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In order to measure the benefit
.conferred by Resolution 509 financing on
exports of heavy iron construction
caslings from Brazil. we multiplied the
value of financing on which interest was
paid during the review period by the
difference between the U.S. benchmark
rate and the actual interest rate paid by
Usipa’s U.S. importer. We then divided
the resulting benefit over total exports
of certain heavy iron construction
castings to the United States. and
calculated an estimated net subsidy of
1.08 percent ad valorem. )

1. Programs determined Not To Confér
o Subsidy

We determine that subsidies are not
being provided to manulacturers.
producers. or exporters of certain heavy
iron construction castings in Brazil
under the following programs:

A. Resolution 885—Financing to Small-
. wnd Medium-Size Firms

At verification. we discovered the use
by one company of a line of credit.
classifiad under Resolution 695, that is
available to smail- and medium-size
firms through commercial banks in
Brazil. The text of Resolution 685
" indicates that there are no conditions

which would limit or target the
distribution- of these loans to any
. particular.type or group of companies.
We held extensive discussions with
company and government officials. and,
independently. with commercial banhers
regarding the statutory definition and
operation of Resolution 695. According
to this information. there is no regional

L\ U . .

. preference. either in the distribution of.
- or i the purpose for these loans.
~Furthermore. Resolutior 695 loans are

" -made with commercial banks own

funds. to ail types of companies. We
- have consisiently held that a hine of
-credit extendead only to small-and
medium-size firms withou: any further
Limiauor. 1s no: cortervailable
Accordingiy we determine that
- Resolution 6uS icans are not limited to s
specific enterpnse or industry or group
of enterprises or industnes .
B. Regiona! Bani Financing
Petitioners alieged that regional
development banks in Brazil make loans
to foundries on terms inconsistent with
_ commercial considerations. During
verification. we-discovered that one of
the cempanies under investigation had
loans outstanding during the review
periad from the government-owned
Development Bank of Minas Gerais’
(BDMG). through the Fund for
Development of M:ning and Metallurgy
(FDM}. According to informstion
gathered during the verification. the

FDM is a program administered by the
BDMG and funded entirely by its own
resources. The purpose of the FDM is to
provide working capital o mining and
metallurgy companies in the state of
Minas Gerais. the center of Brazil's
mining and metallurgical sctivities. In
Minas Gerais. mining and metallurgy
activities encompass extracting.
processing and refining gold. bauxite.
tin. columbium. nickel, coal, phosphate.
sulfur. zinc. zirconium, graphite,
tungsten. iron ore. gems. and many other
tinerals and metals. According to
government of Brazil documents
submitted after the verification. mining
and metallurgy together contributed
over 51 percent to the Gross Domestic

- Product of the state. while receiving 33

percent of the credit extended by the
BDMG in 1884. There is no evidence of
targeting of these or other BDMG funds
to the industry under investigation.
Accordingly. we determine that loans
under the FDM program are not limited
to a specific enterprise or industry or
group of enterprises or industries. [See
also. “Certain Carbon Steel Products
from France: Final Affirmative
Countervailing Duty Determination™ (49
FR 38332). where we held that benefits
extended to the extractive sector of the
economy are not limited to a specific
enterprise or industry or group of
enterprises or industries.]

11l Programs Determined Nut To Be
Used

We determine that manufacturers,
producers. or exporters in Brazil of

certain heavy iron construction castings -

did not use the following progrums.

A. Resolution 330 of the Banco Centru!
do Brasil

Resolution 330 provides financing for
up to 80 percent of the value of the
merchandise placed in specified bonded
warehouses and destined for export.
Exporters of iron construction castings
would be eligible for financing under
this program. We verified that none of
the producers of construction castings
under investigation participated in this
program during the review penod

B. Export Financing Under the CIC-
CREGE 14-11 Circular

Under ils CIC-CREGE 14-11 circular.
the Banco do Brasii provides 180- and
360-day cruzerio loans for export
finuncing. on the condition that
companies applying for these loans
negotiate fixed-level exchange contracts
with the bank Companies obtauining a
360-day loan must negotiate exchange
contracts with the bank in an amount
equal to twice the value of the loan.
Companies obtaining 8 180-duy loan

must negotiate an exchunge contruct
equal to the amount of the loan.

We verified that none of the
compunies under investigation received
loans under this program which were
outstanding during the review period

C. Exemption of IP] and Customs Dulics
on Imported Equipment (CDI)

Under Decree-Law 1428. the Conselho
do Desenvolvimento Industrial
(Industrial Development Council. or
CDI) provides for the exemption of 80 10
100 percent of the customs duties and 80
to 100 percent of the IPI tax on certain
imported machirery for projects
spproved by the CDI. The recipient must
demonstrate that the machinery or
equipment for which an exemption 1s
sought was not available from a
Brazilian producer. The investment
project must be deemed to be feasiblc
@nd the recipient must demonstrate that
there is @ need for added capacity in
Brazil.

We verified that none of the
construction castings producers subject
to the investigation received incentives
under this program during the review
period.

D. The BEFIEX Program

The Comissao para a Concessuo de
Benelicios Fiscais a Programas

" Especiais de Exportacao (Commission

for the Granting of Fiscal Benefits to
Special Export Programs. or BEFIEX!
grants at least three categornes of

-benefis to Brazilisn exporters:

* Under Decree-Luw 77.065. BEFIEX
may reduce by 70 to 90 percen: impon
duties and the LPI tax on the jmportatiue
of machinery. equipment. apparatus
instruments. accessones and (ools
necessary for speciai export prograns
approved by the Ministry of Indusiry
and Trade. and may reduce by 50
percent impor! duties and the 1P} tax or
imports of componen:s. raw macr.als
and intesmed:ary products.

* Under articie 13 of Decree N\
72.1218. BEFIEX may extend the carny
forward penod for tax:losses from4 1 b
years; and

* Under article 14 of the sanie decrec
BEFIEX may 8llow special amor::zanan
of pre-operationa: expenses related to
approved projects.

We verified that the constructiun
Gast:ngs producers under invesiigation
did not participate in this program

E. The CIEX Program

Decree-Law 1428 authurized the
Comissuo pata Incentivos 8 Exportoca:
{Commission for Eaport Incentives or
CIEX} 10 reduce impor: taxes and the 1%
tax up 10 10 percen! on ceflain
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" equipment for use in export produm :

We verified that nonedf the
constructian caslings producers under
investigation participsted in this

. program.

