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implementing the procedural provisions
of NEPA (40 CFR parts 1500–1508), (3)
USDA regulations implementing NEPA
(7 CFR part 1), and (4) APHIS’ NEPA
Implementing Procedures (7 CFR part
372).

Done in Washington, DC, this 14th day of
January 2000.
Craig A. Reed,
Administrator, Animal and Plant Health
Inspection Service.
[FR Doc. 00–1493 Filed 1–27–00; 11:53 am]
BILLING CODE 3410–34–U

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE

Rural Utilities Service

National Power Cooperative; Notice of
Intent

AGENCY: Rural Utilities Service, USDA.
ACTION: Notice of intent to hold a public
meeting and prepare an environmental
assessment.

SUMMARY: Notice is hereby given that
the Rural Utilities Service (RUS),
pursuant to the National Environmental
Policy Act of 1969 (42 U.S.C. 4321 et
seq.), the Council on Environmental
Quality (CEQ) Regulations for
Implementing NEPA (40 CFR parts
1500–1508), and RUS Environmental
Policies and Procedures (7 CFR part
1794) proposes to prepare an
Environmental Assessment for possible
financing assistance to National Power
Cooperative, Inc. (NPC) to construct a
510 megawatt, natural gas fired
combustion turbine electric generation
plant in northwest Ohio.
MEETING INFORMATION: RUS will conduct
a public meeting in an open house
forum on Wednesday, February 16,
2000, from 6:30 p.m. until 8:30 p.m., at
Delphos Jefferson Senior High School
on Route 66 in Delphos, Ohio. All
interested parties are invited to attend
the meeting.
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: Bob
Quigel, Engineering and Environmental
Staff, Rural Utilities Service, at (202)
720–0468. Bob’s E-mail address is:
bquigel@rus.usda.gov. You can also
contact Keith A. Crabtree of NPC at
(614) 846–5757. Keith’s email address
is: kac@buckeyepower.com.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: NPC, a
wholly owned subsidiary of the Ohio
Rural Electric Cooperatives, proposes to
construct the natural gas fired electric
generation plant at one of two potential
sites. One site is located in Van Wert
County near Convoy, just southwest of
the intersection of Mentzer Road and
Shaner Road. The other site is located
in Allen County, east of Cairo, north of

the Lincoln Highway between Stewart
Road and Slabtown Road.

The proposed project will be
composed of three gas fired turbine
generation units with an output of 170
megawatts each. The entire plant will
require approximately 30 acres. No
major natural gas pipeline or electric
transmission line improvements will be
needed at either site beyond the
proposed site boundaries. Specific
details of the plant will be available at
the scoping meeting.

Alternatives to be considered by RUS
to constructing the generation facility
proposed include: (a) No action, (b)
Load management, (c) Purchased power,
and (d) An alternative site location.

To be presented at the public scoping
meeting will be a siting study and
alternative evaluation study prepared by
AEP Resources and Dames & Moore for
NPC. The siting study and alternative
evaluation study are available for public
review at RUS in Room 2242, 1400
Independence Avenue, SW,
Washington, DC, and at the NPC
headquarters located at 6677 Busch
Boulevard, Columbus, Ohio. This
document will also be available at the
Lima Public Library, 650 W. Market St.,
Lima, Ohio (419–228–5113) and it’s
Cairo Branch, 519 Wall St., Cairo, Ohio
(419–641–7744) and at the Brumback
Library, 215 W. Main St. in Van Wert,
Ohio (419–238–2168) and it’s Convoy
Branch, 116 E. Tully St., Convoy, Ohio
(419–749–4000).

Government agencies, private
organizations, and the public are invited
to participate in the planning and
analysis of the proposed project.
Representatives of RUS and NPC will be
available at the scoping meeting to
discuss RUS’ environmental review
process, describe the project and
alternatives under consideration,
discuss the scope of environmental
issues to be considered, answer
questions, and accept oral and written
comments. Written comments will be
accepted for at least 30 days after the
public scoping meeting.

From information provided in the
siting study and alternative evaluation
study, input that may be provided by
government agencies, private
organizations, and the public, NPC will
prepare an environmental analysis to be
submitted to RUS for review. RUS will
use the environmental analysis to
determine the significance of the
impacts of the project and may adopt it
as its environmental assessment of the
project. RUS’ environmental assessment
of the project would be available for
review and comment for 30 days.

Should RUS determine, based on the
environmental assessment of the

project, that the impacts of the
construction and operation of the plant
would not be significant, it will prepare
a finding of no significant impact.
Public notification of a finding of no
significant impact would be published
in the Federal Register and in
newspapers with a circulation in the
project area.

Any final action by RUS related to the
proposed project will be subject to, and
contingent upon, compliance with
environmental review requirements as
prescribed by CEQ and RUS
environmental policies and procedures.

