




















































































































































 

III‐3 

Changes in operations 

Nine responding domestic producers reported changes in their operations related to the 
production of CWP since January 1, 2012. Wheatland reported that it opened its Sharon, 
Pennsylvania plant in 2012 only to idle it again in 2015.3 Allied halted production of fence and 
sprinkler pipe at three of its facilities in October 2015; however, its Philadelphia plant is the 
only one that ceased all production activities.4 Three firms reported expansions, three firms 
reported prolonged shutdowns, and/or curtailments, and four firms reported revised labor 
agreements.  Such changes are presented in table III‐3. 
 
Table III-3 
CWP: U.S. producers’ reported changes in operations, since January 1, 2012  
 

*            *            *            *            *            *            * 

 

U.S. PRODUCTION, CAPACITY, AND CAPACITY UTILIZATION 

Table III‐4 presents U.S. producers’ overall production, capacity, and capacity utilization 
on the same equipment as subject production.  Domestic producers’ overall capacity increased 
by *** percent from 2012 to 2014 while overall production decreased by *** percent from 
2012 to 2014. Domestic producers’ overall capacity increased by *** percent from the first 
three quarters of 2014 compared to the first three quarters of 2015 while overall production 
decreased by *** percent from the first three quarters of 2014 compared to the first three 
quarters of 2015. The decline in overall production from the interim 2014 to the interim 2015 
period is largely due to the decline in production of line pipe (*** percent) and OCTG (*** 
percent).5 The increase in overall capacity is due in part to California Steel’s new ERW pipe plant 
in Fontana, California, which, starting in September 2014, was capable of producing up to 
400,000 tons of line pipe per year at diameters up to 24 inches.6 Overall capacity utilization 
declined by *** percentage points from 2012 to 2014 and declined by *** percentage points 
from the first three quarters of 2014 compared to the first three quarters of 2015.  

                                                       
 

3 The Sharon plant was a continuous weld mill that specialized in making products below 2 inches in 
diameter. Conference transcript, p. 16‐18 (Seeger) and Petitioners’ postconference brief, exh. 10. 

4 Atkore International Announces Exit from Fence and Sprinkler Business, PR Newswire (Aug. 6, 2015). 
http://www.prnewswire.com/news‐releases/atkore‐international‐announces‐exit‐from‐fence‐and‐
sprinkler‐businesses‐300125224.html, retrieved December 1, 2015. UAE’s postconference brief, Exh. 2. 

5 The decline in OCTG and line pipe production is the result of declining demand for oil and gas 
exploration and extraction. The total number of U.S. rotary rigs (used for oil and gas extraction) in 
operation has fallen from a near‐term peak of 1,929 rigs in September, 2014 to 889 in May, 2015. 
Preston Pipe & Tube Report, Vol. 33 No. 6, June 2015, p. 41. 

6 California Steel Industries, Inc. (CSI) Announces New Pipe Mill Startup in Conjunction with 30‐Year 
Anniversary, PRNewswire, September 26, 2014, http://www.prnewswire.com/news‐releases/california‐
steel‐industries‐inc‐csi‐announces‐new‐pipe‐mill‐startup‐in‐conjunction‐with‐30‐year‐anniversary‐
277280541.html, retrieved November 24, 2015. 
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Table III-4 
CWP: U.S. producers’ overall production and capacity on the same equipment as subject 
production, 2012-14, January to September 2014, and January to September 2015 

 

*            *            *            *            *            *            * 

 

Subject product 

Table III‐5 and figure III‐1 present U.S. producers’ CWP capacity, production, and 
capacity utilization. Domestic producers’ capacity increased by *** percent from 2012 to 2014 
while production decreased by *** percent from 2012 to 2014. Domestic producers’ capacity 
decreased by *** percent from the first three quarters of 2014 compared to the first three 
quarters of 2015 while production decreased by *** percent from the first three quarters of 
2014 compared to the first three quarters of 2015. Capacity utilization declined by *** 
percentage points from 2012 to 2014 and remained at *** percent in both the first three 
quarters of 2014 and the first three quarters of 2015. 
 
Table III-5 
CWP: U.S. producers’ production, capacity, and capacity utilization, 2012-14, January to 
September 2014, and January to September 2015 

 

*            *            *            *            *            *            * 
 
Figure III-1 
CWP: U.S. producers’ production, capacity, and capacity utilization, 2012-14, January to 
September 2014, and January to September 2015 

 

*            *            *            *            *            *            * 

 

U.S. PRODUCERS’ U.S. SHIPMENTS AND EXPORTS 

Table III‐6 presents U.S. producers’ U.S. shipments, export shipments, and total 
shipments. Domestic producers’ U.S. shipments decreased by *** percent from 2012 to 2014, 
while their exports decreased by *** percent from 2012 to 2014. Domestic producers’ U.S. 
shipments were steady from first three quarters of 2014 compared to the first three quarters of 
2015, while exports decreased by *** percent from the first three quarters of 2014 compared 
to the first three quarters of 2015.  

Domestic producers’ U.S. shipment average unit values decreased by *** from 2012 to 
2014 while exports average unit values decreased by *** percent in the comparable period. 
Domestic producers’ U.S. shipments average unit values decreased by *** percent from first 
three quarters of 2014 compared to the first three quarters of 2015, while exports average unit 
values decreased by *** percent in the comparable period. 



 

III‐5 

Table III-6 
CWP: U.S. producers’ U.S. shipments, exports shipments, and total shipments, 2012-14, January 
to September 2014, and January to September 2015 

 

  *            *            *            *            *            *            * 
 

U.S. PRODUCERS’ INVENTORIES 

Table III‐7 presents U.S. producers’ end‐of‐period inventories and the ratio of these 
inventories to U.S. producers’ production, U.S. shipments, and total shipments. Domestic 
producers’ inventories increased by *** percent from 2012 to 2014. Inventories decreased by 
*** percent from the first three quarters of 2014 compared to the first three quarters of 2015. 
The drop in inventories is partially attributable to Allied which reduced inventories by *** 
percent from the end‐of‐period 2013 to September 2015 as it prepared to halt CWP production 
operations.7  

 
Table III-7  
CWP: U.S. producers’ inventories, 2012-14, January to September 2014, and January to 
September 2015 

 

*            *            *            *            *            *            * 

 

U.S. PRODUCERS’ IMPORTS AND PURCHASES 

U.S. producers’ imports of CWP are presented in table III‐8. Maruichi American was the 
only U.S. producer to report imports, which were equivalent to *** percent of its production 
during the first three quarters of 2015.8 No U.S. producer reported purchases of CWP. 

 
Table III-8  
CWP: U.S. producers’ U.S. production and imports, 2012-14, January to September 2014, and 
January to September 2015  

 

*            *            *            *            *            *            * 

                                                       
 

7 ***.  A domestic industry representative testified that the “flood of product” from Allied’s inventory 
liquidation put additional strain on the domestic industry. Conference transcript, p. 57 (Blatz).  

8 ***. 
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U.S. EMPLOYMENT, WAGES, AND PRODUCTIVITY 

Table III‐9 shows U.S. producers’ employment‐related data. From 2012 to 2014 the 
domestic industry added *** production‐related workers but it cut *** from the first three 
quarters of 2014 to the first three quarters of 2015.9 10 Hourly wages climbed *** percent from 
2012 to 2014 and productivity increased by *** percent during the comparable period. The 
United Steel, Paper, Forestry, Rubber, Manufacturing, Energy, Allied Industrial and Service 
Workers International Union (“USW”) represents workers at Allied, Bull Moose, Maverick, 
Maruicci‐Levitt, TMK IPSCO, U.S. Steel, and Wheatland. The USW believes that it represents 
approximately 80 percent of the workforce producing CWP.11 

 
Table III-9  
CWP: Average number of production and related workers, hours worked, wages paid to such 
employees, hourly wages, productivity, and unit labor costs, 2012-14, January to September 2014, 
and January to September 2015 

 

*            *            *            *            *            *            * 
 

                                                       
 

9 Allied announced its plans to exit the steel fence and sprinkler markets on October 5, 2015 and 
noted that this decision would result in its cutting 317 related jobs, mostly at its Philadelphia plant 
Petition, exh. I‐6 and conference transcript, p. 106 (Schagrin).  

10 Petitioners cited a recent closure at Wheatland Tube’s Sharon, Pennsylvania plant which resulted 
in approximately 100 layoffs in June 2015. Conference transcript, pp. 16‐17. (Seeger) and petitioners’ 
postconference brief, exh. 10. 

11 Conference transcript, p. 29. (Hart). 
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PART IV: U.S. IMPORTS, APPARENT U.S. CONSUMPTION, AND            
MARKET SHARES 

 

U.S. IMPORTERS 

The Commission issued importer questionnaires to 60 firms believed to be importers of 
CWP, as well as to all U.S. producers of CWP.1 Usable questionnaire responses were received 
from 22 companies,2 representing *** percent of adjusted official U.S. imports from subject 
countries during 2014.3 Questionnaire responses accounted for *** percent of adjusted official 
import statistics from Oman, *** percent from Pakistan, *** percent from the Philippines, *** 
percent from the UAE, and *** percent from Vietnam during 2014. Table IV‐1 lists all 
responding U.S. importers of CWP from subject countries and other sources, their locations, 
and their shares of U.S. imports, from January 2012 through September 2015.4 

                                                      
 

1 The Commission issued questionnaires to those firms identified in the petition, along with firms 
that, based on a review of *** under HTS statistical reporting numbers 7306.30.1000, 7306.30.5025, 
7306.30.5032, 7306.30.5040, 7306.30.5055, 7306.30.5085, and 7306.30.5090. The Commission staff 
previously found that most subject products are imported under these HTS statistical reporting 
numbers. However, in some cases subject product could enter under HTS statistical reporting numbers 
included in the scope definition that cover a broader range of tubular products including the following:  

 API‐stenciled tubular products that are multiple‐stenciled to standard/structural 
specifications and meet the physical descriptions provided in the scope (7306.19.1010, 
7306.19.1050, 7306.19.5110, and 7306.19.5150),  

 Micro‐alloy standard/structural/fence/sprinkler tubular products (i.e., those that exceed the 
chemistry specifications for non‐alloy pipe but do not exceed the chemistry specifications 
provided in Commerce’s scope (7306.50.1000, 7306.50.5050, and 7306.50.5070). 