F. Accelerated Depreciation for

. Brazilian-Made Capital Equipment

Pursuant to Decree-Law 1137, any

company which purchases Brazilian-
made capilal equipment and basan -
expansion project approved by the CD]
may depreciate this equipment st twice
the rate normally permitted undes
Brazilian tax laws. We verified that

- none of the respondents used this

program during the review period.

G. Incentives for Trading Companies

‘Under Resolution 883 of the Banco
Central do Brasil, trading campaniss can
obtain export financing simailar to that
obtained by manufacturers under
Resolution 882. We verified that the
constructian casting producers under

. investigation did not use trading
. . companies for exports of the subject
. merchandise during the review period

H. The PROEX Prigram
Short-term credits for exports are

o available under the Programa de

Finaciamento a Producao para s
Exportacao (PROEX). a loan program
operated by Banco Nacional do
Desenvolvimento Economico e Social
(National Bank of Economic and Soclal '

B Development. or BNDES). We vertified

that none of the companies under
investigation participated in this
_program during the review p;eriod.

1 Resoluuan 68 (FINEX) Financing

Resolution 88 of the Conselho
Nacional de Comercio Exterior
(CONCEX) provides that CONCEX may
draw upor the resources of the Pundo
de Financiamento & Exportcao (FINEX)
to exiend short-term loans to exporters
of Brazilian goods. Financing is granted
or & transaction-by-transaction basis.
We verified that none of the
respondents received Resalution 68
financing during the review period.

}. Government Loar Guarartees oo
Foreign-Denominated Debt

Petitioners allege that the government
of Brazil provides guarantees op long-
term. foreign-denominated loans in
order to help enterprises service such
loans. We verified that aone of the
companies unde? investigation received
government loan quarantees on foreign-
denominated debt during the review
penod. In the time since the initiation of
this investigation. we determined that
this program does not constitute a
subsidy because it is not imited to a

. they sre granted on terms inconsistent

specific cm'efpriu or indusiry or group

or enterprise or industries. [See, “Final
Affirmative Counterveiling Duty :
Determination: Certain Agncultunl
Tillage Tools from Brazil.” (so FR

M525).)
K. FINEP/ADTEN Long Term Loans

Patitioners allege that the 3avernmen|
of Brezil maintains, through the
Financiadors de Estudos Projectos
(FINEP). & loan program. ADYEN, that
provides long-term loans oo preferentisl
terms to encourage the growth of

. 'indusiries and development of .
-technalogy. We verified that none

lhroush this program outstanding dunns
the review period. .

L IPI Rebates for Capital Investment

Decree law 1547, enacted in April
1972, providen funding for approved
expansion projects in the Brazilian stesl
industry through a rebate of IPL a value-
added lax imposed on domestic sales.
We verified that iron construction
castings producers aré not eligible to
participate in this program_

M. Loans Through the National Bank of
Economic and Social Development

The National Bank of Economic and

. Social Development (Banco Nacional do

Desenvolvimento Economico e Social. or
BNDES) is the sole source of long-terrn
cruzeiro loans in Brazil. PQtitioners
allege that BNDES loans are allocated in
accordance with government
development plans to finance the needs
of designated pnority sectors. and that

with commercial considerations.

In support of their allegation.
petitioners argue that the iron and stee!
industry, in which foundries are
included. received & disproportionate
amount of BNDES lending in 1882

We verified that none of the
companies under invesngation had
BNDES loans outstanding during the
review penod.

N. Loan From the Secretariat for
Technology and Industry

At verification. we discovered that
one of the companies under
investigation. Somep. had s long-lerm
loan from the Secretariat of Technology
and Industry {ST1). This loan was given
to Somep for the purpose of developing
a new process for the manufacture of
“clinkers.” Clinkers are used in the
processing of iron ore which is used to
manufacture pig iron which in wmn is
used in the manufacture of castings. A
review of all the loan contracts and
associated documents regarding this
loan substantiated tha! the loan was
given solely for this specific purpose

Information in the public record of the
antidumping duty investigation of the
same products from Brazil indicates that
Somep does not fabricate pig iron. but

- rather purchases the pig tron gsed in the
production of castings from unrelated

suppliers. Because the ST1 loan is tied
specifically to the development of &

“clinker” machine, and because

“clinkers” are used in the fabrication of
pig iron, which Somep does not produce.
we determine that this loan was not
used by SOMEP in the production of lhe
product under investigation.

O. Loan Through the Caixa Econvmica
Federal

At verification, we learned that
Aldebars had » loan borrowed during -
the review period, from the BDMG. Tke.-
funds for this loan, however, originated
with the Caixa Economics Federal
(CEF). a government-controlled bank in
Brazil. According W information
gathered at verilication. this loan )
represents a pass-through vf CEF s funds
through the BDMC. Examination of the

" . Joan contract and bank repayment

receipts indicates that no interest or
principal payments on this loan were
due during the review period. Thus. we
determine that no benefits were
rrovided during the review period. This
oan will be examined again in any
section 751 odmmisu'ulwe review that is

" ‘requested.
IV Progrom Determmed To Huve Been

Terminoied

. [P1 Export Credit Premium

--Until very recently. Brazilian
exporters of manufactured products
were eligible for e tax credit on the
Imposto sobre Produtos Industrializadus
(Tas on industrialized Products. or LPI).

- The IP] export credit premium. a cash

reimbursement paid to the exporier
upon the export of otherwise taxable
industrial products, has been found 10
confer a subsidy in previous
countervailing duty investigations
involving Braz:lian products. Afier
having suspended this program in
December 1879, the government of Brazil
reinstated it on Apnl 1. 1881.
Subsequent to April 1. 1881. the IPI
credit premium was gradually phased
out in accordance with Brazil's
commitment pursuant to Article 14 of
the Agreement on Interpretation and
Application of Articles V1. XVI. and
XXIi! of the General Agreemen! of
Tariffs and Trade (“the Subsidies
Code’’). Under the terms of “Porturis™
(Notice) of the Ministry of Finunce Nu.
176 of Septembser 12, 1884, the cred:t
premium was ehminated effective May



9496

B-64

Federal Register / Vol 51. Nu 53 / Wednesdoy Murck:

191986 / Notices

1. 1985. We verified that the companies

under investigation received no [P}
export credit premiums after that date.

Accordingly. consistent with our
stated policy of taking into account
program-wide changes that occur
subsequent to the review period but’
prior to our preliminary determination,
we determine that this program has
been terminated. and no benefits under
the program are accruing to current
exports of heavy iron construction
castings to the United States.

