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UNITED STATES INTERNATIONAL TRADE COMMISSION
Washington, DC

“ Investigation No: 731-TA-387 (Preliminary)

CERTAIN FABRICATED STRUCTURAL STEEL ﬁﬁdﬁ CANﬂbh

Determination

On th;.g;;is éé tﬁe recbrd l/‘devgjqped in the:subjecfrinveﬁtigation, the - -
Commissioﬁ;aé;éfhinéé, g( 3/ pursuant to sectiop 733(a),of .the: Tariff Act of
1930 (19-U.SiCi g 122322&)),ﬁtha£ there i§vno reaignaple indication that,an °
industry in the United éfétes i§ maferially injured or threatened with
material injury, or that the establishment of an ihdustry in the United States
is materially retarded, by reason of imports from Canada of:certain fabricated
structural steel, proﬁided for in items 609.84, 609.86, 652.94, 652.95,

652.96, and 653.00 4/ of the Tariff Schedules of the United States, which are

alleged to be sold in the United States at less than fair value (LTFV).

Background

On January 11, 1988, a petition was filed with the Commission and the
Department of Commerce by counsel on behalf of the American Institute of Steel
Construction (AISC), alleging that an industry in the Unitéd States is
materially injured by reason of LTFV imports of certain fabricated Qtructural
‘steel from Canada. Accordingly, effective January 11, 1988, the Commission

instituted preliminary antidumping investigation No. 731-TA-387 (Preliminary).

1/ The record is defined in sec. 207.2(i) of the Commission's Rules of
Practice and Procedure (19 CFR § 207.2(1)).

2/ Commissioner Eckes determines that there is a reasonable indication that
an industry in the United States is materially injured or threatened with
material injury by reason of imports of certain fabricated structural steel
from Canada, which were allegedly sold in the United States at less than fair
value.

3/ Commissioner Cass did not participate in this determination.

4/ Under the proposed Harmonized Tariff Schedule of the United States, this
product will be covered by subheadings 7216.90.00, 7222.40.60, 7301.20.10,
7301.20.50, 7308.90.30, 7308.90.60, and 7308.90.90.



Notice of the institution of the Commission's investigation and of a
public conference to be held in connection therewith was given by posting
copies of the noticg in the Office of the Secretary, U.S. International Trade
Commission, Washington, DC, and by publishing the notice in the Federal
. Register of January 20, 1988 (53 F.R. 1527). The conference.was held in

Washington, DC, on Februaryls, 1988, and all persons who requested the

opportunity were permitted to appear in person or by counsel.



VIEWS OF CHAIRMAN LIEBELER, VICE CHAIRHAN'BﬁﬁﬂébALE.
COMMISSIONER LODWICK AND
'COﬂHISSIONER ROHR
On the baeis of the record in ﬁhis preliminary investigation, we

eetermine'l/ that there is no reas onable indication that an industry in the
United States is matcrially injured or threatened with materlal.anury by i
reason of imports of fabricated structural steel (FSS) for bdildings'from
Canada allegedly soldAaf‘lesé than fair value (LTfV)..g/

_ We.base this determination on the healthy conditiee of the domestic
industry which shows no reasonable indication of matefiel injufy. The
generally stable but recenfly rising market‘shére of the-domestie pboduets,
the low volume of imports from Canada throughout the pefioe ef this
investigation, and the recently decreasing market penetration of the Caeeeian
imports indicate that, even if we had found material injury, the subject

imports were not a cause.

1/ Commissioner Cass did not partlcxpate in this 1nve°ttgatxon

2/ Since this is an established domestic industry, "material retardation";;
was not raised as an issue in this ihve°tlgat10n and will not be discussed
further. - ' e ' '



Like product and domestic industry 3/ ﬁ(

The importcd product‘subjéct tp this inveétigation is FSS for
buildings. 3/ Buildings. bridges, oil platforms, towers and large
transportation vehiclés can all be constructed with FsS. ‘Fss for buildings
consists of steel plates, angles, beams and related stéel mill products that
have been fabricated into articles suitable for.erection or assembly into
“ buildings. 8/ In buildings, FSS is used to construct a skeleton which
fulfills the load-bearing function for the erection of the building. o
Producers of ESS (fabricators) bid to construct the skeleton of the building
for owﬂeps or general contractors. The cost of FSS is included in the bid

along with engineerin;i erection, transportation, and other products and

services necessary for the project. 8/

3/ 19 U.S.C. § 1677(4)(A).

4/ 19 U.S.C. § 1677(10).

5/ U.S. Department of Commerce's Notice of Initiation, 53 Fed. Reg. 3412
(1988).

6/ 1d. at 3413. Some of the types of steel products included in the scope
of the investigation include columns (vertical support), beams (floor
support), girders (connect beams), base plates (laid over a concrete .
foundation to assist in distributing a building's load), and trusses (a series
of welded or bolted steel sections used in place of conventional beams to span
large areas such as lobbies or atriums). FSS also includes entireties or
"kits" of FSS. 1d4. Commerce specifically excluded FSS for use in the
construction of bridges, fabricated reinforcing bars, bar joists, fabricated
metal buildings, steel flooring or roof decks. Id.

1/ Report of the Commission ("Report"”) at A-8-A-9.

8/ 1d. at A-49-A-55.



Petitioner, the American Institute of Steel Construction,‘Inc.-(AISC),
and the respondents agree that the like product is domestically produced.Fssgﬁ
s y4s 9/ . s s . . 10/ .

for buildings. = Baged on the record in this investigation,.”~ and in
light of the accord between the parties on this question, we determine that
the like product in this investigation is FSS for buildings. ‘The Commission
did consider broadening the like product definition to include FsS for

‘bridges. However, the record supported a finding that FSS for bridges differs

9/ Fabricated Structural Steel from Canada: Inv. Wo. 731 ‘LA 387:
Petitioner's Postcénference Brief (Petitioner's Brief) at 5; Responses to
Questions Posed by the Commission Staff at the Preliminary Conference, filed
by the respondents, Canron, Inc., Dominion Bridge, Frankel Steel Ltd., Ocean
Steel and Construction, Ltd., and Canadian Institute of Steel Construction at
6. Although petitioner agrees that the like product should be FSS for
buildings, it suggested in its post--conference brief that the Commission might
consider limiting the like product to FSS for buildings that require.1000 tons
of FSS or more. Petitioner's Brief at 9. We considered this suggestion and
have not adopted the more 11m1ted like product because the questionnaire
_respdnses indicdte’ that Canad1an FSS is 1mported for the erection of ‘both
small and" large bu11d1ngs In addltlon there is little information on the
record that could support a f1nd1ng that FSS for small and large buildings are
different products We also note the ‘overwhelming maJorlty of U.S. producers
prov1d1ng usable data in response to the Commission quest10nna1re reported .
capactty to’ produce fabricated structural stecl for building well in excess of
-1,000 tons per ycar. Que°t1onna1re responsce Thus, we do nolt expect that
data contrary to that available in thl° preliminary 1nve°tlgat10n would be
developed in a final investigation 1f the subject industry were redefined as
petltloners have suggested. '

10/ In determlnlng what constitutes the like product in a title VII .
investlgatlon, the Commission examines the follow1ng factors 1) physlcal
characteristics and uses, 2) interchangeability, 3) channels of distribution,
4)' the ‘use 'of common manufacturlng facilities and production employees, and 5)
customer and/or producér perceptions of the article. See Granular ’
Polytetrafluorocthylene Res 1n from Italy and Japan, Invs. Nos. 731--IA-385 and
386 (Prellmlnary), US1TC Pub. 2043 (1987); Operators for Jalousie and Awning
WlndOWS from E1 Salvador, Invs. Nos. 701-TA-272 (Final) and 731 ‘TA-319
(Flnal), USITC Pub. 1934 (1987).



from FSS for buildings with regard to weight and size, use, and customer and

producer perceptions and to some extent thc materials from which it is made.

11/ In addition, the two kinds of FSS arc generally producecd in different

* facilities. 12/
For thesc reasons, we determine that FSS for buildings is the like

product in this investigation. We further determine that the domestic

: ' . 13/
industry consists of all U.S. producers of FSS for buildings. —

Condition of the domestic industry
In assessing thc condition of the domestic industry, the COQmissiOn

considers, among other factors, domestic consumption, production, capacity,

11/ Transcript of the Conference (Tr.) at 88.92, ‘

12/ Id. Even if the Commission were to have included bridges in the like
product definition, the Petitioner's case would not have improved. Including
FSS for bridges as part of the like product would incrcase the market share of
the U.S. producers and decrease the already small market share held by the
Canadians. 1In addition, according to available data the FSS industry (which
includes FsSS for buildings and bridges) was not materially injured.
Consumption of FSS increased; FSS °h1pment° increased through 1986; capacity,
capacity utilization, and production capacity all rose during the entire
period of investigation; and the FSS industry as a whole was profitable from
1985 through the first nine months of 1987. See Report at A 17, A 25, A-23,
and A-31.

13/ Neither party to this investigation argued that the two domestic
producers affiliated with Canadian FSS producers should be excluded from the
domestic industry for the purposes of this investigation under 19 U.S.C. §
771(4)(B). However, we considered whether Steel Structures Corp. and Canron
Construction Corp., Eastern Div. should be excluded from the domestic
industry. The record indicates that their performance differs somewhat from
the rest of the domestic industry, but their data do not represent sufficient
production to skew the injury information on the whole industry. wWe recognize
that these companies do cnjoy some benefit from the avaxlabllxty of Canadian
imports for their use, and we did consider this when we looKed at 1nformation
concerning causation.



capacity utilization, shipments, .inventories, employment and

profitability. 14/ No. single factor is determinative, and in each . 2
investigation the Commission considers the pérticular nature of the relevant

" industry.

The record shows that competition betwgen the domestic industry and the
Canadians is concentrated in the Northeast region of the country. 13/
Petitioner specifically cited efforts to obtain contracts for construction of
high rise building frames in that region. 16/

| Most of the approximately 1000 FSS producers in the United States produce
FSS for buildings. 1/ Questionnaires were sent to over 150 of the largest
U.Ss. prodgcers of FSS for buildings as identified by the petitioner. 8/
Data:received from the larger producers could be expccted to provide more

comprehensive coverage of the industry than data received from the same number

of smaller producérs. 13/ The share of 1986 U.S. shipments accounted

14/ 19 U.S.C. § 1677(7)(C)(iii).

15/ Report at A-12. : . .

16/ Petitioner did not argue that there is a regional industry because
several of the domestic producers competing in the Northeast are located ‘in
other parts of the country. Thus, the requirements for finding a regional
industry were not satisfied. 19 U.S.C. §1677(4)(B). . S
17/ All of the FSS for building producers are fairly small. The largest ‘==
fabricators produce less than two percent of domestic shipments. Report at
A-8. .

18/ Forty percent of those quevtlonnazrce were responded to by producerﬂ of
FSS for buildings. -Report at A--11.

19/ Of the 26 largest AISC members (in terms of tonnage shipped), 17
submitted usable data in response to the Commission's questionnaire. Sce
Questionnaire responses and Petitioner's confidential letter listing the
largest AISC members and tonnage shipped, dated Feb. 1, 1988.



for by qﬁestionnaire respondents is an estimated 13.9 percent; however,
coverage was significantly greater for those market arcas in which therce was
.Canadian competition. GCenerally, it is the larger producers that compete
against the Canadian imports in the Northeast, where the Canadian imports are
primarily marketed. 20/ Thus, the data that provide the most comprchensive
coverage is most advantageous to the Petitioner for proving injury. 24

.U.s. consumption of the subject product rose 7.1 percent from 1984 to
1985, declined less than 1 percent in 1986, but is estimated to have risen 2
. percent in 1987, to its highest level during thé period of investigation.
Consumption grewAsteadily in the northeast United States, the principal market
for the imports from Canada. 22/

U.S. shipments of FSS for buildings increased throughout the period of

investigation in quantity and value. The quantity of U.S. shipments

20/ Smaller producers of FSS often do not havc the equipment or space to
produce the larger and heavier FSS necessary for high rise construction. Tr.
at 89 90. - ’

21/ Many of the U.S. producers that are active in the Northeast actually
have their production facilities in the South. Responding U.S. producers with
facilities located in the northeast and southern United States accounted for
18.8 percent of U.S. consumption in those states, a significantly larger share
than the 13.2 percent of the total market accounted for by all responding
producers. (Petitioner's data on the Southern states include Texas, a major
market in the southwest United States for the subject product.) Sece Report,
Table 1 and notes. Also, because the Northeast is the largest market for
Canadian imports, the share of U.S. shipments in the Wortheast and South
accounted for by the producers located there is estimated to be twice that of
the 13.9 percent of total U.S. shipments accounted for by all questionnaire
respondents. Thus, available data represent, in large part, U.S. producers
competing directly against the Canadian suppliers. Report at A-12.

22/ Report at Table 1.



ihéféaéed'by"mbre”than 12 percent ‘from 1984 to 1986 and increased an
"" ‘additional 1 percent when coﬁﬁaring January-September 1986 Qith"
January--September 1987. Tﬁé valﬁc'bf Shipheﬁts'increased:by 13'percept:from
1984 ‘to 1985, by 3 ‘percent from 1985 to 1986, and again bf 3 percent from
partial ycar 1986 to partial yéar 1987. 23/ The unit value of sﬁiéments
also rose duting 1984-'1986 and again from Januar&~$eptém5et 1986 to the
*corréspbndiﬁg“ﬁériod bf‘1987. |

< U.S. pfdductioﬁ'df Fss for buiidiﬁgs'bbsé by 12.3 percent from 1984 to
'1986. ‘Production showed a slight decline of 1.2 percent during the first
three quarters of 1987 compared to the fifst'ﬁhree quaftefs of 1986. 22/
' However, ‘questionnaire responses generally provide mbréldetéiled shipments
data thaﬂ broaﬁction data. ‘Therefore, where sﬁipméhts and production data
differ, thetCommissibh felied on'shifﬁéﬁts data.‘.gél lThefe are'no
inventory figures because material is custom manufactured and usuall} shipped
directiy to the buii&ing site. 28/ : ’ |

Over the period of investigation, céﬁééity to pfoducélFsS fog buildings

rose less than did production. Capacity utilization, therefbre,‘also,
rose. ;l/ * ¢

’ Nu@pef of wéfke:silhburs worked, wages paid,” total gémbensation paiéfgand
unitjiébo; cqspsfall'ihCrea§ed fépm.}984 @6 1985iand'théh'&éc;eased in 1986,
_thgugh”fehginiﬁg:hiéhéf'than:iq.%?84. Emfloymené data éhowrdeciineé when

comparing 'January--September i§86j£6 jahuiry;SepEember{iQS]. - Productivity, in

23/ Id. at Table 3.
24/ ~ 1Id. at Table 2.
25/ Id4. at A-15.
26/ 1d. at A 16.
27/ Id. at Table 2.
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inverse correlation, deciined from 1984 to 1985, but peaked during iﬁﬁerim
1987. Hourly wages and hoﬁrly total compensation fluctuated during the périod
of investigation for a‘slight overall decline. ;Q/

Data for 15 companies on their production of ¥SS for.buildings show that
net sales rose by 5.4 percent during 1984 through 1986 and ro#e again, by 0.1
percent, from interim 1986 to intefim 1987. ‘hese firms.wece profitable in
the aggreéate on these opgrations throughout the period of investigation
although general, sales, and administrative expenses (as a percent of net
salés) peaked during'Januarymséptember 1987 and operating income (again as a .
percent of nct saleé) declined. Gross profits represented 16;4 percent of net
sales during the interim‘period ended September 30, 1987, aﬁ inérease from the
14.8:perccnt share ofAnet sales théy representéd in fiscal 1984; 29/

ﬁost of these data depict an indus try that is healthy and improving over
the period of inveétiga£ion. Therefore, we determine that there is no

reasonable indication that the industry producing FSS for buildings in the

United States is materially injured, =

28/ Id. at Table 6.

29/ 1d.

30/ Petitioners have argued that the injurious effect of Canadian imports is
felt well beyond the Northeast as producers who losc projects in New York City
become more aggressive "in their backyard”. Tr. at 43 and 76. As the great
majority of the responding producers who reported bidding against Canadian’
fabricators were located in the Northeast and South (including Texas), it is
also believed thalt these areas of the country were most impacted by the
indirect effect of the subject imports. Questionnaire responses and Tr. at 25
and 42. The significantly greater questionnaire coverage of producers in the
Northeast and South also indicate that available data represent, in
disproportionately large part, U.S. producers competxng indirectly against
Canadian suppliers.
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No reasonable indication of material injury by rcason of allegedly LTFV
imports of fabricated structural steel from Canada 31/ 327

Even if we had found a reasonable indication that the U;S. industry was""
expericncing material injury, there is no reasonable indication that it would:
ﬁave been by reason of the allegedly LTFV imports. Ih determining whetherkl
there is a reasenable indication of material injury, E o

(tlhe Commission shall cons ider, ambng other factors:
(i) the volume of imports of the merchand1°e which is
the subject of the investigation,
(ii) the effect of imports of that merchandisc on
prices in the United States for like products,
(iii)agge impact of imports of such merchandise on .
domestic producers of the'like p:odgct..égf
Ihe subject imports remained at low import volume.aﬁd market sherc'leveis
throughout the period of investigation. impofts from Canada rose from 1984 to
1986. However, for the inﬁerim period January-September 1987 importé from‘
Canade>fell by 41 percent when compared to the same period in.1986. 34/ The
market penetratlon by Canadian. imports of FSS for bu11d1ngv rose from 0.8
percent in 1984 to 1.5 percent in 1985 and then 2.1 percent in 1986, still a
very small share of the U.S. market. From 2.1 percent during 1986, it
declined to 1.5 percent in 1987. All of the increase in market share for Ehe‘
subject imports was at the expense of other imports, no; at the expense of
U.S. producers. During the period of the inves L15at1on market share for

domestic producers remained stable at 95.2 percent.in 1984,’95,2 percent,in

1985, and 95.1 percent in 1986. 1In 1987, however, the domestic producers’

31/ Chairman Liebeler does not join in this section of the opinion. Seg her
Additional Views infra.

32/ Vice Chairman Brunsdale does not join 1n this section of the opinion.
See her Additional Views infra.

33/ 19 U.S.C. § 1677(7)(B).

34/ Report at Table 14.
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C e /
share of the market rose to 96.0 percent. 33 ‘'Thus, during 1987, U.S

producgrs gained market share from both the subject imports and other imports.
. Informatlon on the record demonstrates head-to--hcad competltlon between
the Canadlan 1mporL° and domestically produced FSS for buildings doecs not
1nd1cate that imports caused injury to the domestic industry;' The Commission
examined eight large'projécts located in the ngftheast section of the United

" States. 36/ In each of théée projects, at least one supplier of Canadian

FSS and one supplier of domestic FSS bid. Caqadién fabricators did win the
bidding on a féw of thesg‘projectsj Howeve;.‘§ majority were won by domes;ic
producers. In a few cases, the domésfic préducérs.used some Canadian FSS in
the project. 2/

_There may havehbgen some loss of revenue to domestic producers through the
1o§s_of"spgqific‘projects to Capadian producers. However, the volume of
Caﬁadian.imports and the market penetration does not show a causal link
between the imqu;s and_alleged injury to the domestic'indqst;y. Moreover,
the ﬁajority.of the_projects al;eged by producers touhave been won by a
Ca;adign fabrica;qr were‘;n‘fact_qu,by domestic fabricators using both

dpmesticallyuprqduced and Canadian fabricpted.sttuctural stcel in theﬁ

35/ Id. The domestic industcy's °teady hold on its market share and recent
increase in market share is consistent with our determination that the
domestic industry has not been injured.

36/ The record 1ndicate° Canadian fabricators have tended to concentrate on
the large projects.

377/ This includes domestic producers that are affiliated with Canadian
producers. Report at A-38-A- 41.
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3 .
project. 38/ Thus, while a few companlc marketlng FSS in the Northea t may

have experlenced 1ncrea«ed d1ff1culty in w1nn1ng bld“ due to the Canadlan if‘

act1v1ty, the rest of the domestlc 1ndustry was either unaware of 1mport

competltlon or was caplt&llZlng on a concurrent decrease of Japanese 1mport«
of FSS 1nto the West Coast durlng the perlod of 1nvestlgat10n. —2/
i LA . ' e I .

' In determlnlng whether a causal link between alleged 1nJury and the

'alleged LTFV 1mports ex1sts, the Commis31on examlnes ev1dence of underse111ng
and pr1ce suppress1on or depress1on In some cases where pr1ce 1nformat10n '
was not rel1able or is unava11ab1e, the Comm1 slon exam1ned other

factors ‘40/

fn thi 1nvestlgat10n the prlce 1n£ormat1on on FSS for bu1lding° con°1°ts
of total b1d pr1ce° for the erectlon of steel skeletons for bulldings The
FSS 1° 1nc1uded in the b1ds along w1th eng1neer1ng ¢‘ervme.., ercct10n costs,

I

and the’ cost of other products nece sary for the erectlon of the

38/. . Tr. at, 140 -148; See Report at A--38-A-41. ' Usable ‘data were provided on 8
bu11ding progects ‘on which 10 U.S. producers reportedly bid against Canadian -
fabricators. Seven of these 10 U.S. producers and all of the importers from
Canada.provided bid information in response to the Commission questionnaire.
These data accounted for 41 percent of the subject 1mports 1n 1986. Report at
A-38-pA-41. .. . ., ., '
39/ Numerous producers who were sent questlonnalres fa11ed to respond
because .they had not been experiencing competition from Canadian FSS‘and did
not believe the 1nvest1gatlon applied to them. Report at A-11 A 12.

40/ See e.g., Automated Fare.Collection Equipment from France, Inv. No.
701-TA-200 (Pre11m1nary), USITC Pub. 1323 (Nov. 1982) (bid pricing where the
investigated product . and the like product:were only a part of the total bid);
Certain Welded Carbon Steel Pipes and Tubes from Taiwan, 1nv. Wo. 731-TA-349,
USITC Pub. 1994 (1987); Color Picture Tubes from Canada, Japan, the Republic
of Korea, and Singapore, Invs. Nos. 731.-TA--367--370 (Preliminary), USITC Pub.
1937 (1987). '

4
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1/ ) .
building. Al The fabficators that supplied the bids can provide an

estimated value of the FSS within the bid, but, because FSS is not sold as a
42/ '
commodity on the open market there are no actual prices .

We are unable to determine whether there has been price suppression or

depression. Petitioner urged the Commission to comparc the full bid'prices

while admitting prices for FSS alone were not available. 43 This would be

meaningleés"beCause a large portion of those bids are for nervines-or for
pcoducts not subject to this investigation. AY/ Finnlly, it is élnnr frdﬁ '
the record in this 1nve«t13ation that we would be unable to obtain any morn
helpful or reliable price information in a (inal investigation. a3/ Thus,
based on our consideration of the volume of imports, market penctration, an&
the examples of 'individual bid competition, we conclude that there is no

rcasonable indication that the imports of Fss for buildings from Canada are

the cause of any allégcd injury to'the domestic industry.

No reasonable indication of threat of material injury by recason of allegedlx
LTFV imports

In"examining whether there is'g reasonable indiéation éhat thn donestin
industry is_threatened with material injnry by reasdn of.aiiegedly LTFV '
imports, we are dirééted to consider, among other factors, any exi«ting unused
foreign capacity, increases in imports to the Un1tcd States. any rapxd .

increase to an injurious 1eve1, the probability that imports will enter the

41/ Report at A-36; Petition at 16.

42/  Report at A-38.

43/ Petitioner's Brief at 5..8; Petition at 16--18.

44/ Report at A-37--A-38.

45/ See American Lamb v. United States. 785 F.2d 994 (Fed.. Cir. 1986).
Wells Mfg. Co. v. United States, C1T » Slip. Op. 87.-133 (Dec. 8
1987). :
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United States at prices that will have a depressing or. suppréssing effec£ on
domestic prices, any substantial increase in inventories in the United St#tés.
and the potential for product~shifting. a6/ 1n.addition, the Commission

" must base a finding of reasonable indication of thfeat of material injury on
"evidence that the threat of material injury is real and the actual injury is
imminent,f and not on "mere conjecture." AL/

The capacity to produce fabricated structural steel f#r buildings by’
Canadian firms has risen only slightly since 1985. Hdreover) Frankel'steel;'
Ltd:, one of the major Canadian importers, is selling its Cangdiéﬁ fﬁcilitiés,
and the new ownef has indicated that it has no intention of pursuing éxport
markets. QQI. Canadian production grew from 118,000 tons in 1984 to 146,000
tons:in 1985 to 154,000 tons in 1986, but deqlined during January Scptember
1987 compared to the same period in 1986. Caﬁaéity'ﬁtilization rose duéing

19841986, then declined slightly in 1987. 49/,

a6/ 19 U.S.C. § 1677(7)(F)(i). _
47/ 19 U.S.C. § 1677(7)(F)(ii). ; . S
48/ Report at A-26.

49/ 1d. at Table 10. -
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. U.S. imports of FSS for buildings from Canada increased in quantity by
94 percent from-1984 to 1985 and by 37 percent from 1985 to 1986. However,
the quantity of imports felllby 41 pércentnfrom the three quarters of 1986 to
the first three quarters.of 1987.  The value of these imports rose 93 percent
from 1984 to 1985 .and by 34 percent from 1985 to 1986."fromlianuarywSeptember
1986.to January-September 1987, the value of imports fell by 37 V
'percent._§9/~ bDuring the period of investigation the U.S. market share of
the subject product never exceeded 2.1 percent. il( ‘he data do not
indicate a rapi& increase in market penetration; in fact, Canadian market
share declined in the first nine months of 1987.. It is unlikely that Canadian
imports will increase to injurious levels.