2 The following firms provided certification that they have not imported CWP into the U.S. since 
January 2012: ***. 

3 Staff adjusted official statistics to add importer questionnaire data which identified subject pipe not 
reported under the HTS statistical reporting numbers listed in footnote 1 and to subtract nonsubject 
product included under the HTS statistical reporting numbers listed in footnote 1.  

4 ***. 
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Table IV-1  
CWP: U.S. importers by source, January 2012 through September 2015 

Firm Headquarters 
Share  of imports by source (percent) 

Oman Pakistan Philippines UAE Vietnam Subject

American International 
Forest Products       Beaverton, OR *** *** *** *** *** ***

ArcelorMittal Dofasco Hamilton, ON *** *** *** *** *** ***

ArcelorMittal Tubular Woodstock, ON *** *** *** *** *** ***

C&F International Houston, TE *** *** *** *** *** ***

Connectors 
Hauppauge, 
NY *** *** *** *** *** ***

Daewoo Teaneck, NJ *** *** *** *** *** ***

Empire Resources Fort Lee, NJ *** *** *** *** *** ***

Ferrum New York, NY *** *** *** *** *** ***

Intermetalink 
Westmount, 
QC *** *** *** *** *** ***

Kurt Orban Burlingame, CA *** *** *** *** *** ***

Leo International Brooklyn, NY *** *** *** *** *** ***

Maruichi American 
Santa Fe 
Springs, CA *** *** *** *** *** ***

Midwest Air Technologies Long Grove, IL *** *** *** *** *** ***

Optima Concord, CA *** *** *** *** *** ***

SeAH Steel Irvine, CA *** *** *** *** *** ***

Shamrock Building Materials Eugene, OR *** *** *** *** *** ***

Thyssen Krupp Materials Southfield, MI *** *** *** *** *** ***

Toyota Tsusho 
Georgetown, 
KY *** *** *** *** *** ***

UTP Pipe & Prime Metal Walden, NY *** *** *** *** *** ***

Welded Tube of Canada Concord, ON *** *** *** *** *** ***

Zenith Arlington, VA *** *** *** *** *** ***

Zipco Little Neck, NY *** *** *** *** *** ***

Total   *** *** *** *** *** ***
  Table continued on next page.
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Table IV-1-Continued  
CWP: U.S. importers by source, January 2012 through September 2015 

Firm Headquarters 

Share  of imports by source (percent) 

Canada Mexico 
All other 
sources 

Nonsubject 
sources Total 

American International Forest 
Products       Beaverton, OR *** *** *** *** ***

ArcelorMittal Dofasco1 Hamilton, ON *** *** *** *** ***

ArcelorMittal Tubular Woodstock, ON *** *** *** *** ***

C&F International Houston, TE *** *** *** *** ***

Connectors Hauppauge, NY *** *** *** *** ***

Daewoo Teaneck, NJ *** *** *** *** ***

Empire Resources Fort Lee, NJ *** *** *** *** ***

Ferrum New York, NY *** *** *** *** ***

Intermetalink Westmount, QC *** *** *** *** ***

Kurt Orban Burlingame, CA *** *** *** *** ***

Leo International Brooklyn, NY *** *** *** *** ***

Maruichi American 
Santa Fe 
Springs, CA *** *** *** *** ***

Midwest Air Technologies Long Grove, IL *** *** *** *** ***

Optima Concord, CA *** *** *** *** ***

SeAH Steel Irvine, CA *** *** *** *** ***

Shamrock Building Materials Eugene, OR *** *** *** *** ***

Thyssen Krupp Materials Southfield, MI *** *** *** *** ***

Toyota Tsusho 
Georgetown, 
KY *** *** *** *** ***

UTP Pipe & Prime Metal Walden, NY *** *** *** *** ***

Welded Tube of Canada Concord, ON *** *** *** *** ***

Zenith Arlington, VA *** *** *** *** ***

Zipco Little Neck, NY *** *** *** *** ***

Total   *** *** *** *** ***
    1 ***. 
 

Source: Compiled from data submitted in response to Commission questionnaires. 
 

U.S. IMPORTS  

Table IV‐2 and figure IV‐1 present data for U.S. imports of CWP from subject countries 
and all other sources. Imports of CWP from the subject countries increased overall by *** 
percent from 2012 to 2014, and were *** percent higher in the first three quarters of 2015 
compared to the first three quarters of 2014. As a share of total imports, subject imports 
increased from *** percent in 2012 to *** percent in 2014. Subject imports accounted for *** 
percent of total imports in the first three quarters of 2014 and *** percent of total U.S. imports 
in the first three quarters of 2015. The average unit values of subject imports, decreased by *** 
percent from 2012 to 2014, and decreased by *** percent from the first three quarters of 2014 
to the first three quarters of 2015.  
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Table IV-2  
CWP: U.S. imports by source, 2012-14, January to September 2014, and January to September 
2015 

 

  *            *            *            *            *            *            * 
 
Figure IV-1 

CWP:  U.S. import volumes and average unit value, 2012-14, January to September 2014, and 
January to September 2015 

 

*            *            *            *            *            *            * 
 

Canada was the largest nonsubject source for U.S. imports of CWP, accounting for *** 
percent of the quantity of total U.S. imports of CWP in 2014. U.S. imports from all nonsubject 
countries combined decreased by *** percent from 2012 to 2014, but were *** percent higher 
during the first three quarters of 2015 compared to the first three quarters of 2014. The 
average unit values of nonsubject imports decreased by *** percent from 2012 to 2014, and 
were *** percent lower during the first three quarters of 2015 compared with the first three 
quarters of 2014. 
  
 

NEGLIGIBILITY 

The statute requires that an investigation be terminated without an injury 
determination if imports of the subject merchandise are found to be negligible.5 Negligible 
imports are generally defined in the Tariff Act of 1930, as amended, as imports from a country 
of merchandise corresponding to a domestic like product where such imports account for less 
than 3 percent of the volume of all such merchandise imported into the United States in the 
most recent 12‐month period for which data are available that precedes the filing of the 
petition or the initiation of the investigation. However, if there are imports of such merchandise 
from a number of countries subject to investigations initiated on the same day that individually 
account for less than 3 percent of the total volume of the subject merchandise, and if the 
imports from those countries collectively account for more than 7 percent of the volume of all 
such merchandise imported into the United States during the applicable 12‐month period, then 
imports from such countries are deemed not to be negligible.6 

 Imports from Oman, Pakistan, the UAE, and Vietnam exceed the 3 percent of imports 
by quantity threshold, however, Pakistan accounts for *** percent, which is below the 4 

                                                      
 

5 Sections 703(a)(1), 705(b)(1), 733(a)(1), and 735(b)(1) of the Act (19 U.S.C. §§ 1671b(a)(1), 
1671d(b)(1), 1673b(a)(1), and 1673d(b)(1)). 

6 Section 771 (24) of the Act (19 U.S.C § 1677(24)). 
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Table VI-1  
CWP:  Results of operations of U.S. producers, 2012-14, January-September 2014,  and January-
September 2015 

 

*            *            *            *            *            *            * 

 

Table VI-2  
CWP:  Selected results of operations of U.S. producers, by firm, 2012-14, January-September 
2014, and January-September 2015 

 

*            *            *            *            *            *            * 

In January-September 2015 as compared to January-September 2014, the reported 
aggregate net sales quantity increased by *** percent, while the aggregate net sales value 
declined by *** percent.  Operating costs and expenses were *** percent lower in interim 2015 
as compared to interim 2014.  As a result of the larger decline in revenue as compared to 
operating costs and expenses, operating and net losses were greater.  However, gross profit 
improved between the comparable interim periods as COGS declined by *** percent.5 6 

Per short ton revenue declined from 2012 to 2014, and was also lower in interim 2015 
as compared to interim 2014.7  On a per short ton basis, raw material costs declined from 2012-
14, and were also lower in interim 2015 as compared to interim 2014.  Direct labor costs 
increased from 2012 to 2014, as well as between the comparable interim periods.  Other 
factory costs declined from 2012 to 2014, and increased in interim 2015 as compared to interim 
2014.  In combination, per short ton COGS declined from 2012 to 2014, and also declined in 
interim 2015 as compared to interim 2014.  SG&A expenses declined from 2012 to 2014, and 
were higher in interim 2015 as compared to interim 2014.  

The aforementioned trends in per short ton revenue and costs resulted in relatively 
stable gross profit,8 and reduced operating and net losses in 2014 as compared to 2012.  