Dated: January 24, 2000.
Glendon D. Deal,
Acting Director, Engineering and
Environmental Staff.
[FR Doc. 00–2014 Filed 1–28–00; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 3410–15–P

DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE

International Trade Administration

[A–428–827, A–475–828, A–557–809, A–565–
801]

Initiation of Antidumping Duty
Investigations: Stainless Steel Butt-
Weld Pipe Fittings From Germany,
Italy, Malaysia and the Philippines

AGENCY: Import Administration,
International Trade Administration,
Department of Commerce.
EFFECTIVE DATE: January 31, 2000.
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: For
Germany: Carrie Blozy or Rick Johnson
at (202) 482–0165 and (202) 482–3818,
respectively; for Italy, Helen Kramer or
Linda Ludwig at (202) 482–0405 and
(202) 482–3833, respectively; for
Malaysia, Becky Hagen or Rick Johnson
at (202) 482–3362 and (202) 482–3818,
respectively; for the Philippines, Fred
Baker or Robert James at (202) 482–2924
and (202) 482–0649, respectively,
Import Administration, International
Trade Administration, U.S. Department
of Commerce, 14th Street and
Constitution Avenue, NW, Washington,
D.C. 20230.

Initiation of Investigations

The Applicable Statute and Regulations
Unless otherwise indicated, all

citations to the statute are references to
the provisions effective January 1, 1995,
the effective date of the amendments
made to the Tariff Act of 1930 (‘‘the
Act’’) by the Uruguay Round
Agreements Act (‘‘URAA’’). In addition,
unless otherwise indicated, all citations
to the Department’s regulations are
references to the provisions codified at
19 CFR part 351 (1999).

VerDate 04<JAN>2000 18:28 Jan 28, 2000 Jkt 190000 PO 00000 Frm 00002 Fmt 4703 Sfmt 4703 E:\FR\FM\31JAN1.SGM pfrm01 PsN: 31JAN1



4596 Federal Register / Vol. 65, No. 20 / Monday, January 31, 2000 / Notices

1 See Algoma Steel Corp., Ltd. v. United States,
688 F. Supp. 639, 642-44 (CIT 1988); High
Information Content Flat Panel Displays and
Display Glass from Japan: Final Determination;
Rescission of Investigation and Partial Dismissal of
Petition, 56 FR 32376, 32380–81 (July 16, 1991).

The Petition

On December 29, 1999, the
Department of Commerce (‘‘the
Department’’) received a petition on
stainless steel butt-weld pipe fittings
from Germany, Italy, Malaysia and the
Philippines filed in proper form by
Alloy Piping Products, Inc., Flowline
Division, Markovitz Enterprises, Inc.,
Gerlin, Inc., and Taylor Forge
(‘‘petitioners’’). On January 6, 2000, the
Department requested clarification of
certain areas of the petition and
received a response on January 10, 2000.

In accordance with section 732(b) of
the Act, petitioners allege that imports
of stainless steel butt-weld pipe fittings
from Germany, Italy, Malaysia and the
Philippines 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 Act, and that such imports are
materially injuring an industry in the
United States.

The Department finds that petitioners
filed this petition on behalf of the
domestic industry because they are
interested parties as defined in sections
771(9)(C) and (D) of the Act and they
have demonstrated sufficient industry
support with respect to the antidumping
duty investigations they are requesting
the Department to initiate (see
‘‘Determination of Industry Support for
the Petition’’ below).

Scope of Investigations

For purposes of these investigations,
the product covered is certain stainless
steel butt-weld pipe fittings. Certain
stainless steel butt-weld pipe fittings
(pipe fittings) are under 14 inches in
outside diameter (based on nominal
pipe size), whether finished or
unfinished. The product encompasses
all grades of stainless steel and
‘‘commodity’’ and ‘‘specialty’’ fittings.
Specifically excluded from the
definition are threaded, grooved, and
bolted fittings, and fittings made from
any material other than stainless steel.

The fittings subject to these
investigations are generally designated
under specification ASTM A403/
A403M, the standard specification for
Wrought Austenitic Stainless Steel
Piping Fittings, or its foreign
equivalents (e.g., DIN or JIS
specifications). This specification covers
two general classes of fittings, WP and
CR, of wrought austenitic stainless steel
fittings of seamless and welded
construction covered by the latest
revision of ANSI B16.9, ANSI B16.11,
and ANSI B16.28. Pipe fittings
manufactured to specification ASTM
A774, or its foreign equivalents, are also
covered by these investigations.

These investigations do not apply to
cast fittings. Cast austenitic stainless
steel pipe fittings are covered by
specifications A351/A351M, A743/
743M, and A744/A744M.

The stainless steel butt-weld pipe
fittings subject to these investigations
are currently classifiable under
subheading 7307.23.0000 of the
Harmonized Tariff Schedule of the
United States (HTSUS). Although the
HTSUS subheadings are provided for
convenience and customs purposes, the
written description of the scope of this
investigation is dispositive.