The Commission found no evidence to suggest that Canadian inports are
supressing or depressing domestic prices. 32/ 'In addition, there is no
possibility for product shifting.(as defined in the statute) because none of
the Canadian production facilities used to manufacture FSS for buildings also
manufacture products subject to U.S. dumping or countervailing duty
orders. 33/ Finally, there'pave been no substantiﬁl‘ihéreasés ip p.s;
inventories since this product is one not normally held in inventorj.iéﬂ?

This information does not establish a reasonable indication of threat.
Accordingly, we determine that there is no reasonable indication that the

domestic industry is threatened with material injury by reason of Canadian

imports of FSS allegedly sold at LTFV.

50/ Report at Table 14.

51/ Id. at Table 16.

52/ Sec Report at A 35 A 37.
53/ See id. at A-2.

54/ See id. at A-16.
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CONCURRJI\IG VIE.'WS OF CHAIRMAN LIEBELE'.R

CertaJn Fabrlcated Structural Steel frcm Canada
- Inv. No. 731-TA-387 (Prelminary) C

I determine that there is no reasonable indication that ‘an industry in
the United States is materially injured, or threatened with material
injury, - by reason of imports of fabricated structural steel from Canada
‘which are allegedly being sold at léss than fair value.

I concur with the Cammission in its discussion of the lJ.ke product, the
damestic J.ndustry the condltlon of the industry, and threat. Because my
v1ews on causatlon dlffer frcm those of the other chmnlss1oners, I offer

these addltlonal v1ews
ri Inj ' - _of

_ In order for a dcmestlc mdustry to prevail in a prel:.mmary
J.nvestlgatlon, the Commlss:.on must determine that there is a reasonable
mdlcatlon that the dumped Jmports cause or threaten to cause material
mJury to the domestlc industry producmg the like product. The Ccmnlssmn
must determlne whether the danestlc lndustry producmg the lJ_ke product is

lﬂ‘,-

.-1/ As.there is an established domestic industry, "material retardation" yqas

" not raised as an issue in this investigation and will not be discussed *
further. )



18

materially injured or is threatened with material injury, and whether any
injury or threat thereof is by reason of the dumped imports. Only if the
Camission finds a reasonable indication of both injury and causation, will
it make an affirmative determination in the investigation.

Before analyzing the data, however, the first question is whether the
statute is clear or whether one must resort to the legislative history in
order to interpret the relevant sections of the import relief law. In
general, the accepted rule of statutory construction is that a statute,
clear and unambiguous on its face, need not and cannot be interpreted using
secondary sources. Only statutes that are of doubtful meaning are subject
to such statutory interpretation. 1/:

.. The statutory language used for both‘parts of iﬂue'an'al‘ysis is
anbiguous. "Material injury® is defined as "harm which is not
incbnsequential, i.mmaterial,. or unimportant. " 2/’ As for the ééusation
test, "by reason of" lends itself to no easy interpretation, and has been
the subject of much debate by past and present comnissioﬁefs. Cléarly,
well-informed persons may differ as to the interpretation of the causation
and material injury sections of title VII. Therefore, the legislative

history becames helpful in interpreting title VII.

The ambiguity arises in part because it is clear that the presence in
the United States of additional foreign supply will alwa'ys make the
damestic industry worse off. Any time a foreign producer exports products -

.to the United States, the increase in suppiy, ceteris paribus, must result

1/ Sands, Mjmmmm&t;m §45 02 (4thed)
2/ 19u.s.c. s 1977(7) (A) (1980) .
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in a lower price of the product than would otherwise prevail. If a

dowrward effect on price, accampanied by a Department of Cammerce dumping.-
finding and a Camission finding that financial indicators were down were'
all that were required for an affirmative determination, there would be no

need to inquire’ further into causation.

But the legislative history shows that the mere presence of LTFV
impbrts is not sufficient to establish causation. In the legislative
l'ii'stery to the Trade Agreements Acts of 1979, Congress stated:

" [Tlhe ITC will consider information which indicates that harm is
caused by factors other than the less-than-fair-value imports._l_/

The Finance Camittee emphasized the need for an exhaustive causation
analysis, stating, "the Cammission must satisfy itself that, in light of
all the information presented, there is a sufficient causal link between

the. less-than-fair-value imports and the requisite injury."2/

The Sehate Finance Cammittee acknowledged that the causation analysis
would not be easy: "The determination of the ITC with respect to
causation, is under current law, and will be, under section 735, camplex
and difficult, and is a matter for the judgment of the ITC.3/ Since the
damestic industry is no doubt worse off by the presence of any imports
(whether LTFV or fairly traded) and Congress has directed that this is not
enough upon which to base an afflrmatlve deternunatlon, the Camission must

delve further to fJ.nd what condltlon Congress has attempted to remedy

1/ Report on the Trade Agreements Act of 1979, S. Rep No. 249, 96th Cong
1st Sess. 75 (1979).

/1g,
3/14.
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In the legislative history to the 1974 Act, the Senate Finance Cammittee
stated:
This Act is hot a 'protectionist' statute designed to bar or
restrict U.S. imports; rather, it is a statute designed to free
U.S. imports fram unfair price discrimination practices. * * * The
Antidumping Act is designed to discourage and prevent foreign

suppliers from using unfair price discrimination practices to the
detriment of a United States industry.l/

Thus, the focus of the analy515 must be on what constitutes unfalr prlce
discrimination and what harm results therefrom:
_ [TIhe Antidumping Act does not proscribe transactions which involve |
selling an imported product at a price which is not lower than that
needed to make the product campetitive in the U.S. market, even

though the price of the imported product is lower than its home
market price.2/

This "complex and difficult" judgment by the Carmission is aided greatly
by the use of economic and financial analysis. One of the most :meortant
-assumptions of traditional microeconamic theory is that firms attempt to
maximize profits.3/ Congress was obviocusly familiar with the economlst (]
tools: "[Ilmporters as. pn_ldent businessmen dealing fairly would be
interested in maximizing profits by selling at prices as high as the U.S.
market would bear. "4/

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

2/1I4.

3/See, e.q., P. Samuelson & W. Nordhaus, Econgmics 42—45 (12th ed. 1985);

W. Nicholson, In i Mi, nomics and Its lication 7 (33 ed. 1983).
4/Trade Reform Act of 1974, 8. Rep 1298, 93rd Cong. 2d Sess. 179.
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An assertlon of unfair price dlsch.m.mat:Lon should be accon'pam.ed by a

. factual record that can support such a conclus1on In accord w1th econamic
theory .and the legislative history, foreign firms should be presumed té :
behave rationally. Therefore, if the factual séttingr in which' the unfair
imports occur does not support- any gain' to be had by unfair price
.discrimination, it is reasonable to conclude - that any injury or:-threat of

J.njuryto the domestic-industry is not "by reason of" such imports.

In many cases unfair price discrimi.natioﬁ by a campetitor would be
irrational. In general, it is not ra;c,ional 'to charge a: price below 'that'
necessary to sell one's. product. In certain circumstances, a firm may try
to capture.a :sufficient market share to be ablé to-raise its price in the
future. - To movée fram a position where the flrmhas no‘market power to a
position where the firm has such mqer, the firm may lower -its price below
that which is necessary to meet.carpetitioh. It is this cendition which
CoﬁgreSs must have meant when it charged us. "to discourage and pr’e’ven’t_:
foreign suppliers from using m'lfair-pricewdiscrjminatiori practices to the
detriment of 4. United States industry.l/ In Certain Red Rasherries from
Canada, I set forth-a framework for examining what factual setting would
merit an-affirmative finding under. the. law interpreted in'light of the
cited lqe_gislativev history.2/

" The stronger theev1dence ofthe follow:.ng C ..

-the more likely that an affirmative determination

will be made: (1) large and increasing market

. share, (2) high dumping margins, : (3) homogeneous ~
products, (4) declining prices and (5) barriers to

1/'I‘rade Reform Act .of 1974 S. Rep. 1298, 93rd Cong. 24 Sess.: 179 o
2/Inv. No. 731-TA-196 (Final), USITC Pub: 1707, at 11=19 (1985) (Addltlonal
Views of Vice Chairman Liebeler). :
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entry to other foreign producers (low elasticity of
supply of other :unports) 1/

The statute requires the Conmission to examine the volume of imports

. . the effect of imports on prices, and the general impact of imports on

domestic producers.2/ The legislative history provides same guidance
for .applying these criteria The factors incorporate both the statutory
criteria and the guidance provided by the legislative history. E‘ach of
these factors is evaluated in turn.

Causation analygis

- Let us startwithimportpenetrationdata Alargemarketshareis
a necessary condition for a seller to obtain or enhance market power
through unfair price discrimmation Penetration of imports from Canada
rose frcm08%in1984t01S%in1985and21%in1986 butdeclinedto
1.5% in 1987 Thus, import penetration is very lou and is declining
This is consistent with a negative detezmi.nation 3/

The second factor is the mrgin of dumping The higher the margin
g_e_tggsgai_rm,g themore likelyitis thattheproductisbeingsold
below the competitive price and the more likely it is that the dcmestic '
producers will be adversely affected In a prelminary investigation,
the Cammerce Department has not yet calculated any margins. I therefore
generally give the petitioner the benefit of the doubt and rely onthe
alleged margins. In this case, petitioners allege margins ranging from

1/1d. at 16. ‘
2/19 U.S.C. sec. 1677(7) (B)- (C) (1980 & cum.’ supp 1985) .
3/Report of the Camission (“Report") at Table 16. .
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12.0% to 19.2%. These alleged margins are moderate and are not

inconsistent with a negative preliminary determination.

The third factor is the homogeneity of the products. The more
“homogeneous the products, the greater will be the
effect of any allegedly unfair practice on domestic producers.
Petitionef stated during the conference that U.S. .and Canadian products
“are complete]y homogeneous."1/ Respondent did not deny this assertion
and'ﬁhere have been no allegations that fabricated structural steel for
buildings from Canada and -fabricated structural steel for buildings frohx,
the United States differ in either physical characteristics or uses.

This factor tends to support an affirmative preliminary determination.

As to the fourth factor, evidence of declining domestic prices ceteris
paribus might indicate that domestic producers were lowering their
prices in order to maintain market share.. Fabricated stfuctura] steel
for bui]dinés is not sold in an independen; market. Rather, it is part
of a bid package for the erection of the skeleton of a building. The
price of the fabricated structural steel for buildings cannot be
segregatéd from the other items of the bid.2/ There is, therefore, no
true transaction price. In the absence of transaction prices I have
examihed the unit value of domestic shipments. The unit value in ‘
dollars per ton of fabricated'structura] steel for buildings rose from

$1,073 in 1984 to $1,112 in 1986, fell to $1,078 in interim ]986,

.l/Conferenée Transcript at 12.

2/Report at A-36-A-37.
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and rose to $1,090 in interim 1987.1/ Unit values rose during the course
of the investigation; this factor supports a negative preliminary
determination.

- The fifth factor is foreign supply elasticity (barﬁers to entry) .
If there is a low foreign elasticity of supply (or high barriers to
entry) it is more likely that a producer can gain market power. Eight
countries other'than Canada supplied fabricated structural steel for |
buildings to the U.S. during the course of the J.nvestlgatlon Of these
Japan and Korea were the largest suppliers. Imports from Japan of
fabricated structural steel for buildings exceeded imports fram Canada
in terms of quantity in 1984 and 1985, and imports of Korean fabricated
structural steel for buildings exceeded imports fram Canada in terms of
qQuantity in 1984. In 1986 Canadian imports of fabricated structural
steel for buildings totaled 116,237 tons while Japanese imports totaled
61,688 tons and Korean imports totaled 26,801 tons.2/ The presence of
significant sales fram countries other than Canada during the course of
the investigation suggests that the potential supply response is o
relatively elastic. This facﬁor is consistent with a negative

preliminary determination.

These. five factors must be balanced in each case to reach a sound
determination. Although the imported and domestic products are
substitutable, t;pe other factors support a negative determination.

Import penetration ratios are extremely low, the alleged dumping margins

1/Report at A—36—37 Table 3.
2/Report at Table F-3, overstated by 1nc1us:.on of bar joists.
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are moderate, unit values rose, and there are no barriers to entry. In
this case I have analyzed and weighed the five factors and reached a

negative preliminary determination.
Conclusion

Therefore, I detérmine that there is no reasocnable indication that
an industry in the United States is materially injured, or threatened _
with material injury, by reason of imports of fabricated structural

steel fram Canada which is allegedly being sold at less than fair value.
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' ADDITIONAL VIEWS OF
. VICE CHATRMAN ANNE E. BRUNSDALE

. Certa;n Fabricated Structural Steel -from Canada
’ " 'Inv. No. 731-TA-387 (Prellmlnary)

February 25, 1988

I ccncur(ﬂwith some reservations, with the majority's definitions
of like product,andAdomestic industry; as well as its findings on
material injury and threat of material'injury. I write these
edditicnelﬂvieyssto_explain the. basis for my conclusion. that
Cehadien imports did not cause material injury to the domestic
ihdustry producingifabricated structural steel for buildings
(FSSB).. .
| This case is‘one where the product under investigation is
very compler and raises some.challenging. issues. While I concur
withﬂtheumejqr;tyfthat the appropriate like product is FSSB, I
heﬁe soue questions about this definition because soue dcmestic
firms produce both FSSB and fabricated structural steel (FSS) for
brldges.; This suggests that there may be a high degree of
substitutabllity of supply between FSSB and FSS for bridges and
that“resources within pients,'such:as'iabor and equipment,,can
eas11y sh1ft from one product to another. 1If this wvere true,
then the llke product could be broader. than FSSB.

A second 1ssue is whether the Comm1ss1on should consider

serv1ces as well as phys1ca1 merchandlse in analy21ng the

lReport at A-8.
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appropriate product. FSSB is not supplied or sold'separately,
but is a part of a bundle of produqts and services that go into
the construction of a steel superstructure for a new building;2
The principal problem that domestic firms have fgcéd may be lower
'priced services by importers of FSSB rgther than éllegedly
dumped merchahdise.

Because these issues do not chahge the result of the case
for me, I turn to my céusation analysis on the effects of
imported FSSB.- | A | | .

Apparent domestic consumption of FSSB rose 7 percent between
1984 and.1985,ldropped less than 1 percent in 1986,3 and rose an
estimated 2 percent in 1967.4 Thus, over the last three years;"
consumption of the product was faifly cohstant.5 During this
period, U.S. producers supplied the lion's share of the U.S.
market for FSSB, accounting for over 95 percent of u.s.

consumption in 1985-866% and 96 percent in 1987.7 They were able

214. at A-36.

314. at Table 1. U.S. consumption of FSSB was 4.4 million
tons in 1984, 4.7 million tons in 1985, and 4.67 million tons in
1986. Id. :

414. Estimated consumption in 1987 was 4.77 million tonms.
Id. :

Sconsumption is estimated to drop 6 percent below the 1987
level in 1988. However, the estimated level of demand in 1988 is
still higher than the 1984 level. At the 1984 level, U.S.
producers still showed aggregate profits. Id. at Table 6.

6In 1984 and 1985, U.S. éhipments suppliéd 95}? percent of
U.S. consumption. See id. at Table 16. In 1986, the figure
dropped slightly to 95.1 percent. Id.

7I_d.
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to hold their share both in the expanding market of 1985 and the
stable market of 1986-87.

Canadian producers increased their market share from 1984 ‘to
1986 and theﬁ watched it drop between- the firsf nine months of
'1986 and the same period in 1987. Thus, their penetration ratio
rose from 0.8 to 2.1 percent in 1985-868 but fell back to 1.5
percent in 1987.9 The data indicate that the increase in
Canadian share came at the expense of other foreign suppliers and
that the decrease benefited the U.S. suppliers.l0

The absolute volume of Canadian imports fluctuated greatly -
over the period, increasing rapidly in 1985 and 1986 and then
plummeting in 1987.11 The value of Canadian imports followed a
very:similar trend, rising from [.....] million to [.....:]
" million between 1984 and 1985, and then to (-....] million in.
1986.12 1In the first nine months of 1987, the value of Canadian
imports dropped [.....] million over the same period in 1986.13
These numbers are all dwarfed when comparéd with actual U.s.
figures. In 1986 Canadian imports had a value of [eoeee]

million, compared with a value of U.S. shipments estimated at

81
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almost $5 billion.l14

Because of the nature of the bidding process on
construction jobs, Commission staff was unable to collect
information. on the price of fabricated structural steel.
Fabricated structural steel is just one of fhe cost and non-
cost components included in bids on building pfﬁjects.ls Thus,
an analysis of bids is a less-than-reliable method for
determining the "price" of FSSB.

My analysis of causation in this case employs a finding on
domestic supply elasticity. With capacity utilizatién'of
domestic producers ranging from 63 to 66 percent during the
period of investigat_ioh,l6 it appears that the domestic industry
should be able to respond quickly to increases in demand and
without raising the industry supply price very much. This
suggests the domestic supply curve for FSSB is highly elastic;
that is, the quantity of industry éupply is highly responsive to
price.

To determine whether the Canadian imports caused material
injury, it is necessary to estimate the effect of those imﬁofts

on U.S. producers. To do this, let us focus on 1986, the year

l4compare Report at Table 14 with Report at Table 16 and
Report at Table 3.

150ther cost components of the bid include engineering
design, transportation, and erection of the structure.. Non-cost
components include, for example, the ability of fabricators to
meet deadlines and their reputation for quality. See id. at A-36.

1614. at Table 2. As noted in the Report, the Commission
had to adjust the capacity utilization figures to correct some
reporting inconsistencies. Id. at A-14.
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in which Canadian imports were largest. The average value of a |
ton of canadian FSSB in 1986 was $781.45.17 If the entire-
alleged dumping margin were added to the canadian sales "price"
for FSSB, that value would increase by 19.2 percentl® to a "fair"
value of $931.49 per ton. This figure is well below the reported
1986 U.S. unit value per ton of $1,112. Becauee of this large
difference in unit values, none of the Canadian sales might‘have
been picked up by U.S. firms.

However, even if we assume that the U.S. firms capture all
these sales, ﬁhe increase in revenue would be insigniflcant.
U.S. producers sold over 4.4 million tons of FSSB in 1986,
yielding revenues of over $4.9 billion.19 Giving U.s. firﬁs all
sales of Canadian FSSB yields additional revenues of $89.6
million. This amounts to a revenue increase for U.S. firms of
only 1.8 percent. This small revenue effect which can be
attributed to Canadian imports surely does not rise to the level
of material injury.

Therefore, based onﬁthe relatively low volume of Canadian
imports, the large volume of FSS for buildings supplied byﬁthe
domestic industry, the high elasticity of domestic supply in

responding to price increases, and the minuscule impact of -

17gee id. at Table 14.
18This was the highest dumping margin alleged ‘by the
Petitioner. See id. at A-3.

19gee id. at Table 16 (U.S. firms supplied an estimated
4,448,000 tons of FSS for buildings in 1986); at Table 3 (average
value reported by producers for a ton of FSS for buildings was
$1,112 in 1986).
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Canadian sales on domestic revenues, I find no reasonable
indication that Canadian imports of FSSB have caused material .
injury. |
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DISSENTING VIEWS OF COMMISSIONER ECKES

Based on my analysis of the information developed in this
investigatioh, I disagree with the negative determination made
by my colleagues. On the basis of the record in investigatibn
No. 731-TA-387 (Preliminary), I determine there is a reasonable.
indication that an industry in the United States is materially
injured or threatened with material injury by reason of alleged
less-than—faif-value imports of fabricated structural steel fdr
buildings (hereinafter "FSS") from Canada. -

- From my perspective,_the following three considerations as
a matter of law require the Commission to continue this
invéétigation. First, within the 45-day time period permitted
for a preliminary investigation the Commission was unable to
conduct the "thorough investigation" of éllegations in this
petition required by law. Second, the record does not contain
"clear and convincing evidence that there is no material injury
or threat of such injury." And third, it is likély that
additional evidence will arise in a final investigation to
support fhe petitioner's point of view. For thesé reasons,‘my'
colleagues in the majority could not have established any

rational connection between information developed in this
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investigation and their majority negative determination.
Consequently, their decision is unwarranted and is unsound as a

matter of law. 1/

Standard for Review

Because my colleagues' determination is subject to judicial
-feview, it is appropriate to consider at this point the

judicial standard reviewing earlier preliminary negative

determinations. 2/ In American Lamb Co. v. United States the
Court of Appeals for the Federal Circuit (hereinafter "CAFC")
observed: |

Since the enactment of the 1974 Act, ITC has
consistently viewed the statutory '*reasonable
indication' standard as one requiring that it issue a
negative determination . . ., only when (1) the record
as a whole contains clear and convincing evidence that

_/ My concerns about »he majorlty s approach in this
investigation closely track my views on an earlier Commission
negative preliminary determination. See my dissenting views: in
Portland ‘Hydraulic Cement and Cement Clinker from Colombia,
France, Greece, Japan, Mexico, The Republic of Korea, Spain,
and Venezuela, Invs. Nos. 731-TA-356-363 (Preliminary), USITC
Pub. No. 1925, (December 1986), 35-57.

2/ The statutory provisions for making a prellmlnary
determination prov1de the standards for such determinations.
The Commission is directed by Title VII of the Tariff Act of
1930 to determine, based upon the best information available to
it at the time of the determination, whether there is - a
reasonable indication that an industry in the United States is
materially injured, or is threatened with material. 1n]ury, or -
the establishment of an industry in the United States is
materlally retarded, by reason of 1mports of the merchandise
that is the subject of the investigation. (19 U.S.C. 1673 (b))
"Material injury" is defined as "harm which is not '
inconsequential, immaterial, or unimportant." (19 U.S.C.
1677(7) (a)).

In making its determinations the Commission is required to
consider, among other factors, (1) the volume of imports of the
merchandise which is the subject of the investigation, (2) the
effect of imports of that merchandise on prices in the United
States for like products, and (3) the impact of imports of such
merchandise on domestic producers of like products. (19 U.S.C.
1677 (7) (B) (1)) .
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‘there is no material injury or threat of such injury:;
and (2) no likelihood exists that contrary evidence
will arise in a-final investigation. That view, i
involving a process of weighing the evidence but under
guidelines requiring clear and convincing evidence of
'no reasonable “indication', and no likelihood of later
contrary evidence provides fully adequate protection
against unwarranted terminations.  Indeed, those
guidelines weight the scales in favor of affirmative
and against negative determinations.  Under the.
appropriate standard of judicial review, ITC's
longstanding practice must be v1ewed as perm1551b1e
‘'within the statutory framework. "[emphasis in
original] _/ ' S o

The Court is bound by statute to hold unlawful a negative"
determination found to be "arbitrary, capr1c1ous, an abuse of
discretion, or otherw1se not in accordance with law. . . N g/
As the Court of International Trade observed in its most recent
review of a Commission negative preliminary determination, this
standard requires the follow1ng° .

A rev1ew1ng court must 'con51der whether the decision -

was based on a consideration of the relevant factors

and whether there has been a clear error of judgment.

« « o ..Although this inquiry into the facts is to be

searching and careful, the ultimate standard of review

is a narrow one. . .-.' The Agency must articulate a

'rational connection between ‘the .facts found and. the

.choice made:' 3/ S

" But, for these standards to apply, ‘the Commission must
first-have conducted a "thoroughhinvestigation" based on the
best information available. Thée CAFC in its review in American

Lamb refers to the Court of International Trade decision in’

- :1/. ‘American Lamb Co. .-United States 785 F.2d 994, 1001
. (Fed. .Cir. 1986). ) o
2/. 19 U.S.C. '1516a(b) (1) (A) (1980 & Supp. '1985) . v
3/ Wells Manufacturing Company v. United States, __ CIT ’
Slip Op 87 133" (Dec.—8, 1987) (citations omitted). '
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Budd Co. Railway Division V. United States, in which the CIT

noted that the ITC mandate to conduct a "thorough investigation"

does not limit 'the best information available' to
that furnished by the petitioner or by any
party-in-interest to the proceedings. The term ,
'available' as used in the statute must be constructed
in accordance with its common meaning. In so doing,
it is clear that all information that is 'accessibie
or may be obtained' from whatever its source may be,
must be reasonably sought by the Commission. It 1is
only in this manner that the Commission can comply
with the intended congressional mandate to conduct a
'thorough investigation.' [emphasis added] 1/ '

For reasons set forth below} my colleagues' negativé
determination does not comply with the standard of review

articulated by the court.

Like Product and Domestic Industry

In order to address the question of materia; injUry, the
Commission must determine the relevant domestic industry. 2/
The impofted product subject to this investigatiph is '
fabricated structural steel for buildings from Canada.  The
notice of'institution by the administering authority defines
FSS as consisting of steel plates, angles, beamé and related
steel mill products that have been fabricated into articles
suitable for e;gction‘or assembly into buildings which include

" industrial, utility, commercial, office, parking decks,

1/ American Lamb Co. at 1003 citing Budd Co. Railway Division
v. United States, 507 F.Supp. 997, at 1003-4 (footnote omitted).
2/ The term "industry" is defined as "the domestic producers

as a whole of a like product, or those producers whose
collective output of the like product constitutes a major
proportion of the total domestic production of that product . .
- «" 19 U.S.C. 1677(4)(A). "Like product" is defined as "a
product which is like, or in the absence of like, most similar
in characteristics and uses with, the article subject to an
investigation . . . ." 19 U.s.c. 1677 (10). :
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assembly, multi-residential, medical, public and transportation
facilities. 1/ FSS for buildings is used to construct a
skeleton which fulfills the load-bearing function for the
erection of the building. Sales are by the producers of FSS,
who bid to construct the skeleton of the building. FSS is
included as one component of the bid élong with costs
associated with engineering, erection, transportation, and
other products necessary for the project.