                                                      

 
5 Gross profit reflects revenue minus COGS, and is not impacted by SG&A expenses.  Operating 

income reflects gross profit minus SG&A expenses.  Net income reflects operating income minus “other 
income and expenses.”  Other income and expenses, which consisted primarily of interest expense 
reported by ***, increased by *** percent from 2012 to 2014, and were *** percent lower in January-
September 2015 as compared to January-September 2014.  Other income and expenses accounted for 
an average of *** percent of all reported costs during January 2012 to September 2015.  

6 The increase in SG&A expenses between the comparable interim periods is largely due to ***.  U.S. 
producers’ questionnaire response to questions III-10 and III-11, and email from ***, November 17, 
2015.  Further, ***.  Email from ***, November 16, 2015. 

7 As stated in previous investigations on this product, differences in per short ton net sales values 
among the U.S. producers generally reflect differences in the underlying product mix.  See, e.g., Certain 
Circular Welded Pipe and Tube from Brazil, India, Korea, Mexico, Taiwan, Thailand, and Turkey (Third 
Review), USITC Publication 4333, June 2012, p. III-15, footnote 28. 

8 While per short ton gross profit was relatively stable from 2012 to 2014, it declined from 2013 to 
2014 by $*** per short ton. 
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Between the comparable interim periods, gross profit was unchanged, while operating and net 
losses increased. 

As a ratio to net sales, COGS and SG&A expense generally declined from 2012 to 2014, 
while gross profit, operating losses, and net losses generally improved.  In January-September 
2015 compared to January-September 2014, COGS declined while SG&A expenses increased.  
Gross profit improved between the comparable interim periods, while operating and net losses 
increased.    

Raw material costs accounted for an average *** percent of total COGS for the 
reporting period, and had a notable impact on the trends in COGS during this time.  Raw 
material costs primarily reflect the cost of hot-rolled steel.  As a ratio to net sales, raw material 
costs declined from *** percent in 2012 to *** percent in 2014, and were lower in January-
September 2015 at *** percent than in January-September 2014 at *** percent. 

Certain U.S. producers reported relatively greater profitability as a ratio to net sales as 
compared to the average results for all firms, including ***.  According to ***.9  Similarly, ***.10  

While the U.S. industry overall reported negative profitability throughout the period 
examined, *** reported operating and net losses as a ratio to sales were *** than other 
reporting firms.11  According to ***.12  According to ***.13  According to ***.14  *** accounts for 
*** percent of the total reported net sales quantity and *** percent of the total reported net 
sales value during the period examined, and thus has a notable impact on the overall financial 
condition of the U.S. industry.15 
 
  

                                                      

 
9 Email from ***, November 30, 2015. 
10 Email from ***, November 25, 2015. *** reported the highest per short ton net sales values during 

the period examined.  
11 ***.  U.S. producers’ questionnaire responses to question II-3a. 
12 Email from ***, December 1, 2015.  *** reported the lowest per short ton net sales values during 

the period examined.  
In its U.S. producer questionnaire response, ***.  U.S. producers’ questionnaire response to 

questions III-7 and III-8. 
13 Email from ***, November 30, 2015.  See also footnote 6 in this section of the report. 
14 Email from ***, November 30, 2015.  See also footnotes 5 and 6 in this section of the report. 
15 The aggregate operating income margins ***.  The aggregate net income margins ***. 
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Variance analysis 

  The variance analysis presented in table VI-3 is based on the data in table VI-1.16  The 
analysis shows that the improvement in the operating loss from 2012 to 2014 is primarily 
attributable to a higher favorable net cost/expense variance despite an unfavorable price  
variance (that is, costs and expenses declined more than prices).  The increase in the operating 
loss in January-September 2015 as compared to January-September 2014 is primarily 
attributable to a higher unfavorable price variance despite a favorable net cost/expense 
variance (that is, prices declined more than costs and expenses). 
 
Table VI-3  
CWP:  Variance analysis on the operations of U.S. producers, 2012-14, and January-September 
2014-15 

 
*            *            *            *            *            *            * 

Capital expenditures, research and development expenses, total assets, and return on assets 

The responding firms’ aggregate data on capital expenditures, research and 
development (“R&D”) expenses, total assets, and return on assets (“ROA”) are shown in table 
VI-4.  Nine firms reported capital expenditure data, and ***.17  Aggregate capital expenditures 
increased from 2012 to 2014, and were lower in January-September 2015 as compared to 
January-September 2014.  The total assets utilized in the production, warehousing, and sale of 
CWP irregularly declined from $*** in 2012 to $*** in 2014.  The ROA improved but remained 
negative from 2012 to 2014.18  

  

                                                      

 
16 The Commission’s variance analysis is calculated in three parts:  sales variance, cost of sales 

variance (COGS variance), and SG&A expense variance.  Each part consists of a price variance (in the 
case of the sales variance) or a cost variance (in the case of the COGS and SG&A expense variance), and 
a volume variance.  The sales or cost variance is calculated as the change in unit price or unit 
cost/expense times the new volume, while the volume variance is calculated as the change in volume 
times the old unit price or unit cost.  Summarized at the bottom of the table, the price variance is from 
sales; the cost/expense variance is the sum of those items from COGS and SG&A variances, respectively, 
and the volume variance is the sum of the volume components of the net sales, COGS, and SG&A 
expense variances.  

17 Email from ***, November 23, 2015. 
18 The return on assets is calculated as operating income divided by total assets.  With respect to a 

firm’s overall operations, the total asset value reflects an aggregation of a number of assets which are 
generally not product specific.  Thus, high-level allocations were generally required in order to report a 
total asset value for the subject product.   
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Table VI-4  
CWP:  Capital expenditures, R&D expenses, total assets, and return on assets of U.S. producers, 
2012-14, January-September 2014, and January-September 2015 

 

*            *            *            *            *            *            * 

Capital and investment 

The Commission requested U.S. producers of CWP to describe any negative effects of 
imports of CWP from the subject countries on their firms’ return on investment or the scale of 
capital investments, as well as any negative effects on their firms’ growth, ability to raise 
capital, or existing development and production efforts.  A summary of U.S. producers’ 
responses are shown in table VI-5.  Firm-specific responses are provided in Appendix F. 

Table VI-5  
CWP: Negative effects of imports as reported by U.S. producers, by factor 
 

*            *            *            *            *            *            * 
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PART VII: THREAT CONSIDERATIONS AND INFORMATION ON 
NONSUBJECT COUNTRIES 

 
Section 771(7)(F)(i) of the Act (19 U.S.C. § 1677(7)(F)(i)) provides that— 
 

In determining whether an industry in the United States is threatened 
with material injury by reason of imports (or sales for importation) of the 
subject merchandise, the Commission shall consider, among other 
relevant economic factors1‐‐ 
 

(I)  if a countervailable subsidy is involved, such information as may be 
presented to it by the administering authority as to the nature of the 
subsidy (particularly as to whether the countervailable subsidy is a 
subsidy described in Article 3 or 6.1 of the Subsidies Agreement), and 
whether imports of the subject merchandise are likely to increase, 

(II) any existing unused production capacity or imminent, substantial 
increase in production capacity in the exporting country indicating the 
likelihood of substantially increased  imports of the subject 
merchandise into the United States, taking into account the 
availability of other export markets to absorb any additional exports, 

(III) a significant rate of increase of the volume or market penetration of 
imports of the subject merchandise indicating the likelihood of 
substantially increased  imports, 

(IV) whether imports of the subject merchandise are entering at prices 
that are likely to have a significant depressing or suppressing effect on 
domestic prices, and are likely to increase demand for further imports, 

(V) inventories of the subject merchandise, 

(VI) the potential for product‐shifting if production facilities in the foreign 
country, which can be used to produce the subject merchandise, are 
currently being used to produce other products, 

                                                            
 

1 Section 771(7)(F)(ii) of the Act (19 U.S.C. § 1677(7)(F)(ii)) provides that “The Commission shall 
consider {these factors} . . . as a whole in making a determination of whether further dumped or 
subsidized imports are imminent and whether material injury by reason of imports would occur unless 
an order is issued or a suspension agreement is accepted under this title. The presence or absence of 
any factor which the Commission is required to consider . . . shall not necessarily give decisive guidance 
with respect to the determination. Such a determination may not be made on the basis of mere 
conjecture or supposition.” 
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(VII) in any investigation under this title which involves imports of both a 
raw agricultural product (within the meaning of paragraph (4)(E)(iv)) 
and any product processed from such raw agricultural product, the 
likelihood that there will be increased  imports, by reason of product 
shifting, if there is an affirmative determination by the Commission 
under section 705(b)(1) or 735(b)(1) with respect to either the raw 
agricultural product or the processed agricultural product (but not 
both), 

(VIII) the actual and potential negative effects on the existing development 
and production efforts of the domestic industry, including efforts to 
develop a derivative or more advanced version of the domestic like 
product, and 

(IX) any other demonstrable adverse trends that indicate the probability 
that there is likely to be material injury by reason of imports (or sale 
for importation) of the subject merchandise (whether or not it is 
actually being imported at the time).2 

Information on the nature of the alleged subsidies was presented earlier in this report; 
information on the volume and pricing of imports of the subject merchandise is presented in 
Parts IV and V; and information on the effects of imports of the subject merchandise on U.S. 
producers’ existing development and production efforts is presented in Part VI. Information on 
inventories of the subject merchandise; foreign producers’ operations, including the potential 
for “product‐shifting;” any other threat indicators, if applicable; and any dumping in third‐
country markets, follows. Also presented in this section of the report is information obtained 
for consideration by the Commission on nonsubject countries.  