During our review of the petition, we
discussed the scope with the petitioners
to insure that the scope in the petition
accurately reflects the product for which
they are seeking relief. Moreover, as
discussed in the preamble to the
Department’s regulations (62 FR 27323),
we are setting aside a period for parties
to raise issues regarding product
coverage. The Department encourages
all parties to submit such comments by
February 1, 2000. Comments should be
addressed to Import Administration’s
Central Record Unit at Room 1870, U.S.
Department of Commerce, 14th Street
and Constitution Avenue, NW.,
Washington, DC 20230. The period of
scope consultations is intended to
provide the Department with ample
opportunity to consider all comments
and consult with parties prior to the
issuance of the preliminary
determination.

Determination of Industry Support for
the Petition

Section 732(b)(1) of the Act requires
that a petition be filed on behalf of the
domestic industry. Section 732(c)(4)(A)
of the Act provides that a petition meets
this requirement if the domestic
producers or workers who support the
petition account for: (1) At least 25
percent of the total production of the
domestic like product; and (2) more
than 50 percent of the production of the
domestic like product produced by that
portion of the industry expressing
support for, or opposition to, the
petition.

Section 771(4)(A) of the Act defines
the ‘‘industry’’ as ‘‘the producers of a
domestic like product.’’ Thus, to
determine whether the petition has the
requisite industry support, the statute
directs the Department to look to
producers and workers who produce the
domestic like product. The International
Trade Commission (‘‘ITC’’), which is
responsible for determining whether
‘‘the domestic industry’’ has been
injured, must also determine what
constitutes a domestic like product in
order to define the industry. While both

the Department and the ITC must apply
the same statutory definition regarding
the domestic like product (see section
771(10) of the Act), they do so for
different purposes and pursuant to
separate and distinct authority. In
addition, the Department’s
determination is subject to limitations of
time and information. Although this
may result in different definitions of the
domestic like product, such differences
do not render the decision of either
agency contrary to the law. 1

Section 771(10) of the Act defines the
domestic like product as ‘‘a product that
is like, or in the absence of like, most
similar in characteristics and uses with,
the article subject to an investigation
under this title.’’ Thus, the reference
point from which the domestic like
product analysis begins is ‘‘the article
subject to an investigation,’’ i.e., the
class or kind of merchandise to be
investigated, which normally will be the
scope as defined in the petition.
Moreover, petitioners do not offer a
definition of domestic like product
distinct from the scope of the
investigation.

In this case, the domestic like product
referred to in the petition is the single
domestic like product defined in the
‘‘Scope of Investigations’’ section,
above. The Department has no basis on
the record to find the petition’s
definition of the domestic like product
to be inaccurate. No comments were
received regarding this issue. The
Department has, therefore, adopted the
domestic like product definition set
forth in the petition.

Moreover, the Department has
determined that the petition and
supplemental information to the
petition contain adequate evidence of
sufficient industry support; therefore,
polling was not necessary. (See
Attachment to the Initiation Checklist
Re: Industry Support, January 18, 2000.)
To the best of the Department’s
knowledge, producers supporting the
petition with respect to each of the four
countries represent over 50 percent of
total production of the domestic like
product. Additionally, no person who
would qualify as an interested party
pursuant to section 771(9)(A), (C), (D),
(E) or (F) of the Act has expressed
opposition to the petition.

Accordingly, the Department
determines that these petitions are filed
on behalf of the domestic industry
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2 See supplement to petition dated January 10,
2000, Exhibit G–8b.

within the meaning of section 732(b)(1)
of the Act.

Export Price, Constructed Export Price,
and Normal Value

The following are descriptions of the
allegations of sales at less than fair value
upon which the Department based its
decision to initiate these investigations.

Petitioners relied upon price data
(and in the case of Germany, also cost
data) contained in confidential market
research reports on Germany, Italy,
Malaysia and the Philippines. At our
request, petitioners arranged for the
Department to contact the authors of the
reports to verify the accuracy of the
data, the methodologies used to collect
the data, and the credentials of those
gathering the market research. The
Department’s discussions with the
authors of the market research reports
are summarized in the following
Memoranda to the File on file in the
individual country case files in the
Central Records Unit, Room B–099 of
the Department:

• January 7, 2000, Telephone Call to
Market Research Firm Regarding the AD
Petition for Antidumping Investigation
of Stainless Steel Butt-weld Pipe
Fittings from Germany;

∑ January 7, 2000, Telephone Call to
Market Research Firm Regarding the AD
Petition for Antidumping Investigation
of Stainless Steel Pipe Fittings from
Italy;

∑ January 12, 2000, Telephone Call to
Market Research Firm Regarding the AD
Petition for Antidumping Investigation
of Stainless Steel Pipe Fittings from
Malaysia; and

∑ January 12, 2000, Telephone Call to
Market Research Firm Regarding the AD
Petition for Antidumping Investigation
of Stainless Steel Pipe Fittings from the
Philippines.