At first glance, the appropriate like product in this
investigation appears to be, as the petitioner asserts,
domestically produced FSS for buildings. However, there were
at least two concerns raised in the investigation regarding
this assertion. The first was whether the like product should
includé FSS for bridges as well as buildings. Although there-
is some information on thé-record which suggests that FSS for
buildings and FSS for-bridges could be oné like product, many
of the FSS pieces for bridges are heavier and larger, and are
made from different steel products than FSS for buildings.
Clearly, the uses for each are different. The existence of
different distribution channels as well as the perceptions of
customers and producers support the conclusion tﬁat FSsS
produced for a bridge project is different from FSS produced
for a building project.

Thé petitioner also suggested a second definition of the -

like product, narrowing it to include only FSS for buildings

1/ Department of Commerce Notice of Initiation, 53 Fed. Reg.
3412 (1988). Commerce excluded FSS for use in the construction
of bridges, fabricated reinforcing bars, bar joists, fabricated
metal buildings, steel flooring or roof decks. '
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which require 1000 tons or more of FSS. However, information
developed in this preliminary suggests that Canadian FSS is
imported for the erection of both small and large buildings.
In this preliminary investigation, I find the like product
to be FSS for buildinge; therefore the domestie industry
consists of all domestic producers of Fss for buildings. 1/
Even so, important "like product" questions remain
unanswered. This investigation is more complex than the vast
majority of steel cases because fabricated structural steel is
not a standard product available for a number of end uses and
users. Rather, fabricated structural steel is designed and
finished for a particular building; it is shipped unassembled
from the fabricating facility to construction sites. Several
key questions emerge from these facts. 1Is the imported
merchandise unassembled buildings? How does this affect the
scope of the corresponding domestic industry and the
corresponding injury and causation analysis? Indeed, is there
a domestic industry under Title VII at all? Are those firms
producing FSS which is dedicated to a particular building

design performing more of a service than actual

1l/ Neither of the parties to this investigation seems to
have raised the related parties question. Under 19 U. S. C.
1677 (4) (B), when some producers in the United States are
related to exporters or importers of the product under
investigation, or are themselves importers of that product, the
Commission may exclude such producers from the domestic
industry "in appropriate circumstances." 1In this
investigation, there are two domestic producers that are
related to Canadian producers of FSS for buildings. It is not
clear that exclusion is appropriate based on the facts in this
preliminary. Nonetheless, my analysis of the condition of the
industry and the impact of imports would be unchanged if data
on these producers were to be omitted.
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manufacturing’ Specifically, does importation also include the

1mportatlon of de51gn and fabrlcatlon serv1ces rather than only’ -

fabricated steel prodgots? For example, the dlff;oulty in
estaplésh}ho.va}uee for-the varroue components ofdthe project
bids.eugoeets”th;efquestionhdeservee further'consideration by
the Comm1551on. l/‘ . |

In my v1ew, when 1mportant novel legal 1ssues such as
theee are raised by{the,faots of a prellmlnary 1nvest1gatlon,n
the:tomhiesiopthastthe'responsibility to address more
completelyitheee‘qgestiohs, partioularly when the information
ava;labie'toithevéomhiesdon;op the relevant conditions of trade

is as incomplete as it is in this investigation.

Condition of the Domestic Industry

Data developed’}n,thds prelimihary investioation do not
provideAthe:fclear ahdpoonvihoihg",evidence of the absence of a
reasonabie’indicationvof injury: and, there is a likelihood of
addltlonal 1nformatlon belng developed whlch supports
petltloner's allegatlons.

Flrst there are 1mportant 11m1tations on the coverage of
these data, ‘Asxa'resolt, it is ;nconcelyable that they provide
any ratiohalmbasis for ooncludiho_that there is no reasonable
indication of material injury or threat. Domestic producers

responding to the Comm}ssion's_queetionnaire accounted for only

1l/ See the majority views as well as the "Additional Views
of Comm1551oner Michael J. calhoun" in Certain Rail Passenger
Cars from Canada, ‘Inv. No. 701-TA-~182 (Preliminary), USITC Pub.
1440 (August 1982)
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14 percent of U.S. production duriné the period of
investigation, an gxtraordinarily low response rate for a
non-agricultural investigation. Moreover, profitability data
. cover only operations accounting for 4.4 percent of U.S.
production. With such a low respoﬁse rate, it is doubtful the
Commission in a preliminary investiéation can satisfy the
statutory mandate. |

The statute directs the Commission to assesslfhe condition
of ‘the domestic industry, defined as the "domestic ﬁroducers gé
a whole of a like product or those producers whose collective

output of the like product constitutes a major proportion.of

the total domestic production of that product . . . ."[emphasis
addéd] Apparently, the majority believe they can circﬁmvent
this requirement if they conclude that the questionnaire
information provides reliable data on the condition of
producers competing directly with Canadian prodﬁcers. Such an
approach does not answer the statﬁtory question of whether
there is an indication of injury to the industry-as a whole.
Thus, the majority appear to have indulged in de facto regional’
industry analysis in a way that is contrary to law.-

It is unsound to conclude that the sketchy data developed
in this investigation-provide a reliable assessment of those
domestic produéers most likely to be affectedvby the subject
imports. Petitioner estimated that some 30 firms encounter
direct competition in the Northeastern market from Canadian
suppliers. 1/ With regard to data on -profitability,

questionnaires captured less than half of those producers,

l/ Petitioner's posthearing brief, p. 9.
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allegedly those most likely to be directly affected by
imports. Thus, the Commission does not know the financial
condition of remaining producers marketing in that region.

| The record also contains allegations that impofts have had
a "ripple effect" on producers in other markets. -Several
producers in other areas of the United States observed that
they were being injured even though they did not compete
directly against imports from Canada. 1/ There were also
allegations by some domestic producers that they were affected -
by other domestic producers who lost major project bids in the
Northeastern market. 2/ As a result, some producers have
resorted to other product markets, namely bridge structurals.
In short, reliance by the majority on these data is misplaced;
this information is too incomplete to provide "clear and
convincing" evidence on these issues.

What the statute and the Court»reguire the Commission to
determine is whether the best available iriformation on the
domestic industry, (and not a small part of the industry),
provides clear and convincing evidence that there is no
material injury or threat of such injury to this industry.

The best available information does not show a healthy domestic
industry. Production levels declined during the most recent
interim period. Shipments, which may be a more reliable
indicator of productive performance because of industry
record-keeping procedures, did increase slightly during the

same period. However, during 1987 employment .at reporting

1/ Report at A-13. :
2/ Transcript of Preliminary Conference, pp. 76-77.
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producers declined 9 percent. In fact, these producers are
employing 700.fewer workers in 1987 than in 1985, a decline of
16 percent. Such a deterioration of employment is hardly clear
and convincing evidence of no material injﬁry.

Profit-and-loss information also fails to'érovide clear and
convincing evidence to justify a negative determination. Ohly
15 producers, accounting for 4.4 percent of estimated U.S.
production in 1986 furnished usable income-and-loss data on
their fabricated structural steel for buildings operations.
Operatiﬁg margins for these producers dropped from 3.5 percent
in 1985 to 2.3 percent in 1986. Thirteen of these producérs
provided interim 1987 data, which show a further decline in the
operating margin to 1.3 percent. Moreover, six of those
producers had operating losses, compared with three producers

during the same period in 1986.

Causation

The best available information on the causation issue
supports an affirmative, not a negative preliminary
determination. Absolute import levels of imports. from Canada
increased more than 2 1/2 times from 1984 to 1986, before
declining during the interim 1987 period as compared with
1986. As a share of U.S. consumption, imports from Canada
followed a similar trend, increasing from 0.8 pércent in 1984
to 2.1 percent in 1986, before declining to 1.5 percent in
1987.. Thus,etﬁé absolute levels of imports have increased

throughout the period covered by this investigation, and have
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declined as a share of U.S. consumption only during the most
recent period.

In my view, one must be cautious'about interpreting a
slight fall in import penetration as clear -and conVincing
evidence of thé absence of injury. Import trends may be
affected by the bid process and the size of projects awarded,
which distort the trends. Further, volume trends and other
information in the record do not reflect any consideration of a
more relevant indicator of injury, that is, when the bid is
awarded rather than when importation actually occurs. Finally;
the import volnme data gathered do not reflect pending
importations pursuant to contracts already awarded, bids
currently in'process, or the possibility of sizeble bids in the
- near” future. |

Fabricated structural steel for bﬁildings is not sold
separately as a‘'product. ' It is one element of a bid package
which the fabricator supplies to a general contrector that also
includes engineering-design,_transportation; eréction of the
structure, scheduling deadlines, and other intangibles.
Therefore, for the purposes of this preliminary investigation
any effOrt'to:enalyze the effect of imports on domestic prices
must focus on‘bid'data for'individual major ﬁrojects in the
Northeast market - supplled by both U.S. producers and 1mporters.
These major -bids accounted for 41 percent of Canadian imports
of FSS dur;ng 1986. But, ‘the record contalns no pricing data
on almost 60 percent'of.Canadian imports during 1986. Also,'&

the Report contains no discussion of how this important share
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of imports are sold, what types of projécts are involved, or to
what afeas imports are directed. Most important, there are no
data regarding bid prices for projects in other markets which

" would allow the comparison of Canadian and domestic bids in
those markets with comparable projeqts in the Northeastern
market. 1In my view, such deficient coverage should not be
interpréted as convincing evidence.

Despite gaps in the record, the "best available
inforﬁation" regarding the impact of imports on domestic
pricing_does provide a reasonable indication that the FSS
imports directly affected U.S.vproducér's prices. 1/
Comparison of final bid amounts indicates that the Canadian
producers (or Canadian-owned U.S. subsidiaries which in turned
used.Canadian steel) were the lowest bidders on thrée of the
eight major projects considered. 1In one other project, the
succéssful domestic prodﬁcer had to ﬁeet~a substantially lower
initial canadian bid; in yet anothef project awarded to a
Canadian producer the domestic firm simply declined to bid for

reasons unstated. Further, differences between initial and

1/ It is difficult to segregate the components of the bid to
arrive at some "price equivalent" for the FSS component of a
given bid. According to one submission, "The fact that a
particular contractor might be a low bidder might not be solely
dependent upon the supply price of fabricated structural
steel. The steel is only one component of the bid, and we do
not negotiate bid components with the fabricators. We look to
the final figure, and a low bid could easily be attributable to
the erection component or some other component of the bid."
Report at A-36. Thus, the difficulty in allocating prices. to
these components lends some merit to concerns that the like
product in this investigation is more than FSS.
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final bids on some projects suggest that unsuccessful domestic

producers lowered final bids to meet Canadian initial bids. 1/

Threat

Althoagh the'petitioner has stated that present injury is
the basis for seeking antidumpihg duties, the Commission
majority must also explain their negative determination on the
basis of a reasonable indication of a threat of material
injury. 2/ Here again, there are significant Qaps in the
data. There are no available current data’regarding over-all
Canadian capacity to produce fabricated structural steel for
buildings. The most recent survey of over-all FSS induétry
capacity was in 1980. However, availablé data from
questlonnalre responses show excess productive capac1ty for FSS

for bulldlngs. Certainly in the past, canadian producers have

1l/ Transcript of Prellmlnary Conference, p. 26 and p.29.
Bid reductions may be due in part to subsequent changes in
specifications but this information has not been presented for
each project studied.

_/ With regard to a determination of a threat of material
1njury the Commission considers, among other factors, (1) any
increase in production capacity or ex1st1ng unused capacity in-
the exportlng country likely to result in a 51gnif1cant
increase in 1mports of the merchandise to the United States,
(2) any rapid increase in United States market penetration and
the likelihood that the penetration will increase to an
injurious level; (3) the probability that imports of the
merchandise will enter the United States at prices that will
have a depressing or suppressing effect on domestic prices of
the merchandise, (4) any substantial increase in inventories of
the merchandise in the United States, (5) the presence of '
underutilized capacity for producing the merchandise in the
exporting country, (6) any other demonstrable adverse trends
that indicate the probability that the importation (or sale for
importation) of the merchandise (whether or not it is actually
being imported at the time) will be the cause of actual injury,
and (7) the potential for product-shifting. (19 U.S.C.

1677(7) (F)).
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démonstrated the ability to expand sharply exports to the U.S.
by increasing capacity utilization. This occurred in 1985,
when Canadian exports to the U.S. doubled those levels reported
in 1984. Questionnaire responses of Canadian exporters
indicate sharp increases in production and capacity utilization
in 1985 and 1986. These increases correspond to increased
_exports to the United States in each of those years, suggesting
that higher utilization rates for these producers could have
been at the expense of.U.S. producers. - In fact, data on
exports to the U.S. and domestic shipments indicate that
exports to the U.S. increased as shipments in Canada

decreased.

There are no data regarding pending bid submissions and
contract awards in the Northeastern market or elsewhere in the
United States or importations of FSS pursuant to contracts
already awarded. Data on the extent of pending projects and
the nature of future Canadian participation are also lacking.
Information is availabie for some Canadian producers' bookings
(orders placed) for 1987. While bookings can be considered to
be a proxy for eventual production and shipments, they are not
reliable measures of future Canadian shipments to the U.S;
because of lags which exist between the time an order is booked
and the time it is produced or sold. In sum; data on several
of the statutory threat factors raise‘substantial questions
regarding the future role of Canadian imports. Data on other
important factors are incomplete or missing in the record of

this investigation.



47

o

conclusion ' ' ' &

Let me summarize the reasons for my affirmative preliminary
determination. According to the standard for reviewing a

negative preliminary in American Lamb, the Commission cannot

reasonably terminate an ihVestigation unléss‘"(l) the record as
a thlé'coﬁtaihs clear and convincing evidence that there is no
matetrial injury or threat of such injury; and (2) no likelihood
existg_fhat'édhtfary'évidence‘will arise in a final
investiéation}“'

In revieﬁiné this record f note that important aspects of
the conditions of trade remain unexplored. It Seems to me A
ihat, if;fof no 6ther reason, this iﬁvestigation‘should‘have
been Gontinued in order to examihe-further the'questidn'bf
whether, given the broad nature of the contracts under which
FSS is soid;’the impbrfed-mefchandise endompasses not»only'FSS
but also services suCh as'deéign and fabrication. |

“Beétause of the size and nature of the projects involved in
fheiimbbftatibn of the ‘subject meréhandiée,'customary trénd -
analyses do little to add to the Commission's understanding of
the market conditions for this industry. Treﬁdsfregarding the
péfforﬁaﬁce df‘this'iﬁduStry and the maénitudé and distribution
of imbbrts are heéeésafily distorted and skewed by the ﬁaﬁner
in which FSS is marketed and used._.In}this;investigation,
there has béen_ho_pppbrtunity to_corrélate projects undertaken
with domestic brddﬁqtion,:performancg, and import,trénds.

Without that cp:rélafion, the Commission majority cannot
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support ;ts negative determination with "clear an& convincing
evidence." 1/ 'v
Most importantly, the absence of data for producers

accounting for more than 85 percenf of domestic production
dispels any notion thatlthié has been a thorough
investigation. 'I do not believe thé Commission can assess the
performénce of a Qegment of producers representing 15lpercent
of domestic production and use~this as a broxy for the entire
industry. The statute indicates that the Commission as a
matter of law must make its determination regarding the
domestic prbducers "as a whole." |

- Other crucial gaps remain in the record. There is no
information on the nature of the impaét of a substantial amount
of a;leged-LTFV importé. According to the Report, 60 percent
of the Canadian imports in 1986 are not covered by the . |
discussion of bids in the Northeastern market. Morgover,.there
is little, if any, meaningfu;}pricing information on Canadian
imporfs in 1987. Furthermore, the Commission has not developed
information to test allegations of injury to producers in other
markets because of the alleged "ripple effect," stemmihg from
alleged LTFV imports. Also, the lack of information abdut the

bidding behavior of Canadian imports in other markets is an

1l/ For example, the Report contains the following caveat
regarding trend analysis and profit-and-loss information:

One should exercise caution in comparing the
financial results for each year because. yearly
revenues and expenses consist of many projects

with unique specifications, the completion of
which may span two or more accounting periods.
(Report at A-19).
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important gap in the assessment of any price-suppressing or
depressing impact on domestic bids in the Northeastern market.
In summary, tﬁe commission has not been able to conduct a
~ thorough preliminary investigation. Rather, the result at the
close of 45-days is a record which lacks clear and convincing
evidence of no material injury to this industry. The best
available information supports a preliminary affirmative
determination, to which the petitioner is entitled by law.
This is a preliminary investigation, not a final determination
which would be based on the cumulation of information gathered
over a number of months. The petitioner and other interested
parties had no access to information gathered by the Commission
during this brief exercise, nor have they had the opportunity
to sqrutinize questionnaire coverage and methodology. Also,
they have not had an opportunity to respond to important
questions raised by the record developed. To terminate this
preliminary investigation is to impose standards not in
accordancé with the law or sound, even-haﬁded administrafion of

our trade laws.






. A-1-
INFORMATION OBTAINED IN THE INVESTIGATION

Introduction

On January 11, 1988, petitions were filed with the U.S. International .
~Trade Commission (Commission) and the U.S. Department of Commerce (Commerce) by -
counsel for the American Institute of Steel Construction, Inc. (AISC), 1/
alleging that an industry in the United States is materially injured by reason
of .imports from Canada of certain fabricated structural steel 2/ that are
alleged to be sold in the United States at less than fair value (LTFV).
Accordingly, effective January 11, 1988, the Commission instituted antidumping
investigation No. 731-TA-387 (Preliminary), under section 733 of the Tariff Act
of 1930, to determine whether or not there is a reasonable indication that an
industry in the United States is materially injured or threatened with material
injury, or the establishment of an industry in the United States is materially
retarded, by reason of imports of such merchandise into the United States.

The statute directs the Commission to make its preliminary determination -
within 45 days after receipt of the-petition or, in this investigation, by’
February 25, 1988. Notice of the institution of this investigation was given
by posting copies of the notice in the Office of the Secretary, U.S. '
International Trade Commission, Washington, DC, and by publishing the notice in
the Federal Register of January 20, 1988 (53 F.R. 1527). Commerce published
its notice of initiation in the Federal Register of February 5, 1988 (53 F.R.
3412). 3/ The Commission held a public conference in Washington, DC, on
February 5, 1988, at which time all interested parties were allowed to. present
information and data for consideration by the Commission. 4/ The Commission
voted on this investigation on February 22, 1988. ' '

1/ The AISC is a trade association that represents fabricators, erectors, and
designers of steel framed buildings, bridges, and other structures. The
petition states that the majority of AISC members are manufacturers of
fabricated structural steel for buildings and that these firms account for an
estimated 40 to 50 percent of total U.S. production of the subject product

2/ For purposes of this investigation the term "fabricated structural steel"
means the following articles suitable for use in erecting or assembling
. buildings: (1) angles, shapes, and sections, all of the foregoing of iron or
steel; drilled, punched, or otherwise advanced; provided for in Tariff .
Schedules of the United States (TSUS) items 609.84 and 609.86; (2) c¢olumns,
pillars, posts, beams, girders, and similar structural units, except bar’
joists, all the foregoing of iron or steel (except nonmalleable cast-iron
articles, rough or advanced), provided for in TSUS items 652.94, 652.95, and -
652.96; and (3) other structures and parts of structures not specially provided
for, all the foregoing of iron or steel, provided for in TSUS item 653.00.

3/ Copies of the Commission’s and Commerce’s Federal Register notices are
presented in app. A.

4/ A list of the witnesses who appeared at the public conference is presented
in app. B. .
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Previous Investigations Concerning Fabricated Structural Steel

In 1984, at the request of the Subcommittee on Trade, House Committee on
Ways and Means, and in accordance with section 332(b) of the Tariff Act of
1930, the Commission conducted a study of Conditions of Competition Between
Certain Domestic and Imported Fabricated Structural Steel Products (Inv. No.
332-181), USITC Publication 1601, November 1984. The study assessed factors
affecting the competitive position of U.S. producers of fabricated structural
steel for buildings, bridges, offshore oil platforms, transmission towers, and
other related products. Selected data on the building sector of the industry
were presented. As a major supplier to the U.S. market, the Canadian 1ndustry
was also discussed. :

The report noted a drop in U.S. consumption of fabricated structural steel
in 1983, with declines in many indices of U.S. productive activity. Where
separate data were presented, the building sector experienced smaller declines
in both the quantity and value of shipments than did the industry as a whole.
Increasing import penetration was observed in the Western United States in the
building and offshore oil platform sectors. The Northeast United States was

reported to be the principal marketing area of Canadian fabricated structural
steel. :

In May 1986, the Commission determined that industries in the United
States were materially injured by reason of imports of offshore platform
jackets and piles from the Republic of Korea (Korea) and Japan (Offshore

Platform Jackets and Piles from the gepublic of Korea and Japan, Invs. Nos.
701-TA-248 (Final) and 731-TA-259-260 (Final), USITC Publication 1848, May
1986. These products, which are of fabricated structural steel are excluded
from the current investigation, which covers only products for use in
buildings

Natﬁrevana Extent of the Alleged Sales at LTFV

The petitioner alleged that, because of the unique character of building
projects using fabricated $tructural steel, it is not practical to compare the
price of fabricated structural steel in buildings erected by Canadian producers
in the United States with the price of the same product in buildings erected by
the same producers in Canada. Rather, to determine whether or not LTFV sales
existed, the petitioner compared the price of fabricated structural steel for
projects erected in the United States by Canadian producers to the constructed
value of imported Canadian fabricated structural steel, adjusted as if the
project were being built in Canada. The petitioner chose four sample projects
to back up the allegation of LTFV sales.

To arrive at -the net U.S. price, the petitioner subtracted from the bid
price the estimated costs of erection, import duties, transportation,
applicable taxes and bonds, and other incidentals. The petitioner based
constructed value on the cost of materials (structural shapes, plate, angles,
or jumbo shapes), labor, overhead, and the statutory minima for general,
selling, and administrative expenses (GS&A expenses) and profit of 10 and
8 percent, respectively. The estimated material costs were based on values
from Canadian or U.S. manufacturer price lists or from U.S. import statistics,
as appropriate. The petitioner based labor costs on U.S. producers’ costs for
the four projects, adjusted to account for differences between representative
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Canadian and U.S. labor contracts. The petitioner also used these differendés
to construct .a figure for overhead expenses. Using this calculation, the °
petitioner estimated dumping margins for each project as shown below: T

Project . Dumping margin
Foundling Hospital 19.2%
60 Wall Street 13.3%
Citicorp-Court Square 18.2%
One Liberty Place 12.0%

The Products

Description. .

Fabricated structural steel consists of steel plates, angles, beams, 'and
related steel products that have been fabricated into articles suitable for
erection or .assembly into a variety of structures. The basic fabrication
operations include, but are not limited to, the cutting to length, drilling,
punching, and welding of steel, and the finishing of such steel into structural
components. = This investigation covers only fabricated structural steel for use
in constructing buildings. ‘

‘ »Eabricated structural steel used in buildings includes a number of
individual products, such as columns, beams, girders, base plates, trusses, and
entireties or "kits" of fabricated structural shapes. Fabricated structural
steel not under investigation includes products used in the construction of
bridges, fabricated reinforcing bars, bar joists, fabricated metal buildings,
steel flooring, and roof decks. The base plate is a steel plate laid over a
concrete foundation to assist in distributing the weight of a building. 1In
sizable buildings, steel grillages, which consist of several layers of beams
laid horizontally across foundations, may be used in place of base plates to
bear the heavier loads. Columns are steel shapes used as vertical supports in
a building. Beams, which may not be readily distinguished from colummns in
terms of shape and appearance, are steel shapes used horizontally in structures
to provide floor support ("floor beams") or connect columns ("girders").

Trusses consist of a series of welded steel sections that are used in place ‘of
conventional beams to span large areas such as lobbiles or atriums. Trusses are
also used in apartment complexes and hotels in instances where no internal
building columns are used.

Manufacturing process and technology

Each -component part of the product under investigation is custom
manufactured for a specific building project. "Before the actual manufacturing
operations can begin, the fabricator must undertake an engineering study
("detailing") for each project. Under usual engineering procedures, the
consulting engineer or architect designs the general form of the building
frame, with detail engineering being the responsibility of the fabricators.
Detailing includes designing the connections, the position and size of holes in
the webs, for utilities, the reinforcements that such holes might require, and
assessing the need for and placement of stiffeners on built-up members. Such
engineering work can either be done.-in-house or contracted out to firms that
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specialize in such work. The application of computer-aided design (CAD) can
afford significant cost savings in the design stages, but is somewhat limited.
Its primary use is for standard details, but industry sources indicate that CAD
systems cannot handle the most intricate detail design. CAD programs for '
detail engineering can be developed in-house or purchased on the market.  The

consulting engineer checks the design of the details and approves them before
actual fabrication begins.

There have been a number of advances in the technology used to fabricate
structural steel. The technology has expanded to link CAD with computer-aided
manufacturing (CAM). The CAD/CAM system can eliminate the drafting of details.
This automation of detailing can result in significant increases in the
productivity of a fabricator, ylelding similar cost savings.

The primary steel products fabricated for use in buildings are structural
shapes, though substantial quantities of steel plate are also used. These
input products are purchased directly from either U.S. or foreign steel
producers, or from steel distributors ("service centers"). The material
progresses through several stages of fabrication to produce finished
components. The first stage of fabrication usually involves cutting material
to length by a shear (a guillotine-type machine that cuts plate and flat bar),’
a saw (used for beams, channels, and light column shapes), or a cutting torch
(used for thick material). Improved methods for cutting both plate and
structural shapes have been adopted by the industry. Computer-controlled
flamecutters, cold-cutting saws, and photocell tracers have all been applied by
fabricated structural steel producers.