Petitioners' Commaents

Comment 1: Petitioners argue that.
given the substantial use of Resolution
674 financing by Brazilian respondents,
the Department is correct to assume
maximurn utilization of preferential
export financing. They assert that in the
“Final Affirmative Countervailing Duty

.Determination: Certain Agricultural

Tillage Tools from Brazil," (50 FR 34525).

the burden to demonstrate under- -
utilization of Resolution 674 loans is on
the respondent. Verification has shown
two of the respondents have used their
maximum eligibility while a third had
several unreported loans. -~

DOC Position: Prior to the enactment
of Resolution 950 on Augst 1. 1984, the
Department. in prior cases. calculated
the deposit rate for the working captial
financing program by multiplying the
historical utilization of the program by
the current interest differential. {See.
e.g. “Final Results of Administrative

* Review of Certain Castor Oii Products.”

{49 FR 9921): "Fina! Resulls of
Admunistrative Review of Cution Yarn
fror Brazil." (48 FR 34999): and. “Final
Results of Administrative Review of Pig
Irox from Brazil” (48 FR 9923) |
Rsolution 850 completely changed the
program. unlike earlier resoltuions
which had usually just changed the
interest rate Therefore. we were
reluctant to use historical util:zation
untii we undersiood the changes. We
have no seen severai Resoiution 950
loans and conclude tnat histoncal
utilization is the most accurste
calculation method for deposit puroses

Comment 2: Petitioners assert that the
Department should continue to inciude
the IOF tax exemption in any calcuation
of the benefit from preferential working
capial export loans. The Department. in
“Final Affirmative Countervailing Duty
Determination: Qil Country Tubular
Goods from Brazil.” (49 FR 46570).
denied respondent’s contention that the
I0F tax exemption was not
countervailable. Commerce should alsu
use a compounded interest raute, which
inciudes compensating balances when
determining 8 benchmark rate ugainst

‘which 10 measure the benefit from these
loans. 5 .

DOC Position: Consistent with our
pust practice. we have included the
value of the IOF tax exemption on
preferential working capital export
loans s part of the subsidy in order to
measure the benefit provided under this
program. We disagree that we should
use 8 compounded rate that.includes
compensating balances. We have found
that in Brazil, there is no uniform
requirement for such balances. In prior
Brazilian determinations, compenssting
balances have only been included in a
benchmark rate for uncreditworthy _
companies in order to calculate the
highest commercial rate plus a risk
premium.

Comment 3: Petitioners argue thut
while Resolution 885 loans may appeas
to be de jure generelly available, the
terms are so preferential that it is
unlikely that they are de facto generally
svailable. and therefore. these loans -
should be countervailed. The benchmark
rate against which to mgasure the
benefit should include compensating
balunces.

DAL Pusition: We disugree. We have
consistently held that a line of credit
extended to small- and medium-sized
firms is not limited to s specific
enterprise or industry or group of
enterprises or isdustries. The

~ regulations provide no indication of any

limitation other than the small- and
medium-sized criteria.

Comment 4: Petitioners argue that the
government of Brazil's request that the
nominal tax rate be adjusted for
investments into specified companies or
funds before the income tax exemption
benefit is calculated creates an.
unsuthorized offset to a subsidy. Even if

" permissible. respondents huve not

provided sufficient information on the
“investments” to demonstrute their
eligitility. Petitioners also maintain tha!
since the income tax exemption program
is tied to exports. the benefit must be
allocated over total export saies.

DOC Position: For purposes of this
fina! determination. because the
respondent did not respond to our
request for further documentation on
these investments. we have not valued
the income tax exemption on export
earnings on the basis of the effective tax
rate. We also agree that the benefut
should be calculated over total export
sales. See our delermination in section
I.B. of this notice.

Comment 5: Pelitioners content thal
BNDES loans passed-through to the
Development Bank of Minas Gerais
(BDMG). a regional bank. provide a
subsidy. Development banhs. like

BDMG, make credit availsble to
industrial sectors on the basis of the
State Planning Secretariat's annual
development plan. The benefits from the
FDM and CEF loans provided by BDMG
are de facto not generally svailable
because they are Imited to a specific
enterprise or industry or group of
enterprises or industries. Because one of
the respondents had two loans that
were paid off by the issuance of new
loans. the benefit from these loans
should be calculated using the
Department's long-term loen
methodology using a compounded rute
which includes compenasating balances
&3 a benchmark. : 4
DOC Position: We disagree thut louns
given by regional banks are de facto
limited to s specific enterpnse or
industry or group of enterprises or
industries simply because such activines
ure confined to the geographics) area
defined by a regional bank’'s charter.
The BDMG is 8 regional bank which .
provides funds throughout the state of
Minas Gerals. Where a loan program.
such as FDM. is completely funded by »

" regional or state organization. and is not

8 pass-through of funds from the federa!
government. then we must only exsmine
whether it'is limited 1o a specific -

" enterprise or indusiry or group of

enterprises or industiries within thy
political jurisdiction specified by its
charter (r.e.. the state of Minas Geruisi
We have found that FDM is not limited
{see section I1.B above).

With respect to CEF. no interest ot
principal payments were due during the
review period. Thus. 1t isnot necessan
to determine at this ume. whether CEF
loans are countervailable. Since there
are no countervailable benefits under
these two programs. and since
respondents had no BNDES loans
outstanding during the review period
petitioners’ remalning comments ure
moot . :
Cominen: 6. Peuitioners argue tha! th
STl loan 10 Somep should be regarded
as @ long-terro preferential loar which
provides a countervailable benefit
because such research and developmer-
financing is targeted to spec:fic sectors
of the economy and 1s provided on tern:e
inconsistent with commerciol
considerations. Furthermore. since the
Depariment did not verify that there is
direct link between Somep's
expenditures on the “clinker” projet
and the amount of the loan
disbursements. Somep's abil:ty to
produce castings was enhanced be.avse
of u lower weighted cost of cupital fror
the STl loun.

DOC Positioa Wi vernified thict ihe
loan in question was tied to the
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development of the "clinker” project
and. therefore, provided no beanefit to-
the products under investigations during
the review period. See Section III. N. of
this notice for our determination.

" Comment 7: Petitioners ergue-that
because FINEX Resolutions 68 and 509
financing is contigent upon exports, and
is at preferencial rates, the programa
provide countervailable benefits.