The Department has checked the
methodologies employed by petitioners
in calculating export price, constructed
export price, normal value, cost and
constructed value, and has not found
any discrepancies between petitioners’
methodologies and the Department’s
normal practice.

Germany

Petitioners identified Buttings
Edelstahlrohre GMBH, Hage Fittings
GMBH (‘‘Hage’’), Kremo-Werke
Hermanns GMBH (‘‘Kremo’’), Nirobo
Metal Verarbeitungs GMBH (‘‘Nirobo’’),
Uhlig-Rohrbogen GMBH (‘‘Uhlig’’), and
Wilh. Schulz (‘‘Schulz’’) as the known
producers and exporters of subject
merchandise from Germany to the
United States. With respect to home
market viability, credible information
provided by the foreign market

researcher showed that home market
sales were over 64 times the volume of
exports to the United States in 1998 in
the aggregate, and that domestic sales by
each of the producers/exporters far
exceeded exports to the United States.
Therefore, the Department concluded
that home market sales were sufficient
to form a basis for NV, pursuant to
section 773(a)(1)(B)(ii)(II) of the Act.

Petitioners obtained home market
prices for Schulz, Hage, Kremo, and
Nirobo from foreign market research,
contemporaneous with the pricing
information used as the basis for
constructed export price (‘‘CEP’’).
However, due to the differences in
German and U.S. specifications for
subject merchandise, petitioners were
unable to obtain any products offered
for sale to customers in Germany which
are either identical or similar to those
sold to the United States. Additionally,
as further explained below in the
‘‘Initiation of Cost Investigation’’
section, petitioners provided
information demonstrating reasonable
grounds to believe or suspect that sales
of pipe fittings sold in the home market
were made at prices below the fully
absorbed cost of production (‘‘COP’’),
within the meaning of section 773(b) of
the Act.

Pursuant to section 773(b)(3) of the
Act, COP consists of the cost of
manufacturing (‘‘COM’’), selling,
general, and administrative expenses
(‘‘SG&A’’), including financial expense,
and packing costs. To calculate COP,
petitioners based COM on their own
production experience, adjusted for
known differences between costs
incurred to produce stainless steel butt-
weld pipe fittings in the United States
and in Germany using publicly available
data ( e.g., company brochures,
published industry standards, published
industry statistics, trade journals, etc.)
and foreign market research. The foreign
market research provided information
on the cost of raw materials in the home
market. To calculate the SG&A
components of COP, petitioners relied
upon the information contained in the
financial statements of a German
stainless steel butt-weld pipe fittings
producer. Petitioners excluded packing
from the calculation because they
lacked the information to calculate an
amount. We found this omission
reasonable and conservative. After
review, we relied on the cost data
contained in the petition.

Based on our analysis, certain of the
home market sales reported in the
petition were shown to be made at
prices below the cost of production (see
Initiation of Cost Investigation, below).
Therefore, petitioners based NV on the

constructed value (‘‘CV’’), pursuant to
sections 773(a)(4) and 773(e) of the Act.
Pursuant to section 773(e) of the Act, CV
consists of the COM, SG&A expenses,
packing costs and profit of the
merchandise. To calculate the COM,
SG&A expenses, and packing costs for
CV, petitioners followed the same
methodology used to determine COP.
We confirmed that this methodology
was consistent with the statute.
Petitioners also added to CV an amount
for profit, pursuant to section 773(e)(2)
of the Act. Profit was based upon the
aforementioned German producer’s
financial statements.

Petitioners based CEP on six
contemporaneous U.S. sales by Schulz
to an unaffiliated purchaser. The terms
of sale were f.o.b. Schulz U.S.A.’s
(Schulz’s subsidiary) warehouse.
Petitioners calculated a net U.S. price
for each sale by subtracting estimated
costs for shipment from the factory in
Germany to the port of export in
Germany. Also, petitioners subtracted
ocean freight and insurance, an amount
for import duties based on the 1999
import duty rate of five percent of
dutiable value, amounts for the U.S.
harbor maintenance fee of 0.125 percent
of dutiable value and the U.S.
merchandise processing fee of 0.21
percent of dutiable value, 2 and U.S.
inland freight costs from the port to
Schulz U.S.A.’s warehouse. Finally,
petitioners deducted U.S. indirect
selling expenses incurred by Schulz
U.S.A., Schulz’s subsidiary in Houston,
Texas, based on a petitioning firm’s
expenses.

Petitioners estimated dumping
margins ranging from 8.35 percent to
76.24 percent. Should the need arise to
use as facts available under section 776
of the Act any of this information in our
preliminary or final determinations, we
may re-examine the information and
revise the margin calculations, if
appropriate.