The steel then goes to the layout crew, which performs the welding,
punchirig, and bending opergtions. Production lines that have built-in
electronic gauging to facilitate layout eliminate the manual layout of cuts and
holes and manual positioning of the material. Recent advances in technology
have allowed the application of digital sensors and controls in the’
manufacturing process, byﬁgssing the need for layout work from a template.

- Punching is the most frequently used method of making bolt holes in .
fabricated structural steel. Light pleces of steel are usually punched one
hole at a time, although there are multiple-punch machines capable of punching
several holes simultaneously. Drilling of structural steel is usually limited
to making holes in material too thick for the punching machines, though it may

]

be required to meet specifications in lighter material as well.

Steel shapes can become bent or distorted during shipment, handling, or
punching. The material is therefore straightened before further fabrication on
a bend press (used for straightening beams, channels, angles, and heavy bars)
or on a roll straightener (used for long plates). At this stage of .
fabrication, a press brake is also used to form angular bends in wide sheets
and plate. Before final assembly, the component parts of a member must be
fitted with bolts, clamps, or small amounts of weld. The assembly is checked
for overall dimensions, united with additional fittings, and checked by an
inspector. It is also customary to have the holes widened at this stage to
permit insertion of fastenérs.- ’

The strength of a structure depends on proper fastening techniques (i.e.,
bolting and welding methods). Permanent shop bolting of structural connections
is accomplished with hand or power wrenches. Most critical welding is
performed in the shop as opposed to the field, as shop conditions afford a
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better environment than field conditions for critical, close-specification
welds. The use of semiautomatic and mechanized welding has increased both the
duty cycle (minutes per shift that the welder actually spends welding) and the..
filler metal deposition rate. Specifically, it has been estimated that .
utilization of semiautomatic welding results in a 50-percent average increase .
in the welder duty cycle over conventional manual stick welding. With .
mechanized welding, the operator’s task is to judge whether or not the machine
1s giving a good weld; thus, manual skill is no longer of primary importance.

Material is inspected once again prior to final shop welding to check
overall dimensions, proper positioning of all connections, and to ensure that
all joints fit properly. After the welding is completed, a visual inspection
can be followed by the nondestructive testing of welds. Such tests include )
magnetic particle inspection, dye penetrant inspection, ultrasonic inspection,
and radiography. An independent testing laboratory usually is involved in
inspection prior to shipment of the steel

- In addition to the main fabricating shop, many plants also maintain
machine shops and blacksmith or forge shops where special machining and forging
operations are performed. In forge shops, steel may be heated for bending and

shaping or subjected to cold-forming operations that require special tools and
equipment.

.Steel that needs to be painted is thoroughly cleaned of loose mill scale
rust, and other foreign matter. The cleaning can be done with hand or
power-driven wire brushes, by flame descaling, by pickling (acid treatment), or
by sand, shot, or grit blasting. After painting, the shipping mark is placed
on each piece, and an inspection -ensures that proper identification of each
structural component is clearly indicated. -

Uses of the product

Fabricated structural steel is used in constructing a variety of -
structures, including buildings, bridges, towers, oil platforms, and large -
transportation vehicles (ships, railroad cars, truck trailers, etc.).
Fabricated structural steel for buildings, the product- subject to
investigation, is used to construct a skeleton that fulfills the load- bearing
function required for the erection of a building. Buildings are diverse
structures that range in size from modest structures requiring several hundred
tons of steel to multistory complexes requiring thousands of tons of steel.
Most multistory complexes are "beam and column" structures that consist of
fabricated "H" and "I" shapes (i.e., wide-flange beams and "I" beams) joined in
an interlocking fashion to form a rigid steel frame on or within which floors
are laid and spaces are enclosed. :

In recent years, the greatest tonnages of fabricated structural steel have
been used in steel-framed office buildings and industrial structures (such as
factories and manufacturing plants). Other important markets have been for
utility buildings and assembly structures (including auditoriums and sports
arenas).

_Finished fabricated structural steel components are shipped unassembled
from the fabricating facility to construction sites. - Délivery of individual.
members requires coordination between the fabricator and the erector. Erectors
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are responsible for the placement and. connection of the structural components
at the building site. The erector may be either an independent company or an
operation related to the fabricator. Steel is delivered to the jobsite in a
deliberate sequence by the fabricator in order to allow the erector to proceed
efficiently. In metropolitan areas, the logistics of delivery to and storage
at the jobsite can pose significant problems. In such cases, careful planning
is necessary.

Upon arrival at a job site, the fabricated structural steel is checked by
the erector’s crew chief, who determines from blueprints the order in which the
material is to be placed. At his direction, the crane operator lifts sections
to the proper place, where ironworkers secure the piece by bolting it to
existing sections. The ironworkers are usually divided into two groups. The
first group inserts several bolts, in order to allow the section to be
disconnected from the crane. The second group follows, inserting the remaining
bolts at each connection. Welding is occasionally used to make connections,
but bolting is a faster and easier method, especially in cold weather.

Substitute products

The principal substitute for fabricated structural steel is reinforced
concrete, which is highly competitive with steel in buildings of all sizes, as
is wood in certain smaller structures. -The selection of material to be used in
a structure typically occurs at an initial planning phase, where a building
owner and architect discuss the purpose of the structure and other related
issues. General price developments affecting the cost competitiveness of steel
and concrete may influence the selection of material, though it is not the sole
criterion. An owner'’s particular needs, for example, may dictate the use of
steel, which is more versatile. Seismic conditions in the area of a proposed
structure may also be a factor in the material selection, as steel has
structural qualities that are preferable in earthquake-prone areas.

From a position of dominance following World War II, steel frames for
structures have lost market share to concrete. In general concrete is the
preferred material for apartment complexes and hotels, with steel preferred for

" industrial and commercial structures. The development of high-strength steel
for use in the construction industry has enhanced the competitiveness of steel
in recent years, because it has cut down the tonnage of steel required in
structures. Although more costly per ton, the high-strength steel has an
advantage in terms of reduced material requirements lower labor costs, and
lower field erection costs. '

In limited applications, fiberglass structural shapes can be substituted
for steel. However, fiberglass structurals are considerably more expensive
than steel structurals and are inappropriate for large spans or large loads.
Use of fiberglass structural shapes is generally limited to corrosive
environments or in applications where steel construction may cause problems
because of electrical charges or radiowave transmissions.

U,S. tariff treatment
Imports of fabricated structural steel products covered in this

investigation are provided for under items 609.84, 609.86, 652.94, 652.95,
652.96, and 653.00 of the Tariff Schedules of the United States (TSUS). Under
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the proposed Harmonized Tariff Schedule of the United States (referred to as .
the HTS), which is based on the Harmonized Commodlty Description and Coding
System, these .products will be covered by subheadings 7216.90.00, 7222.40.60,
7301.20.10, 7301.20.50, 7308.90.30, 7308.90.60, and 7308.90.90. The most-
favored- natlon (MFN) (col 1) rates of duty, 1/ as. of January 1, 1987,
applicable to 1mports of fabricated structural steel from Canada range from
2.8 percent to 5.7 percent ad valorem. 2/ These duty rates apply to imports
from all countries other than the Communist countries enumerated in TSUS
general headnote 3(d), 3/ except where such imports qualify for preferential
tariff programs. 4/ . Under the Harmonized System, the proposed rates of duty on
imports from Canada also range from 2.8 percent ad valorem to 5. 7 percent ad
valorem. If the proposéd free-trade area agreement w1th Canada is implemented,
U.S. duties are scheduled to be staged to "free" over 'a 10-year period.

Respondents in. this 1nvest1gation assert that two TSUS items cited in the
petition, itéms 652.95 and 653, .00, are not applicable to the subject product
imported from Canada. TSUS item 652, 95 (HTS subheading 7222.40.60) covers
products made from stainless steel. The respondents assert that stainless
steel is not used as a structural component of a building because of its
slgnlflcantly higher ‘cost. More importantly, TSUS item 653.00 is a residual or
"basket" category, which includes various articles of iron and steel. 1In inv.
No. 332-181, it was noted that importers of fabricated structural steel from
Korea used TSUS item 653.00 for entering "entireties" or semi-assembled
structural components because, at the time, Korea benefited from GSP tariff
treatment, with no duties under this tariff item. The respondents assert that
Canadian firms do not use. this category for. shipments to the U.S. market
bécause other TSUS items, which apply more specifically to fabricated
structural steel for bulldings, carry a lower column 1 rate of duty. The.
approprlate classiflcatlon of all such articles is u1t1mate1y determined,
however, by the U.S. Customs Service, and not by the importers. It should also
be noted that TSUS item 652.94 includes bar joists, a product that the
petitioners specifically excluded from their petition.

U S. Producers

The petition estlmates that there were over 1,000 producers of fabrlcated
structural steel in the United States in 1987. Of. these, about 375 are members

1/ These rates of duty in general represent the final stage of the reductions
granted in the Tokyo Round of the Multilateral Trade Negotiations.

2/ Additional duties, based on the presence of alloylng agents, could
theoretically raise the col. 2 rate of duty on steel provided for in TSUS item
609.86 from the base level of 5.3 percent ad valorem to 6.3 percent ad valorem,
and could raise the col. 1 rate of duty on this same tar1ff item from
5.3 percent ad valorem to 5.7 percent ad valorem. .

3/ Col. 2 rates of duty apply to these countries, which include all Communist
countries except the People's Republic of China, Hungary, Poland, Romania, and
Yugoslavia, all of which are eligible for MFN treatment.

4/ Preferential tariff programs include the Generalized System of Preferences
(GSP), which affords nonreciprocal tariff preferences to developing countries
to aid their economic development; the Caribbean Basin Economic Recovery Act,
which grants nonreciprocal tariff preferences to developing countries in the
Caribbean Basin area to aid their economic development; and the United States-
Israel Free Trade Area Implementation Act, which applies to products of Israel.



A-8

of the AISC. U.S. producers are characterized as small concerns, with no one
company believed to account for more than 2 percent of total shipments. The
typical market radius of a plant is less than 200 miles; 1/ therefore,
producers are dispersed throughout the United States. However, the producers
that compete most directly against the Canadians on large-scale commercial
projects tend to have significantly larger market areas. The largest U.S.
fabricators, represented by petitioner’s witnesses at the Commission's .
.conference, have several fabricating facilities each, and exclude only the west
coast from their marketing area,

An AISC spokesman estimates that 90 percent of U.S. fabricators do some
work involving building construction. Based on 1986 AISC data, about three-
quarters (by weight) of fabricated structural steel is used in buildings. Of
the 107 U.S. producers of fabricated structural steel that responded to the
Commission questionnaire, 63 percent indicated that they produced fabricated
structural steel for buildings. Industry witnesses at the Commission
conference stated that this response was flawed by misinterpretation of the
questionnaire. 2/ Producers of fabricated structural steel: ‘generally reported
that they concentrated on a particular market for, or type of, fabricated
structural steel. Although there is some overlap of production for buildings
and bridges, few of these fabricators reported production for transmission
towers or preengineered buildings.

U.S. Importérs

Over 500 companies were identified as importers during the period January
1984-September 1987 of products under the TSUS items that provide for
fabricated structural steel for buildings (as well as other products). This
includes a mix of U.S. and Canadian companies as certain Canadian firms,
particularly the larger structural steel fabricators, act as importers of
record for shipments made pursuant ‘to successful bids on U.S. building
projects,

Importers were concentrated in the New York/New Jersey area, in New
England, and in the Middle Atlantic States. Some importers were located in the
Pacific Northwest and imported exclusively from the Vancouver area. A few
importers operated in theé Southern States, Texas, .and California; however, they
reportedly did not import fabricated structural steel for use in buildings.

.0f the approximately 500 companies, 138 received questionnaires, of which
85 were U.S. firms and 53 were Canadian firms. Because of the volume of
potential importers, only those firms importing very large quantities from
countries other than Canada were included. The mailing list was developed
based on the value of shipments and the distribution of those shipments based
on tariff classification. Because respondents identified TSUS items 609.84 and
652.94 as the primary tariff classifications used by importers of the subject
product from Canada, even small importers with a concentration of imports under
these TSUS items were sent questionnaires. On the other hand, since TSUS item
653.00 is a "basket" item, an attempt was made to avoid sending questionnaires
to firms importing exclusively under that item, unless such imports were
relatively voluminous.

1/ U.S. Industrial Outlook, 1987--Construction Materials, p-. 2.
2/ See the discussion on questionnaire coverage that introduces the section
on consideration of injury.




A-9

Sixty-eight U.S. and 37 Canadian firms responded to the questionnaire. Of
these, 86 responded that they did not import fabricated structural steel '
suitable for use in buildings during the period of investigation. The majority
of companies that failed to respond to the Commission’s importers questionnaire
were identified as importers of products from countries other than Canada. N
These firms tended to import under TSUS items 652.94 and 653.00. 1/ Importers.
that reported receiving shipments of Canadian fabricated structural steel
.suitable for use in buildings accounted for over 80 percent, by tonnage, of all
imports from Canada. As these data may include products other than those
subject to investigation, the actual coverage of subject imports in data
received in response to the Commission’s importers questionnaire is slightly
higher.

Responding U.S. importers of fabricated structural steel for buildings
were limited almost exclusively to the foreign fabricators of the products or
their subsidiaries. 2/ Reported imports of fabricated structural steel for
buildings were destined for projects in the United States on which the producer
or ‘importer had bid successfully. Because fabricated structural steel is
custom manufactured to the unique specifications. of a particular project,
importers do not hold the product in inventory, nor is it resold. Rather, the
imported product is shipped directly to the job site. '

Several importers indicated that there is often a considerable lag between
the time a bid is won and when importatlon for that project occurs. As a
result, certain import data during the period of 1nvest1gat10n may be
attrlbutable to blds won durlng earlier periods.

Apparent U.S. Consumption:

The petition notes that consumption of fabricated structural steel for .
buildings in the United States has risen during the period of investigation
because of increased construction activity; a.6.5-percent increase occurred
during 1984-86. However, the AISC forecasts a decline in U.S. consumption in
the near future because- of high office vacancy rates in many cities, _
uncertainty in the stock market, and reduced tax incentives for builders. 3/
Contract awards for the overall construction market declined 2 percent from
1986 to 1987. 1In 1988, the petitioner forecasts a further drop in the
commercial and office market with increased construction only by Government i
and industry. 4/ The AISC calculates U.S. consumption of fabricated structural’
steel for buildings on the basis of information obtained from building permits
regarding the square footage of steel-framed buildings, by type. A conversion
factor is calculated for each building type and is periodically adjusted to
reflect changes in fabrication and construction practices.. AISC data,
presented in table 1, are believed to be the best available data on U.S.
consumption of fabricated structural steel for buildings.-

l/ Imports by these firms included,. for instance: parts for bridges, floor
systems, bar joists, door and window frames, prefabricated steel buildings,
roof decks, paint finishing systems, light duty steel angle bars, * % *,

2/ A number of identified importers are project developers; however, they did
not respond to the questiohnaire. :

3/ Petition, p. 2.

4/ ENR, January 1988, pp. 108- 109

+
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Table 1 : :
Fabricated structural steel for buildings: U.S. consumption, by geographic
regions, 1/ 1984-86, and estimated U.S. consumption, 1987-88

(In thousands of tons)
Item and year Northeast Midwest South West Total

Actual consumption:

1984. ... it 1,001 1,591 974 824 4,390
1985.......coiiii 1,066 1,785 989 - 862 4,702
1986.........0000vtt 1,145 1,509 11,171 852 4,677
Estimated consumption: .
- 1987... ..., e 1,346 1,440 1,205 781 4,772
1988...........0000ht 1,315 1,336 1,095 - 708 4,454

l/ The northeast region extends from Maine through Pennsylvania, West Virginia,
and Maryland. The midwest region reaches from Ohio and Kentucky west' through
North Dakota in the northwest and Kansas in the southwest. The southern region
includes the remaining States as far west as Texas and Oklahoma. The western
region encompasses. the remaining continental United States.

Source: American Institute of Steel Construction.

These data indicate that U.S. consumption of fabricated structural steel
for buildings increased by 7.1 percent from 1984 to 1985 and then fell by
0.5 percent from 1985 to 1986. A 2-percent increase is estimated in 1987
compared with that in 1986. The AISC forecasts further declines in consumption
from 1987 to 1988. An estimate of consumption, by value, is presented in
appendix C.

In the northeast United States, which the parties agree is the principal
market for the subject Canadian product, consumption has risen strongly during
the period of investigation; however, AISC data predict that. this area of the
country will experience a decline in consumption from 1987 to 1988.

U.S. consumption ofifébzicated structural steel for buildings, bridges,
transmission towers, and prefabricated buildings 1/ is presented in the
following tabulation (in thousands of tons):

Year . U.S. consumption
1984. ... it i ittt 5,542
1985. ... ittt 5,840
1986.......000 i 5,885
1987 (estimated)....... 6,041

U.S. consumption of all fabricated structural steel has increased steadily
during 1984-87. From 1985 to 1986, bridge construction more than made up for
the decline in building construction. ¥ * *,

1/ These data were provided by the AISC. Totals exclude oil drilling rigs
and metal roofs, siding and hardware in preengineered buildings.
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The subject product is produced from steel mill shapes, as are certain
parts of ships, railroad cars, heavy-duty truck carriages, and large
construction equipment. An estimated 95 percent of the production of
structural shapes is consumed in the production of fabricated structural
steel. 1/ The American Iron and Steel Institute (AISI) collects U.S. market -
data on structural shapes of ‘3 inches and over, shipments of which are :
classified as AISI product code #4. This product code corresponds closely to
the type of material used in the production of fabricated structural steel for
buildings. Apparent consumption data are presented in the following tabulation
(in thousands of tons): :

Year | _ u.s. consumption
1984...........00il L 5,886
1985........00iiiinnt 6,458
1986........ .. il 5,950

Again the data show an increase in consumption from 1984 to 1985 a decline
from 1985 to 1986, and another increase from 1986 to 1987 (based on annualized
data). However, in each case, the magnitude of variation is greater for
consumption trends of structural shapes than for consumption trends of

fabricated steel for buildings No comparable data are available regarding
value. .

Consideration of Alleged Injury to an
Industry in the United States

The information presented in this section of the report was obtained from
responses to questionnaires of the U.S. International Trade Commission. The
- AISC provided a ranked list of its largest members, In terms of sales of
fabricated structural steel. The petitioner notes, however, that a number of
large producers are not members of the AISC. AISC also has a Quality’
Certification Program that certifies producers of fabricated structural steel
for various categories of building and bridge projects. These 136 AISC-
certified firms are believed to include the largest U.S. producers of
fabricated structural steel for complex steel-building structures, regardless
of AISC membership.

On the basis of the AISC data and secondary sources, questionnaires were
sent to, 162 companies believed to include the largest U.S. producers of
fabricated structural steel. One hundred seven firms responded to the
questionnaire; of these, 65 reported that they produced fabricated structural
steel for buildings. Responding producers accounted for 13.2 percent 2/ of
1986 U.S. consumption of the subject product, as calculated by AISC, and they
represent an estimated 13.9 percent of U.S. production during the period of
investigation. Three companies were excused from the questionnaire by pleading
bankruptcy. Fifty-three questionnaire recipients failed to respond; the most

1/ U.S. Industrial Outlook, 1987--Construction Materials, p. 3.
2/ Based on producers submitting usable and timely production data. Several
other firms responded to the questionnaire but did not submit such data.
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frequent reason given for failure to respond was that the producer did not

compete directly against Canadian suppliers and therefore it felt that the
questionnaire was not applicable.

Forty-two companiés reported that they did not produce fabricated
structural steel for buildings. According to the AISC witness at the
conference, some of these firms may have misinterpreted the questionnaire and,
.in fact, do manufacture the subject product. He suggested that such firms may
not produce fabricated. structural steel for large-scale commercial projects,
where the primary impact of Canadian suppliers has been felt. 1/

Data obtained in response to the Commission’s producer questionnaires may
be misrepresentative of the U.S. industry as a whole by overstating the effect
of Canadian imports. A significant percentage of imports from Canada have been
for a few large commercial projects in New York City. Questionnaire .data
appear to represent, largely, major fabricators that compete in the northeast
United States and that bid on the same type of large projects as do the
Canadians. Despite a low coverage of the U.S. industry, available data are
believed to document the impact of the subject imports on U.S. producers in the
Canadian market area of the northeastern and northwestern United States.

First of all, based on data provided by the petitioner, questionnaires
were sent to the largest fabricators rather than a representative sample of
firms, by size. It was also the largest companies that had the staff to
respond most fully to the questionnaire. The Canadian producers that export
fabricated structural steel to the United States likewise tend to be
large-capacity firms.

Secondly, U.S. producers that responded most completely to the
questionnaire tended to be those that compete in the Northeast against the
Canadian suppliers of fabricated structural steel for buildings, particularly
in New York City; the petitioner estimated that some 30 firms encounter direct
competition with Canadian suppliers. 2/ The vast majority of U.S. producers of
fabricated structural steel for buildings do not compete directly against these
imports. Such producers éére less responsive to the questionnaire than were
those producers whose markﬁt area includes the Northeast United States. The
most common reason given for not responding or for asking to be excused from
responding was that the fiim did not compete directly against imports from

Canada. In illustration, * * *,

% * % * * * %*

Finally, questionnaire data may be skewed towards companies that fabricate
structural steel primarily for large commercial buildings. Companies that do
not compete in the high-rise commercial building market may have failed to
respond properly. to the questionnaire. * % %, '

* * * * * * e

However, petitioners maintain that even i1f the questionnaire data are
weighted in favor of companies competing head to head with Canadian suppliers,
such data are nevertheless representative of the U.S. industry as a whole. 3/

1/ Transcript, p. 72. A
2/ See the petitioner’s posthearing brief, Pp. 9.
3/ Transcript, p. 75.
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They argue that the impact of Canadian firms winning major projects in New York
City allegedly forces the losing firms to be more competitive elsewhere.
Several producers in other areas of the United States observed that they were
being injured even though they did not compete directly against imports from
Canada. Fabricators of structural steel for bridges also noted that

fabricators of buildings were being squeezed out of that market and into bridge
production. :

U.S. groducers? cagacitx, production, and capacity utilization

U.S. producers were asked to report capacity data for their overall
operations, their operations producing fabricated structural steel, their
operations producing fabricated structural steel for buildings, and their
operations producing fabricated structural steel for other uses. * * % -
reported overall productive capacity that was greater than the capacity to
produce fabricated structural steel. :

Reported U.S. capacity to produce fabricated structural steel for
buildings rose overall during the period of investigation but declined from
January-September 1986 to the corresponding period of 1987 (table 2). Such
capacity increased from 762,000 tons in 1984 to 792,000 tons in 1985, or by
3.9 percent, and rose by another 1.7 percent, to 805,000 tons, .in 1986. _
Available data show a 2.3-percent decline in capacity from January-September
1986 to January-September 1987. . "

Table 2 : . R
Fabricated structural steel for buildings: U.S. capacity, production, and

capacity utilization, 1984-86, January-September 1986, and January-September
1987 . . A - .

January-September--

Item 1984 1985 1986 1986 1987
Capacity: 1/
Tons........ccivvuun. 762,260 . 791,826 805,294 - 603,957 590,096
Percentage change.... 2/ 3.9 1.7 2/ -2.3
Production:
Tons..........oovvvue 549,042 ~ 604,861 616,409 442,058 436,642
Percentage change.... 2/ 10.2 - 1.9 2/ -1.2
Capacity utilization 3/

Percent....... S . 64.4 66.6 . 65.5 . 63.1 65.1

1/ Average-of-period capacity.

2/ Not available. _

3/ Computed from data of firms providing information on both capacity and
production. . . . o )

Source: Submitted in response to quéstionnaires of the U.S. International

Trade Commission.

Reported U.S. production of fabricated structural steel for buildings
likewise rose during 1984-86 and declined somewhat from January-September 1986
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to January-September 1987. Responding producers fabricated 549,000 tons of the
product under investigation in 1984, 605,000 tons in 1985, and 616,000 tons in
1986, representing increases of 10.2 percent and 1.9 percent, respectively,
Reported production declined 1.2 percent, from 442,000 tons to 437,000 tons,
between January-September 1986 and the corresponding period of 1987.