DOC Position: We verified that
exporters did not use l} esolution 68 or
Resolution 509 export financing. )
However. one U.S. importer did take __
advantage of Resolution 509 financing
for imports. We have determined that
this financing is countervailable. See our
determination in Secuon LC. of this
notice.

Comment 8: Petitioners contend that
the Department should use as its

-benchmer} rate for Resolution 509 loans
‘either the Brazilian exporter's cost for
borrowina non-guaranteed dollars or the
national average rete for non-
goverrunent controlled short-term dJollar
financing. This benchmark should then
be compared to the FINEX rate. The
interest differential should be multiplied
by the principal for each transaction. /

" These values should be summed end
divided hy the net FOB value of the
exporters’ total net proceeds from their
export castings sales. In addition, the
two percent inducement commission
paid to the fureign bank should be
countervailed separately by dividing the
value of the commission by the portion
of the year that the imnorts are
financed. This amount should be added
to the weighted-average rate of subsidy.
if the Department cannot drtermine the

.above suagested benchmarh rate, it -
should use the Brazilian government's
cust of borrowing dollars plus a risk
premium or. lastly. use @ benchmark
basec on U.S/ interest rutes. Finally. the
conflicting nature of the information
provided by the three parties in the
transuctivr may necessitate the use of
best information availabie.

DOC Pusii.on. The Department does
heve information on the actual terms of
the FINEX financing used. We used this
intormation to calculate the benefit -
rather than the best information
uiheswise available.

‘Thus prugram benelits the exportation
of u'product by reducing the potential
im.porter’'s financing costs if he
purchases the Brazilian made product.
Thus. it is appropriate to use, asa
bunchmark. what the importer would
otherwise have to pay to finance the
in:port. Since these loans were dollar-
denominated loans obtained through a
benking facihity in the United States
even if uinmately financed by the
Braz:lian governmenl, a rate for short-

-term dollar denomineted loans in the
..United States is appropriate. and

captures completely the benefit from
these loans.

. Comunent 8: Petitioners contend that
exports of Somep and Aldebara have
benefitied from Resolution 508 FINEX
financing in 188S. Thus. petitioners
request that the Department include this
Resolution 509 financing for cash

" 'depouit'purposes and apply & country-

wide rate that reflects the subsidy

" . bestowed by Resolution 508.

DOC Position: We verified that
neither Somep's or Aldebare's importers
used this program during the review
period. Public informatian in the record
of the companion antidumping duty
inveatigation indicates that Somep's end
Aldebara's importers may have used
this program subsequent to the review
period. Therefore. we will reexamine
FINEX financing in any section 751
adnministrative review that is requested.

- Comaient 10: Petitioners contend that
8 two-weeh interest-free loan given to
USIPA by Banco Sudameris, discovered
st verification, is @ subsidy to the extent
it.is provided on terms inconsisient with
commerical considerations.

DOC Position: Documents provided
after the verification by the ygovernment
of Brazil indicate that Banco Sudameris
is a private bank: Since Banco
Sudameris is & private bank and-we
have no evidence that this loan was -
given under government direction . we

- find that this loan is not inconsistent

with commerical considerations.

+ . Comment 11: Petitioners request that

the Department invesligate all entries in
USIPA's interest ledger which record
interest payments to Banco do Brasil
because they may relate to’
countervailable loan programs.

DOC Position: During verification, we
throughly examined USIPA's financial
records and found no countervailable or
non-countervailable loans other than
those discussed in this nutice.

Respondents’ Comments

Comp.ent 1. Respondents clain that
the Departnient efred in assuming
maximum utilization and maximum
interes differential in its calculation of
the benefit of Resolution 850 financing.
Cummerce should have calculated the
benefit by reviewing loans with
payments during the review period to
estimate future loan utilization. The
“Final Results of Administration Review
of Cotton Yarn from Brazil" (47 FR
15392), provides that using verified .
historical utilization rates is preferable

“to assuming full utilization in cnlculahng

the deposit rates.
“DOC Pusition: We agree that historic
‘utilization’is appropriate i calculatng

the deposit rate. Bee our response 10
petitioners’ Comment 1. -~

Comment 2 The government of Brazil
contends that the Imposto sobre
Operacoes Fianceirss (IOF) is an
tndirect tax on the production of goods
for export. that the exemption of loans -
under Resolutions 674 /850 from this tax
is not a subsidy, and that if we
determine that Resolution 674 finuncing

- provides a subsidy. we should not

consider this exemption as past of the

- benefit. Respondents further argue we

should reject petitionets’ argument that
‘compensating balances be ircluded in
the calculation of the benchmark against
which any benefit is measured. -

DOC Position: We disagree that the
value of the IOF tax exemption should
not be included in our benefit

" calculation. Since all domestic financing

transactions are subject to the IOF tax.
it is appropriate tha! we reflect the . .
exemption of Resolution 850 loans from
the 1OF as part of the subsidy in order to
measure the full benefit provided under
this program. Moreover, we do not view
the IOF as a tax on the production or
distribution of the product. We agree-.
that compensating balances should not
be included in the calculation of the
benchmark. See our- response t0. - .«
petitioners’ Comment 2. -

Comment 3: Respondents algue. lhdl
Resolution 874 /950 export financing is
tied to particular products because such
financing requires an expon
commitment based on projecied or pasl

. exports of eligible products. At the end
_of each .year. the company must show"

that it has satisifed its obligation
through the export of specific products.
In this investigation. one company
satisficd its commitiaent.through expurt
of s product vther than heavy iran
construction castings. therefcre. the:
benefit from this financing must be
considered to have beer. conferred onty
on tha! product. If the Department
rejucts this argunient. then the bencfit
must be apportioned uver total |..lca

‘not export saules.

‘DOC Pos.tiun: We disagree. At
verification we learned that @ company
may qualify for the lodns in question
based on past export performance or
projected eaport performance. We alsu
verified that the export of heavy iron
construction castings qualifies a.
company o receive such loans and that
two of the firms under investigation did
use heavy construction casiings.to
qualify for these loans. Therefore.-
because castings are ehgible to bene it
from such financing:- 1t 1s irrelevant if a
company qualifics fur these export loans
"on the basis of past exports of another
producl. With respect to the argumi nr
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that we should value the subsidy by -
sliocating the benefit over total sales.
we have consistently held in prior
Brazilian determinations that, when a
firm must export to be eligible for
benefits under a subsidy program. and
when the amount of the benefit received
is iied directly or indirectly to the firm's

.level of exports. that program confers un

export subsidy. Therefore, the
Department will continue to allocate the
benefits under this program over export
revenuss instead of total revenues.
Comment 4: Respondents argue thut

- the Department should have considered
eflective rather than nominal tax rates
in calculating the value of the income
tax exemption for export earnings.
Brazilian tax law allows corporativas to
invest 26 percent of tax liability into
specifisd companies or funds, sffectively
lowering a company's tax rate and

. lessening the benefit from the income
tax exemption from export samings.