                                                            
 

2 Section 771(7)(F)(iii) of the Act (19 U.S.C. § 1677(7)(F)(iii)) further provides that, in antidumping 
investigations, “. . . the Commission shall consider whether dumping in the markets of foreign countries 
(as evidenced by dumping findings or antidumping remedies in other WTO member markets against the 
same class or kind of merchandise manufactured or exported by the same party as under investigation) 
suggests a threat of material injury to the domestic industry.” 
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THE INDUSTRY IN OMAN 

Overview 

 

The Commission issued a foreign producers’ or exporters’ questionnaire to one firm 
believed to produce and/or export CWP from Oman. A useable response to the Commission’s 
questionnaire was received from Al Jazeera.3 This firm’s reported exports to the United States 
accounted for *** percent of U.S. imports of CWP from Oman during 2014.4  According to 
estimates requested of Al Jazeera, its production accounts for approximately *** percent of 
overall production in Oman and *** percent of Omani exports to the United States. 5 Table VII‐1 
presents information on the CWP operations of the responding producer in Oman. 

 
Table VII-1  
CWP: Summary data on the firm in Oman, January 2012 through September 2015 

 

*            *            *            *            *            *            * 
 

Changes in operations 

Al Jazeera did not report any changes in operations in its questionnaire response. 
According to its annual reports from 2012 to 2014, Al Jazeera hired 60 employees in 2012 which 
brought them to a total of 609.6 In 2014 they reported a total of 633 employees and noted 36 
percent “Omanisation” of its workforce.7 8 

 

Operations of the CWP producer in Oman 

Table VII‐2 presents information on the CWP operations of the responding producer in 
Oman for 2012‐14, January‐September 2014, and January‐September 2015, as well as 
projections for 2015‐16. Al Jazeera’s capacity was unchanged from 2012 to 2014 and is not 
projected to change through 2016.  Production, inventories, capacity utilization, and shipments 

                                                            
 

3 This firm was identified through information submitted in the petition and contained in ***.  
4 The coverage estimate is based on Al Jazeera’s reported exports to the U.S. (***) compared to 

official statistics (47,184 short tons). 
5 ***. 
6 Al Jazeera Steel Products Co. SOAG, 15th Annual Report (2012) and Al Jazeera Steel Products Co. 

SOAG, 16th Annual Report (2013) and Al Jazeera Steel Products Co. SOAG, 17th Annual Report (2014), 
available at http://www.jazeerasteel.com/financials.html  retrieved November 25, 2015, p. 7. 

7 2014 Annual Report, p. 7. 
8 Al Jazeera’s galvanized pipe capacity increased from 88,184 short tons in 2012 to 99,207 short tons 

in 2014. The additional capacity is not explained in its annual report though it was apparently not the 
result of a plant expansion or a meaningful addition of production equipment to its tube mill operations. 
2014 Annual Report, p. 7. 
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increased from 2012 to 2014; production, inventories, capacity utilization, and shipments were 
all lower in  the first three quarters of 2015 than in the comparable period of 2014.  

The home market accounted for between *** and *** percent of total shipments by Al 
Jazeera from 2012 through 2014 and rose to *** percent in the first three quarters of 2015. 
Exports to the United States accounted for between *** percent of total shipments in 2013 and 
*** percent during 2014. Export markets other than the United States accounted for between 
*** percent of the Omani producer’s total shipments in 2012 and *** percent in 2013. Other 
export markets identified include ***. According to its annual report the majority of Al 
Jazeera’s steel product revenues come from Gulf Cooperation Council (“GCC”) countries.9 10 
 
Table VII-2 

CWP: Data on industry in Oman, 2012-14, January to September 2014, and January to September 
2015, and projection calendar years 2015 and 2016 

 

*            *            *            *            *            *            * 

 

Alternative products 

As shown in table VII‐3, between *** and *** percent of Omani production on the same 
equipment in each period was subject merchandise. The other products produced on the same 
machinery as subject merchandise consist of ***. 

 
Table VII-3 

CWP: Summary data on the firm in Oman, 2012-14 

 

*            *            *            *            *            *            * 

 

Exports 

According to Global Trade Atlas (“GTA”), the top export markets for CWP produced in 
Oman during 2014 were the United States and Kuwait (table VII‐4).  During 2014, the United 
States and Kuwait accounted for 96.2 and 2.4 percent of total exports from Oman, respectively. 
Exports to the United States have declined slightly from 2012 to 2014.  

                                                            
 

9 GCC is an intergovernmental political and economic union of Persian Gulf states excluding Iraq. Its 
membership consists of Bahrain, Kuwait, Oman, Saudi Arabia, Qatar, the UAE. Al Jazeera cited strong 
demand in GCC from numerous infrastructure projects including the 2022 FIFA World Cup in Qatar. 2014 
Annual Report, p.4. 

10 Petitioners cited a 2012 article in which Al Jazeera expressed its intention “to boost its 
international presence through enhanced exports to Asia, Europe, Australia, and the Middle East, among 
other markets.”  Petitioners’ posthearing brief, pp. 38‐39 and Exh. 8. 
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Table VII-4 
CWP: Exports from Oman to top destination markets and the United States, 2012-14 

Item 

Calendar year 
2012 2013 2014 

Quantity (short tons) 
Oman's exports to the United States 48,554 31,961 47,156

Oman's exports to other top destination markets.-- 
   Kuwait 0 554 1,172

Jordan 722 561 457
Qatar 0 0 162
Mexico 2 13 36
Bahrain 33 14 29

All other destination markets 58 1,962 0
Total Oman exports 49,370 35,065 49,012

  Share of quantity (percent) 
Oman's exports to the United States 98.3 91.1 96.2

Oman's exports to other top destination markets.-- 
   Kuwait 0.0 1.6 2.4
   Jordan 1.5 1.6 0.9
   Qatar 0.0 0.0 0.3
   Mexico 0.0 0.0 0.1
   Bahrain 0.1 0.0 0.1
       All other destination markets 0.1 5.6 0.0
          Total Oman exports 100.0 100.0 100.0

Source: Official imports statistics of imports from Oman under HTS subheading 7306.30 as reported by 
various countries’ statistical authorities in the GTIS/GTA database, accessed November 13, 2015. 



VII‐6 

THE INDUSTRY IN PAKISTAN 

Overview 

The Commission issued foreign producers’ or exporters’ questionnaires to ten firms 
believed to produce and/or export CWP from Pakistan.11 A useable response to the 
Commission’s questionnaire was received from one firm: International Industries Limited (“IIL”). 
This firm’s reported exports to the United States accounted for *** percent of U.S. imports of 
CWP from Pakistan during 2014. According to estimates requested of IIL, its production 
accounts for approximately *** percent of overall production in Pakistan and *** percent of 
Pakistani exports to the United States.12 Table VII‐5 presents information on the CWP 
operations of the responding producer and exporter in Pakistan. 

 
Table VII-5 
CWP: Summary data on the firm in Pakistan, January 2012 through September 2015 

 

*            *            *            *            *            *            * 

 

Changes in operations 

As presented in table VII‐6, the producer in Pakistan reported a number of changes in 
operations.  

 
Table VII-6 
CWP: Reported changes in operations by the firm in Pakistan  

 

*            *            *            *            *            *            * 

 

Operations of CWP producer in Pakistan 

Table VII‐7 presents information on the CWP operations of the responding producer in 
Pakistan for 2012‐14, January to September 2014, and January to September 2015, as well as 
projections for 2015 and 2016. 

Pakistani capacity was unchanged from 2012 to 2014.  Production, capacity utilization, 
and shipments increased over 2012 to 2014; whereas inventories decreased over that period. 

                                                            
 

11 These firms were identified through a review of information submitted in the petition and 
contained in ***. 

12According to IIL, it is the only Pakistani producer with a history of commercial exports to the U.S. 
market and the structural capacity to serve U.S. customers on a continuing basis. Other Pakistani 
producers of line pipe are located in the norther region of Pakistan some 800 to 1,200 miles from the 
Port of Karachi.  High transportation costs ensure that exporting is not a viable option for these firms.  
IIL’s postconference brief, p. 9. 
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Inventories, production, capacity utilization, and shipments were higher in  the first three 
quarters of 2015 than in the comparable period of 2014.   

The Pakistani producer reported no home market shipments from 2012 through the 
third quarter of 2015. Exports to the United States accounted for between *** percent of total 
shipments in 2012 and *** percent during 2013. Export markets other than the United States 
accounted for between *** percent of the Pakistani producer’s total shipments in 2012 and 
*** percent in 2013. Other export markets identified include ***. 

 
Table VII-7 
CWP: Data on the industry in Pakistan, 2012-14, January to September 2014, January to 
September 2015, and calendar year projections for 2015 and 2016 

 

*            *            *            *            *            *            * 

 

  Alternative products 

As shown in table VII‐8, between *** percent of Pakistani production on the same 
equipment in each period was subject merchandise. The other products produced on the same 
machinery as subject merchandise consist of ***. 