One industry spokesman noted that capacity is limited primarily by the
availability of labor and machines. A ton of material demanding extensive or
intricate cutting, drilling, and welding ties up productive capacity much
longer than does the same quantity of raw material requiring little, or sinple,
fabrication. Producers tended to report capacity based on the actual work
being done. As a result, reported capacity frequently equaled reported
production. These data were adjusted to assume steady capacity at the highest
level reported as long as.no specific expansion or shutdown of facilities was
reported. However, the numbers were not greatly increased, even though
practical capacity‘may well be larger than the capacity reported. Data on
capacity utilization may, therefore, be somewhat overstated; trends, however,
are believed to be reliable. Capacity utilization, as calculated from '
available data, rose from 64.4 percent in 1984 to 66.6 percent in 1985 and
declined slightly to 65.5 percent in 1986. Capacity utilization rose from
January-September 1986 to January-September 1987 as capacity declined more than
did production. : :

According to data submitted in response to the Commission’s producers
questionnaire, most U.S. producers of fabricated structural steel for buildings
concentrate on the building market. However, responding firms produce some
fabricated structural steel for other uses. Capacity to produce and production
of all fabricated structural steel, as reported by producers of fabricated
structural steel for buildings, is, therefore, greater than the data presented
in table 2. The trends, however, are similar, rising overall but declining in
January-September 1987.compared with those in January-September 1986. Reported
U.S. capacity to produce all fabricated structural steel expanded slightly less
than did capacity to produce fabricated structural steel for buildings whereas
production of all fabricatéd structural steel grew slightly more rapidly
. overall. Total. capacity utilization for these producers increased during
1984-85 but then declined slightly. As with capacity utilization calculated
for the production of fabricated structural steel for buildings, overall
capacity utilization may be overstated, as described above. These data are
presented in the following tabulation:

Capacity Production Capacity utilization 1/

Period @ @ = ~cc-ccmeo- (tong)------- (percent)
1984.......... 955,526 672,892 - 64,9
1985.......... 973,616 731,684 68.0
1986.......... 1,001,296 766,319 67.7
Jan. -Sept.-- ’

.1986...... . 751,958 555,603 66.2

1987........ 731,853 542,190 67.7

1/ Computed from data of firms providing information on both capacity and
production.
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U.S. producers'’ shipments

Inventories held by this industry are relatively unimportant as production
is generally custom designed for a particular project. Total shipments,
therefore, virtually paralleled production. Company transfers and export 3
shipments of fabricated structural steel for buildings were insignificant -
compared with domestic shipments. As shown in table 3, reported U.S. shipments
of fabricated structural steel for buildings rose 10.0 percent during 1984 and
1985, from 555,000 tons to 611,000 tons. Such shipments rose by another
2.0 percent to 623,000 tons in 1986. Reported U.S. shipments totaled 443,000
tons during January:September 1986 and 446,000 tons during January-September
1987, representing a rise of 0.7 percent. Questionnaire responses generally
indicate that firms keep shipments records rather than production records.

Thus, to the extent that shipments and. production data differ, the former may
be more reliable. -

o

Table 3 .
Fabricated structural steel for buildings: U.S. producers’ company transfers,
domestic shipments, U.S. shipments, export shipments, and total shipments,

1984-86, January-September 1986, and January-September 1987

January-September-
Item 1984 1985 1986 1986 1987

Quantity (tons)

Company transfers....... ik deick Foick dedek L e
Domestic shipments...... Jokk ik ik . dedek Jekek
U.S. shipments 1/..... 555,306 611,039 623,168 442,535 446,490
Export shipments........ - . dedeke - - : -
Total shipments 2/.. ik Jokoke Jokok dedek doick
Value (1,000 dollars)
Compsny transfers....... Cwkek Jokode Joiek dick . sk
Domestic shipments...... __ dokew Fedoke ik _doieke dedcke
U.S. shipments 1/..... '587,073 662,486 685,177 468,345 482,064
Export shipments........ - dokck - - -
.Total shipments 2/.. dokde dokk - Feicde dedek badaad
Unit value (per ton) 3/
COmpanyvtramsfers., ...... B 2 Yokle ’ Aefeke . ek ik
Domestic shipments...... ok dokk Jeicke. Joiek baatad
U.S. shipments 1/..... 1,073 1,093 1,112 1,078 1,090
Export shipments........ - ik - - - -
Total shipments 2/.. Fkok Sedeke sk docke ke

1/ U.S.-shipments include company transfers and domestic shipments. _ .
2/ Total shipments: include U.S. shipments and export shipments Because of ..
rounding, numbers may not add to the totals shown. ’

3/ Unit values were calculated from data. submitted by firms supplying both
quantity. and value information and may not be'caICulated from above data.

Source: Compiled from responses to questionnaires of the U S. International
Trade Commission
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Based on data submitted, the value of U.S. shipments of fabricated
structural steel for buildings increased throughout the period of
investigation. Reported shipments totaled $587 million in 1984 and rose by
12.8 percent to $662 million in 1985.. The value of shipments increased
further, to $685 million, in 1986, representing a 3.4-percent rise compared
with that in the previous year. From January-September 1986 to January-
September 1987, the reported value of U.S. shipments of fabricated structural
.steel .for buildings rose 2.9 percent, from $468 million to $482 million.

Unit values of reported U.S. shipments of fabricated structural steel were
calculated from data submitted by firms supplying both quantity and value
information. These data show an overall increase in the unit values of U.S.
shipments during the period of investigation.

Shipment data were also requested on all fabricated structural steel from:
producers of fabricated structural steel for buildings. Available data on U.S,
shipments of all fabricated structural steel by reporting producers of
fabricated structural steel for buildings are presented in the following
tabulation: ' :

Value’

. . Quantity 1,000 Unit value 1/
Period ~ (tons) dollars) (per ton)
1984...... RAPIPIP 675,679 $745,954 §1,119
1985............ . 734,076 - 836,158 1,149
1986....... ceeees 777,693 895,636 1,164
Jan.-Sept. -- '
1986........... 558,379 631,026 1,149

1987........... 549,812 630,129 1,157

1/ Computed from data of firms providiﬁg information on both quantity and value
of shipments.

These data show that the quantity, value, and unit value of U.S. shipments of
fabricated structural steel, as reported to the Commission, increased during
1984-86 and then declined slightly. The January-September 1987 unit value of
shipments was higher than the unit value during the corresponding period of
1986, but lower than the unit value for the entire year of 1986.

As stated above, inventories of finished fabricated structural steel are
not held by producers. Nearly all products are custom designed and fabricated
for a specific project. Production and shipment are timed to meet construction
deadlines and material is usually shipped immediately to the erection site.

The level of reported inventories is insignificant and any inventory-to-
shipments ratio would be meaningless for the purposes of this investigation.

Employment

Producers accounting for 10.5 percent of estimated U.S. production (and
76 percent of production as reported in questionnaire responses) reported
information regarding employment in the production of fabricated structural
steel for buildings. According to these data, the number of workers employed
in the production of fabricated structural steel for buildings, the hours
worked in such production, and wages and compensation paid to such workers all
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increased from 1984 to 1985, by an average of 12 percent. Hourly wages and
hourly compensation declined during this period, but productivity declined as
well and unit labor costs rose. These trends all reversed from 1985 to 1986,
although less steeply in general. From January-September 1986 to January- .
September 1987, the number of production and related workers, hours worked, .and
vages and compensation declined further, by an average of 10 percent.
Productivity rose, and unit labor costs fell, each by about 9 percent. - Hourly

wages and hourly compensation fell slightly. These data are presented in
table 4.

Producers of fabricated structural steel for buildings were also requested
to provide employment data regarding their production of all fabricated
structural steel, as presented in the following tabulation:

Total com- Unit

Number Hours Produc- Wages pensation labor

of worked tivity paid paid costs E
Period workers (1,000) (tons/hr) (million dollars) (per ton)
1984........ 5,266 10,722 0.052 113 - 135 ‘ $§244 .31
1985........ 5,552 11,568 - .052 119 144 241.74
1986........ 5,511 11,747 = .052 125 150 - 246.40
Jan. -Sept. -- - . :

1986...... 5,489 8,525 .051 89 106 242 .51

1987...... 5,045 7,703 .055 81 96 226.72

These data indicate that, as in the production of fabricated structural
steel, ‘the number of production and related workers rose from 1984 to 1985 and
declined thereafter through the period January-September 1987, and the hours
worked by such employees rose from 1984 through 1986 before falling.
Productivity was unchanged during 1984-86 and rose somewhat during January-
September 1987. Wages and total compensation paid to these workers increased
through 1986 before falling, and unit labor costs fluctuated but fell overall.
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Table 4

Fabricated structural steél for buildings: Average number of production and
related workers, hours worked, 1/ labor productivity, wages and total
compensation 2/ paid to such employees, hourly wages and compensation, and unit
labor costs, 1984-86, January-September 1986, and January-September 1987 3/

2 . January-September-
Item . 1984 1985 1986 1986 1987

Average employment: o ‘

Number of workers..... 3,942 4,380 . 4,051 4,033 3,676

Percentage change..... 4/ 11.1 -7.5 &/ ' -8.9
Hours. worked: _ - ' '

(1,000 hours)......... 7,750 8,958 8,293 6,164 5,507

Percentage change..... 4/ 15.6 -7.4 4/ -10.7
Productivity: 5/ S

(tons per hour)....... 0.057 0.053 0.056 0.054 0.059

Percentage change 6/.. &/ -6.7 ' 6.3 Y4 8.7
Wages paid: 4

Value (1,000 dollars). 84,610 93,514 90,563 65,482 58,317

Percentage change..... &/ 10.5 -3.2 4/ -10.9
Total compensation paid: : _ '

Value (1,000 dollars). 101,685 113,790 109,506 - 78,190 69,517

Percentage change..... &/ 11.9 -3.8 4/ -11.1
Hourly wages: 7/ . ,

Per hour.............. $10.87 . §10.41 $10.86 $10.80 $10.79

Percentage change 6/.. &/ C -4.2 4 4.3 4/ -0.1
Hourly compensation: 8/ . : . : . .

Per hour..... e senea . §13.07 $12.66 $13.13 $12.89 $12.86

Percentage change 6/.. 4/ -3.2 3.7 4/ --0.3
Unit labor costs: 9/ _

Per hour............. . $234.97 $243.58 $237.51 $236.76 $216.38

Percentage change..... 4/ 3.7 -2.5 4/ -8.6

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

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

3/ Firms providing data accounted for 13 percent of estimated total production
in 1986.

4/ Not available. .

3/ Calculated using data from firms that provided information on both production
and hours worked.

6/ Calculated from the unrounded figures.

7/ Calculated using data from firms that provided information on both wages paid
and hours worked.

8/ Calculated using data from firms that provided information on both total
compensation paid and houtrs worked.

9/ On the basis of total compensation paid. Calculated using data from firms
that provided information on both total compensation paid and production.

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

Twenty-three producers, accounting for 6.4 percent of estimated U.S.
production in 1986 (and about one-half of production reported in questionnaire
responses), furnished usable income-and-loss data on their fabricated
structural steel operations. 1/ Fifteen producers, accounting for 4.4 percent
of estimated U.S. production in 1986 (about one-third of reported production),
furnished usable income-and-loss data on their fabricated structural steel for
buildings operations. 2/ The lower response rate for fabricated structural
steel for buildings reflects the inability of several firms to allocate costs
from their total fabricated structural steel operations.

Recent trends in the commercial construction industry were discussed in an
article by Standard and Poor’s.

"Office building and other commercial construction peaked in
1985. Construction of industrial buildings apparently peaked in
1985, but this sector could recover if capital spending rises.
Nonetheless, any gain is not likely to be large, given the massive
downsizing of overall industrial capacity that has taken place since
the bottom of the last recession in 1982. Significant recovery in
office building is unlikely in view of the high downtown office

" vacancy rates, coupled with the less favorable depreciation rates
contained in the Tax Reform Act of 1986. The lengthening of
depreciation schedules will also have an adverse effect on other
commercial construction". 3/

One ahould exercise caution’inycomparing the financial results for each
year because yearly revenues and expenses consist of many projects with unique
specifications, the completion of which may span two or more accounting
periods. 4

Overall operations of the establishments within which fabricated
structural steel for buildings is produced.--The establishment operations
include those for all fabricated structural steel, including buildings, plus;:,
other products such as *’ * %, :

* * . % %* * ok * 4/

1/ Twenty-eight producers also provided income-and- loss data on the overall
operations of their establishments within which fabricated structural. steel for
‘buildings is produced. Thirteen companies were unable to provide separate data
on their operations producing fabricated structural steel for buildings. Their
profit-and-loss data are presented separately in app. D.

2/ Data for only these 15 companies are presented separately in app E for
overall operations and for all fabricated structural steel. .

3/ Standard and Poor’s "Industry Surveys-Steel and Heavy Machinery, Current
Analysis", Jan. 7, 1988, p. S4.

4/ Operations on all fabricated structural steel and, particularly,
fabricated structural steel for buildings are more germane to the
investigation; these classifications are discussed in greater detail in
subsequent sections.
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A summary of establishment operations is presented in the following tabulation:

Interim erio§
ending Sept. 30--

Item a ©1984 1985 1986 1986 1987
Net sales (1,000 dollars)... 791,746 946,003 975,256 501,554 481,806
.Operating income or (loss) : :

(1,000 dollars)........... (11,275) 22,956 15,518 21,436 13,720

Ratio of operating income or
(loss) to net sales

(percent)................. : (1.4) 2.4 1.6 4.3 2.8
Number of firms reporting-- o .

Operating losses..... e 13 6 9 4 8

Data.......coiiiiiiinnanns ' 27 Y/ 28 28 20 20
L *x o, |

Operations on fabricated structural steel.--Aggregate net sales for 23
companies increased by 21.9 percent, from $480.8 million in 1984 to

$586.3 million in 1985 (table 5). 1/ In 1986, sales were $574.1 million,
representing a decline of 2.1 percent. In 1984, an operating loss of

$1.2 million was incurred, but there was operating income of $17.5 million in
1985 and $13.3 million in 1986. Operating income or (loss) margins, as a
percentage of sales, were (0.2), 3.0, and 2.3 in 1984, 1985, and 1986,
respectively. Eleven firms reported operating losses in 1984, six in 1985 and
seven in 1986. For the interim period ended September 30, 1987, sales were
$320.5 million, representing a decrease of 1.2 percent compared with sales of
$324.4 million in the interim period ending September 30, 1986. Operating
income was $17.0 million and $10.8 million during interim 1986 and interim
1987, respectively. Operating income margins, as a percent of sales, were
5.2 and 3.4 during 1986 and interim 1987, respectively. Three firms reported
operating losses during interim 1986 and seven during interim 1987.

Operations on fabricated structural steel for buildings.--Aggregate net
sales for 15 companies increased by 14.7 percent from $253.0 million in 1984 to

$290.2 million in 1985 (table 6). 2/ In 1986 sales were $266.6 million, a
decline of 8.1 percent. Operating income was $6.0 million in 1984,

$10.3 million in 1985, and $6.1 million in 1986. Operating income margins, as
a percentage of sales, were 2.4, 3.5, and 2.3 percent in 1984, 1985, and 1986,
respectively. Five firms reported operating losses in 1984 and 1986, and three
in 1985. For the interim period ended September 30, 1987, sales were

$172.3 million, representing a negligible increase of less than 0.1 percent
compared with the September 30, 1986, interim period sales of $172.2 million.
Operating income was $7.4 million and $2.3 million in interim 1986 and interim
1987, respectively. Operating income margins, as a percentage of sales, were
4.3 and 1.3 percent in interim 1986 and interim 1987, respectively Three
firms reported operating losses in interim 1986 and six in ygterim 1987.

1/ In 1984, 22 firms supplied data.
2/ In 1984, 13 firms supplied data.
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Table 5 .
Income-and-loss experience of U.S. producers of fabricated structural steel for.
buildings on their operations producing all fabricated structural steel, s

accounting years 1984-86, and interim periods ending Sept. 30, 1986, and Séptaﬁ~
30, 1987 ‘

Interim period

. . . ending Sept. 30--
Item 1984 1985 1986 1986 1987

Value (1,000 dollars)

Net sales........oo0vvuvenns 480,802 586,303 574,083 324,409 320,531
Cost of goods sold.......... 420,335 501,881 491,226 265,937 - 269,128
Gross profit................ 60,467 84,422 82,857 . .58,472 51,403
General, selling, and . o : L L
administrative expenses... 61,654 66,926 69,532 41,455 40,555 -
Operating income or (loss).. (1,187) 17,496 13,325 17,017 10,848
Startup or shutdown - : : : ‘
EXPeNSEe. .....covvrveennans 0 150 0 -0 0.
Depreciation and amorti- A —e . v
zation included above..... 10,239 _ 11,273 12,348 8,267 7,622
Cash-flow 1/................ 9,052 28,769 25,673 25,284 18,470

Share of net sales (percent)

Cost of goods sold.......... .. 87.4 ~ 85.6 85.6 82.0 84.0

Gross profit................ 12.6 14.4 14.4 18.0 ', 16.0

General, selling, and. . Ve Coa
administrative expenses... 12.8 . 11.4 12.1 12.8 12.7

Operating income or (loss).. (0.2) 3.0 2.3 5.2 3.4

Number of firms reporting

Operating losses.......... e 11 ‘ 6 . 7 . 3 7.
Data.......coiiiiiiiiinnans 22 ¥/ 23 23 16 : 16

l/ Cash-flow is defined as operating income or loss plus depreciation and
amortization.
2/ * % %,

Source: Compiled from data submitted in response .to ﬁuéstionnaiies of the U.S.
International Trade Commission.
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Table 6

Income-and-loss experience of U.S. producers on their operations producing
fabricated structural steel for buildings, accounting years 1984-86, and
interim periods ended Sept. 30, 1986, and Sept. 30, 1987

Interim period

. ending Sept. 30--
Item 1984 1985 1986 1986 1987

Value (1,000 dollars)

Net sales........coooevuuunn 253,006 290,157 266,609 172,219 172,345
Cost of goods sold...... e 215,493 242,815 222,331 138,998 144,087
Gross profit............... . 37,513 47,342 44,278 33,221 28,258
General, selling, and . ' '

administrative expenses... 31,546 37.084 38.138 25,773 25,968
Operating income......... N 5,967 10,258 6,140 7,448 2,290
Startup or shutdown ' _

CEPENSEC. . coetvrcnvsonnnoe 0 150 0 0 0
Depreciation and amorti- :

zation included above...,.. 4,155 5,609 6,170 4,887 3,918

Cash-flow 1l/...... weeeeese. 10,122 15,867 12,310 12,335 6,208

Share of net sales (percent)

Cost of goods sold..... seean 85.2 83.7 83.4 80.7 83.6
Gross profit........... e , 14.8 16.3 16.6 19.3 16.4
General, selling, and .
administrative expenses 12.5 12.8 14.3 '15.0 15.1
Operating income............ 2.4 3.5 - 2.3 4.3 1.3

Number of firms repofting

Operating losses..‘ .......... o 5 3 .5 3 6
Data...........co0viiinienns . 13 2/ 15 15 13 - 13

1/ Cash flow is defined as operating income or loss plus depreciation and
amortization.

2/ * * %,

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

Investment in production facilities.--Thirteen firms supplied data

concerning their investment in production facilities employed in the
manufacture of fabricated structural steel for buildings. Segregation of
assets and capital expenditures for particular categories, such as buildings,
is difficult for some firms. As shown in table 7, their aggregate investment
in facilities employed in the production of fabricated structural steel, valued
at original cost, rose from $64.0 million in 1984 to $64.8 million in 1985.

The value declined to $63.9 million in 1986. The book value of such assets was
$26.2 million as of yearend 1986. Total assets for 11 firms were $58.8 million
as of September 30, 1987, compared with §61.0 million as of September 30,

1986. Book velue as of September 30, 1987, was $23.5 million.
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Table 7 : : ot g S . .
Fabricated structural steel for buildings Value of property, plant, and

equipment of U.S. producers, accounting years 1984-86, and interim periods
ended Sept. 30, 1986, and Sept. 30, 1987 .

7%

(In thousands of dollars) €
As of end of . : -
SV S . accounting year=- - As of Sept. 30--
Item 1984 1985 1986 1986 1987
All products of establish-
ments: » o ,
.Original cost......... eeeeen 123,057 127,711 127,146 92,158 93,864
Book value.....coocoveeoenns 54,433 54,679 52,579.: . 41,947 . 42,442
All. fabricated structural . . :
steel: 1/ .. o
Original cost......... .. .... 85,322  -88,616 89,035 . 79,077 78,470

“BOOK vAlUE.:.%vurrrivenans.. 39,605 37,571 36,458 33,609: 30,872
Fabricated structural ‘ e .
steel for bulldings: 2/ - -
Original cost............... 64,016 64,777 63,898 60,965 58,770
Book value......... eeeen... 29,621 27,283 . 26, 151 26,839 - 23,489

l/ There were- .16 firms reporting data as of .the end of accounting years 1984-86
and 13 firms reporting data as of Sept. 30, 1986, and Sept. 30, 1987.
2/ There were ‘13 firms reporting data as of the end of accounting years 1984-86
and-11 firms reporting data as of. Sept 30, 1986 and Sept 30, 1987

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

.+ Capital expenditures.--Fifteen firms supplied data concerning their
capital expenditures on fabricated structural steel for buildings. Such
capital expenditures declined from $7.5 million in 1984 to $3.6 million in 1985
(table 8). ‘These expenditures increased to:§5. 5 million in 1986. Twelve )
companies reported interim data. For the interim period ended September 30, .~
1987, outlays were $2 7 million, compared with $3. 8 million for the 1986 e
interim period. - : . .
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Table 8
Fabricated structural steel for buildings: Capital expenditures by U.S.

producers, accounting years 1984 86, and interim periods ending Sept 30, 1986,
and Sept. 30, 1987

(In thousands of dollars) -
. : o Interim period

. : - d ept. --
Item ' 1984 - - 1985 1986 1986 1987
All products of establish-
ments:
Land and land imprqve- . . o :
meNntsS..........c.00ununnn | ek dorke badaded ik Yok
Building and leasehold ' , : : ‘
improvements............ Jolek ik Irick rick L
Machinery, equipment endi " N ‘ '
. fixtures................ _8.,405 4,524 6.5
Total 1/............. R 11,318 11,191 10,734 7,657 5,235
All fabricated structural : o '
steel: 2/ ’
Land and land improve- ‘
MeNtS. . .oovvvinnenennns N i deiek Wik "k sk
Building and leasehold o
"~ improvements............ R dohek deleke dekcke ik
Machinery, equipment 'ana - ' A
fixtures.............. e 7,166 3,013 4,830 3, S ;
Total 1/.............. - 9,890 6,452 7,500 5,227 4,707
Fabricated structural _ ' '
steel for buildings: 3/ .
Land and land improve- o :
MeNtS. ...vvteveeeensns e i ek ik Wik bl d
Building and leasehold o ,
improvements............ deleke ik ik ik ok
Machinery, equipment, and ° : ' C o ' o
fixtures.......!........ __ 6,158 ~ 2,785 4,501 - 2.806 1.806
Total...... J T 7,532 3,635 5,509 3,778 2,662
1/ % % %,

2/ There vwere 16 firms reporting data for 1984-86 and 13 firms reporting data
for the interim periods..
3/ There were 15 firms reporting date for 1984-86 and 12 firms reporting data
for the interim periods.

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

Research and development e;pensgs --Only three companies reported research
and development expenses for fabricated structural steel for buildings. These

expenses were % * % (table 9).

* * * * L 4 * *
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Table 9 . . oo
Fabricated structural steel for buildings: Researc¢h and ‘development expenses

by U.S. producers, accounting years 1984-86, and interim periods ending Sept.
30, 1986, and Sept. 30, 1987 :

Consideration of the Question of
Threat. of. Material Injury

In its examination of the question of threat of material injury to an .
industry in the United States, the Commission may take into consideration such
factors as the rate of increase of the subject imports, the rate of increase in
U.S. market penetration by such imports, the rate of increase of imports held
in inventory in the United States, the capacity of producers in the exporting
country to generate exports (including the existence of underutilized capacity
and the availability of export markets other than the United States), and the
price depressing or suppressing effect of the subject imports on domestic .
prices. Counsel for the petitioner has stated that present injury, rather than
threat, is the basis upon which the AISC filed this case. 1/ A discussion of
the rate of increase in imports and their U.S. market penetration, as well as
available information on their prices, are presented in the section of the .
report entitled "Consideration of the causal relationship between imports of
the subject merchandise and the alleged injury." Available information on
inventories of the subject imports in the United States and the ability of the
foreign producers to generate exports is presented in the following sections.

U.S. importers' inventories

No information is provided on inventories because fabricated structural
steel suitable for use in buildings is custom designed according to the
individual construction project. Therefore, as discussed earlier, importers do
not hold inventories of the product. Rather, the manufacture and immediate -
shipment are timed to meet the erection schedule.

The Canadian industry

The Canadian fabricated structural steel industry consists of
approximately 200 fabricators, but many of these firms do not produce products
covered in this investigation. 2/ The industry group that does produce
fabricated structural steel for buildings can be divided further into two
sub-groups; one includes those firms that participate both in the export and in
the domestic markets, and the other consists of firms that participate only in
the domestic market. Both subgroups are a mix of large and small firms.

Because the petition alleges that principal U.S. importers of fabricated ..
structural steel from Canada are affiliated with the Canadian producer,

1/ Transcript, pp. 59-60.
2/ Telephone conversation with % ¥ ¥,
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importers were requested to provide data on capacity, production, and shipments
of fabricated structural steel by any affiliated Canadian firm. According to
officials of the Canadian Institute of Steel Construction (CISC), the firms
from which data were collected through Commission questionnaires represent
roughly * % % percent (on the basis of capacity) of the companies that export
the subject product to the United States. The aggregate capacity, production,
and capacity utilization of these 11 firms are presented in table 10.

Table 10 .

Fabricated structural steel: Canadian capacity, production, and capacity
utilization for reporting firms, by market, 1984-86, January-September 1986, and
January-September 1987

Jan.-Sept.--

Item _ 1984 1985 1986 ' 1986 1987
Capacity: : -
For buildings (1,000 tons)... 203 203 208 - 158 159
For other markets (1,000 tons)_1l6 15 16 12 12
Total (1,000 tons)......... 219 219 224 170 ‘ 172
Production: _ o
For buildings (1,000 tons)... 118 146 154 120 109
For other markets (1,000 tons)_10 7 4 : 3 3
Total (1,000 tons)......... 128 . 153 _ 158 123 112
Capacity utilization: 1/
For buildings (percent)...... 58 72 74 76 68
For other markets (percent).. _64 47 28 27 28
Total (percent)............ 58 70 71 .73 65

l/ Computed from unrounded data.
Note: Because of rounding, figures may not add to the totals shown. *

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

Capacity of the reporting Canadian firms to produce fabricated structural
steel for buildings has risen slightly since 1985; however, the petition notes
that Frankel Steel has announced plans to shut down its Canadian facilities.
Respondents have stated that the new owner of those facilities has no intention
of pursuing export markets. 1/ The last survey of capacity in the Canadian
fabricated structural steel industry undertaken by the CISC was in 1980, at
which point the industry had the capability to process approximately * * * tons
annually. Soon after that survey, conditions in domestic and export markets
deteriorated, and significant closures occurred in the industry. The CISC
estimates that overall Canadian capacity to produce fabricated structural steel
is currently in the vicinity of * * * tons per year. Comparable data are not
available regarding total Canadian capacity to produce fabricated structural
steel for buildings.