~  DOC Position: We disagree with

- respondents’ argument that the nominal
- tax rate should not be used in this
. determination. See our response 1o

petitionars’ Comment 4. and .our

determination under Secuon LB. of this

. notice.

Comment & The governmem of Brazil
argues that the Department erred in
valuing the subsidy arising from the
income tax exemption for export
_ eamings by allocating the benefit over
. export sales rather thap totul sales.
Because the determining factor in a
fum's.eligibility for this benefit is its

- overall profitability for a given year. the -

benefits accrue to the entire operations
of the firm and not just to exports.
Further an income tax exemption
calculated on this basis does not affect
the price of the exported product only:
rather. it has a general effect on gl
prices. both domestic and export
DOC Position: We disagree. As we
have stated in prior Braziliun
determinations. when a firm must export
to be eligible for benefits under a
subsidy program. and when the umount
of the benefil received is tied directly or
indirectly to the firm's level of exports.
that program confers an export subsidy.
The fact that the firm as a whole must
be profitable to benefit from the
program does not detract from the
program’s basic function as an export
- subsidy. Therefore, the Department will
continue to allocate the benefits under
this program over export revenues
instead of total revenues. .
Comment & Respondents claim that
the 1Pl export credit premium is no!
countervailable because it no longer
exists. The response lo the
questionnaire contained the legisiation
phasing out this program. Verification

reports and previous Commerce rulings
have consistently beld that this program
bas been eliminated and {s not
countervailoble. )

- DOC Position: We agree and bave -
determined this program (o be
terminated. See Section IV. of this
notice.

Comment 7: Respondents argue that
none of the companies had oulstending
BNDES or FINAME loans during the
review period. Furthermore, BNDES
financing is generslly available and hus
been recognized by Commerce
previously as non-countervailable. [See,
“Final Affirmative Countervailing Duty
Determination: Tool Steel from Brazil"
(48 FR 25252).)

DOC Position: We verified that none
of the companies under mvutlgnmn
had BNDES or FINAME loans
outstanding during the review period.

Comment & Respondents request that

. the Department review the standing of
_ petitioners to file a petition. The original

petition, in which petitioners claimed to
account for over 85 percent of totul
domestic production of construction
castings, included both heavy and light
castings. The ITC eliminated hight iron
construction castings from its
investigations based on a preliminary
negative injury determination after
concluding that these are two separute

"industries. and that producers of light

castings do not produce beavy castings.
Because of this change, respondents
argue that the Depertment mus! consider
petitioners’ standing by obtairung
information verifying that the petitioners
constitute the majonty of domestic
production of heavy iron constructiun
castings

DOC Pusition: In the petition filed in
this investigution. petitioners filed “on
behaull of” the domestic heavy and light
iron construction castings industry in
accurdance with 189 US.C. 16716(b)1).
Thereafter, in response to respondents’
assertion that petitioners might lack -
standing 1n hight of the fact that the
investigation currently only covers
heavy iron construction castings.
petitioners filed a letter asserung und
supporting their continued
representation of 8 majority of the
industry under investigation.

The petition was filed on behall of the
custings industry by the Municipal
Castings Fair Trade Council and its 15
individually-named members. and no
opposition 1o the petition has been
expressed from the domestic heavy iron
construction castings industry.
Therefore. the Department finds that
there is Insufficient evidence to warrant
8 conclusion that petitioners bave not
filed “on behalf of an industry” pursuant
to 18 U.S.C. 1671a(b){1}. |See slso. “Finsl

Negative Countervailing Duly
Determinations: Certain Textile Mil!
Products and ‘Apparel from Malaysia™
(50 FR 8852, March 12 1985) ]

Caomment 8 Respondents cuntend tha!
Resolution 895 loans are not industry.
region. product, or export related.
Resolution 885 authorizes commerciul
banks to make loans available to small-
and medium-sized husinesses. The
Deparument has previously dctermined
that similar loan progrums to smull- and
medium-sized firms are no!
countervailable.

DOC Position: We agree and have
determined this program not to confur u
subsidy. See Section 1A of this noticc
for our determination.

Comment 10: Respondents arguc that
FDM financing from BDMG is not
countervailable. If all credit lines
svailable through the bank are gencrally
svailable. no countervailable benchit
exists. [See, “Fuel Ethanol from Brazil.”
(51 FR 3361).)

DOC Position. For the ruasuns sct oul
in Section lL.A of this notice. we found
FOM loans do not constitute 8 subsidy
because they are not limited 1o » R
specific enterprise or industry or gruup
of enterprises or industries.

Commeat 11: Respondents srgue that
il FDM provide preferentisl financing
the proper benchmark is the generally
avuilable rate in the region.

DOC Position: Since we have
determined that FDM loans are nut
countervuilable. this issue ts moot.

Comment 12- Respondents argue thai

- regional development ioaans through the

BDMG are not countervailable. Regionai
development banks in Brazil obtain therr
funds through foreign sources. BNDES.
or their own operations. Generally
svailuble louns from a regioral or state

- wuthority are nut countervailable.

DOC Pusition: We agree the iouns
from the BDMG found o tus
investigstion do not cunier a
countervailable benefit. See vwr
response o peutioner’ Comment 5

Comment 13: Responaents contend
the ST1 loan to one respondent was sut
used in the production of castings. Loars
which are not linked specificully to the
product under invesugation are not
countervailable. [See. “lame from
Mexico™ (49 FR 35672).| Futtermore.,
these loans urc made 10 diverse secturs
of the Brazilian economy and all
information developed from STi-
financed projects must be publiciy
disseminated.

DOC Position: We agree thut thas lu.::,
did not benefit the product.on of
castings. Therefore. we are not
determining whether the STl procrua:
itself 1s countervailabie. See our
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determination under Section LLLN. of
this notice. .

Cuomment 14: Respondents argue that
& short-term loan to USIPA from Banco
Sudameris is not countervailable. It was
verified that there was no government
involvement and no coumcrvallable
benefit.