 
Table VII-8 
CWP: Pakistani producer’s overall capacity and production on the same equipment as subject 
production, 2012-14, January to September 2014, January to September 2015 

 

*            *            *            *            *            *            * 

 

Exports 

According to GTA, the top export markets for CWP produced in Pakistan during 2014 
were the United States and Sri Lanka (table VII‐9). During 2014, the United States and Sri Lanka 
accounted for 42.6 and 30.7 percent of total exports from Pakistan, respectively. 
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Table VII-9 
CWP: Exports from Pakistan to top destination markets and the United States, 2012-14 

Item 

Calendar year 

2012 2013 2014 

Quantity (short tons) 

Pakistan's exports to the United 
States 26,048 12,719 23,817

Pakistan's exports to other top 
destination markets.-- 
   Sri Lanka 20,331 18,116 17,173

United Kingdom 149 237 6,660

Canada 29 841 6,117

Australia 0 0 1,150

Belgium 352 57 417

All other destination markets 537 562 622

Total Pakistan exports 47,445 32,533 55,957

  Share of quantity (percent) 

Pakistan's exports to the United 
States 54.9 39.1 42.6

Pakistan's exports to other top 
destination markets.-- 
   Sri Lanka 42.9 55.7 30.7

United Kingdom 0.3 0.7 11.9

Canada 0.1 2.6 10.9

Australia 0.0 0.0 2.1

Belgium 0.7 0.2 0.7

All other destination markets 1.1 1.7 1.1

Total Pakistan exports 100.0 100.0 100.0
  Source: Official imports statistics of imports from Pakistan under HTS subheading 7306.30 as reported 
by various countries’ statistical authorities in the GTIS/GTA database, accessed November 13, 2015.   
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THE INDUSTRY IN THE PHILIPPINES 

Overview 

The Commission issued foreign producers’ or exporters’ questionnaires to three firms 
believed to produce and/or export CWP from the Philippines.13 A useable response to the 
Commission’s questionnaire was received from one firm: HLD Clark Steel Pipe Co., Inc. (“HLD 
Clark”).14 This firm’s exports to the United States accounted for *** percent of U.S. imports of 
CWP from the Philippines during 2014. According to estimates requested of the responding 
Philippine producer, it accounts for *** percent of overall production in the Philippines and for 
*** Philippine exports to the United States.15 Table VII‐10 presents information on the CWP 
operations of the responding producers and exporters in the Philippines. 

 
Table VII-10 
CWP: Summary data on firms in the Philippines, January 2012 through September 2015 

 

*            *            *            *            *            *            * 
 

Changes in operations 

HLD Clark reported no changes in operations since January 2012. 
 

 Operations of the CWP producer in the Philippines 

Table VII‐11 presents information on the CWP operations of the HLD Clark for 2012‐14, 
January to September 2014, and January to September 2015, as well as projections for 2015 
and 2016. HLD Clark’s capacity, production, capacity utilization, and total shipments increased 
from 2012 to 2014. Capacity increased during  the first three quarters of 2015 versus the 
comparable period of 2014; whereas, capacity utilization, production and total shipments 
decreased.16 HLD Clark reported *** throughout the period of investigation. 

The home market accounted for a small portion of total shipments by the Philippine 
producer, declining from *** percent of total shipments in 2012 to *** percent of total 
shipments in 2014. The home market accounted for *** percent of total sales during the first 
three quarter of 2015. Export markets other than the United States accounted for *** percent 
in 2012 to as much as *** percent in 2013 of the Philippine producers’ total shipments. 
Exports to the United States ranged from *** percent in 2012 to *** percent of total shipments 
in 2013. The other export market identified was ***. 

                                                            
 

13 These firms were identified through a review of information submitted in the petition and 
contained in ***.  

14 Mayer Steel Pipe Corporation of Valenzuela City, Philippines, and International Pipe Industries 
Corporation of Pasig City, Philippines, responded “No” to the foreign producer questionnaire. 

15 Commerce identified Supreme Steel Pipe Corporation as a likely manufacturer of subject product 
in the Philippines. Petitioners’ postconference brief, exh. 5. 

16 ***. 
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Table VII-11 
CWP: Data on the industry in the Philippines, 2012-14, January to September 2014, January to 
September 2015, and calendar year projections for 2015 and 2016 

 

*            *            *            *            *            *            * 
 

Alternative products 

As shown in table VII‐12, *** percent of production in 2012 and *** percent of 
production in 2014 reported by the Philippine producer was subject merchandise. The 
increased share of subject merchandise in the first three quarters of 2015 appears to be due to 
a drop in production of all other products. The other products HLD Clark reported are ***. 

 
Table VII-12 
CWP: Philippine producer’s overall capacity and production on the same equipment as subject 
production, 2012-14, January to September 2014, January to September 2015 

 

*            *            *            *            *            *            * 
 

 Exports 

According to GTA, the top export markets for CWP produced in the Philippines during 
2014 were the United States and Canada (table VII‐13). During 2014, the United States and 
Canada accounted for 45.8 and 53.9 percent of total exports from the Philippines, respectively. 
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Table VII-13 
CWP: Exports from the Philippines to top destination markets and the United States, 2012-14 

Item 

Calendar year 
2012 2013 2014 

Quantity (short tons) 
Philippine's exports to the United States 23,944 18,474 14,946

Philippine's exports to other top destination markets.-- 
   Canada 8,145 42,531 17,591

China 255 0 62
Russia 18 7 44
Brazil 0 0 4
Mexico 29 41 2

All other destination markets 6 1 1
Total Philippines exports 32,396 61,055 32,649

  Share of quantity (percent) 
Philippines's exports to the United States 73.9 30.3 45.8

Firm's exports to other top destination markets.-- 
   Canada 25.1 69.7 53.9

China 0.8 0.0 0.2
Russia 0.1 0.0 0.1
Brazil 0.0 0.0 0.0
Mexico 0.1 0.1 0.0

All other destination markets 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Philippines exports 100.0 100.0 100.0

Source: Official imports statistics of imports from The Philippines under HTS subheading 7306.30  as 
reported by various countries’ statistical authorities in the GTIS/GTA database, accessed November 27, 
2015. 
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THE INDUSTRY IN THE UAE 

Overview 

The Commission issued foreign producers’ or exporters’ questionnaires to nine firms 
believed to produce and/or export CWP from the UAE.17 Useable responses to the 
Commission’s questionnaire were received from five firms: Universal Tube & Plastic Industries 
Ltd, Universal Tube & Pipe Industries LLC, KHK Scaffolding & Formwork LLC (collectively, 
“Universal”), K.D. Industries Inc. (“K.D. Industries”), and Conares Metal Supply (“Conares”). 
These firms’ exports to the United States accounted for *** percent of U.S. imports of CWP 
from the UAE during 2014. According to estimates requested of the responding UAE producers, 
these firms account for approximately *** percent of total UAE production and approximately 
*** percent of UAE exports of CWP to the United States.18 Table VII‐14 presents information on 
the CWP operations of the responding UAE producers and exporters. 
 
Table VII-14 
CWP: Summary data on firms in the UAE, January 2012 through September 2015 

 

*            *            *            *            *            *            * 
 

 Changes in operations 

As presented in table VII‐15, producers in the UAE reported the following changes to 
operations since January 2012. 

 
Table VII-15 
CWP: Reported changes in operations by firms in the UAE, since January 2012 

 

*            *            *            *            *            *            * 

   

 Operations of CWP producers in the UAE 

Table VII‐16 presents information on the CWP operations of the responding producers 
and exporters in the UAE for 2012‐14, January to September 2014, and January to September 
2015, as well as projections for 2015 and 2016. 

Emirati capacity, production, capacity utilization, inventories, and total shipments 
increased from 2012 to 2014. Inventories and shipments were higher during  the first three 

                                                            
 

17 These firms were identified through a review of information submitted in the petition, contained in 
***, and other public sources. 

18 Global Steel Industry produces CWP and square and rectangular tubes in the UAE. The UAE 
respondents believe it has annual capacity of around 25,000 short tons. They also identified the 
following companies that account for some CPW production capacity in the UAE: ADIPCO, Ajmal Steel 
Tubes & Pipes, Excel Group, Link Middle East, Three Star Metal Ind. LLC, and Tiger Steel.  UAE’s 
postconference brief, pp. 1‐2. 
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quarters of 2015 than in the comparable period of 2014; whereas capacity utilization and 
production were lower.  

The home market accounted for between *** percent in 2012 and *** percent in 2014 
of total shipments by Emirati producers. Export markets other than the United States 
accounted for between *** percent in 2012 and *** percent in 2013 of the responding Emirati 
producers’ total shipments while exports to the United States accounted for between *** 
percent in 2012 and *** percent in 2014. Other export markets identified include ***. 
 
Table VII-16 
CWP: Data on the industry in the UAE, 2012-14, January to September 2014, January to September 
2015, and calendar year projections for 2015 and 2016 

 

*            *            *            *            *            *            * 
 

   Alternative products 

As shown in table VII‐17, no less than *** percent of production on the same equipment 
in each period reported by Emirati producers was subject merchandise. Other products include 
***. 

