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MINISTRY OF COMMERCE
NOTIFICATION
New Delhi, the 21st May, 1996

Subject : Anti-dumping investigation concerning import of
Low Carbon Ferro Chrome (LCFC) originating
from Russia, Kazakhistan, and Ukraine—Provi-
sional Findings...

No. 47/ADD/94.—The Government of India having
regard to the Customs Tarrif Act, 1975 as amended in 1995
and the Customs Tariff (Identification, Assessment and Col-
lection of Anti Dumping Duty on Dumped Articles and for
Determination of Injury) Rules, 1995 thereof.

A. PROCEDURE

2, The procedure described below has been followed :

(i) The Designated Authority (hereinafier referred to
Authority), under the above Rules, received a written peti-
tion from Ferro Alloys Corporation Limited, through Indian
Ferro Alloys Association alleging dumping of Low Carbon
Ferro Chrome (hereinafter referred to LCFC) originating from
Russia, Kazakhistan and Ukraine.

(ii) The Authority notified the embassies of Russia,
Kazakhistan and Ukraine about the receipt of dumping alle-
gations from the petitioner before proceeding to initiate an
investigation in accordance with Sub-Rule (5) of Rule 5 supra.

(iii) The Authority issued a Public Notice dated
6-6-1995 published in the Gazette of India, Extraordinary,
notifying its decision of initiating anti dumping proceedings
concerning imports of LCFC classified under heading 7202.49
of Schedule I of the Customs Tariff Act, 1975 and
No. 7202.49.00 under Indian trade classification (Based on
Harmonised Commodity Description and Coding System)
originating from Russia, Kazakhistan and Ukraine,

(iv) the Authority forwarded copy of the said public
notice of initiation to the known exporters, importers and the
complainant.

(v) The embassies of Russia, Kazakhistan and Ukraine
in New Delhi were also informed about the initiation of in-
vestigation. While forwarding a copy of public notice of ini-
tiation of the investigations, they were requested to advise
the exporters/producers from their countries to respond to
the questionnaire within the prescribed time.

(vi) A copy of the petition was provided to the
exporters, embassies of Russia, Kazakhistan and Ukraine, The
Trade Representation of Russia Federation in India desired
names and addresses of the Russian manufacturers/produc-
ers, which were also supplied to them on 14-08-1995.

(vii) All India Induction Furnaces Association was also
provided a copy of the petition and was provided opportu-
nity to furnish information relevant to the investigation in
accordance with rule 6(5) of the Rules supra.

(viii) The exporters wete addressed on 6-07-1995 again,
to ascertain the country of origin of the subject goods in ac-
cordance with the proviso to the explanation to Section 9A(1)¢
of the Act.

(ix) the Authority sent questionnaire, to elicit relevant
information, to the following (—

(I) Exporters

1. M/s. Norcalloys SA, Luxemburg,
2. M/s. Norcalloys L.P., New York,
3. M/s. Syncret B.V., Rotterdam, The
Netherland,
4. M/s. Rutmet Inc., Ontario, Canada,
5. M/s. Otto Wolff, Dusseldorf, Germany,
6. M/s. Societe Anonyme Des Minerals, Luxemburg,
7. M/s. Derik Raphael & Co. Ltd., London,
8. M/s. Sudamin Trading, Waterloo, Belgique.

(II) Importers

1. M/s. Anita International, New Delhi,

2. M/s. Omprakash Rakesh Kumar, New Delhi,

3. MUs. Shiva Alloys Pvt. Ltd., Delhi,

4. M/s. Steel Strips Ltd., Chandigarh,

5. M/s. Chivas International, New Delhi,

6. M/s. Lowwear Alloys Products Pvt. Ltd., New
Delhi,
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7. M/s, Unique Alloys Pvt, Ltd., New Delhi,

8. M/s. Kumar Steels, Jagadhari,

9. M/s, Singhania Chemicals, Ludhiana,
10. M/s. Allied Holdings Pvt, Lid,, New Delhi,
11. M/s. Uttar Pradesh Steels, Napa, Muzaffarnagar,
12. M/s, Balaji Industrial Products, Jaipur.

(x) An opportunity was also given to exporters, im-
porters, petitioners, Govts. of Russia, Kazakhistan and
Ukraine and other interested parties to express their views in
a public hearing held on 23rd August, 1995. The said public
hearing was attended by :

1. Therepresentatives of the petitioner domestic in-
dustry viz. M/s. Ferro Alloys Corporation
Limited.
Officials of Russian Trade Office in New Delhi,
Officials of Ministry of Foreign Economic Rela-
tions and Trade of Ukraine.
4. M/s. Sterling Alloys, Baroda on behalf of the
exporter M/s. Norcalloys SA, Luxemburg and
M/s. Norcalloys L.P., New York.
5. AllIndia Induction Furnaces Association, Delhi
(user industry).
6. M/s. Om Prakash Rakesh Kumar, New Delhi,
(importer).
7. M/s, Shiva Alloys Pvt. Ltd., New Delhi (im-
porter).