Initiation of Cost Investigation
As noted above, pursuant to section

773(b) of the Act, petitioners provided
specific factual information
demonstrating reasonable grounds to
believe or suspect that sales in the
German home market were made at
prices below the fully absorbed COP
and, accordingly, requested that the
Department conduct a country-wide
sales-below-COP investigation in
connection with the requested
antidumping investigation for Germany.
The Statement of Administrative Action
accompanying the URAA, H.R. Doc.
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3 Export packing for steel products is normally
more expensive than the packing required for
domestic transportation.

103–412 (‘‘SAA’’), at 833, states that an
allegation of sales below COP need not
be specific to individual exporters or
producers. According to the SAA,
‘‘Commerce will consider allegations of
below-cost sales in the aggregate for a
foreign country, just as Commerce
currently considers allegations of sales
at less than fair value on a country-wide
basis for purposes of initiating an
antidumping investigation.’’ Id.

Further, the SAA provides that:
new section 773(b)(2)(A) retains the current
requirement that Commerce have ‘reasonable
grounds to believe or suspect’ that below cost
sales have occurred before initiating such an
investigation. ‘Reasonable grounds’ * * *
exist when an interested party provides
specific factual information on costs and
prices, observed or constructed, indicating
that sales in the foreign market in question
are at below-cost prices.

Id. Based upon the comparison of the
adjusted prices from the petition for the
representative foreign like products to
their costs of production as discussed
above, we find the existence of
‘‘reasonable grounds to believe or
suspect’’ that sales of the foreign like
product in Germany were made below
the COP within the meaning of section
773(b)(2)(A)(i) of the Act. Accordingly,
the Department is initiating the
requested country-wide cost
investigation. (See country-specific
section above and cost attachment to the
initiation checklist.)

Italy
Petitioners identified Bassi Luigi &

Co., Coprosider S.p.A, Curvinox, Gam
Raccordi S.p.A., Nuova Steelcom S.r.L.,
Rivit S.p.A., and Vignatti Fitting S.r.L.
as the known producers and exporters
of the subject merchandise to the United
States. Petitioners based NV on Italian
home market prices. The foreign market
researcher provided prices for sales by
Coprosider S.p.A. to unaffiliated
customers in Italy contemporaneous
with the U.S. sales. With respect to
home market viability, credible
information provided by the foreign
market researcher showed that home
market sales were over 46 times the
volume of exports to the United States
in 1998 in the aggregate, and that
domestic sales by each of the producers/
exporters far exceeded exports to the
United States. Therefore, the
Department concluded that home
market sales were sufficient to form a
basis for NV, pursuant to section
773(a)(1)(B)(ii)(II) of the Act.

Petitioners calculated net prices for
sales in Italy by subtracting from the
reported gross prices imputed credit
expenses, based on the average payment
period of 60 days reported by the

foreign market researcher and the
average lending rate in Italy during the
period of investigation (‘‘POI’’) of six
percent, calculated from rates published
in International Financial Statistics.
Given that the foreign market researcher
reported that the prices did not include
delivery, petitioners did not deduct
inland freight rates from the reported
home market gross prices. In addition,
they did not adjust the reported prices
for differences in packing costs,
adopting the conservative position that
packing costs were the same for home
market and U.S. sales. 3

Petitioners converted home market
prices quoted in lira per piece to U.S.
dollars per piece by using the Euro/U.S.
dollar exchange rate in effect multiplied
by a fixed conversion rate for Italian
lira/Euro during the period in which the
U.S. sale occurred. The source for the
exchange rates was the Federal Reserve
Bulletin.

Petitioners based export price (‘‘EP’’)
on U.S. price quotes for pipe fittings
manufactured by Coprosider offered for
sale to an unaffiliated U.S. purchaser
during the POI, prior to the date of
importation. This information was
obtained from a confidential source,
attested to by an affidavit. Petitioners
selected pipe fittings with specifications
commonly exported to the United
States. The terms of sale were CIF New
Jersey, import duty paid. Petitioners
subtracted estimated costs incurred to
transport the subject merchandise from
the factory to the port of export, as
provided by the foreign market
researcher. In addition, petitioners
deducted a sales discount granted by the
importer.

Petitioners estimated the cost of
international freight based upon the
difference between the CIF and U.S.
Customs values reported in the official
import statistics for January-September
1999. In addition, petitioners subtracted
an amount for import duties based on
the 1999 import duty rate of five percent
of dutiable value, and amounts for the
U.S. harbor maintenance fee of 0.125
percent of dutiable value and the U.S.
merchandise processing fee of 0.21
percent of dutiable value. See
supplement to petition, dated January
11, 2000.

Petitioners estimated dumping
margins ranging from 61.41 percent to
86.88 percent. See supplement to
petition dated January 11, 2000. Should
the need arise to use, as facts available
under section 776 of the Act, any of this
information in our preliminary or final

determination, we may re-examine the
information and revise the margin
calculations, if appropriate.