1/ Meeting with respondents, Jan. 13, 1988.
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-As shown in table 10, reported Canadian production of fabricated
structural steel for buildings grew steadily through 1986, but declined during
January-September 1987 compared with that in the corresponding period of 1986.
Capacity utilization for these producers’ production of the subject product
rose during 1984-86 and then declined.

Examination of the data from reporting firms concerning the disposition
of shipments reveals.similar trends, with available 1987 data indicating a
‘reversal in the trends of previous years. Exports to the United States
expanded 136 percent from 1984 to 1986, but contracted 48 percent between
January-September 1986 and the corresponding period of 1987 (table 11).
Domestic shipments, after contracting 13 percent during 1984-86, grew
37 percent from January-September 1986 to January-September 1987.

.Table 11 o o - — :
Fabricated structural steel for buildings Canadian exports by destination,

domestic shipments, and total shipments, 1984 86, January September 1986, and
hJanuary September 1987 ,

(In tons) e - .

. L o S P ) < January-September-
Item L . 1984 -1985 1986 1986 - 1987
Exportsi

To the United States..... 28,267 . 55,887 66,657 56,967 29,633
To all other countries... Jeleke . dokok dokrke - dedeke Yok
Domestic shipments......... 90,108 87,888 78,422 56,390 ' 77,357

Total shipments.......... % had S ook P el . deick : Fedeke

1

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

The data collected by questionnaires on exports coincides ‘with information
provided by a Canadian Government official. 1/ -The official.indicated that, in
recent years, export markets other than the United States have been spot
markets. This has not always been the case; during the early 1980’s the
Canadlan fabricated structural steel industry had a larger role in the world-
market. The emergence of fabricating industries in the developing countries,
especially South Korea, has eroded the ability of the Canadian producers to
compete in distant markets. Sales of Canadian fabricated structural steel in
countries other than the United States are generally tied to governmental aid
programs, and are typically for prefabricated buildings, a product not covered
in this investigation 3

The only other data available on the Canadian fabricated structural steel
industry is collected by the CISC, which compiles limited data on the
operations of the industry’s participants. On an annual basis, the CISC
collects data on bookings (orders placed) of fabricated structural steel
producers. Although bookings can be considered to be a proxy for eventual
production and shipments, the lags that exist between the time an order is
booked and the time it is produced or sold result in different levels for these

1/ Conversation with * % %,
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measures when they are recorded on an annual basis. Data provided on the
bookings of CISC members (table 12) involved in fabricating steel for buildings
and bridges indicate some 1nsgabilitg in their markets.

* % % * %* * *

.Table 12

Fabricated structural steel for buildings and bridges: Bookings by members of
the CISC, by markets, 1983f87.

v

Classification of fabricated structural steel by the Canadian Government
for export purposes groups the product under investigation with other items,
obscuring accurate examination. However, exports to the United States dominate
the category (44699) and fabricated structural steel for buildings accounts for
the great majority of this total. Canadian firms do not participate in any
significant way in the production of fabricated structural steel for bridges in
‘the United States as these projects are usually subject to "Buy America"
requirements. Other export markets for fabricated structural steel for
buildings appear, as reported, to be primarily spot markets, as nations that
are the second or third export destination in some years have no exports in
others (table 13). )

‘Table 13

Structural shapes, fabricated steel, and sheet piling: Canadian exports, .by
destination, 1982-86 and January-September 1987

{(In tons)

. E Jan. -Sept.
Country 1982 1983 1984 1985 1986 1987
United States..... 16,985 37,399 32,366 © 41,715 72,444 6,360
Netherlands......, 0 0 0 .0 2,444 142
Kenya............. 0o 10 37 . 2,126 - 3 0
Indonesia......... 0 0 248 0 ) 0
Algeria........... 1,493 377 30 0 0 0
Zambia....... weees 1,253 0o 0 0 i 0 -0
Colombia.......... .0 - 162 170 0 0 0
All others........ 440 2,048 407 69 325 49

Total....... ... 20,171 39,996 33,258 43,910 75,216 6,551

Source: Statistics Canada.



A-29

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

U.S. imports

Import data on the products under investigation are presented in table -14..
According to the petition, fabricated structural steel suitable for use in '
- buildings is provided for in TSUS items 609.84, 609.86, 652.94, 652.95, 652.96,
and 653.00. Although data are presented covering all the tariff items named in
the petition, a number of adjustments have been made to the data resulting from
information obtained during the course of the investigation.

First, imports from Canada of bar joists have been excluded from TSUS item
652.94. Bar joists 1/ are specifically excluded by the petition from the scope
of the investigation. 2/ * % % , * * ¥ | provided data on the quantity and
value of bar joists imported during the period of investigation; such data have
been subtracted from the official statistics on TSUS item 652.94. 3/

Secondly, respondents challenged the validity of including TSUS item
653.00 in the official statistics for imports from Canada of the product under
investigation. TSUS item 653.00 is a "basket" category for imports of
fabricated structural steel that do not fall under any other provision.

* ¥ * , U.S. Customs National Import Specialist for fabricated structural .
steel, stated in a telephone conversation that whereas TSUS item 652.94 was the
appropriate category for "vertical stress components" such as columns, beans,
floor plates, and trusses (i.e., those components used to support the weight of
‘the building), TSUS item 653.00 historically had been used for "lateral stress
components” (e.g., floor decks, roofing materials, door and window frames) as
well as for complete unassembled buildings entered as entireties, or "kits".

O0f these items, only kits are subject to this investigation.

Moreover, information was received from virtually all major importers of
Canadian fabricated structural steel for buildings, indicating that such
companies imported almost exclusively under TSUS item 652.94 during the period
of investigation. Those companies reported less than * * * tons of imports
under TSUS item 653.00 during the period of investigation. 4/ Petitioners were
requested to provide documentation of imports of Canadian fabricated structural
steel for buildings under TSUS item 653.00, but were unable to do so.

With regard to imports from other countries under item 653.00, * * *
indicated that during part of the period under investigation, Korea and Taiwan
had imported fabricated structural steel in kit form in order to benefit from

1/ Import data including bar joists are presented in Tables F-1 and F-3 of
app. F. Table F-1 also includes data on TSUS item 653.00, whereas table F-3
excludes that item.

2/ See petition, p. 5. )

. 3/ Prefabricated buildings, also not subject to this investigation, may also
be entered under TSUS item 652.94; however, respondents provided no data on
this category. .

4/ Respondents noted at the conference that .the tariff rate under TSUS item
653.00 is 5.7 percent ad valorem, whereas the rate under TSUS item 652.94 is
2.8 percent ad valorem. This provides a logical incentive to import under item
652.94, ' "
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the provisions of the GSP, which enabled them to import free of duty under TSUS
item 653.00. 1/ Other than these instances, however, there is no evidence
currently on the record to indicate that any countries have used TSUS item
653.00 to import fabricated structural steel suitable for use in buildings (as
defined by the petition) during the period of investigation. Accordingly, all
imports under this tariff item have been excluded from the data presented. 2/

Respondents further question whether inclusion of TSUS item 652.95 is
appropriate. TSUS item 652.95 provides for imports that are in part of
stainless steel. Respondents argue that because of its prohibitive expense,
stainless fabricated structural steel is not used in buildings, except in
highly corrosive environments. 3/ Because the amounts in question constitute
‘less than 1,000 tons over the entire period of investigation, and do not unduly
affect overall trends, no adjustments have been made to these data.

As shown in table 14, U.S. imports of fabricated structural steel
increased from * * * tons in 1984 to * * * tons in 1985, or by * * * percent.
Import levels rose by less than * * * percent, to * * * tons, in 1986. Imports
declined in quantity from * * * tons in January-September 1986 to
* * ¥ tons in the corresponding period of 1987, representing an * * * percent
decrease. Imports from Canada followed a similar but much more pronounced
trend, increasing from * % % tons in 1984 to * * * tons in 1985 and to * * *
tons in 1986, representing increases of * * * and * * * percent,
respectively. 4/ Imports from Canada fell in January-September 1987 to * * *
tons, representing a decline of * * * percent from the * * * tons imported in
the corresponding period of 1986.

..On the basis of value, in 1985 U.S. imports of fabricated structural steel
rose by * * % percent, to * * * million, from the 1984 level of * % %
million. Import levels rose by another * * * percent, to * * * million, in
1986. A comparison between the January-September 1986 and January-September
1987 periods indicates that imports declined in value from * * * million to
* % * million, representing a * % * percent decrease. Trends in the value of
imports from Canada mirrored those for quantities; imports increased from
% % * million in 1984 to * % % million in 1985 and to * * * million in 1986,
representing increases of * * * and * * % percent, respectively. In the
January-September 1987 interim period, imports from Canada declined to * * % ,

or by * * % percent, compared with those of * * * in the corresponding interim
period of 1986.

1/ GSP treatment for imports under TSUS item 653 00 was terminated for Korea
in 1985 and for Taiwan in 1987.

2/ Table F-1 presents official data on the tariff items named in the
petition, including all imports under item 653.00 and bar joists in TSUS item
652.94. Table F-2 presents the same data, but with imports from Canada of bar
joists excluded.

3/ See transcript of conference, pp. 152-53.

4/ Note that the discrepancy between the rates of increase of imports from
Canada and total imports in the 1984-85 period can be attributed in part to
rapid declines in imports of fabricated structural steel from Japan following
implementation of a voluntary restraint agreement covering Japanese exports of
that product.
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Table 14 ‘ :
. Fabricated structural steel: 1/ U.S. imports for consumption, by TSUS item
numbers and by sources, 1984-86, January-September 1986, and January-September
1987 _ : . o

C e

- ‘ . , ' January-September--
TSUS item no., and source 1984 1985 1986 1986 1987

Quantity (tons)

609.84: . N S
Canada............... . 3,190 - 4,549 - 9,814 - - 6,217 8,275
Fed. Rep. of Germany. 12 7,270 - 1,195 1,195 - 20
Taiwan............... 474 1,266 -~ 954 : 846 552
Austria.............. 133 . . 97 - 133 104 103
All others........... - 13,262 4,380 574 392 - 782

Subtotal........... 17,071 17,560 ° 12,670 8,754 9,732

609.86: _ _ ' - L

+ Canada............... 5 - 6 ' 9 9 - 13
Austria............. . 6 17 23 23 13
Taiwan............... 24 29 6 4 ' 9
Sweden.......... PR 14 6 5 ’ 5 8
All others........... S 116 <69 A : 3 4
Subtotal........... 165 127 ‘ 50 . 44 47
.-652.94: a - .
Canada...... N ddek . dekok edede : ik Yok
Japan................ 96,668 73,499 ‘53,835 42,252 32,750
- Korea........o00uu... 49,796 45,428 23,624 18,170 43,282
United Kingdom..... .. 1,413 .. 10,107 3,423 2,368 2,045
All others........... 6,402 8,741 31,675 16,480 14,419
Subtotal........... fokk ekeke C dekek Sekeke L dekek

652.95: : ' - o

" Canada............... : 63 92 154 - 154 8
Sweden............... o - 1 [ 0 76
Fed. Rep. of Germany. 1 3 3 "3 1

" United Kingdom....... .3 1 3 0 - 2

. All others........ e 3 1 20 19 .~ . 178

Subtotal........... 70 98 180 , 176 T 265

652.96: S B ‘ : o
Canada...... e 161 172 402 193 455
Japan................ 2,224 134 7,785 ¢ 7,785 42
Korea..... e - 4,073 -0 3,133 3,133 : 0

"Italy........... e © . 780 . 2,324. - 919 836 30

- . All others........... _ 345 s1,072 - 2,690 1,911 ' 934

Subtotal........... 7,583 3,702 14,929 13,858 1,461

Total: ' " o _

Canada............... C dkk badaded T dekok ) " dekok ) *kk
Japan................ 103,264 73,809 61,688 ° 50,074 32,851

- Korea..... P 54,467 47,115  -26,801 21,347 43,282
Tafwan............... 501 . 1,311 . 15,058 8,286 3,740
All others........... 17,518 32,210 26,460 15,822 15,377

See footnote at end of table.
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Table 14--Continued ’
Fabricated structural steel: 1/ U.S. imports for consumption, by TSUS item number:
and by sources, 1984-86, January-September 1986, and January-September 1987

' ’ o ‘ o January-September- -
ISUS item no. and source 1984 1985 1986 1986 1987

Value 000 dollars)

' 609.84:

Canada............... 2,564 3,459 7,561 5,047 6,392
Fed. Rep. of Germany. 46 . 3,771 . 800 800 50
Taiwan............. _ 286 - 664 . 565 . 494 416
Austria.............. ‘ 815 509 960 739 850
All others...........  __9.220 4,178 540 419 461

Subtotal........... © . 12,931 12,581 10,426 7,499 8,169

609.86: : R : ' ’
Canada............,.. - 51 161 87 87 6
Austria.......... v - 40 - 44 82 82 . 65
Taiwan............... _ 33 43 12 9 29
Sweden............ en 36 16 1 - 1 22
All others........... ___ 152 144 26 16 9

Subtotal........... 312 408 206 ‘ 195 131

652.94: - - - - ‘ ‘
Canada............... N ek ik dedeke Jedrke R ke
Japan............. ve. . 40,465 34,780 22,953 -~ 19,034 . 12,270
Korea............... 27,905 31,767 20,529 16,251 32,530
United Kingdom....... . 2,166 - 6,437 - 3,466 2,360 2,318
All others........... __ 12,008 11,174 27,991 15,606 17,371

Subtotal........... L ek dick ik ik dekeke

652.95: . - o - : ‘ .
Canada............. « 2718 621 494 C 491 37
Sweden............... 0 45 . 0 0 22mn
Fed. Rep. of Germany. - 4 13 T 18 18 4
United Kingdom....... 19 . 6 . 33 ‘ 0 _ 14
All others........ e 146 6 48 ___47 _59%

Subtotal........... © 447 691 593 556 920

652.96: e o : S -

. Canada...,.........., 139 208 529 ' 299 429
Japan.......... Cedee. 2,531 237 8,979 . 8,978 128
Korea....... e . 5,124 0 2,973 2,973 0
Italy.....cvvnnnn.. © 869 2,850 4,168 4,044 A 118
All others........... . 858 3,189 5,307 3,459 1,821

Subtotal........... . 9,521 6,484 21,956 719,753 .2,496

Total: ' . . ' ' ' '
Canada.......... e ' ke ik dedok ) deleke ek
Japan......... e 46,920 35,204 132,025 . 28,064 12,469
‘ROoTea.........cou.n.. 33,320 32,830 23,529 19,252 32,530
Taiwan........... e . 321 739 10,425 5,707 2,847
All others........... 22,162 31,099 33,471 22,307 21,495

Grand Total........ ok ok ok ik badaded

1/ Excludes imports under TSUS item 653.00 and imports from Canada of bar
Joists under TSUS item 652.94.

Source: Compiled from official statistics of the U.S. Department of Commerce,
as revised. ' ‘ .
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Data compiled from questionnaires regarding the quantity, value, and unit -
value of U.S. imports of fabricated structural .steel (for buildings and for
other uses) from Canada and from all other. countries are presented in table 15i.

Data developed from questionnaire responses account for an estimated
* % % percent of imports from Canada, by quantity.

' Table 15
Fabricated structural steel for buildings: .U.S. imports, by sources and by
. uses, 1984-86, January-September 1986, and January-September 1987

January-September--

Source and use 1984 1985 1986 1986 1987
Quantity (tons)’

Canada: . .
For buildings.............. .. 28,267 58,494 75,161 . . 63,633 32,445
Percentage change.......... 1/ 106.9 28.5 ‘ 1/ -49.0
For other uses............. 981 Jedede 1,417 = e 2,038
Percentage change........., 1/ ek dekek 1/ Lo

Other countries: - -
For buildings.............. ik Ficke dekoke Yokrde ik
Percentage change........., 1/ - bk Jhekoke 1/ adadad
For other uses............. Fedede Fedeke -k - okk Fedck
Percentage change.......... 1/ Jekeke i 1/ Jokoke

_ __Value (1,000 dollars)

Canada: o L e N ‘ '
For buildings.............. . 20,699 - 48,028 - 59,897 49,947 28,726
Percentage change.......... 1/ 132.0 24.7 ' 1/ -42.5
For other uses............. 821 Yol 1,168 ik 2,488
Percentage change.......... 1/ decte dedede 1/ Fecle

Other countries: .
For buildings.............. ik ek Fokke el bl
Percentage change.......... » Y4 badedd badadad 1/ ek
For other uses............. wkek dedee Jekcke kk ke

dedek dedck 1/ ke

See footnote at end of table.
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Table 15--Continued
Fabricated structural steel for buildings U.S. imports, by sources and by
uses, 1984-86, January-September 1986, and January-September 1987

January-September--

Source and use 1984 1985 1986 1986 1987
: Unit value (per ton) 2/
Canada: A
For buildings.............. §732.25 $821.09 §796:92  $784.91 $885.38
Percentage change.......... 1/ 12.1 -2.9 1/ 12.8
For other uses.......f;.... $836.90 *hk  $824.23 *hk  §1,220.80
Percentage change..... Ceeen Y/ ik bk . ¥ badaid
Other countries: :
For buildings.............. Wik edek ok Frkk Fedede
Percentage change.......... 1/ Jekeke Jedke 1/ Jokoke
For other uses...... N deokeke Feiek Jokoke Jedeke ke
Percentage change...... . 1/ ik Fkke 1/ dedeke

1/ Not available/not applicable. _
2/ Figures calculated from unrounded data.

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

Market penetration by imports from Canada

As shown in table 16, imports from Canada steadily increased their
penetration_of_the U.S. market, from 0.8 percent in 1984 to 2.1 percent in

Table 16

Fabricated structural steel for buildings: Share of U.S. consumption supplied
by Canada, all other sources, and U.S. producers, by tonnage, 1984-87 1/

Item : 1984 1985 1986 1987

U.S. consumption (1,000 tons).......... 4,390 4,702 4,677 4,772
Share of U.S. consumption supplied by--

Imports from Canada (percent) 2/..... 0.8 1.5 2.1 1.5
Imports from other sourcés (percent). 4.0 3.3 2.8 2.5
All imports (percent).............. 4.8 4.8 4.9 4.0
U.S. shipments (percent) ............. 95.2 95.2 95.1 96.0
Total (percent).......cceevvveuennn 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

1/ Estimates of consumption and import penetration based on value are presented
in app. C.

2/ Respondent’s brief of Feb. 9, 1988.

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

Source: Tables 1 and 14; Respondents’ Brief, p. 23, and official statistics of
the U.S. Department of Commerce.



A-35

1986 before declining to 1.5 percent in 1987 The increase in market share on
the part of Canada generally came at the expense of other foreign countries; as
the table indicates, the percent of U.S. consumption accounted for by domestic
producers remained generally constant throughout the period, except for a
slight rise in 1987.

Priees‘

Questionnaire respondents were requested to describe the bidding process.
Additional information regarding the solicitation, negotiation, and award of
contracts for fabricated structural steel for- buildings was also obtained from
parties to the investigation

The demand for fabricated structural steel for buildings is derived from
the demand for buildings. The primary substitute -for the product under
investigation is concrete, which accounts for approximately 50 percent of the
market for building frames. Although price is an important factor, the
'determining factor when choosing fabricated structural steel or concrete is the
designer s preference. ,

N Buildings range in size from modest structures requiring several hundred
tons of steel to multistory complexes, such as the "60 Wall Street Project" in
New York City, which required approximately * * * tons of fabricated structural
steel. In general, large structures require 8,000 tons or more of fabricated
structural steel, with buildings requiring at least 15,000 tons considered by
the industry as major projects. For the most part, buildings, especially large
structures, have unique designs. ’ .

Usually, after a developer has a building design for a project, the
developer will solicit bids for construction from general contracting
firms. 1/  These firms develop the probable costs of the entire project and.
submit bids to the developer. Once a general contractor is selected, that firm
solicits bids for different aspects or portions of the construction of the
project. One of these portions involves both the fabricated structural steel
and the erection of the building frame. w

.To reduce overall costs, a. developer may elect to fast-track construction;
the general contractor is selected and all subcontract work is awarded prior to
the completion of a building’s design. Fast- -tracking can be cost advantageous
because, although construction costs may be higher if design changes are
necessary, overall costs on a project may be reduced because interest rates
paid on money borrowed during the construction phase of a project ‘are
considerably higher than the mortgage.rates applicable when the project is
completed.

On large projects, general contractors.usually solicit bids from a limited
number of fabricators with whom they have worked or that have ‘been
prequalified. In these cases, the general contractor may prefer to deal with
fabricators it knows because the cost of the project is too great to ‘take a .
chance with a fabricator with.an unknown or .poor reputation. Sometimes the
general contractor invites prequalified fabricators to bid on a project. The .

1/ Sometimes the developer also acts as the general contractor on a project,
in which case no other general contractors are requested to submit bids.
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process of prequalification involves interviewing the fabricators, examining
the financial soundness of the firm, and contacting references on the
fabricators’ ability to complete the Job by the scheduled date. 1/ -Once the
general contractor has selected the fabricators, on the basis of reputation,
that will be invited to bid on a project, the total value of the bid generally
becomes the most important factor in the selection of the fabricator.

) On smaller projects, the developer is likely to solicit bids from a larger
number of fabricators. Unless the engineering requirements are unusual, the
smaller the project, the more likely the bid amount is used to reduce the
number of competing fabricators, and the less important the reputation of the
fabricator. Although the risk of scheduling delays and the fabricator’s
likelihood of going bankrupt increase, the general contractor is more willing
to use a less well-known fabricator on smaller projects if its bid is
significantly lower than that of a more reputable fabricator. The reason the
general contractor accepts the increased risk on a small project is that the
potential increased cost due to scheduling delays or bankruptcy of the
fabricator is much less than on a large project. However, if bids are
. comparable, the general contractor is likely to choose the more reputable firm.

To be chosen to supply fabricated structural steel and erect the structure
of a building, a fabricator usually submits an initial bid to the general
contractor or developer of a building. The preparation of a bid is a complex-
and costly undertaking requiring extensive engineering knowledge and exacting
attention to detail. In one example of .a large-scale New York City project,

* * * submitted a bid for the fabricated structural steel for the * * *
project that cost approximiately * * * to prepare and was * * * pages long.

Fabricated structural steel for buildings is not sold separately as a .
product; it is one element of a package the fabricator supplies to a general
contractor that includes engineering design, transportation, erection of the
structure, the ability to meet strict scheduling deadlines, and intangibles
such as flexibility to incorporate design changes. 2/ Thus, the package that
the fabricator supplies to the general contractor includes more than the -
fabricated structural steel; therefore, the value of this total package exceeds
that of the value of the subject product. Questionnaire responses indicate
that, for the majority of projects, fabricated structural steel accounted for
between 30 and 60 percent of the value of the bids reported. In general, the
larger or more complex the structure, the lower the percentage of the total bid
value that is accounted for by the product under investigation.

1/ A fabricator’s failure to meet deadlines increases the costs of the
project because schedule delays increase short-term interest costs, the
postponement of project completion delays the receipt of rental income, and
because other subcontractors who are scheduled to work, and cannot, must be
paid.

2/ For example, see the Feb. 3, 1988, submission of a major purchaser,

* % % , wherein it states: "The fact that a particular contractor might be a
low bidder might not be solely dependent upon the supply price of fabricated

structural steel. The steél is only one component of the bid, and we do not

negotiate bid components with the fabricators. We look to the final figure,

and a low bid could easily be attributable to the erection component or some

other component of the bid."
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- . Contracts are generally.given to one fabricator, although the fabricator
‘may subcontract out a portion of the job. Regardless of whether or not a
-portion of the job is subcontracted out, the fabricator estimates all of the
costs in his bid to the developer. :

In some cases, the fabricator erects the structure; in other cases, the
fabricator subcontracts this service out to an independent erection company.
. In either case, the preplanning of. the structure’s erection is a critical
factor in securing a contract. For instance, a.bid not only includes the
number of cranes and their weight, but also includes many drawings specifying
the location of the cranes as the fabricator progresses through the project.
If the developer foresees problems or difficulties with the erection plan of a
fabricator, he may use this as a basis not to award the contract to that
particular fabricator. The developer looks at problems in the erection stage
*as a likely place for cost overruns or scheduling delays to occur. :

The fabricator, in his bid, provides extensive engineering expertise to
ensure the structural soundness of the building framework. The bid documents
.detail each piece of fabricated structural steel as well as how the ensemble.
will fit together. The engineering analysis must consider such factors as the
ability of the structure to withstand wind, and the capability of the base to
support the rest of the structure. The fabricator’s engineering analysis must
meet the standards of the general contractor’s engineer, for it is the general
contractor’s . engineer who 1is ultimately responsible for the structural

- soundness of - the building.

In the bid the fabricator submits a work schedule with completion dates
for various stages of the project Typically, time is of the essence in the
fabricator’s section of the project Timely completion of fabrication and
erection is critical, and stroQ consideration is usually given to the ability
and commitment of bidders to complete the work in the shortest time. The
.general contractor also requires the fabricator to coordinate his activities
.with all other subcontractors working in the area in locating the equipment for
the erection and in .installing the fabricated structural steel involved in the
project. 1/ The fabricator ipcludes in the work schedule the types and
quantity of equipment required as well as the hours of work and operation and
the availability of cranes or derricks for use by other trades.