DOC Position: We agree that the
short-term loan to Usipa is not
countervailable. See our response to
petitioners’ Comment 10.

Comment 15 Reupondenu argue that
the Department should disregard
amendments to the original petition
which have not been filed concurrently
with the ITC as they are in violation of .
19 CFR 355.26(e). Also. the Department
should adhers to the spirit of ita
proposed countervailing duty -
regulations and not consider uny new
- allegations submitted beyond the 20 day

period alter the notice of initiation was -
published in the Federal Register. -

DOC Position: Pelitioners’
subniissions were related to programs
discovered during the course of
venfication. Section 775 of the Tariff Act
of 1930, as amended. states that if, in the
course of an investigation. the

Department discovers 8 practice which -

eppears to be a subsidy, but was not
included in the matters ulleged.in the
countervailing duty petition, it shall
include the practice in the investigution
if it appeurs to be e subsidy with fespect
to the merchandise under mvesug‘uon.
Therefore. we do not consider :
petitioners’ submissions 16 be ‘
amendments to the original petition.

loterested Party Comments

Comment 1. Interested purty submits
that the historical ut:hzation rate of -
Preferentidl Working Capital for Export
Financing should be used to quantify.
any benefits from this program.

DOC Pos:iiior: We agree. See our
- response 10 petitioners’ Comment 1.

Cor:meit 2: Interested party asserts
that the one company which benefitted
from the income tax exemption for .
export earnirigs on its 1983 tax form.
filed in 1984, did not export the subject
merchandise in 1983. Therefore. no
courntervailable benefit has been
conferred on exports of heavy iron
construction castings.

DOC Pusition: We disagrue. When a

firm must export to be eligible for )

bencfite under @ subsidy program. and
when the amount of the benefit received
depends directly or indirectiy on the
firm‘s level of exports. that program
confars an export subsidy The fact that
& firm earned an export subsidy from
one product in one year, and shifted ar
diversified its export output to other

products the next year, is irrelevant to
the calculation of the export subsidy.

Comment lnlemle(r:arty contends
the appropriate benchmark aguinst
which to compare the FINEX interest
rate is the short-term interest rates
actually paid by Philipp Brothers on its
other domestic borrowing.

DOC Position: We disagree. The
“Subsidies Appendix” states that the
appropriate benchmark for short-lerm -
borrowing is a national average
commercial method of short-term
financing. rather than a rate derived

- from company-specific financing.

Comment 4 Interested party argues
that should there be a final affirmative
determination in this case, the CVD
deposit rate should not include 2n
amount related to FINEX financing. The
eale of Usipa by Philipp Brothers, the
uncertainty of continued sales o the
U.S.. and the question of whether future
sales of iron construction castings will .
be eligible for this program represent
significant changes from those -
circumstances or progfams during the
 investigatory period. [TA should
recognize those changes and exclude
FINEX from the CVD deposit rate.

DOC Position: The above situation
does not constitute g “program-wide
change” because the Department has no
evidence of & “program-wide change™ in
the benefits conferred by FINEX
financing prior to the preliminary
determination. Therefore, we will not
change the CVD deposit rute in an’
attempt o upproximate future events.
Suspension of Liquidativa

In accordance with our preliminary
affirmative countervailing duty
determinativn published August 12
188S. we directed the U.S. Customs
Service t0 suspend liquidation on the
products under investigation and to
require a cash deposit or bond equal to
the estimated net subsidy. This final
countervailing duty determination was
extended to coincide with the final
antidumping deiermination on the same

-, product from Brazil, pursuant to section

608 of the Trade and Tariff Act of 1084
(section 705{¢){1) of the Act). Hiowever,
we cannot impose 8 suspension of
liquidation on the subject merchandise
for more than 120 duys without the
issuance of final affirmative
determinations of subsidizativn and
injury. Therefore, on December 10. 1985,
we instructed the U.S. Customs Service
to terminate the suspension of
liquidation on the subject merchandise

entered on or aflter December 11, 198S. If

the ITC determines that imports of
certuin heavy iron construction castings
materislly injure. or threalen material
injury to. a U.S. industry. we will order

the U.S. Customs Service to resume the
suspension of liquidation of the producis
which are entered. or withdrawn from
warehouse, for consumption. and to
require 8 cash deposit in an amount
equal 10 3.40 percent od valorem.

ITC Notification

In accordance with section 705(c} uf
the Act. we will notify the ITC of our -
determination. In addition. we are
making available to the ITC all non-
privileged and non-confidential
information relating to this
investigation. We will allow the I1C
access lo all privileged and confidenual
information in our files. provided the
ITC confirme that it will not discluse
such mlorm.mon either publicly or
under an administrative protective
aorder. without the wrilten consent uf the
Deputy Assistant Secretary for Import
Administrution.

The ITC will determine whether these
imports materially injure, or threaten
material injury 10, 8 U.S. industry within
45 days alter the date of this )
determination. If the ITC determines
that material injury. or the threat of
material injury, does not exist. this
proceeding will be terminated and all
estimated duties deposited or securitics
posted as a result of the suspension ol
liguidation will be refunded or
cancelled. If. however. the ITC
determines that such injury exists. we
will issue a countervailing duty order,
directing Customs-officers 10 asscss a
countervailing duty on all entries of
certain heavy iron consiruction custings
from Brazil entered. or withdrawn from

_ warehouse. for.consumption as
. described in the “Suspension of

Liquidation” section of this notice.
This notice is published pursaant to

“section 705(d) of the Act (19 US.C.

1671d(d))-

Paul Freedenberg,

Assistont Secretary for Trude Admiristclion:
Maerch 12, 19088

{FR Duc. 86-5080 Filed 3-18-80. 8.45 «m}
GULLING COOE 3610-08 8
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In the final investigations, in addition to collecting information on
heavy and light iron construction castings, .the Commission collected data on
other iron construction castings not included in the definitions of heavy and
light castings. Such other castings include those requiring a substantial
amount of additional machining and fabrication-—such as tree grates, .park
bepches, lamp post bases, and other streetscape castings; bolt down castings;
and watertight or water resistant castings. The data collected concerning
such other iron construction castings are presented in tables C-1 through Cc-5.

