c)

- ﬁ o




respectively, P,” and P, are equilibrium prices at A and B, and P, is the price received by GSP producers
when the tariff is in place.

In the model, a tariff reduction leads to a décrease in the pric‘e of the imported good and an

| increase in sales of the good in the United States. The lower price paid for the import in the United
States leads to a reduction in the demand for U.S. production of the good, as well as for imports from
non-GSP countries. These demand shifts, along with supply responses to the lower demand, determine
the reduction in U.S. output and non-GSP imports.

The changes that take place in panel a lead to the changes seen in panels b and ¢, where the
demand curves shift from D, and D, to D,’ and D,’, respectively. Equilibrium quantity in the market for
domestic production moves from Q, to Q,’, and in a similar manner for the market for nonbeneficiary
imports, equilibrium quantity falls from Q, to Q,’. Panels b and c are constructed with perfectly elastic

supply curves for domestic production and nonbeneficiary imports.?

Derivation of Import, U.S. Production, and Consumer Effects
The basic building blocks of the model] are shown below.
Armington shows that if consumers have well-behaved constant elasticity of substitution (CES)

utility functions, demand for a good in a product grouping can be expressed as follows:

g, = b?q(-&] )
p .

? The assumption of horizontal supply curves in the markets for domestic production and nonbeneficiary imports
greatly simplifies the illustration and analysis, without making a large difference in the conclusions that can be
reached with this model. If an upward-sloping domestic supply curve exists, the expected increase in GSP imports
would be smaller, the drop in the quantity of domestic output would be smaller and the domestic price would fall.
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where g, denotes quantity demanded for good i in the U.S. market,” p,, is the price of good i in the U.S.
market, g is the elasticity of substitution for the product grouping, g is the demand for the aggregate

product (that is, all goods in the product grouping), p is a price index for the aggregate product (defined

‘below), b’ is a constant, and the equation number is from Armington.* As Armington states “{e]quation

(9) can be written in a variety of useful ways.”® One of these useful ways can be derived as follows. The

aggregate price index p is defined as

p= (Zb.-“ p,-‘"") o )
i

In addition the aggregate quantity index g can be defined as
q=k,p™, @)

where k, is a constant and 1y ; is the aggregate demand elasticity for the product grouping (natural sign).

Substituting equation (2) into equation (9) yields

-a

g, =Bk, p™ [ij .

' 4
Further manipulation and simplification yields

{o+n,)
P

qi =b? k,! o »
which establishes the demand for g; in terms of prices, elasticities, and constants.

The supply of each good in the product grouping is represented in constant supply elasticity

form:

* The product grouping consists of similar goods from different sources. For example, goods £, j, and & would
indicate three similar goods from three different sources. See Armington (1969) for further discussion of the
concept.

* Amington (1969), p. 167.

$ Ibid., p. 168.



q,=K.p/",
where K, is a constant and € is the price elasticity of supply for good i.

Excess supply functions are set up for each good in the product grouping with the following
general form:

T+,
P

K,p* - bk,

=f i

=0
. )

- The model is calibrated using initial trade and production data and setting all internal prices to unity in

the benchmark calibration. It can be shown that calibration yields K, = b7 k , for the i good so that

equation (3) can be rendered as

.°+ﬂx
p::u - p ~ = 0 . ) (3!)
bBi '
If there are n goods, the model consists of n equations like (3') plus an equation for the price aggregator
P, which are solved simultaneously in prices by an iterative technique.

For the case of adding a product to the list of products eligible for GSP duty-free treatment, the

equations are as follows:

o+
[P, (1+ 8] — p :A = 0 for imports from GSP beneficiary countries,
Py
TN,
p,f" £ e 0 for imports from ponbeneficiary countries,
Pn
O+,
P;“' -P e 0 for U.S. domestic production, and
Py

o
p= ( Z b!_o p,-]_"} for the prfice aggregator.

i=bnd



The prices obtained in the solution to these equations are used to calculate trade and production values,
and resulting percentage changes in total imports and domestic production are computed relative to the

original (benchmark) import and production values.

Consumer effects
Consumer effects are estimated in terms of the portion of the duty reduction that is passed on to
U.S. consumers on the basis of the import demand and supply elasticity estimates. The formula for
determ iliinglthe division of the duty savings between U.S. consumérs and foreign exporters is
\
N;i

(Tlij - Eﬂ)
from source 4, n, is the own price elasticity of demand,® and ¢,, is the price elasticity of supply from

approximated by SV = . where SV is the percentage of duty savings retained by exporters

source #. An “A” code indicates that more than 75 percent of the duty savings are retained by foreign

T);;

exporters[ c ) > 0.75J ,'and less than 25 percent passed through to U.S. consumers. A “B” code
T —Eq

covers the range between 75 percent and 25 percent [0.75 > 025} . A “C” code covers
(rlif' - su) :
the case where less than 25 percent of the duty savings are retained by foreign exporters and more than

75 percent of the savings are passed through to U.S. consumers (—n”— < 0.25) .

Ni— &y

® Atany given vector of prices, such as at the benchmark equilibrium, 1, = Sn,—{1-S,)o is the own price

elasticity of demand from imports from source f, where S; is the share of total expenditures on the product grouping
spent on good / at that vector of prices. See Armington, p. 175.
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ITC READER SATISFACTION SURVEY
Advice Concerning Possible Modifications to the U.S. Generalized
System of Preferences

The U.S. International Trade Commission (ITC) is interested in your voluntary comments
(burden < 15 minutes) to help us assess the value and quality of our reports, and to assist us in
improving future products. Please return survey by fax (202-205-2150) or by mail to the ITC.

Your name and title (please print; responses below not for attribution):

Please specify information in this report most useful to you/your organization:

Was any information missing that you consider important? Yes (specify below) No

If yes, please identify missing information and why it would be important or helpful to you:

Please assess the value of this ITC report (answer below by circling all that apply): SA—Strongly
Agree; A—Agree; N—No Opinion/Not Applicable; D—Disagree; SD—Strongly Disagree

P Report presents new facts, information, and/or data SA A N D SD
p Staff analysis adds value to facts, information, and/or data SA A N D SD
P Analysis is unique or ground breaking SA A N D SD
P Statistical data are useful to me/my organization SA A N D SD
P Subject matter and analysis are timely SA A N D SD
p ITC is the only or the preferred source of this information SA A N D SD

If not, please identify from what other source the information is available

Please evaluate the quality of this report (answer below by circling all that apply): SA—Strongly
Agree; A—Agree; N—No Opinion/Not Applicable; D—Disagree; SD—Strongly Disagree

P Written in clear and understandable manner SA A N D SD
P Report findings or executive summary address key issues SA A N D SD
p Figures, charts, graphs are helpful to understanding issue SA A N D SD
P Analysis throughout report answers key questions SA A N D SD
P Report references variety of primary and secondary sources SA A N D SD
P Sources are fully documented in text or footnotes SA A N D SD

Please provide further comment on any of the above performance measures, as appropriate:

Suggestions for improving this report and/or future reports:

Other topics/issues of interest or concern:

Please provide your Internet address and update your mailing address below, if applicable:

OMB No.: 3117-0188
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