 
Table VII-17 
CWP: UAE producers’ overall capacity and production on the same equipment as subject 
production, 2012-14, January to September 2014, January to September 2015 

 

*            *            *            *            *            *            * 

   

Exports 

According to GTA, the top export markets for CWP produced in the UAE during 2014 
were the United States and Australia (table VII‐18). During 2014, the United States and 
Australia accounted for 77.7 and 4.1 percent of total exports from the UAE, respectively. 
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Table VII-18 
CWP: Exports from the UAE to top destination markets and the United States, 2012-14 

Item 

Calendar year 

2012 2013 2014 

Quantity (short tons) 

UAE's exports to the United States 40,235 44,956 76,365

UAE's exports to other top 
destination markets.-- 
   Australia 3,346 3,267 4,065

Oman 2,077 2,818 3,985

Qatar 0 1,090 3,652

Belgium 3,162 6,440 2,649

Canada 10,852 943 2,265

All other destination markets 6,591 10,704 5,335

Total UAE exports 66,263 70,219 98,315

  Share of quantity (percent) 

UAE's exports to the United States 60.7 64.0 77.7

UAE's exports to other top 
destination markets.-- 
   Australia 5.0 4.7 4.1

Oman 3.1 4.0 4.1

Qatar 0.0 1.6 3.7

Belgium 4.8 9.2 2.7

Canada 16.4 1.3 2.3

All other destination markets 9.9 15.2 5.4

Total UAE exports 100.0 100.0 100.0
 Source: Official imports statistics of imports from UAE under HTS subheading 7306.30 as reported by 
various countries’ statistical authorities in the GTIS/GTA database, accessed November 13, 2015. 
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THE INDUSTRY IN VIETNAM 

Overview 

The Commission issued foreign producers’ or exporters’ questionnaires to four firms 
believed to produce and/or export CWP from Vietnam.19 Useable responses to the 
Commission’s questionnaire were received from two firms: SeAH steel Vina Corporation 
(“SeAH”) and Vietnam Haiphong Hongyuan Machinery Manufactory Co., Ltd. (Vietnam 
Haiphong”).20 These firms’ exports to the United States accounted for *** percent of U.S. 
imports of CWP from Vietnam during 2014. According to estimates requested of the responding 
Vietnamese producers, SeHA accounts for approximately *** percent of total Vietnamese 
production and approximately *** percent of Vietnamese exports of CWP to the United 
States.21 Table VII‐19 presents information on the CWP operations in Vietnam. 

 
Table VII-19 
CWP: Summary data on the firm in Vietnam, January 2012 through September 2015 

 

*            *            *            *            *            *            * 

 

  Changes in operations 

As presented in table VII‐20, producers in Vietnam reported the following changes to 
operations since January 2012. 

 
Table VII-20 
CWP: Reported changes in operations by firms in Vietnam, since January 2012 

 

*            *            *            *            *            *            * 

 

Operations of the CWP producers in Vietnam 

Table VII‐21 presents information on the CWP operations in Vietnam for 2012‐14, 
January to September 2014, and January to September 2015, as well as projections for 2015 and 
2016. Vietnam’s capacity, production, capacity utilization, inventories, and total shipments 
increased  from 2012 to 2014.  Capacity utilization, production and shipments were higher 
during  first three quarters of 2015 than in the comparable period of 2014; whereas, inventories 
were lower and capacity was unchanged. 

                                                            
 

19 These firms were identified through a review of information submitted in the petition, contained in 
proprietary Customs records, and other public sources. 

20 Vietnam Pipe Company and Sujia Steel Pipe (Vietnam) Co. Ltd. were identified as likely Vietnamese 
producers of subject product. Petitioners’ posthearing brief, exh. 7. 

21 Vietnam Haiphong did not provide an estimate but based on SeAH’s estimates, they account for 
approximately *** percent of production and *** percent of Vietnamese exports to the United States. 
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The home market accounted for between *** percent of Vietnam’s total shipments in 
2012 and *** percent in 2014. Exports to the United States comprised between *** percent of 
Vietnam’s total shipments in 2013 and *** percent in 2014. Export markets other than the 
United States accounted for between *** percent of Vietnam’s total shipments in 2012 and 
*** percent in 2014. Other export markets identified include ***. 
 
Table VII-21  
CWP: Data on the industry in Vietnam, 2012-14, January to September 2014, January to September 
2015, and calendar year projections for 2015 and 2016 

 

*            *            *            *            *            *            * 
 

  Alternative products 

As shown in table VII‐22, other products produced on the same equipment as the 
subject merchandise comprised *** percent of production in 2012 and dropped to *** percent 
in 2014. CWP accounted for nearly all production on the same equipment in the first three 
quarters of 2015. Other products include ***. 

 
Table VII-22 
CWP: Vietnam producer’s overall capacity and production on the same equipment as subject 
production, 2012-14, January to September 2014, January to September 2015 

 

*            *            *            *            *            *            * 
 

Exports 

According to GTA, the top export markets for CWP produced in Vietnam during 2014 
were the United States and Canada (table VII‐23). During 2014, the United States and Canada 
accounted for 61.6 and 16.3 percent of total Vietnamese exports, respectively. 
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Table VII-23 
CWP: Exports from Vietnam to top destination markets and the United States, 2012-14 

Item 

Calendar year 
2012 2013 2014 

Quantity (short tons) 
Vietnam's exports to the United 
States 43,144 68,568 64,299
Vietnam's exports to other top 
destination markets.-- 
   Canada 2,250 9,880 16,994

Thailand 809 3,428 7,251
Japan 2,373 2,915 4,279
Hong Kong 73 1,221 3,647
Malaysia 1,187 2,409 2,740

All other destination markets 6,895 5,193 5,094
Total Vietnam exports 56,730 93,615 104,305

  Share of quantity (percent) 
Vietnam's exports to the United 
States 76.1 73.2 61.6
Vietnam's exports to other top 
destination markets.-- 
   Canada 4.0 10.6 16.3
   Thailand 1.4 3.7 7.0
   Japan 4.2 3.1 4.1
   Hong Kong 0.1 1.3 3.5
   Malaysia 2.1 2.6 2.6
       All other destination markets 12.2 5.5 4.9
           Total Vietnam exports 100.0 100.0 100.0
Source: Official imports statistics of imports from Vietnam under HTS subheading 7306.30 as reported by 
various countries’ statistical authorities in the GTIS/GTA database, accessed November 13, 2015. 
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THE INDUSTRY IN THE SUBJECT COUNTRIES 

Overview 

The Commission issued foreign producers’ or exporters’ questionnaires to 29 firms 
believed to produce and/or export CWP from the subject countries.22 Useable responses to the 
Commission’s questionnaire were received from the nine firms listed previously in this part of 
the report. These firms’ exports to the United States accounted for *** percent of U.S. imports 
of CWP from the subject countries during 2014. Table VII‐24 presents information on the CWP 
operations of the responding producers and exporters in subject countries. 

 
Table VII-24 
CWP: Summary data on firms from the subject countries, 2012-14, January to September 2014, 
January to September 2015, and calendar year projections for 2015 and 2016 

 

*            *            *            *            *            *            * 

 

 Alternative products 

Table VII‐25 presents data on the subject countries’ overall capacity and production on 
the same equipment as subject production. These products include OCTG, line pipe, square and 
rectangular tubing, and slitted coils. 

 
Table VII-25 
CWP: The subject countries’ overall capacity and production on the same equipment as subject 
production, 2012-14, January to September 2014, January to September 2015 

 

*            *            *            *            *            *            * 

 

U.S. INVENTORIES OF IMPORTED MERCHANDISE 

Table VII‐26 presents data on U.S. importers’ reported inventories of CWP imports by 
source. Overall subject inventories increased by *** percent from 2012 to 2014 and were *** 
percent higher in the first three quarters of 2015 than in the comparable period in 2014. 
Inventories from all non‐subject countries decreased by *** percent from 2012 to 2014 and 
were *** percent lower in the first three quarters of 2015 than in the comparable period in 
2014.  

                                                            
 

22 These firms were identified through a review of information submitted in the petition and 
contained in ***.  
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Table VII-26 
CWP: U.S. importers' end-of-period inventories of imports by source, 2012-14, January to 
September 2014, and January to September 2015 

 

*            *            *            *            *            *            * 
 

U.S. IMPORTERS’ OUTSTANDING ORDERS 

The Commission requested importers to indicate whether they imported or arranged for 
the importation of CWP from October 2015 to September 2016. These data are presented in 
table VII‐27. 

 
Table VII-27  

CWP: U.S. importers' arranged imports, October 2015 through September 2016 

 

*            *            *            *            *            *            * 

     

 ANTIDUMPING OR COUNTERVAILING DUTY ORDERS IN THIRD‐COUNTRY MARKETS 

The Commission asked questionnaire recipients to identify whether the products subject 
to this proceeding have been the subject of any other import relief proceedings in the United 
States or in any other countries. In December 2012, Canada implemented AD orders against 
CWP from Korea, India, Oman, Taiwan, Thailand, Turkey, and UAE and CVD orders against 
India, Oman, and UAE.23 

 

INFORMATION ON NONSUBJECT COUNTRIES 

In assessing whether the domestic industry is materially injured or threatened with 
material injury “by reason of subject imports,” the legislative history states “that the 
Commission must examine all relevant evidence, including any known factors, other than the 
dumped or subsidized imports, that may be injuring the domestic industry, and that the 
Commission must examine those other factors (including non‐subject imports) ‘to ensure that it 
is not attributing injury from other sources to the subject imports.’”24 

                                                            
 
23 Petitioners’ postconference brief, p. 45. Carbon Steel Welded Pipe, Inquiry No. NQ‐2012‐003 (Dec. 
2012), CANADA INTERNATIONAL TRADE TRIBUNAL, available at 
http://www.citt.gc.ca/en/dumping/inquirie/findings/nq2m003_e  (last visited Dec. 1, 2015). 