Malaysia
Petitioners identified Amalgamated

Industrial Stainless Steel, Schulz
Malaysia, and Kanzen Tetsu as the
known producers and exporters of the
subject merchandise to the United
States. Petitioners based NV on
Malaysian home market prices. With
respect to home market viability,
petitioners concluded, based on
information provided by the foreign
market researcher and attested to by an
affidavit, that each of the three
companies had home market sales of
pipe fittings greater than five percent of
each company’s respective exports to
the United States and, therefore, the
volume of home market sales was
sufficient to form a basis for NV
pursuant to section 773(a)(1)(B)(ii)(II) of
the Act. See Declaration of (Foreign
Market Researcher) Regarding Sales in
Malaysia of Stainless Steel Butt-Weld
Pipe Fittings, Exhibit 1 of petitioners’
January 3, 2000 submission.

The foreign market researcher
provided prices for sales to unaffiliated
customers in Malaysia. Petitioners
calculated net prices for sales in
Malaysia by subtracting from the
reported gross prices average freight
costs and imputed credit expenses, the
latter being based on the average
payment period of 30 days reported by
the foreign market researcher and the
average lending rate in Malaysia during
the POI of 7.64 percent, calculated from
rates published in International
Financial Statistics. Because the home
market prices were obtained from end
users, petitioners also subtracted a
distributor mark-up of four percent from
the normal value, which was based on
foreign market research. Petitioners did
not adjust the reported prices for
differences in packing costs. See
footnote 3, above. Finally, petitioners
converted the home market prices from
Malaysian Ringgits to U.S. dollars based
on the average exchange rate of the
month in which the U.S. sale took place,
as published in the Federal Reserve
Bulletin.

Petitioners based U.S. price (in this
case, EP) on sales to an unaffiliated U.S.
purchaser by Kanzen Tetsu during the
first and second quarters of 1999 prior
to the date of importation, as obtained
from a confidential source, attested to
by an affidavit. The petitioners selected
pipe fittings with specifications
commonly exported to the United
States. The terms of sale were delivered,
duty paid, to the U.S. customers.
Petitioners subtracted estimated costs
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incurred to transport the subject
merchandise from the factory to the port
of export, as provided by the foreign
market researcher.

Petitioners estimated the cost of
international freight based upon the
difference between the CIF and U.S.
Customs values reported in the official
import statistics for January-September
1999. In addition, petitioners subtracted
an amount for import duties based on
the 1999 import duty rate of five percent
of dutiable value, and amounts for the
U.S. harbor maintenance fee of 0.125
percent of dutiable value and the U.S.
merchandise processing fee of 0.21
percent of dutiable value. See
supplement to petition dated January
10, 2000. Finally, petitioners subtracted
a markup included in the reported
price, as obtained from a confidential
source, attested to by an affidavit.

Petitioners estimated dumping
margins ranging from 39.6 to 60.1
percent. Should the need arise to use, as
facts available under section 776 of the
Act, any of this information in our
preliminary or final determinations, we
may re-examine the information and
revise the margin calculations, if
appropriate.

The Philippines
Petitioners identified two Philippine

exporters and producers of stainless
steel butt-weld pipe fittings: Enlin Steel
Corporation (‘‘Enlin’’) and Tung Fong
Industrial Co., Inc. (‘‘Tung Fong’’).
Petitioners noted that, to the best of
their knowledge, these two companies
accounted for one hundred percent of
the exports of subject merchandise from
the Philippines. Petitioners obtained
price quotes from Enlin and Tung Fong
for stainless steel butt-weld pipe fittings
offered for sale to customers in the
Philippines which were similar to those
sold to the United States. Petitioners
adjusted these prices for estimated
freight costs and a distributor markup of
five percent, since the sales prices were
obtained from end-users. Petitioners did
not calculate an imputed credit expense
for the home market sales because the
terms of payment were payment before
delivery or cash on delivery. In
addition, petitioners did not adjust the
reported prices for differences in
packing costs. See footnote 3, above.
Finally, petitioners converted the home
market prices from Philippine pesos to
U.S. dollars based on the average
exchange rate of the month in which the
U.S. sale took place, as published in
International Financial Statistics.

With respect to home market viability,
petitioners determined, based on
information provided by a foreign
market researcher, that the volume of

Philippine home market sales was
sufficient to form a basis for NV
pursuant to section 773(a)(1)(B)(ii)(II) of
the Act.

Petitioners based EP for Tung Fong on
either duty-paid, CIF price quotes made
by Tung Fong to unaffiliated U.S.
distributors or on ex-work sales.
Petitioners based EP for Enlin on duty-
paid CIF price quotes. For the U.S. sales
whose terms were CIF duty paid, the
petitioners made deductions for foreign
inland freight, international freight and
insurance, U.S. import duties, and
imputed credit. For the ex-works sales,
petitioners made adjustments for
imputed credit. For sales made through
distributors, petitioners made a
deduction for the U.S. distributor’s
markup.