After reviewing the initial bids, the general contractor usually chooses
two or three fabricators for further negotiation before making a final.
selection. The developer usually does not reveal the names of the competing
firms to each other, but does discuss price differentials between the final .
competitors in an attempt to get the lowest bid possible--this 1is called a
"Dutch Auction." At this point, the general contractor usually makes a final
selection. However, price negotiations can continue as design changes often
occur. : :

Another factor that general contractors look at before awarding a bid is
-"~the work backlog of each fabricator If bids from two fabricators are
~~considered acceptable, one fabricator could be awarded a bid because the shop
of the other fabricator is working at full capacity

l/ See, for example, * * %,
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U.S. producers and importers of fabricated structural steel were requested
to provide information on the three largest winning bids and the three largest
losing bids submitted by the firm between January 1985 and September 1987 which
involved competition between U.S. and Canadian suppliers. Twenty-six U.S.
producers and 13 importers of Canadian product submitted information on the
bidding process; 11 producers and 12 importers provided detailed bid
information on specific projects involving competition between importers of
Canadian product and U.S. producers. These responses accounted for 9 percent
of domestic shipments and 41 percent of imports from Canada of fabricated
structural steel for buildings during 1986.

Price comparisons.--Making price comparisons between producers and
importers is difficult because fabricated structural steel is sold as part of a
package that includes not only the material but also the cost of the erection
of the building, and because each piece of fabricated structural steel is
unique and made to order for a specific project. The petitioner and
respondents agree that "a comparison of U.S. producer prices to Canadian
producer prices on a per ton basis is meaningless. Purchasers of fabricated
structural steel buy on the basis of total cost for a whole building, including
erection costs."” 1/ Since each package is part of a specific project, making
comparisons between different projects is also not meaningful.

In most instances, a fabriCator s initial bid on a project differs from
its final bid. There are several reasons why an initidl bid may be higher or
lower than a final bid. A fabricator is likely to lower its final bid in order
to win a contract on a project from its competitors. Knowing this, the general
contractor, in order to reduce his costs, will play one fabricator against the
other. This is a generally accepted practice within the fabricated structural
steel industry. 2/

When design changes oh a particular project occur after the initial bid,
fabricators are likely to changé their bid values. These changes may be higher
or lower depending upon the nature of the design changes.  Differences between
the initial and final bid on a project may also be due to changes in the
fabricator’s estimates for various portions of the bid such as the quantity and
‘value of the fabricated structural steel required and the cost of erecting the
building frame.

Bid competition.--Because most transactions are made through bid
competition and subsequent negotiations, the discussion of price is organized
according to individual projects. The féiloving information describes specific
projects that were bid on from January 1985 to September 1987, which reportedly
involved both U.S. and Canadian suppliers of fabricated structural steel for
buildings. It is important to consider séveral factors when reviewing the
project information. First, since the Canadian fabricators have tended to
concentrate on large projects, the following discussion will cover the four
projects mentioned in the petition and fqar other large projects. Secondly,
subsequent bids may differ considerably from initial bids as they are not
always based on the same factual data--a result of design changes that may have
occurred during the bid negotiations. Finally, the bids include more than the
cost of the subject product used in the project and are won or lost based on
the developer’s evaluation of all aspectS of the entire package. Information
on these bids is also summarized in table 17.

1/ Petition, p.: 16.
2/ Transcript, p. 104.
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SR Table 17 . . L

i'Fabricated structural steel for_ buildings Bid information on selected
projects which allegedly involved competition between U.S. and Canadian
fabricators, January 1985-September 1987

* % *, - *, ‘% % % used approximately * k% tons of. fabricated
structural steel. The developer, * * * , invited * * * fabricators to bid
during the * * %, The fabricators invited to bid were the following domestic
companies: ¥ * ¥, These companies submitted initial bids for the project
ranging from * * % million to * % * million. 1/ All * % % companies were:
invited to submit final bids. As detailed in. table 17, the * * * final bids.
ranged from * * * million to * * % million.

Although * * % submitted the lowest bid * H % was selected to provide
the fabricated structural steel and erect the building s structure. * % %
_used fabricated structural steel from * * * ., 2/ The total value of the
fabricated structural steel used accounted for * % % percént of the total
value of the project, or approximately * *.% .,
* ok k% * * *

* % *.--This project, likewise, was * * * as employing fabricated
structural steel from Canada. * % % , a % % % gtructure, used approximately
%* % % tons of fabricated structural steel. * % % the general contractor of
this project, invited * * * fabricators to bid.during *. % %, % * % of the
fabricators that were invited to bid were domestic companies L B N
% % % was the * % % Canadian firm to submit a bid.  All of these companies

"except * ¥ * , submitted initial bids for the project, ranging from * * *
million to * * ¥ million. Of the * * % companies that submitted initial
bids, all except * * * were invited to submit final bids. . * * * final.bids

. were between * % % and * * * million and the fourth was * * * million.

* % * submitted the lowest bid for. the project and was selected to

.. provide the fabricated strictural steel and erect the building’s structure.
* % % used fabricated structural steel from both its * * * . The total value
of the. fabricated structural steel used accounted for * * * percent of the
. total value of the project, or approximately * * * million. Of this * * *
million, ¥* *. % million, or approximately * * * percent, represented the value
of the * * % product. . * * * fabricated structural steel accounted for * * *
tons and the domestic material accounted for * * * tons.

* % %, --This project was a * * * as a project lost to * * *
fabricators. * % % , the general contractor, invited * * * fabricators to
submit bids during * % *., This project, a * * *, required approximately
* % * tons of fabricated structural steel. Of the % % * fabricators invited
to bid on the * * * building, * * * were domestic companies: * % * ., The
remaining bidder was * * *

l/***,
Z/***_
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Initial bids were submitted by all * * * companies and all but * % *
submitted final bids. The * * * initial bids ranged from * * * million to
* ¥ * million. The * * * final bids ranged between * * * million and * * *
million. : ' e ‘ '

* % * was the lowest bidder and was chosen to supply both the fabricated
structural steel and erect the building frame. The total value of the subject
.product used accounted for approximately * * * million, or * * * percent of the
total value of the project. Virtually a11 the fabricated structural steel used
in this project was supplied by * * * . - A * * * amount of the total value of .
the subject material, * * ¥ percent or approximately * * * , was provided by
* % %, Of the % % % tons used * % % tons were ¥ * * and* * * tons were ¥ * ¥,

* % *--% % * as a project that used Canadian fabricated structural
steel. The building had approximately * % * tons of fabricated structural
steel. The general contractor, * * * , invited * * * fabricators to submit
bids during * * *, * % * of these fabricators chose to submit bids; however, a
questionnaire response was received from only * * * U.S. firms,* % % . 1/

* k% , g %k * %  glso provided data on its bid.

* % * submitted a final bid of * * * that was lower than * * * initial bid
of * ¥ # . % % % did not submit a final bid. Because of the lack of ,
questionnaire responses from the other possible bidders on this project, it is -
not known if * % * was the lowest bidder. The total value of the fabricated
structural steel accounted for * * ¥ percent of the total value of the * * %
project, or approximately * * % , % * *

* % %, --This projéct, a * ¥ % , used approximately * * * tons of
fabricated structural steel. * * % , the general contractor, invited * % #
domestic and * * * Canadian fabricators to bid on * * *. The domestic
companies were * * % ; the Canadian fabricators were * * * ., All of these
companies submitted 1n1tial bids for the project ranging from ¥ % * millfion to
% % % million. _/

Only * % * firms, * * % , submitted final bids. The final bid from * * *

companies was * ¥ % . % % % L, g ¥ % *  was selected to provide the fabricated
structural steel and erect the structure, although its bid was the same as
* % % . The total value of the subject product used accounted for * * *

percent of the total value of the project, or approximately % * % million.

* % %, --This project used approximately * * * tons of fabricated
‘'structural steel. * % * the general contractor, invited * * * fabricators to
bid during * * *, The fabricators invited to bid were * * * , * * * and
* % % Canadian companies, * * * . Only the Canadian companies submitted
initial bids for the project vhich ranged from * * * million to * % *
million. .

1/ *x % *,
2/ * k *x,
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* * % , which provided the lowest final bid of * * * , was selected to
; provide the fabricated structural steel and erect the building structure. * * *
; used * * * tons of the subject product from * * % tons to a U.S. fabricator.
. The total value of the fabricated structural steel used accounted for

* % % percent of the total value of the project or approximately * * *
million. * * * :

. * * *, -.The general contractor, * ; * , invited * * * fabricators to
submit bids in % % ¥, This office building used approximately * % % tons of

fabricated structural steel. The * * * firms that submitted bids, * * * |, are *
% %,

* % % submitted initial bids of * * * , % % % and * * * million,
respectively. * % * also submitted a second bid of * * * million. * * *

- submitted the lowest final bid, * * * million, and was awarded the contract for
* fabrication and erection of the * * * . For this project, * * * used fabricated
structural steel from its * * * ., The total value of the subject product used
accounted for * * * percent, or approximately * * * million, of the total value
of the * % * project. The value of the * * *,

* % %.--This project used approximately * * * tons of .fabricated
structural steel. * * * , the general contractor of this project, invited

* % % fabricators to bid on this project during * * * . * % % % % * companies
submitted initial and final bids for the project. The initial bids were * % *

million by * % * , and * * * million by * * * . The final bids were * * *
million by * * ¥ , and * * * million by * % ¥* :

Although * * * was not the lowest bidder, it was selected to provide the
fabricated structural steel, erect the building structure, and erect a steel
deck. The total value of the fabricated structural steel used accounted for
* % % percent of the total value of the project, or approximately * * * million.

Exchangé rates

“ Quarterly data reported by the International Monetary Fund indicate .
.- that during January 1985-December 1987 the nominal value of the Canadian

- dollar appreciated 3.2 percent relative to the U.S. dollar (table 18). 1/
Adjusted for movements in producer price indices in the United States and
Canada, the real value of the Canadian currency registered an overall
appreciation equivalent to 7.9 percent as of the fourth quarter of 1987
relative to that in January-March 1985.

1/ International Financial Statistics, February 1988.
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Table 18

U.S.-Canadian exchange rates: 1/ Nominal-exchange-rate equivalents of the
Canadian dollar in U.S. dollars, real-exchange-rate equivalents, and producer
price indicators in the United States and Canada, 2/ indexed by quarters,
January 1985-December 1987

U.S. Canadian Nominal Real
Producer Producer exchange- exchange-
Period Price_Index Price Index rate index rate index 3/
----U.S. dollars/Can$----
1985: '
January-March..... 100.0 100.0 "100.0 100.0
April-June........ 100.1 100.5 98.8 - 99.3
July-September.... 99.4 100.6 99.5 100.7
October-December.. 100.0 101.4 98.1 99.5
1986: ' )
January-March..... 98.5 102.4 96.4 . 100.2
April-June........ 96.6 100.8 97.8 102.0
July-September.... 96.2 101.1 97.7 102.7
October-December.. 96.5 101.7 97.7 103.0
1987: . _
January-March..... 97.7 102.2 ©101.2 105.9
April-June........ -99.2 103.5 101.5 105.9
July-September.... 100.3 104.9 102.4 107.0
October-December.. 100.8 4/ 105.3 103.2 4/ 107.9

1/ Exchange rates expressed in U.S. dollars per Canadian dollar.

2/ Producer price indicators--intended to measure final product prices--ar
based on average quarterly indices presented in line 63 of the International
Financial Statistics.

3/ The indexed real exchange rate represents the nominal exchange rate adjusted
for movements in producer price indices in the United States and Canada.
Producer prices in the United States increased 0.8 percent during the period
January 1985-December 1987; compared with a 5.3-percent increase in Canadian

\

prices during the same period. -
4/ Data are derived from Canadian producer price indices reported for

October-November only.
Note.--January-March 1985=100.

Source: International Monétary Fund, International Financial Statistics,
February 1988.
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INTERNATIONAL TRADE
COMMISSION

[Investigation No. 731-TA-387
(Preliminary)]

Certain Fabricated Structural Steel
From Canada

AGENCY: United States International
Trade Commission. _

ACTION: Institution of a preliminary
antidumping investigation and
scheduling of a conference to be held in
- connection with the investigation.

SUMMARY: The Commission hereby gives

notice of the institution of preliminary

antidumping investigation No. 731-TA-

.* 387 (Preliminary) under section 733(a) of
~ the Tariff Act of 1930 (19 U.S.C. "
1673b{a)) to determine whether there is

- a reasonable indication that an industry
in the United States is materially :
injured, or is threatened with material
injury, or the establishment of an
industry in the United States is
materially retarded, by reason of
imports from Canada of fabricated
structural steel,? provided for in items

" 609.84, 609.86, 652.94, 652.95, 652.96, and -

653.00 of the Tariff Schedules of the -

- 'United States, that are alleged to be sold -
in the United States at less than fair
value. As provided in section 733(a), the
Commission must complete preliminary
antidumping investigations in 45 days,
or in this case by February 25, 1988.

For further information concerning the
conduct of this investigation and rules of

. general application, consult the
Commission’s Rules of Practice and
Procedure, Part 207. Subparts A and B

! For purposes of this mvestxgatiom the term
“fabricated structural steel” means the following
articles suitable for use in erecting or assembling
buildings: (1) Angles, shapes, and sections, all of the
foregoing of iron or steel: drilled, punched. or
otherwise advanced: provided for in Tariff
Schedules of the United States (TSUS) items 609.84
and 609.88; (2) columns, pillara, post. beams, girders,
and similar structural units, all the foregoing of iron
or steel (except non‘malleable cast iron articles,

- rough or advanced), provided for in TSUS items
652.94. 852.95, 852.98; and (3) other structures and
parts of structures not specially provided {or. all the
foregoing of iron or steel, provided for in TSUS item
653.00. The articles covered by this investigation are
provided for in subheadings 7216.90.00. 7222.40.50,
7228.70.80. 7301.20.10, 7301.20.50, 7308.90.30,
7308.90.60, and 7308.90.90 of the proposed -

Harmonized Tariff Schedule of the United States *

{USITC Pub. 2030).

(19 CFR Part 207), and Part 201, Subparts
A through E (19 CFR Part 201).

EFFECTIVE DATE: [anuary 11, 1988.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Rebecca Woodings (202-252-1182),
Office of Investigations, U.S.
International Trade Commission, 500 E
Street SW., Washington, DC 20436.
Hearing-impaired individuals are
advised that information on this matter
can be obtained by contacting the
Commission’s TDD terminal on 202-232-
1810. Persons with mobility impairments
who will need special assistance in

. gaining access to the Commission

should contact the Office of the
Secretary at 202-252-1000. :

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:A
Background

This investigation is being instituted
in response to a petition filed on January
11, 1988, by counsel on behalf of the
American Institute of Steel
Construction, Inc (AISC] Chxcago.
Itlinois.

Participation in the Investigation

Persons wishing to participate in this
investigation as parties must file an.
entry of appearance with the Secretary

~ to the Commission, as provided in

§ 201.11 of the Commission's rules (19 -
CFR 201.11), not later than seven (7}

- days after publication of this notice in

the Federal Register. Any entry of
appearance filed after this date will be
referred to the Chairman, who will
determine whether to accept the late
entry for good cause shown by the
person desxrmg to fxle the entry.

Service I..xst_/

Pursuant to § 201.11(d) of the
Commission’s rules (19 CFR 201.11(d)),
the Secretary will prepare a service list
containing the names and addresses of
all persons, or their representatives,
who are parties to this investigation

" upon the expiration of the period for

filing entries of appearance. In -
accordance with §§ 201.16(c) and 207.3
of the rules (19 CFR 201.16(c) and 207.3),

" each document filed by a party to the
_investigation must be served on all other

parties to the investigation (as identified
by the service list), and a certificate of
service must accompany the document.

" The Secretary will not accept a

document for fi Img w1thout a cemﬁcate
of service.

Conference ] i
The Director of Operations of the
Commission has scheduled a conference
in connection with this investigation for
9:30 a.m., on February 5, 1988, at the U.S.
International Trade Commission
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Building. 500 E Street SW., Washington,
DC. Parties wishing to participate in the
. conference should contact Rebecca
Woodings (202-252-1192) not later than
February 2, 1988, to arrange for their
appearance. Parties in support of the
imposition of antidumping duties in this
investigation and parties in opposition
to the imposition of such duties will

. each be collectively allocated one hour -
within which to make an oral
presentation at the conference.

Vanten Submissions

Ar.y person may submit to the
Commission on or before February 9,
1988, a written statement of information
~ pertinent to the subjectof the . .-
investigation, as provided in § 207. 15 of
the Commission's rules (19 CFR 207.15).
A SIgned original and fourteen (14)

copies of each submission must be filed

with the Secretary to the Commission in
~accordance with § 201.8 of the rules (19

CFR 201.8). All written submissions

except for confidential business data -
" will be available for public inspection
during regular. business hours (8:45 a.m.
to 5:15 p.m.} in the:Office of the
Secretary of the Commission. .

Any business information for which
confidential treatment is desired must
be submitted separately. The envelope
and all pages of such submissions must
be clearly labeled “Confidential
Business Information.” Confidential
- submissions and requests for
confidential treatment must conform
with the requirements of § 201.8 of the
Commission's rules (19 CFR 201.6}.

Authority: This investigation is being - -
conducted under authonly of the Tariff Act of
1930, title VII. This notice is published ‘
pursuant to § 207.12 of the Commxssmn s
rules (19 CFR 207.12).

By order of the Commxssnon ..
Kenneth R. Mason, i
Secretary.

" Issued: January 14, 1988. e
[FR Doc. 88-1039 Filed 1-19—88 8 45 am] .
BILLING CODE 7020-02-M




A-46

3412 . Federal Regjster: [--VGL 53, No. 24 [ Friday, February 5. 1988 / Notices

International Trade Administration
[A-122-801) - o

Initiation of Anfidumping Duty - -
Investigation; Fabricated Structural
Steel From Canada e

AGENCY: Import Administration,
International Trade Administration
Commerce. _

ACTION: Notice.

SummaRY: On the basis of a petition’
filed in proper form with the U.S.
‘Department of Commesce, we are
initiating an antidumping duty
investigation to determine whether
imparts of fabricated structural steel
from Canada are being, or are likely to
"be, sold in the United States at less than
fair value. We are notifying the U.S.
International Trade Commission (ITC} .
of this action so that it may determine .
whether imports of this product

materially injure. ar threaten material
injury to. a U.S. industry. If this
investigation proceeds normally, the ITC
will make its preliminary determination
on or before February 25, 1988. If that
determination is affirmative, we will
make a preliminary determination on or-
before June 20, 1988.

“EFFECTIVE DATE: February 5, 1988, °

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Raymond Busen or John Brinkmann,
Office of Investigations, Lmport
Administration, International Trade .
Administration, U.S. Department of
Commerce, 14th Street and Constitition
Avenue NW,, Washington DC 20230;
telephone (202) 377-3464 or 377-3965.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:  °
The Petition ' '

On January 11, 1988, we receiveda

 petition fn proper form filed by the -

American Institute of Steel ..
Construction, Inc. (AISC) on behalf of
U.S. producers of fabricated structural
steel. In compliance with the filing .
requirements of 19 CFR 353.36, petitioner
alleges-that imports of fabricated .

. structural steel from Canada are being,

or are likely to be, sold in the United
States at less than fair value within the
meaning of section 731 of the Tariff Act -

“of 1930, as amended (the Act}, and that

these imports materially injure, or
threaten material injury to, a U.S.
industry. ’ :

' United States Price and F oreign Market

Value -

United States price was based on the
winning bid made by Canadian o
fabricators. Petitioner deducted, where
appropriate, the cost of erection and any
extras, US. Customs duties, inland

- freight, city taxes, and erection and port

bonds. -

Petitioner based foreign market value
on the constructed value of Canradian
fabricated structural steel which was

- derived form U.S. fabricated structural

steef industry cost experience with-’
adjustments for differences in inputs.
Based upon a comparison of United
States price and foreign market value,
petitioner alleges dumping margins of
between 12.00 percent and 19.2 percent.

Initiation of Investigation .
Under section 732{c} of the Act, we:

. must determine, within 20 days after 2

petition is filed, whether it sets forth the:
allegations necessary for the initiation
of an antidumping duty investigation,
and whether it contains information

‘reasonably available to the petitioner

supporting the allegations.
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We-examined the petition on
fabricated structural steel from Canada
and found that it meets the requirements
of section 732(b) of the Act. Therefore,
in accordance with section 732 of the
Act, we are initiating an antidumping
duty investigation to determine whether
imports of fabricated structural steel
from Canada are being, or are likely to
be, sold in the United States at less than
fair value. If our investigation proceeds
normally, we will make our preliminary
determination by June 20, 1988.

Scope of Investigation

The United States has developed a
system of tariff classification based on
the international harmonized system of
Customs nomenclature. Congress is
considering legislation to convert the
United States to this Harmonized
System (HS). In view of this, we will be
providing both the appropriate Tarsff .
Schedules of the United States

“ Annotated (TSUSA) item numbers and .
the appropriate HS item numbers with
our produtct descriptions on a test basis,
pending Congressional approval. As -
with the TSUSA, the HS item numbers -
are provided for convenience and
Customs purposes. The written
description remains dispositive.” -

We are requesting petitioners to
include the appropriate HS item
number(s) as well as the TSUSA item

- number(s) in all new petitions filed with - ;o4 0 og imports.of FSS from

the Department. A reference copy of the
proposed HS schedule is available for
consultation at the Central Records -
Unit, Room B-099, U.S. Department of
Commerce, 14th Street and Consm"unon
Avenue NW., Washington, DC 20230. -
Additionally. all Customs officers have
reference copies and petitioners may
- contact the Import Specialist at their
local Customs office to consuit the '
schedule. .

The product covered by this :
investigation is fabricated structural -
steel curently provided for under
TSUSA items numbers 609.8400,
609.8600, 652.9400, 652.9500, 652.9600,
and 653.0000. and currently classifiable
under HS item numbers 7216.90.0000,
7222.40.6000, 7228.70.6000, 7301.20.1000,
7301.20.5000, 7308.90.3000, 7308.80.6000,
7308.90.9030.

Fabricated structural steel (FSSy .
consists of steel plates, angles. beams .
and related steel mill products that have
been fabricated into articles suitable for
erection or assembly into buildings
which include industrial, utility,
commercial, office, parking decks,
assembly, multi-residential, medical,
public and transportation facilities. -
Types of steel products include. but are
not limited to, columns (vertical
support), beams {floor support), gn‘ders

(connect beams), base plates (laid over
a concrete foundation to assist in
distributing a building's load), and
trusses (a series of welded or bolted
steel sections used in place of
conventional beams to span large areas
such as lobbies or atriums). FSS alse

- includes entireties or “kits” of

fabricated structural shapes. This
investigation does not include FSS that
is used in the construction of bridges,
fabricated reinforcing bars, bar joists,

" fabricated metal buildings, steel flooring

or roof decks. )
Nphﬂqahon of ITC

Section 732(d) of the Act requires us
to notify the ITC of this action and to
provide it with the information we used
to arrive at this determination. We will
notify the ITC and make available to it
all nonprivileged and nonproprietary
information. We will allow the ITC
access to all privileged and business
proprietary information in our files, . " _
provided it confirms in writing that it
will not disclose such information either -
publicly or under administrative
protective order without written consent
of the Acting Assistant Secretary for- -

A ~ Import Administration. -

Préliminary Determmahon by ITC

The ITC will determine by February
25, 1988 whether there is a reasonable

Canada materially injure, or threaten -
material injury to, a U.S. industry. If its_
determination is negative; the

investigation will terminate; otherwise,

it will proceed according to the statutory

and regulatory procedures.

This notice is published pursuant to = -
section 732(c){2) of the Act.
Gilbert B. Kaplan,

_Acting Assistant Secretary for Impart
" . Administration.

February 1, 1988.
[FR Doc. 88-2507 Fnled 2-4-88; 8:45 am)
'BILLING CODE 3510-DS-M
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Investigation No. 731-TA-387 (Preliminary)
CERTAIN FABRICATED STRUCTURAL STEEL FROM CANADA
Those persons listed beléw appeared at the United States International

Trade Commission conference held in connection with the subject investigations
on February 5, 1988, at the USITC Building, 500 E St., SW., Washington, DC.

In support of the imposition of antidumping duties

Schagriﬁ Associates--Counsel
Washington, DC :
on behalf of--

.American Institute of Steel Construction, Inc. (AISG)_

William Epling

Vice President, Government Affairs, AISC
Oscar W. Stewart

Chairman and Chief Executive Officer, Mosher Steel Company
Ralph H. Moore

President and Chief Executive Officer Oven Steel Company
William Saunders

Vice President of Sales, Owen Steel Company

Roger B. Schagrin) ,
Paul W. Jameson )--OF COUNSEL
Mark del Bianco. )

In opposition to the imposition of antidumping duties

Dow, Lohnes & Albertson--Counsel
Washington, DC
on behalf of

The Canadian Institute of Steel Construction (CISC)
Canron, Inc.

Frankel Steel Ltd.

Dominion Bridge, AMCA International Ltd.

Dominion Bridge-Sulger, Inc

Ocean Steel

Hugh A. Krentz
President, CISC
Milton E. Harris ) ,
Chairman of thé Board and President, Harris Steel Group, - Inc.