Seven firms provided data concerning production, capacity and shipments.
None of the seven was a producer of light construction castings. -In every
instance, *** accounted for more than *%% parcent of the data reported. ®%¥%,
¥k, qnd HHx generally accounted for the next largest portions of data
reported TENK, HRK ghd wAK were the only firms that reported holding any
inventories of other construction castings, ¥*¥* and **% were not able to
break out employment and wage data for other construction castings and,
therefore, the data in table C-4 reflects information from five firms. With
regard to table C-5, **¥ was the only domestic producer to report imports of
other construction castlngs :

As a share of aggregate productlon (heavy and other) other castings
accounted for 17.1 percent in 1982, 16.0 percent in 1983, 16.2 percent in
1984, and 15.9 percent’'in 1985. As a share of aggregate capacity, other
castings amounted to 13.7 percert in 1982, .13.1 percent in 1983, 13.7 percent
in 1984, and 12.5 in 1985, ' - :

The Commission's staff contacted eight domestic producers of iron
construction castings for their comments on how production is divided between
so~called "standard" and "specialty" items. In addition, they were asked to
describe any difficulties and costs in switching production runs. from standard
to specialty items. Of these eight producers, two were producers of only
light construction castings; 1/ two. were. small foundries producing heavy
construction castings; 2/ two were medium—-sized heavy castings producers; 3/
one was a very large heavy castings producer; 4/ and one was a very large
producer of light and heavy castings. 5/ The two light castings producers
were unable to provide information on the question of how foundries divide
production between specialty and standard castings because there is no such
thing as a "specialty" light casting.

In response to the guestion, "Could your foundry be profitable at its
current size if you were to produce only specialty products?" all eight
producers agreed that it would be difficult, if not impossible, to survive on
specialty items alone, since the market for specialty items is small. Total
production of specialty castings in 1985 amounted to only 14 percent of total
production of all iron construction castings, as reported in response to the
Commission's questionnaires. Most of the producers agreed that there is
neither the volume nor the continuity of special orders to sustain a ftoundry.
One foundry, which currently sells its specialty items within about a

1/ K,
2/ Rk,
3/ WK,
4/ Wk,
5/ K,



B-72

1,000-mile radius, explained that in order to increase production of specials
from 15-20 percent to 50 percent of their tonnage they would have to sell
specialty items in three times their marketing area, or roughly, the entire
“United ‘States. One small heavy castings producer qualified its response by
indicating that it could 5urvive strictly on specialty items if it had a large
enough volume of small orders, which is not currently the case. 1/ In sum,

all the foundries contacted concurred in the fact that, although specialty
castings may be more profitable on a per—pound basis, the production of
high-volume, standard items is necessary for the survival of their businesses.

Additionally, the question "How costly and difficult is it for your
foundry to shift production from standard to specialty items?" was asked of
each foundry representatlve contacted Most producers indicated that it was
not necessarily d1ff1cu1t to change cast1ng patterns tor most specialty items.
However, the cost of such a shift varies widely depending on how cost is
defined and the typé of production process. The cost of a pattern change
entails two things: “the construction of a pattern, if one does not already
exist, and the phys1ca1 changlng of the pattern in the mold. If the foundry
does not already own the pattern necessary to produce a given casting, the
pattern must be designed and built, or an existing pattern must be modified.
The cost of ¢onstruction of new patterns can vary widely, dependlng on size,
intricacy, and materials. Nooden patterns are the least expensive to make,
but they cannot withstand the high pressures of some types of automated
production processes. Alternatively, patterns can be made of aluminum or
iron, with iron patterns being the most costly to produce. Typical wooden
patterns may cost from $1,000 to $1,500, whereas aluminum and iron patterns
might cost anywhere from $5 000 to $16, 000. Therefore, when a new special
ordar is placed, the revenue to be gained trom that production run must be
weighed against not only the typical costs of production, but also against the
cost of pattern construction. All the producers sampled indicated that once a
pattérn is made, the process of changing patterns is relatively simple, and
only requires some mahpower and perhaps some down-time for the production line.

Company-specific comments on these questions and on their respective
productlon processes follow: .
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Table C-1.—Other construction castings: - U.S. prodUction,qpkacficél annual
capacity, 1/ and capacity utilization, 1982-85

_ Item ‘. 1982 ' 1983 1984 1985
Production : " : : :

1,000 pounds——: 45,256 : 48,328 ' 57,533 : . .., 59,960
Capacity -do : 61,188 : 59,206 : 6§,778x:~;'-A 65,631

Capacity utilization . S : i o
percent—: 73.9": 81.6 : 87.4 : 91.4

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

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



Table C-2.—Other construction castings;
shipments, 1982-85 1/
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U.S. producers' domestic and export

U.S. International Trade Commission.

Item 1982 f 1983 ..1984 1985
Quantity (1,000 pounds)
Domestic shipments———: 42,217 45,548 55,566 : 58,698
Export shipments--—- L o LadeialE 22 HHH
Total ww¥ P PP HH
- : - .- -Value (1,000 dollars)
Pomestic shipments— 25,818 30,003 35,087 : 42,236
AEiport shipment s—-———tm: WO T Ak ' AR P
Total L L1 e R ; OPvEs
Average unit value (cents per pound)
Domestic shipments-—— : 61.2 : 65.9 : 63.1 71.9
Export shipments--— ——t adaiedi Lol LLE I HHW
Total adokeliE il SR o
1/ *%% was the only exporter of other construction castings.
Source: Compiled from data submitted in response to questiohnaires of the



B-75

Table C-3.—Other construction castings: U.S8. producers' end-oft—period
inventories, 1981-85 1/

Item ~ 7 1981 1982 © 1983 | 1984 i 1985

Quantity—-1,000 pounds—-: 5,281 : ‘4,835A: 4,742 4,975 : 5,252

Ratio to total shipments : : : : : :
percent—: 2/ 10.7 : 9.8 : 8.6 : 8.7

1/ w0k kK, gnd A were the only producers to report inventory data on
other construction castings.
2/ Not available.

Source: Compiled from data submitted in response to quest1onna1res of - the
U.S. International Trade Commission.
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Table C-4.—Production and related workers employed in U.S. establishments in
the production of other iron construction castings: Average number, hours
worked, wages and total compensation paid, labor productivity, hourly
compensation, and unit labor costs, 1982-85 1/

Item S ' 1982- © 1983 ' 1984 1985

Production and related workers

producing other iron
construcion castings:

Average number employed%—¥4—f4;+;"f: -209 ; . .190 é‘~ <213 ; o 228
Hours worked--- -—1,000 hoursm—; 404 ; ‘406 Z ' 454-2‘. o '488
Wages paid~_-~«—1,0Q0Ado;larsff; e 3;446~;n ”3;544 ; 4,2&6'; - 4,616
Total compensatidn-— -------- ————do~—; 4,18; ;. ‘;,237 ; 5,172 ; 5,377
Labor productivity ; ; ; ;

pounds per hour—: 112 119 : 127 123
Hourly wages ; $8.52 ; -$8.72 ; $9.35 ; $9.49

Unit labor costs : : :
cents per pound—: 9.2 : 8.7 : 8.9 : 8.9

1/ #x% and %% did not provide employment and wage information for other
construction castings.