(xi) All the parties who attended the said public hear-
ing were advised to present the submissions made in the pub-
lic hearing in writing for obtaining counter comments from
the other party(ies) to the investigation and the written sub-
missions made by the parties were made available to the other
parties for their counter comments,

(xii) The Authority sought and verified information
deemed necessary for the investigation, and to this end in-
vestigations were carried out at the premises of M/s. Ferro
Alloys Corporation Limited.

(xiii) A request of the petitioner to terminate the anti-
dumping investigations against LCFC of Ukraine origin was
received by the Authority under Rule 14 supra to terminate
the investigation as to the existence, degree and effect of al-
leged dumping in relation to imports of LCFC of Ukrainian
origin.

(xiv) The authority also conducted cost investigation
and worked out optimum Cost of Production and Cost to make
and Sell LCF C in India on the basis of Generally Accepted
accounting Principles and principle of the best available in-
formation to ascertain in quantum of anti-dumping duty nec-
essary to remove the injury to the domestic industry.

(xv) The investigation covered the period from 1st
April, 1994 to 31st March, 1995,

B. PETITIONER’S VIEWS

3. The petitioner made the following submissions in
the oral hearing which have been reproduced in writing :

(A) LCFC being imported and being produced by the
domestic industry are “like articles”.

Wi

(B) “Non Market Economy” countries and as per pro-
cedure followed by Europesan Union and Government of Bra-
zil, Zimbabwe may be considered as surrogate country whose
constructed cost may be considered for Normal Value,

(C) LCFC of Russian and Kazakhistan origin is being
dumped in India at a price below its Normal Value as is evi-
denced from the Shipping Invoices/Bills of Entries for the
goods cleared through one Customs Point itself, i.e., ICD,
Tugalkhabad, and the total quantum of imports would be
substantiallly higher.

(D) The dumped imports are continuing unabated and
are causing material injury to the domestic industry, and the
petitioner has suffered both in terms of the sales quantum
and sales realisation.

(E) One of the producers in the organised sector (M/s,
Industrial Development Corporation of Orissa Ltd.) has been
forced to close its LCFC operations due to indiscriminate
dumping.

C. VIEWS OF RUSSIAN TRADE OFFICE

4. Representatives of the Russian Trade Office in India
attended the oral hearing as observers only and made a speech,
reproduced in writing also, and made the following main
observations :

(a) Starting from 1991 Russia has been implementing
a policy of transforming the State-regulated economy into
the market one, and all Russian LCFC producers have be-
come joint-stock companies,

(b) It would have been more reasonable to choose some
other country with approximately the same level of indus-
trial development and productive force, e.g. Netherlands,
UK., Germany instead of Zimbabwe for the purpose of
Normal Value determination,

(c) Complete picture with regard to imports of LCFC
import in India has not furnished by the petitioner, and only
partial date is given on certain countries,

(d) The data submitted by the petitioner gives no idea
about Cromium content (referred to as Cr. content hereinaf-
ter) taken as the basis for calculations,

(e) the petitioner has by “pure coincidence” omitted
the LCFC imports by M/s. Mukund Ltd. and M/s. Mahendra
Ugine Steel Co, (112 MT at the price of Rs. 41740 per MT
and 58 MT at the price of Rs. 35820 per MT).

(f) The petitioner holds a monopoly in production of
LCFC in the Indian market,

(g) the petition does not contain the names of the Rus-
sian exporters,

(h) The Russian export of LCFC to India is less than
one per cent of the total production volume of only one
Klyuchevsky ferro alloys Mill.

D. EXPORTER’S VIEWS

6. The major views expressed by the exporters directly
of through their agent in India are as follows :
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(a) The petitioner enjoys monopoly and has rationed
this product since the last two decades.

(b) The petitioner has not entertained dealers, who are
an integral part of the industry.

(c) LCFC being produced by the petitioner mainly has
Carbon range 0.03%, 0,05%, and 0.10% max., whereas the
imports are mainly of the grade with 0.15 Carbon content.

(d) Anti dumping duty is levied by those contries where
duty structure is low, and the Indian customs duty js almost
like an anti dumping duty.

(e) The international Ferro Chrome industry was fac-
ing slump during the investigation period.

() All material are of Russian origin and there is no
production in Kazakistan,

(g) The prices have increased in the international mar-
ket after the investigation period and even the petitioner has
increased its prices.

E. VIEWS OF IMPORTERS AND OTHER
INTERESTED PARTIES

7. Importers, All India Induction Fumaces Association
and other interested parties have expressed their views, which
are briefly as follows :

(a) The petitioner is a monopoly, and sells directly to
consumers without entertaining the traders.