William Silverman)
Timothy O’Rourke )--OF COUNSEL
‘Doug Heffner )
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Table C-1 _
Fabricated structural steel for buildings: Share of U.S. consumption supplied
by Canada, all other sources, and U.S. producers, by value, 1984-87

Item . 1984 1985 1986 1987
U.S. consumption (million dollars)..... 4,616 - 5,049 5,121 - 5,151 1/
Share of U.S. consumption supplied by-- :
Imports from Canada (percent) 2/..... 0.6 1.1 1.5 1.1 3/
Imports from other sources (percent). 2.3 2.0 1.9 1.8 3/
All imports (percent).............. 2.9 3.1 3.4 2.9 3/
U.S. shipments (percent)............. 97.1 96.9 96.6 96.9
Total (percent)..... e aaeaan 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

1/ 1987 consumption based on annualized data.
2/ Respondent’s brief, Feb. 9, 1988.
3y October-Decembet 1987 data include imports of bar joists.

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

Sources: Import data; foicial statistics of the U.S. Department of Commerce,
as adjusted (table 14), except as noted; consumption data: derived from

responses to questionnaires of the U.S. International Trade Commission (tables
1 and 3). } o
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Table D-1 v ‘ ' .
Income-and-loss experience of U.S. producers on the overall operations of their
establishments within which fabricated structural steel foi buildings is
produced, accounting years 1984-86, and interim periods ending Sept. 30,
1986, and Sept. 30, 1987 . '

Interim periods:

.. : : ’ eggigg §82£ 2 EQ- s
.Item : . 1984 - 1985 . . 1986 1986 1987
Value (1,000 dollars)
Net sales........ seeearecen. 621,219 526,533 540,723 191,599 190,101
Cost of goods sold....... e 32 34 0 2
Gross profit....,....... e 18,287 44,184 38,604 19,573 15,475
General, selling, and o :
administrative expenses... 40,489 - 42,716 42,952 16,625 15,136
Operating income or (loss).. (22,202) 1,468  (4,348) 2,948 339
Startup or shutdown B ,
@XPeNSBe......000iveanroan. T Yehew vrick srick badaded irk
Interest expense............ ik eick ik e el
Other income, net........... 6,339 5.537 5,600 3,518 3,465
Net income or (loss) before _ . ' ' '
income taxes..... e . (16,354) 5,900 306 5,917 3,201
Depreciation and amorti- : :
zation included above..... 3.970 3.751 4,045 1,747 . 1.739
Cash-flow 1/...... e et raans (12,384) 9,651 4,351 7,664 4,940
———  Share of net sales (percent)
Cost of goods sold.......... - 95.7 91.6 ©92.9 . 89.8 91.9
Gross profit................ 4.3 8.4 7.1 10.2 8.1
General, selling, and: - _
administrative expenses... . 9.6 . 8.1 7.9 8.7 8.0
Operating income or (loss).. - (5.3) 0.3 (0.8) 1.5 0.2
Net income or (loss) before - . :
income taxes............ I (3.9 1.1 0.1 3.1 1.7
Number of firms reporting
Operating losses............ -7 4 5 R ik
Net losses.......... heeeee . 6 5. 3 wkk badaded
Data..........c.iiiiiinennn, ' .13 13 13 drick ek

1/ Cash-flow is defined as net income or loss plus depreciation and
amortization. ' ‘ : ‘

Source: Compiled from data submitted in response to questionnaires of the
U.S. International Trade Commission.
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Income-and-loss experience of U.S. producers of fabricated structural steel
for buildings on their operations producing all fabricated structural steel,
accounting years 1984-86, and interim periods ending Sept.

Sept. 30, 1987

30, 1986, and

Interim periods
ending Sept. 30--

. Item 1984 1985 1986 1986 1987
Value (1,000 dollars)

Net sales........oovuvivnnne 145,044 206,102 192,997 63,362 63,885
Cost of goods sold.......... 132,403 183,808 172,082 51,691 55,446
Gross profit................ 12,641 22,294 20,915 11,671 8,439
General, selling, and

administrative expenses... 24,061 23,588 25,226 11,077 9,339
Operating income or (loss).. (11,420) (1,294) (4,311) 594 (900)
Depreciation and amorti-

zation included above..... 2,778 2,406 2,581 691 601
Cash-flow 1/..... e (8,642) 1,112 (1.730) 1,285 (299)

Share of net sales (percent)

Cost of goods sold.......... 91.3 89.2 89.2 81.6 86.8
Gross profit................ 8.7 10.8 10.8 18.4 13.2
General, selling, and

administrative expenses... 16.6 11.4 13.1 17.5 14.6
Operating income or (loss).. (2.9 (0.6 (2.2) 0.9 .4

Number of firms reporting

Operating losses............ 5 3 3 0 badadd
Data.......coiiviiiienninnnn 8 8 8 3 dedede

1/ Cash-flow is defined as operating income or loss plus depreciation and

amortization.

Source: Compiled from data submitted in response to questionnaires of the
U.S. International Trade Commission.
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Table E-1 .
Income-and-loss experience of U.S. producers on the overail operations of their
establishments within which fabricated structural steel for buildings is
produced, accounting years 1984-86, and interim periods ending Sept. 30,
1986, and Sept. 30, 1987

Interim periods

_ . ending Sept. 30-
Item - 1984 1985 1986 1986 1987

Value (1,000 dollars)

Net sales............oov0u0s 370,527 419,470 434,533 309,955 291,705
Cost of goods sold...... e 320,703 353,083 368,835 260,041 245,983
Gross profit..........c.v.. . 49,824 66,387 65,698 49,914 45,722
General, selling, and '

administrative expenses... 38,897 44,899 45,832 31,426 32,341
Operating income.......... . 10,927 21,488 19,866 18,488 13,381
Startup or shutdown ;

EXPONSE. .....0coesneancsans 0 Jekke o 0 -0
Interest expense........ soee 3,205 Yook 3,377 2,205 1,007
Other income, net.......... , 4,820 6,111 8.928 4,031 1,876
Net income before income

taxes........ ferecanaans . 12,542 24,547 - 25,417 20,314 14,250
Depreciation and amorti- :

zation included above..... 7,593 9,001 9,980 7,718 7,190
Cash-flow 1/.......0000000e. 20,135 33,548 35,397 28,032 21,440

Share of net sales (percent)

Cost of goods gold.......... 86.6 84.2 84.9 83.9 84.3
Gross profit.............. - 13.4 15.8 15.1 . 16.1 15.7
General, selling, and '
administrative expenses.., 10.5 10.7 10.5 10.1 11.1
Operating income............ - 2.9 5.1 4.6 6.0 4.6
Net income before income _ : '
taxes........ Ceceesentaens 3.4 5.9 5.8 6.6 - - 4.9

Number of firms reporting

Operating losses..........,. 6 dedok 4 3 5
Net losSsSeS.....covvenenenons 7 Jedck 3 3 4
Data.......... et eceateanaes 14 ick 15 13 13

1/ Cash-flow is defined as net income or loss plus depreciation and
amortization. : ’

Source: Compiled from data submitted in réspohse to questionnaires of the
U.S. International Trade Commission.
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Table E-2
Income-and-loss experience of U.S. producers of fabricated structural steel
for buildings on their operations producing all fabricated structural steel,
accounting years 1984-86, and interim periods ending Sept. 30, 1986, and
Sept. 30, 1987

Interim periods

) , ending Sept. 30-
Item 1984 1985 1986 1986 1987

Value (1,000 dollars)

Net sales................. .. 335,758 380,201 381,086 261,047 256,646
Cost of goods sold...... e 287,932 318,073 319,144 214,246 213,682
Gross profit................ 47,826 62,128 61,942 46,801 42,964
General, selling, and :

administrative expenses... 37,593 43,338 44,306 30,378 31,216
Operating income............ 10,233 18,790 17,636 16,423 11,748
Startup or shutdown .

EXPENSe. ... oot rnnenns 0 dedede 0 0 .0
Depreciation and amorti-

zation included above..... 7,461 Jeicke 9,767 7,576 7,021
Cash-flow 1/.............. . 17,694 27,657 27,403 23,999 18,769

Share of net sales (percent)

Cost of goods sold.......... 85.8 83.7 83.7 82.1 83.3
Gross profit................ 14.2 16.3 16.3 17.9 16.7
General, selling, and

administrative expenses... 11.2 11.4 11.6 11.6 12.2
Operating income............ 3.0 4.9 4.6 6.3 4.6

Number of firms reporting

Operating losses...... PP 6 3 4 ' 3 5
Data.............ovvvvnnn.. . 14 15 15 13 - 13

1/ Cash-flow is defined as operating income or loss plus depreciation and
amortization.

Source: Compiled from data submitted in response to questionnaires of the
U.S. International Trade Commission.
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Table F-1 '
Fabricated structural steel: 1/ U.S. imports for consumption, by TSUS nos. and
sources, 1984-86, January-September 1986, and January-September 1987

Jan. -Sept. --

ISUS no. and source _ 1984 1985 1986 1986 1987
Quantity (tons)
.609.84:
Canada............... 3,190 4,549 9,814 6,217 8,275
Fed. Rep. of Germany. 12 7,270 1,195 1,195 20
Taiwan............... 474 1,264 - 954 846 552
Austria.............. 133 97 133 _ 104 103
All others........... 13,262 4,380 574 392 782
Subtotal............ 17,071 17,560 . 12,670 8,754 9,732
609.86: -
Canada............... 5 6 9 9 13
Austria.............. 6 17 23 I 13
Taiwan............... 24 29 6 T4 6
Sweden............... .14 6 .5 , 5 8
All others..... Cesaa 116 69 7 3 4
Subtotal......,.... 165 127 .50 44 47
652.94; '
Canada............ ... 52,040 86,364 105,859 - 87,218 49,981
Japan................ 96,668 73,499 53,835 42,252 32,750
Korea............. . 49,796 45,428 23,624 18,170 43,282
United Kingdom..... . 1,413 10,107 3,423 2,368 2,045
All others........... 6,402 8,741 31,675 16,480 14,419
Subtotal........... 206,319 224,139 218,416 166,488 142,477
652.95: '
Canada............... 63 ‘ 92 154 154 8
Sweden.............. . 0 1 0 0 76
Fed. Rep. of Germany. 1 3 .3 3 1
United Kingdom....... 3 1 3 0 2
All others........... : 3 1 20 19 178
Subtotal........... 70 98 180 176 265
652.96:
Canada............... 161 172 402 193 455
Japan................ 2,224 134 7,785 "7,785 42
Korea................ 4,073 0 3,133 3,133 o
Ttaly................ 780 2,324 919 836 "~ 30
All others........... ‘ 345 1,072 2,690 1,911 934
Subtotal........... 7,583 3,702 14,929 13,858 1,461
653.00: o : K
Canada............... 19,432 34,030 40,761 29,435 29,854
Korea........... et 13,061 8,924 5,499 4,077 3,739
Japan......... Veeeaan 705 13,159 5,800 5,382 2,135
Taiwan............... 447 2,830 4,871 . 3,589 2,956
All others........... _13,271 14,937 22,107 16,235 12,718
Subtotal........... 46,916 73,880 79,038 58,718 51,402
Total: ) -
Canada............... 74,889 125,211 156,997 123,225 88,586
Japan........viiuennn 103,969 86,968 - 67,488 55,456 34,986
Korea................ 67,528 56,039 32,300 . 25,424 47,021
Taiwan............... 948 4,141 19,929 11,875 6,696
All others........... _30,789 47,147 48,568 32,057 28,095

Grand Total........ 278,123 319,506 325,282 248,037 205,384

Footnote is presented at the end of the table.
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Fabricated structural steel: 1/ U.S. imports for consumption, by TSUS nos. and
" sources, 1984-86, January-September 1986, and January-September 1987

. ‘Jan. -Sept.--
TSUS no. and source 1984 1985 1986 1986 1987
Value (1.000 dollars)
609.84: C ‘ :
~ Canada............... 2,564 3,459 7,561 5,047 6,392
' Fed. Rep. of Germany. 46 3,771 800 800 50
Taiwan........ e 286 664 565 494 416
Austria.............. 815 509 . 960 739 850
All others........... 9,220 4,178 540 419 461
Subtotal............ 12,931 12,581 10,426 7,499 . 8,169
609.86: ' ’ ‘
Canada............0.. 51 lel - 87 87 . 6
Austria.............. 40 44 82 82 65
Taiwan............... 33 43 . 12 9 29
Sweden............... 36 16 1 1 22
All others........... 152 144 24 __16 9
Subtotal..... N 312 408 206 195 131
652.94: _ ) -
Canada.........co00:. 37,775 64,778 78,334 " 65,044 38,871
Japan.......coi0v0nes 40,465 34,780 22,953 19,034 12,270 .
Korea...........0co00. 27,905 31,767 20,529 16,251 32,530
United Kingdom....... 2,166 6,437 3,466 2,360 2,318
All others........... 12,008 11,174 27,991 15,606 17,371
Subtotal........... 120,819 148,936 153,273 118,295 103,660
652.95: o ‘ '
Canada............... 278 621 494 491 37
Sweden............... 0 45 0 0 271
Fed. Rep. of Germany. 4 13 18 18 4
United Kingdom....... 19 6 . 33 ’ 0 4 14
All others........... 146 6 48 47 - 594
Subtotal........... 447 691 593 556 920
652.96: : o
Canada............... 139 208 529 299 ' 429
Japan.......ccc0eevs 2,531 237 8,979 8,978 128
Korea........ooonevuun 5,124 . 0 2,973 2,973 v 0
Italy...ovvvinnnnnons 869 2,850 4,168 4,044 118
All others........... __ 858 3,189 5,307 3.459 1,821
Subtotal........... 9,521 6,484 21,956 19,753 2,496
653.00: . : '
Canada...........o... 37,656 52,267 77,500 57,072 54,707
Korea.....coovieeennn 10,292 9,768 7,453 4,927 4,822
Japan........coeeieas 1,134 15,956 14,838 13,891 5,326
Taiwan........ e 474 3,006 7,874 - 6,434 3,731
All others........... 17,011 29,143 33,125 22,641 20,709
Subtotal........... 66,567 110,140 140,790 104,965 89,295
Total: ' . '
Canada............... 78,463 121,495 164,505 128,040 100,443
Japan..........c.0uu 48,054 51,160 46,863 " 41,955 17,795 .
Korea..........co00.. 43,612 42,598 . 30,982 24,179 37,352
Taiwan............... 795 3,745 18,299 12,141 6,578
All others........... 39.174 60,242 66,596 44,948 42,204
Grand Total........ 210,098 279,240 327,245 251,263 204,372

1/ Includes imports from Canada of bar joists in TSUS item 652.94.
Source: Official statistics of the U.S. Department of Commerce.
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Table F-2 , :
Fabricated structural steel: TU.S. imports for consumption, excluding imports
from Canada of bar joists, by TSUS nos. and sources, 1984-86, January-September
1986, and January-September 1987 : ‘

January-September- -

TSUS. no. and source - 1984 1985 1986 1986 1987
Quantity (tons)
609.84: ’ o
Canada........ e 3,190 4,549 9,814 - 6,217 8,275
Fed. Rep. of Germany. 12 7,270 1,195 1,195 20
Taiwan.......... e 474 1,264 954 846 _ 552
Austria..... P 133 97 - 133 ’ 104 103
All others........... 13,262 4,380 574 392 782
Subtotal............ 17,071 17,560 12,670 8,754 9,732
609.86: o ' .
Canada............... 5 6 R 9 9 13
Austria...... e, 6 17 23 . 23 13
Taiwan....... Wereeaan 24 29 6 4 - 6
Sweden............... 14 6 5 5 8
All others........... 116 69 7 3 7
Subtotal........... - 165 127 ~ - 50 44 47
652.94: o ’ .
Canada............... eiede Fedke Jedcke Jedoke ke
Japan........ e eeae. 96,668 73,499 53,835 " 42,252 " 32,750
Korea....... e e 49,796 45,428 23,624 18,170 43,282
United- Kingdom....... 1,413 10,107 3,423 - 2,368 2,045
All others........... 6,402 8.741 31.675 16,480 14,419
Subtotal........... Sedrk ek . dekk Joicke dedede
652.95: :
Canada............... 63 92 154 . 154 8
Sweden............... 0 1 0 ' 0 76
Fed. Rep. of Germany. -1 '3 3 3 1
United Kingdom....... 3 1 3 0 2
All others........... 3 1 20 19 178
Subtotal........... 70 ' 98 180 176 - - 265
652.96: ' ' ' .
Canada........oc00u.. 161 172 402 193 455
Japan....... teeereen, 2,224 134 7,785 7,785 o 42
Korea....... PRI 4,073 -0 3,133 3,133 0
Italy......c.cvnvunnn, 780 2,324 919 836 30
All others........... 345 1,072 2,690 1,911 934
Subtotal........... 7,583 - 3,702 14,929 13,858 1,461
653.00: ) " ' .
Canada............... 19,432 34,030 40,761 29,435 29,854
Korea.........oo0ev.. 13,061 = 8,924 5,499 4,077 3,739
Japan................ 705 13,159 " 5,800 5,382 2,135
Taiwan........... e 447 2,830 4,871 3,589 2,956
All others........... 13,271 14,937 22,107 16,235 12,718
Subtotal....... PR 46,916 73,880 79,038 58,718 51,402
Total: .
Canada........... e ek ik ik ik *ik
Japan................ 103,969 86,968 67,488 55,456 34,986
Korea........oo00eun. 67,528 56,039 32,300 . 25,424 47,021
Taiwan............... . 948 " 4,141 19,929 11,875 6,696

All others........... 30,789 47,147 48,569 32,057 28,095
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Table F-2--continued '

" Fabricated structural steel: 'U)S.'imporﬁstfbr Eonsumpfibn,fexcludihé iﬁports

from Canada of bar joists, by TSUS nos. and sources, 1984-86,. January-September
1986, and January-September 1987 )

January-September--

TSUS no. and source 1984 1985 1986 1986 ) 1987

< : - Value (1,000 dollars)

609.84: _ 4 . ,
Canada............... 2,564 3,459 7,561 . 5,047 6,392
Fed. Rep. of Germany. 46 3,770 800 "~ 800 . 50
Taiwan....... e 286 664 565 494 C . 416
Austria....... A . 815 509 ., 960- 739 - 850
All others........... 9,220 -~ 4,178 - .540 419 . 461

Subtotal............ 12,931 12,581 10,426 7,499 ‘8,169

609.86: \ _ : : : o L
Canada............... . 51 161 87 87 . 6
Austria..... e . 40 . 44 . 82 . 82 . 65
Taiwan............... 33 43 .12 ' 9 .29
Sweden............... - 36 , 16 B S 1 .22
All others........... - 152 146 S 24 16 . 9

Subtotal........... 312 408 206 195 ‘131

652.94: . IR
Canada............... e ik i ' deick dedck
Japan........... ..... 40,465 . 34,780 22,953 © 19,034 12,270
Korea................ 27,905 31,767 = 20,529 16,251, . 32,530
United Kingdom....... 2,166 6,437 3,466 2,360 .. 2,318
All others........:.. _12,008 = 11.174  27.991 15,606 17,371
' Subtotal........... ok Yok ik S ok el

652.95: _ . . : _ )
Canada............... .278 621 494 491 . 37
Sweden............... ' 0 45 0 ... 0.. 2N
Fed. Rep. of Germany. 4 © 13 18 : 18 - 4
United Kingdom....... 19 . 6 . 33 0 L. 14
All others........... __ 146" .6 . 48 47 _594

Subtotal........... 447 691 593 556 - = - 920 ..

652.96: ' . , .
Canada............... L 139 208 529 299 . 429
Japan........l....... 2,531 237 8,979 . 8,978 128
Korea................ 5,124 0 2,973 . 2,973 -0
Italy......covvvnnnnn 869 2,850 4,168 4,064 118
All others........... _ 3 858 3,189 5,307 3,459 1,821
" Subtotal........... 9,521 - 6,484 21,956 19,753 2,496

653.00: L , ) , -
Canada.............. . 37,656 52,267 77,500 57,072 54,707
Korea................ 10,292 9,768 7,453 . 4,927 4,822
Japan...........e0.. 1,134 15,956 14,838 13,891 5,326
Taiwan...... Cereeaee. 474 3,006 7,874 6,434 3,731
All others.......... . 17,011 29,143 33,125 22,641 . 20,709

Subtotal........... 65,567 ~ 110,140 140,790 104,965 89,295

Total: o : ’ o S
Canada...............  %%* ik deicke dook Fedeke
Japan......... evev... 48,054 51,160 46,863 41,955 17,795
Korea.........oov.un. 43,612 42,598 30,982 24,179 . 37,352
Taiwan........... ceee 795 . 3,745 18,299 12,141 6,578
All others........... 39,174 60,242 66,596 - 44,948 42,204

Grand Total........ deiek deee ) dedede Fedeke

Source: Official statisties of the 1T1.8. Danartment af lammarra nec adincrad
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Table F-3- T - ,
Fabricated structural steel: U.S. imports for consumption, excluding imports
under TSUS item 653.00, by TSUS nos. and sources, 1984-86, January-September
1986, and January-September 1987 = - - : : '

Jahuary-September--

TSUS item no. and source 1984 1985 1986 1986 1987
s Quantity (tons)
609.84: ‘
Canada........ e 3,190 4,549 9,814 6,217 8,275
Fed. Rep. of Germany. 12 7,270 . 1,195 - 1,195 .20
Taiwan............... 474 1,264 954 846 - ' 552
Austria...... S ‘133 - 97 133 104 103
All others........... 13,262 4,380 574 .. 392 782
Subtotal............ 17,071 . 17,560 12,670 . 8,754 9,732
609.86: ' ' ' - o S : . :
Canada...... e 5 6 9 9 13
Austria.............. T 17 23 23 13
Tadwan............... - 24 : 29 6 4 9
Sweden............... 14 . 5 -5 8
All others..:........ 116 ' 69 7 3 -4
Subtotal........ ese . :165 . 127 . 50 ' 46 47
652.94: ' : o o '
Canada......... e 52,040 86,364 105,859 87,218 49,981
Japan...... [P . 96,668 ' 73,499 53,835 42,252 32,750
. Korea..........o0nn. 49,796 45,428 23,624 18,170 43,282
United Kingdom....... 1,413 10,107 : 3,423 2,368 2,045
All others....... e 6,402 8,741 31,675 - 16,480 14,419
Subtotal........... 206,319 224,139 218,416 166,488 142,477
652.95: : ' ' :
Canada.............. " 63 92 154 154 8
Sweden............... PR ¢ -1 0 -0 76
Fed. Rep. of Germany. 1 3 3 - ‘3 1
United Kingdom....... : 3 1 3 0 ' 2
All others....... e : 3 1 ~ 20 19° 178
Subtotal...:....... .70 98 180 176 265
652.96: S B ' '
Canada............... 161 172 402 . 193 455
Japan..........0u0... 2,224 134 7,785 7,785 42
Korea..... reeen e 4,073 0 3,133 3,133 0
Italy....... e 780 2,324 919 836 30
All others........... 345 1,072 2,690 1,911 934
Subtotal...... e 7,583 3,702 14,929 . 13,858 1,461
Total: . ) ‘ ) .
Canada.......... PR - 55,457 91,181 ° 116,237 - 93,790 58,732
Japan...... eeesedese. 103,264 73,809 61,688 50,074 32,851
Korea........ e 54,467 47,115 26,801 21,347 43,282
Taiwan............... 501 1,311 15,058 8,286 3,740
All others........... 17,518 32,210 26,460 15,822 15,377

Grand Total....... » 231,207 245,626 246,244 189,319 153,982
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Table F-3--continued .
Fabricated structural steel: U.S. imports for consumption, excluding imports
under TSUS item 653.00, by TSUS nos. and sources, 1984-86, January-September
1986, and January-September 1987

: ' January-September--
TSUS no. and source 1984 1985 1986 1986 1987

. Value (1,000 dollars)
609.84:
Canada............... 2,564 3,459 7,561 5,047 6,392
Fed. Rep. of Germany. 46 3,771 - 800 800 50
Tajwan............... 286 664 565 494 416
Austria.............. 815 509 960 739 850
All others......... e 9.220 4,178 540 419 461
Subtotal............ 12,931 12,581 10,426 7,499 8,169
609.86:
Canada............... 51 161 87 87 6
Austria.............. 40 44 82 82 65
Taiwan............... 33 43 12 _ 9 29
Sweden............... 36 16 1 1 22
All others........... 152 144 24 ' . 16 9
Subtotal........... 312 408 206 195 131
652.94: ‘
Canada............... 37,775 64,778 78,334 65,044 38,871
Japan. .. ..ceeuenennn 40,465 34,780 22,953 - 19,034 12,270
Korea................ 27,905 31,767 20,529 16,251 32,530
United Kingdom....... 2,166 6,437 3,466 2,360 2,318
All others........... 12,008 11,174 27,991 15,606 17.371
Subtotal........... 120,319 148,936 153,273 118,295 103,360
652.95:
Canada............... 278 621 494 491 37
Sweden............... 0 45 0 0 271
Fed. Rep. of Germany. 4 13 18 18 4
United Kingdom....... 19 6 33 0 14
All others.......... . 146 6 48 47 594
Subtotal........... 447 691 593 556 920
652.96:
Canada............... : 139 208 529 299 429
Japan...........cu0n.. 2,531 237 8,979 8,978 128
Korea................ 5,124 0 2,973 2,973 0
Italy........coinuen. 869 2,850 4,168 4,044 118
All others........... 858 3,189 5,307 3,459 1,821
Subtotal........... 9,521 6,484 21,956 19,753 2,496
Total:
Canada............... 40,807 69,228 87,005 70,968 45,736
Japan......... e 46,920 35,204 32,025 28,064 12,469
Korea................ 33,220 32,830 23,529 19,252 32,530
Taiwan............... 322 739 10,425 5,707 2,847
All others........... 22,162 31,099 33,371 - 22,307 21,561
Grand Total........ 143,531 169,100 186,455 146,298 115,107

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