 
24 Mittal Steel Point Lisas Ltd. v. United States, Slip Op. 2007‐1552 at 17 (Fed. Cir. Sept. 18, 2008), 

quoting from Statement of Administrative Action on Uruguay Round Agreements Act, H.R. Rep. 103‐316, 
Vol. I at 851‐52; see also Bratsk Aluminum Smelter v. United States, 444 F.3d 1369 (Fed. Cir. 2006). 
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The largest global exporters were China and Italy, with global export shares of 17.0 
percent and 16.3 percent, respectively, in 2014 (table VII‐28). China is the world’s largest pipe 
producer and Marcegaglia SpA, one of the world’s largest pipe manufacturers, is headquartered 
in Italy. Exports by nonsubject countries during 2012‐14 increased by 466,873 short tons (8.4 
percent) with China having the largest quantity increase of 327,111 short tons (39.9 percent) 
during the same period.  
 
Table VII-28 

CWP:  Global exports by exporting country, 2012-14 

Item 

Calendar year 
2012 2013 2014 

Quantity (short tons) 
United States 476,743 403,893 381,877

Subject countries.-- 
   Oman 49,370 35,065 49,012

Pakistan 47,445 32,533 55,957
Philippines 32,396 61,055 32,649
UAE 66,263 70,219 98,315
Vietnam 56,730 93,615 104,305

Subtotal subject  728,946 696,380 722,115

Other top exporting countries.-- 
   China 819,853 934,017 1,146,964

Italy 970,387 1,006,301 1,100,892
Turkey 547,339 540,665 643,240
Korea 405,031 450,848 431,343
Germany 418,046 381,464 361,448
Spain 235,833 234,133 247,912
Russia 138,645 247,636 247,605
Canada 231,189 235,026 247,414
India 110,646 225,547 245,913
Switzerland 186,290 160,573 144,212
All others 1,497,062 1,397,304 1,210,252

Subtotal nonsubject  5,560,323 5,813,515 6,027,195
Total  6,289,268 6,509,895 6,749,311

Table continued on following page.
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Table VII-28-Continued 

CWP:  Global exports by exporting country, 2012-14 

Item 

Calendar year 
2012 2013 2014 

Share of quantity (percent) 
United States 7.6 6.2 5.7

Subject countries.-- 
   Oman 0.8 0.5 0.7

Pakistan 0.8 0.5 0.8
Philippines 0.5 0.9 0.5
UAE 1.1 1.1 1.5
Vietnam 0.9 1.4 1.5

Subject countries 11.6 10.7 10.7

Nonsubject countries.— 
   China 13.0 14.3 17.0

Italy 15.4 15.5 16.3
Turkey 8.7 8.3 9.5
Korea 6.4 6.9 6.4
Germany 6.6 5.9 5.4
Spain 3.7 3.6 3.7
Russia 2.2 3.8 3.7
Canada 3.7 3.6 3.7
India 1.8 3.5 3.6
Switzerland 3.0 2.5 2.1
All others 23.8 21.5 17.9

Subtotal nonsubject  88.4 89.3 89.3
Total  100.0 100.0 100.0

Source:  Export data of subject countries were compiled from the reported imports of all other countries of 
CWP from the subject countries because none of the subject countries, with the exception of the 
Philippines, report their trade statistics to the GTIS/GTA database and Philippine export data appear to be 
inaccurate.  Export data of the GTIS/GTA database were used in reporting exports for all other countries. 
Data include exports/imports covered by HTS subheading 7306.30 accessed from the GTIS/GTA 
database on November 13, 2015.  
 

Nonsubject countries are the source of most U.S. CWP imports with an import share of 
*** percent in 2014 (table VII‐29). Imports from nonsubject countries decreased steadily during 
2012‐14 by *** short tons (*** percent). 
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Table VII-29 

CWP: Subject and nonsubject U.S. imports, 2012-14 

Item 

Calendar year 
2012 2013 2014 

Quantity (short tons) 
U.S. imports from.-- 
   Oman *** *** ***

Pakistan *** *** ***
Philippines *** *** ***
UAE *** *** ***
Vietnam *** *** ***

Subtotal, subject imports *** *** ***
Canada *** *** ***
Turkey 67,266 51,670 63,450
Mexico *** *** ***
Korea 56,510 56,945 43,911
Thailand 115,190 43,968 43,133
Japan 13,982 14,510 7,631
Germany 2,797 2,411 7,607
India 3,206 9,624 6,379
China 3,778 5,044 6,341
Ukraine 12,569 12,196 5,288
Malaysia 8,249 3,909 4,478
Adjustment from questionnaires to AOS *** *** ***
All other sources 35,888 26,025 18,058

Subtotal, nonsubject imports *** *** ***
Total U.S. imports *** *** ***

  Value (1,000 dollars) 
U.S. imports from.-- 
   Oman *** *** ***

Pakistan *** *** ***
Philippines *** *** ***
UAE *** *** ***
Vietnam *** *** ***

Subtotal, subject imports *** *** ***
Canada *** *** ***
Turkey 62,282 43,225 53,693
Mexico *** *** ***
Korea 61,104 54,389 43,637
Thailand 110,495 38,552 37,189
Japan 27,729 26,520 17,205
Germany 6,969 4,823 13,805
India 3,326 9,066 6,434
China 5,805 7,020 9,776
Ukraine 10,949 10,058 3,786
Malaysia 8,151 4,375 5,033
Adjustment from questionnaires to AOS *** *** ***
All other sources 49,235 35,855 24,002

Subtotal, nonsubject imports *** *** ***
Total U.S. imports *** *** ***

Table continued on next page. 
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Table VII-29-Continued 

CWP: Subject and nonsubject U.S. imports, 2012-14 

Item 

Calendar year 
2012 2013 2014 

Share of quantity (percent) 
U.S. imports from.-- 
   Oman *** *** ***

Pakistan *** *** ***
Philippines *** *** ***
United Arab Emirates *** *** ***
Vietnam *** *** ***

Subtotal, subject imports *** *** ***
Canada *** *** ***
Turkey 10.5 8.8 10.3
Mexico *** *** ***
Korea 8.8 9.7 7.1
Thailand 17.9 7.5 7.0
Japan 2.2 2.5 1.2
Germany 0.4 0.4 1.2
India 0.5 1.6 1.0
China 0.6 0.9 1.0
Ukraine 2.0 2.1 0.9
Malaysia 1.3 0.7 0.7
Adjustment from questionnaires to AOS *** ***  ***
All other sources 5.6 4.4 2.9

Subtotal, nonsubject imports *** *** ***
Total U.S. imports *** *** ***

  Share of value (percent) 
U.S. imports from.-- 
   Oman *** *** ***

Pakistan *** *** ***
Philippines *** *** ***
United Arab Emirates *** *** ***
Vietnam *** *** ***

Subtotal, subject imports *** *** ***
Canada *** *** ***
Turkey 9.5 7.8 9.4
Mexico *** *** ***
Korea 9.3 9.8 7.6
Thailand 16.8 7.0 6.5
Japan 4.2 4.8 3.0
Germany 1.1 0.9 2.4
India 0.5 1.6 1.1
China 0.9 1.3 1.7
Ukraine 1.7 1.8 0.7
Malaysia 1.2 0.8 0.9
Adjustment from questionnaires to AOS *** ***  ***
All other sources 7.5 6.5 4.2

Subtotal, nonsubject imports *** *** ***
Total U.S. imports *** *** ***

Source:  Compiled from official statistics and data submitted in response to Commission questionnaires. 
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The Commission makes available notices relevant to its investigations and reviews on its 

website, www.usitc.gov.  In addition, the following tabulation presents, in chronological order, 

Federal Register notices issued by the Commission and Commerce during the current 

proceeding.  

Citation  Title  Link 

80 FR 67790 
November 3, 
2015 

Circular Welded Carbon‐Quality Steel 
Pipe from Oman, Pakistan, the 
Philippines, the United Arab Emirates, 
and Vietnam: Institution of 
antidumping and countervailing duty 
investigations and scheduling of 
preliminary phase investigations 

 

 

http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/FR‐
2015‐11‐03/pdf/2015‐27955.pdf 

 

80 FR 73704 
November 25, 
2015 

Circular Welded Carbon‐Quality Steel 
Pipe from Pakistan: Initiation of 
Countervailing Duty Investigation 

http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/FR‐
2015‐11‐25/pdf/2015‐29946.pdf 

 

80 FR 73708 
November 25, 
2015 

Circular Welded Carbon‐Quality Steel 
Pipe from the Sultanate of Oman, 
Pakistan, the Philippines, the United 
Arab Emirates, and the Socialist 
Republic of Vietnam : Initiation of 
Less‐Than‐Fair‐Value Investigations 

http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/FR‐
2015‐11‐25/pdf/2015‐29988.pdf 
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CALENDAR OF PUBLIC PRELIMINARY CONFERENCE 
 
 Those listed below appeared as witnesses at the United States International Trade 
Commission’s preliminary conference: 
 

Subject: Circular Welded Carbon-Quality Steel Pipe from Oman, 
Pakistan, the Philippines, the United Arab Emirates, and 
Vietnam 

  
Inv. Nos.:  701-TA-549 and 731-TA-1290-1303 (Preliminary) 

 
Date and Time: November 18, 2015 - 1:30 pm 

 
Sessions were held in connection with these preliminary phase investigations in Courtroom A 

(Room 100), 500 E Street, S.W., Washington, DC. 
 