Petitioners estimated foreign inland
freight based on freight rate and
distance information provided by a
foreign market researcher. They
estimated international freight and
insurance by calculating the difference
between the CIF and U.S. Customs
values reported in the official import
statistics for January through September,
1999. They calculated the import duties
based on the 1999 import duty rate of
five percent of dutiable value. In
addition, petitioners subtracted amounts
for the U.S. harbor maintenance fee of
0.125 percent of dutiable value and the
U.S. merchandise processing fee of 0.21
percent of dutiable value. See
supplement to petition dated January
10, 2000, Exhibit P–1.

Petitioners calculated imputed credit
expenses based on the average payment
period of 90 days for sales made by
Tung Fong and 30 days for sales made
by Enlin, and the average lending rate
in the United States of 7.88 percent for
the POI as published in International
Financial Statistics. They calculated the
distributor’s percentage markup based
on the domestic industry’s knowledge of
the channels of distribution in the
United States.

Petitioners estimated dumping
margins ranging from 18.24 percent to
60.17 percent. Should the need arise to
use as facts available under section 776
of the Act any of this information in our
preliminary or final determinations, we
may re-examine the information and
revise the margin calculations, if
appropriate.

Allegations and Evidence of Material
Injury and Causation

The petition alleges that the U.S.
industry producing the domestic like
product is being materially injured, and
is threatened with material injury, by
reason of the individual and cumulated
imports of the subject merchandise sold

at less than NV. Petitioners explained
that the industry’s injured condition is
evident in the declining trends in (1)
U.S. market share, (2) average unit sales
values, (3) share of domestic
consumption, (4) operating income, (5)
employment, (6) output, (7) sales, and
(8) capacity utilization.

The allegations of injury and
causation are supported by relevant
evidence including U.S. Customs import
data, lost sales, and pricing information.
The Department assessed the allegations
and supporting evidence regarding
material injury and causation and
determined that these allegations are
supported by accurate and adequate
evidence and meet the statutory
requirements for initiation (see
Attachments to Initiation Checklist, Re:
Material Injury, January 18, 2000).

Initiation of Antidumping Investigations

Based upon our examination of the
petition on pipe fittings from Germany,
Italy, Malaysia and the Philippines, we
find that the petition meets the
requirements of section 732 of the Act.
Therefore, we are initiating
antidumping duty investigations to
determine whether imports of pipe
fittings from Germany, Italy, Malaysia
and the Philippines are being, or are
likely to be, sold in the United States at
less than fair value. Unless this deadline
is extended, we will make our
preliminary determinations no later
than 140 days after the date of this
initiation.

Distribution of Copies of the Petition

In accordance with section
732(b)(3)(A) of the Act, a copy of the
public version of the petition has been
provided to the representatives of
Germany, Italy, Malaysia and the
Philippines. We will attempt to provide
a copy of the public versions of each
petition to each exporter named in the
petition, as appropriate.

International Trade Commission
Notification

We have notified the ITC of our
initiations, as required by section 732(d)
of the Act.

Preliminary Determinations by the ITC

The ITC will determine, by no later
than February 14, 2000, whether there is
a reasonable indication that imports of
pipe fittings from Germany, Italy,
Malaysia and the Philippines are
causing material injury, or threatening
to cause material injury, to a U.S.
industry. A negative ITC determination
will result in these investigations being
terminated; otherwise, these
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investigations will proceed according to
statutory and regulatory time limits.

This notice is published pursuant to
section 777(i) of the Act.

Dated: January 18, 2000.
Robert S. LaRussa,
Assistant Secretary for Import
Administration.
[FR Doc. 00–2015 Filed 1–28–00; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 3510–DS–P

DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE

International Trade Administration

[A–844–802]

Amendment to Agreement Suspending
the Antidumping Investigation on
Uranium From Uzbekistan

AGENCY: Import Administration,
International Trade Administration,
Department of Commerce.
ACTION: Notice of Amendment to the
Agreement Between the United States
Department of Commerce and the
Republic of Uzbekistan Suspending the
Antidumping Investigation on Uranium
from Uzbekistan.

SUMMARY: On October 28, 1999, the
Department of Commerce (the
Department) and the Republic of
Uzbekistan (Uzbekistan) signed an
Amendment to the Agreement
Suspending the Antidumping
Investigation on Uranium from
Uzbekistan. This Amendment doubles
the amount of Uzbek-origin uranium
that may be imported into the United
States for further processing prior to re-
exportation. In addition, it lengthens the
period of time uranium may remain in
the United States for such processing to
up to three years.
EFFECTIVE DATE: October 28, 1999.
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
James Doyle or Sally Gannon, AD/CVD
Enforcement, Import Administration,
International Trade Administration,
U.S. Department of Commerce, 14th
Street and Constitution Ave., NW.,
Washington, DC 20230; telephone: (202)
482–0159 or (202) 482–1374,
respectively.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:

Background
On October 16, 1992, the Department

and Uzbekistan signed the Agreement
Suspending the Antidumping
Investigation on Uranium from
Uzbekistan (Agreement). On October 30,
1992, the Agreement was published in
the Federal Register (57 FR 49220,
49255). On September 30, 1994, the
Department and Uzbekistan initialed an

amendment to modify the Appendix A
price-tied quota contained in the
original Agreement. The amendment
was then released to interested parties
for comment. The Department
considered these comments and held
further consultations with Uzbekistan.
On July 21, 1995, the Department and
Uzbekistan initialed an amendment
similar to the previous amendment
except that this amendment contained
clauses which redefined Uzbek-origin
uranium to include uranium mined in
Uzbekistan and enriched in a third
country. This amendment was also
released to interested parties for
comment, which were again considered
by the Department. Subsequently, the
Department and Uzbekistan negotiated
an amendment based upon a different
concept than the two amendments
previously initialed. This amendment
replaced the reference price calculation,
and authorized, during the first and
second years of the amendment, direct
or indirect deliveries of up to 940,000
pounds U3O8 equivalent per year of
Uzbek-origin natural uranium from
Uzbekistan to the United States,
provided that the latest price calculated
pursuant to Section IV.C.1 was at or
above $12.00 per pound equivalent.
Commencing with the third year
(October 13, 1997), this amendment
authorized Uzbekistan to make annual
deliveries of uranium up to, but not
exceeding, the levels in accordance with
the production-tied quota table set forth
in Appendix A. The amendment
retained the provision redefining Uzbek-
origin uranium to include uranium
mined in Uzbekistan and enriched in a
third country. On October 13, 1995, the
Department and Uzbekistan signed a
final Amendment to the Agreement
which took effect immediately (60 FR
55005 (October 27, 1995)). On August 5,
1999, the Department released to
interested parties for comment an
additional amendment which the
Department and Uzbekistan had
initialed regarding the re-export
provision of the Agreement. The
amendment extended the 12-month
limitation to up to 36 months and
increased the amount of Uzbek uranium
which could enter the United States for
further processing from three million
pounds U3O8 to six million pounds
U3O8. The Department subsequently
released the proposed amendment to
interested parties for comment. No
comments were received. The
Department and Uzbekistan then signed
the final amendment in its initialed
form effective October 28, 1999. The
text of this amendment follows in the
Annex to this notice.

Dated: January 21, 2000.
Joseph A. Spetrini,
Deputy Assistant Secretary for Enforcement
Group III.

ANNEX Amendment to the Agreement
Suspending the Antidumping Investigation
on Uranium From Uzbekistan

Consistent with the requirement of Section
734(l) of the U.S. Tariff Act of 1930, as
amended, to prevent the suppression or
undercutting of price levels of domestic
products in the United States, Section IV of
the Agreement Suspending the Antidumping
Investigation on Uranium from Uzbekistan,
as amended on October 13, 1995, (the
Agreement) is amended as set forth below.
All other provisions of the Agreement,
particularly Section VII, remain in force and
apply to this Amendment.

1. The following paragraphs replace
Section IV.H:

For purposes of permitting processing in
the United States of uranium products from
Uzbekistan, the Government of Uzbekistan
may issue re-export certificates for import
into the United States of Uzbek uranium
products (‘‘Uzbek Uranium’’) only where
such imports to the United States are not for
sale or ultimate consumption in the United
States and where re-exports will take place
within 12 months or within 36 months of the
original entry into the United States as
indicated by the importer of record at the
time of entry. The date of original entry for
Uzbek uranium shall be the date the Uzbek
uranium is released by U.S. Customs for
entry into the United States.

In no event shall an export certificate be
endorsed by Uzbekistan for uranium
products previously imported into the United
States under such re-export certificate. Such
re-export certificates will in no event be
issued in amounts greater than one million
pounds U3O8 equivalent per re-export
certificate.

The importer of record must specify at the
time of entry whether it will re-export the
entered material under the 12-month
limitation or under the 36-month limitation
(which requires additional certifications as
noted below).

Re-export certificates issued under the 12-
month limitation shall not exceed three
million pounds U3O8 equivalent at any one
time.

Additional re-export certificates may be
issued under the 36-month limitation as long
as the total amount of uranium products
entered pursuant to re-export certificates
issued (under both the 12-month and 36-
month limitations) does not exceed six
million pound U3O8 equivalent at any one
time.

For re-exports entered under the 36-month
limitation, the importer of record must
provide the Department with the following at
the time of entry: (1) Certification that it will
ensure re-exportation within 36 months of
entry into the United States; (2) certification
from the end-user that the uranium products
will not be sold, loaned, swapped, used as
loan repayments, or utilized other than for re-
export in accordance with Section IV.H of the
suspension agreement; and (3) certification
from the U.S. convertor and/or enricher and/
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