Source: Compiled from data submitted in response to questionnaires of the
U.S. International Trade Commission.
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Table C-5.—O0ther construction castings: U.S.'imports reported by firms
responding to the Commission's questionnaires, by principal sources, 1982-85

(In thousands of pounds)

Item j 1982 j 1983 j 1984 : 1985
All firms:
Canada 0 o : 0 52
Brazil 0 0 : 0 0
India KM L33, 2 NI N
China 0 0 : 0 0]
Subtotal alal] LT Laand L
All other : 0 : 0 : 0 0
Total : - L s ‘ L L K

U.S. producers: 1/ :
0 :

Canada 0 : 0 0
Brazil 0 : 0 : (6] 0
India L *xnK . N NN
China 0 : 0 : ] (0]

Subtotal L L L o
All other 0 : 0 : 0 0

Total L2, Hxk IO I

1/ %% was the only domestic producer to import other construction castings.

Source: Compiled from data submitted in response to questionnaires of thg
U.S. International Trade Commission. '
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THE INDUSTRY IN CANADA
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The industry in Canada

The following information pertaining to the industry in Canada that
produces iron construction castings was obtained in investigation No.
731-TA-263 (Final) and during the 1984 foundry study.

There are approximately 120 iron and 29 steel foundries in Canada. 1/
At least 36 ferrous foundries discontinued operations during 1979-83, of which
4 were new entrants in the market. Total annual production capacity is
estimated to be 1.5 million short tons for iron foundries. Canadian iron
toundry shipments decreased from 1.2 million short tons in 1979 to 612,000
short tons in 1982, but then rose to 954,000 short tons in 1984. Shipments to
the automotive industry accounted for 41 percent of all foundry shipments; to
the railway industry, 12 percent; and to municipalities, 11 percent. The
Canadian Foundry Association identified 35 foundries that produce iron
construction castings, of which 20 reported that they exported to the United
States during 1980-84. 2/ The capacity of seven major Canadian iron
construction castings producers that provided information to the Commission
was estimated to be *¥¥ million pounds per year in 1984, up 9 percent over
1982. (table D-1). 3/ Production of heavy castings rose from ¥* million 1982
to % million pounds in 1984, while light castings production increased from
*¥% million pounds *¥% million pounds during the same period. Exports to the
United States in 1984 of heavy castings were **% million pounds and light
castings were XX million pounds. Exports to other countries were negligible.

Employment in Canadian iron foundries decreased steadily from 11,742
persons in 1979 to 6,753 persons in 1982, but then increased somewhat to 6,981
persons in 1983 (table D-2). Average hourly wages for Canadian iron foundry
workers increased from $6.92 in 1979 to $9.53 in 1983, or by 38 percent.

The Canadian foundry industry has been faced with the same problems the
United States foundry industry has experienced, including the rising costs of
energy, labor, compliance with environmental and health regulations, 4/ and
declining markets. The Canadian industry enjoys the advantages of less
expensive labor and energy compared with its U.S. counterpart. Canadian labor
costs, which represent 35 percent of production costs, are 5 to 6 percent
cheaper in Ontario and Quebec than those of comparative competitive producers
along the border. Energy costs, which represent 5 to 15 percent of production
costs, are 25 to 50 percent cheaper in Canada. In general, Canada has higher
tariffs on foundry products than the United States-—10.7 percent ad valorem.
tfor iron construction castings, whereas the U.S. column 1 rate is free.
Another major advantage that the Canadian foundry industry enjoys is the
depreciation of the Canadian dollar relative to the value of the U.S. dollar
in recent years. 5/

Although reliable data on total foundry expenditures are not available,
six foundries that export significant percentages of their product to the
United States spent about $32 million during 1979-83 on capital investment and
research and development. The expenditures on capital investments were
primarily to improve output, quality, and productivity and to comply with
environmental and occupational health and safety regulations.

1/ ITC foundry study, op. cit., p. 24.

2/ Prehearing submission of the Canadian Foundry Association during the ITC
foundry study. )

3/ Six of the firms were named in the petition: Dobney Foundry; LaPerle
Foundry, Ltd.; Bibby-Ste. Croix Foundries, Inc.; Mueller Canada, Inc.; Titan
Foundry, Ltd.; and Wotherspoon Foundry, Ltd.

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

5/ Competitive Assessment of the U.S. Foundry Industry, USITC Publication
No. 1582, September 1984, pp. 16-26.




Table D-1.~—Iron construction castings: Canada's production, capacity, and
exports, by types, 1982-84 1/

Item 1982 1983 1984
Heavy castings: : :
Produc tion—mmmmmm 1,000 pounds-—: L L FN
Capacity do KWK NN - Ao
Exports: :
To the United States————-do~-—: 2/ AR XA
To third countries do : 0 0 Hedek
Light castings: : :
Production ~do WM KK Frevee,
Capacity-— do KRH HRHR xR
Exports: ‘ . o :
To the United States——- —d 0t AAR AHH KKK
To third countries do- 0 0 : 0

[ WRE
/ Not available.

1 N e

Table D~2.—-Canadian foundry industry:

Number of employees and average hourly

wages, by type of foundry, 1979-83 1/
Item 1979 1980 1981 1982 1983
Iron foundries: : o

Number of employees———wmmmmm: 11,742 8,756 7,703 6,753 6,981

Average hourly wage rate 2/ : : : :
. dollars—: 6.92 : 7.27 - 7.98 : 8.98 : 9.53

Steel foundries: : : : : :
Number of employees——wmmmmmeey 5,553 5,705 4,828 3,572 2,911

Average hourly wage rate : :
3/ 3/ 3/ 3/ : 8.75

dollars-——:

1/ CFA estimates account for about 75 percent of total employment of

production employees, including staff.

2/ Rates include earnings, i.e., overtime, incentives, and bonuses.

3/ Not available.

Source:

Canadian Foundry Association, Statistics Canada.