OPENING REMARKS: 
 
Petitioners (Jordan C. Kahn, Schagrin Associates) 
Respondents (Donald B. Cameron, Morris, Manning & Martin, LLP) 
        

       In Support of the Imposition of     
Antidumping and Countervailing Duty Orders: 

 
Schagrin Associates 
Washington, DC 
on behalf of 
 
Bull Moose Tube Company 
EXLTUBE 
Wheatland Tube, a division of JMC Steel Group 
The United Steelworkers 
 
  Michael Blatz, President, Bull Moose Tube Company 
 
  Ted Schulz, Chief Financial Officer, Bull Moose Tube Company 
   
             John Simon, Vice President of Sales, EXLTUBE 
 
  David Seeger, President, JMC Steel Group 
 
  Randy Boswell, President, Wheatland Tube, a division 
   of JMC Steel Group 
 
  Holly Hart, Legislative Director, United Steelworkers 
 
     Roger B. Schagrin  )  
     Christopher T. Cloutier ) – OF COUNSEL 
     Jordan C. Kahn  ) 
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In Opposition to the Imposition of   
Antidumping and Countervailing Duty Orders: 

 
Akin Gump Strauss Hauer & Feld LLP 
Washington, DC 
on behalf of 
 
International Industries Ltd. (“IIL”) 
 
  Samar Abbas, Representative, IIL 
 
  Mohammad Syed, of Counsel, Syed Law Firm, PLLC 
 
     Bernd G. Janzen  ) – OF COUNSEL 
 
deKieffer & Horgan, PLLC 
Washington, DC 
 
on behalf of 
 
HLD Clark Steel Pipe Co. 
 
     Alexandra H. Salzman ) – OF COUNSEL 
 
Morris, Manning & Martin, LLP 
Washington, DC 
on behalf of 
 
  Mervyn D’Cunha, Financial Controller, KHK Scaffolding 
   & Formwork 
 
  Peter Schrumpf, President, UTP Pipe USA Corp. and 
   Prime Metal Corp. USA 
 
  Jim Dougan, Vice President, Economic Consulting 
   Services, LLC 
 
  Emma Peterson, Research Assistant, Economic Consulting 
   Services, LLC 
 
     Donald B. Cameron  ) 
     Julie C. Mendoza  ) 
         ) – OF COUNSEL 
     R. Will Planert  ) 
     Mary S. Hodgins  ) 
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In Opposition to the Imposition of   
Antidumping and Countervailing Duty Orders (continued): 

 
Grunfeld, Desiderio, Lebowitz, Silverman & Klestadt, LLP 
Washington, DC 
on behalf of 
 
Conares Metal Supply Ltd. (“Conares”) 
 
     Max F. Schutzman  ) 
         ) – OF COUNSEL 
     Kavita Mohan  ) 
 

 
REBUTTAL/CLOSING REMARKS: 
 
Petitioners (Christopher T. Cloutier, Schagrin Associates) 
Respondents (Donald B. Cameron and Julie C. Mendoza, 
 Morris, Manning & Martin, LLP) 
 
 
 

-END- 
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Table C-1          
CWP: Summary data concerning the U.S. market, 2012-14, January to September 2014, and 
January to September 2015  

 
*            *            *            *            *            *            * 
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Table D-1 

CWP:  Monthly U.S. imports by source, October 2014 through September 2015 

Item 

Oman Pakistan Philippines UAE Vietnam Subject Nonsubject Total 

Quantity (short tons) 
2014-- 
   October 4,158  1,124 1,029 9,411 5,512 21,235  50,276 71,511 

November 3,244  2,891 1,060 6,478 3,481 17,153  35,297 52,450 

December 8,498  334 2,612 8,747 8,937 29,128  37,167 66,296 
2015-- 
   January 7,066  1,795 1,004 9,719 7,213 26,797  68,288 95,085 

February 5,283  3,481 453 8,707 5,640 23,564  34,042 57,605 

March 3,246  2,553 292 10,520 6,743 23,354  52,915 76,268 

April 6,589  4,260 2,500 14,595 7,314 35,257  56,811 92,068 

May 3,265  5,185 3,478 11,591 12,215 35,733  70,136 105,869 

June 2,063  3,013 1,209 9,692 4,048 20,025  57,319 77,344 

July 2,862  2,360 193 8,913 9,199 23,527  47,000 70,527 

August 3,416  3,122 2,857 7,415 9,206 26,015  49,229 75,244 

September 1,727  1,019 469 7,565 3,564 14,344  39,040 53,384 
Total Oct. 2014 to 
Sept. 2015 without 
adjustments 51,417  31,137 17,156 113,351 83,071 296,133  597,519 893,651 
Adjustments not 
accounted for in 
official statistics *** *** *** *** *** *** *** ***
Total Oct. 2014 to 
Sept. 2015 with 
adjustments *** *** *** *** *** *** *** ***

  Share of quantity by source (percent) 
Total Oct. 2014 to 
Sept. 2015 without 
adjustments *** *** *** *** *** *** *** ***
Total Oct. 2014 to 
Sept. 2015 with 
adjustments (IV-3) *** *** *** *** *** *** *** ***
Table continued on next page. 
 



 
 

D‐4 

 
Table D-1-continued 

CWP:  Monthly U.S. imports by source, October 2014 through September 2015 

Item 
Oman Pakistan Philippines UAE Vietnam Subject Nonsubject Total

Quantity (short tons)

  Rate of growth in official statistics (percent)1 

Over previous month  
   2014-- 
       October (1) (1) (1) (1) (1) (1) (1) (1) 

November -22.0 157.1 3.0 -31.2 -36.8 -19.2 -29.8 -26.7 

December 162.0 -88.4 146.5 35.0 156.8 69.8 5.3 26.4 

2015-- 
   January -16.9 437.3 -61.6 11.1 -19.3 -8.0 83.7 43.4 

February -25.2 93.9 -54.9 -10.4 -21.8 -12.1 -50.1 -39.4 

March -38.6 -26.7 -35.4 20.8 19.6 -0.9 55.4 32.4 

April 103.0 66.9 755.6 38.7 8.5 51.0 7.4 20.7 

May -50.4 21.7 39.1 -20.6 67.0 1.3 23.5 15.0 

June -36.8 -41.9 -65.2 -16.4 -66.9 -44.0 -18.3 -26.9 

July 38.7 -21.7 -84.0 -8.0 127.2 17.5 -18.0 -8.8 

August 19.4 32.3 1,378.5 -16.8 0.1 10.6 4.7 6.7 

September -49.4 -67.3 -83.6 2.0 -61.3 -44.9 -20.7 -29.1 
Comparing 6 month 
periods.-- 
    Apr. 2015 to Sept. 2015 
vs Oct 2014 to Mar. 2015 -36.7 55.7 66.0 11.5 21.4 9.7 14.9 13.2 
1 Rate of growth calculation are provided on official U.S. import statistics prior to adjustments. 
2 Not applicable. 
Source: Compiled from data submitted in response to Commission questionnaires and official import 
statistics. 



 
 

D‐5 

 
Figure D-1 

CWP:  Monthly U.S. imports by source, October 2014 through September 2015 

 
Source: Compiled from official U.S. import statistics. 
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Figure D-2 

CWP:  Monthly U.S. imports by source, October 2014 through September 2015 

 
 
  Source: Compiled from official U.S. import statistics 
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One importer, ***, reported price data for nonsubject country Canada for products 1 
and 3. Price data reported by this firm accounted for *** percent of U.S. commercial shipments 
of imports from Canada from January 2012 to September 2015. These price products and 
accompanying data are comparable to those presented in tables V‐3 to V‐ 6. Price and quantity 
data for Canada are shown in tables E‐1 to E‐2 and in figures E‐1 to E2 (with domestic sources).1 

Comparing nonsubject country pricing data with U.S. producer pricing data, prices for 
product imported from Canada were lower than prices for U.S.‐produced product in *** 
instances and higher in *** instances. Comparing nonsubject country pricing data with subject 
country pricing data, prices for product imported from Canada were lower than prices for 
product imported from subject countries in *** instances and higher in *** instances. A 
summary of price differentials is presented in table E‐3. 

Table E-1 

CWP: Weighted-average f.o.b. prices and quantities of imported product 1, by quarters, January 
2012-September 2015 

 

*            *            *            *           *            *            * 
 
Table E-2 

CWP: Weighted-average f.o.b. prices and quantities of imported product 3, by quarters, January 
2012-September 2015 

 

*            *            *            *           *            *            * 
 

Figure E-1 

CWP: Weighted-average f.o.b. prices and quantities of domestic and imported product 1, by 
quarters, January 2012-September 2015 

 

*            *            *            *           *            *            * 
 
Figure E-2 

CWP: Weighted-average f.o.b. prices and quantities of domestic and imported product 3, by 
quarters, January 2012-September 2015 

 
*            *            *            *           *            *            * 

 
Table E-3  

CWP: Summary of underselling/(overselling), by country, January 2012-September 2015 

 
*            *            *            *           *            *            * 

                                                 
 

1 Importer *** reported trade data but did not report pricing products for CWP imported from 
Canada. 
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APPENDIX F 

QUESTIONNAIRE RESPONSES OF U.S. PRODUCERS REGARDING ACTUAL AND 
ANTICPATED NEGATIVE EFFECTS OF SUBJECT IMPORTS 
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U.S. Producers’ individual responses to questions regarding the actual and anticipated 
negative effects of subject imports are presented below. 
 

*            *            *            *            *            *            * 

 


	Blank Page
	Blank Page
	Blank Page
	Blank Page
	Blank Page
	Blank Page
	Blank Page
	Blank Page
	Blank Page
	Blank Page
	Blank Page
	Blank Page
	Blank Page
	Blank Page
	Blank Page
	Blank Page
	Blank Page
	Blank Page
	Blank Page
	Blank Page
	Blank Page
	Blank Page
	Blank Page