(b) The international Ferro chrome market was in
slump during investigation period. The current prices are
much higher.

(c) Very little quantity of LCFC was imported in 1994-
95, and even now after reduction of custom duty the imports
are negligible,

(d) The petition has been filed with the aim of getting
the custom duty increased.

(e) The petitioner has been making huge profits in the
past.

(f) No direct import from these countries has been made,
and all such imports whose origin could be these Countries
are routed through Holland and Belgium, and therefore the
question of imposing anti dumping duty against CIS coun-
tries does not arise.

F. EXAMINATION BY AUTHORITY

8. The above submissions made by the Russian Trade
Office, exporters directly as also through their agent in India,
by the importers, petitioner and other interested parties have
been examined and considered while arriving at these find-
ings and have been dealt with at apppropriate places in these
findings.

9. In the absence of any direct response from the ex-
porters in the prescribed format, the Authority has made the
findings on the basis of the information available to it and as
per Rule 6(8) supra.

10. The Authority notes that All India Furnace Asso-
ciation circulated the plea of the petitioner to its members

vide its circular No. 22 dated 17-8-1995. The association
desired details of the calculations made by the petitioner about
its cost of production of LCFC and HCFC. The same being
confidential, were not supplied. The Authority, however, con-
firms that it has conducted a verification at the premises of
the petitioner and has worked out optimum cost of produc-
tion and cost to make and sell LCFC for the domestic indus-
try, as detailed in procedures supra.
G. LIKE ARTICLE

11. The Authority notes that LCFC being exported origi-
nating from Russia and Kazakistan has characteristics closely
resembling with the LCFC being produced by the domestic
industry, and the two are like article in accordance with Rule
2(d).

H. PRODUCT UNDER CONSIDERATION

12. Low Carbon Ferro Chrome (LCFC) is a Ferro Al-
loy required as vital input for Stainless Steel production with
very stringent specifications of Silicon, Carbon, Sulphur,
Phosphorus and Aluminium. LCF of Carbon content ranging
from 0.03% to 0.20% and Cr. content ranging from 65% to
70% is being used. LCFC is classified under custom heading
7202.49 of Schedule 1 of Indian Customs Tariff Act, 1975
and under 7202.49.00 under Indian Trade Classification
(Based on Harmonised Commodity Description and Coding
System).

L. DOMESTIC STATUS

13. The petition has been filed through Indian Ferro
Alloys Association, Bombay for and on behalf of M/s. Ferro
Alloys Corporation Limited, Hindustan Times House, 8th
Floor, 18-20 Kasturba Gandhi Marg, New Delhi-110 001
having its Registered Office at Shreeram Bhawan, Tumsar
(Maharashtra) and works at Shreeramnagar, Distt.
Vizianagaram, Andhra Pradesh. Another producer, M/s. In-
dustrial Development Corporation of Orissa, a Government
of Orissa undertaking, has since stopped the production of
LCFC. The petitioner accounts for a majority of production
of LCFC in India and hence satisfies the domestic industry
status in accordance with rule 2(b) of the Rules supra.

J. NORMAL VALUE

14. None of the exporters has furnished the informa-
tion in the prescribed proforma nor divulged the information
about domestic price of the product. Though some of the
exporters confirmed having exported LCFC to India, no in- -
formation about normal value has been provided. In view of '
the confirmation by some of the exporters having merely
transhipped the material, the Authority in accordance with
the proviso to Section 9A(1)(c) determined the normal value
with reference to its price in the country of origin.

15. The petitioner has not provided domestic prices of
LCFC in Russia and Kazakistan, pleading non-availability
of the relevant information. The petitioner has suggested treat-
ing Zimbabwe as surrogate country for determining cost of
production. It has, however, not furnished the details of the -
cost of production in Zimbabwe, pleading refusal by the"
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Zimbabwe company, M/s. Zimbabwe Alloys Limited and has
constructed vost of production based on power rates prevail-
ing in Zin babwe.

16. The Authority, during the course of investigation,
wrote to M/s. Zimbabwe Alloys Limijted, Zimbabwe directly
as also through their embassy in New Delhi, requesting de-
tails of its cost of production. The company has, whilst shar-
ing concerns over the CIS countries, refused to divulge its
cost information.

17. Russian Trade Office, whilst objecting treatment
of Russia as Non-Market Economy and attending Oral Hear-
ing as observers only, has also not supplied any information
with regard to the Normal Value.

18. The Authority has, under the circumstances, for the
purpose of this preliminary determination, worked out,Nor-
mal Value for Russia and Kazakhistan on the bagis of cost of
production constructed for Zimbabwe on the basis of the
best information available in accordance with rule 6(8) of
the Rules supra and information in India.

K. EXPORT PRICE

19. The Authority notes that the import details reported
by the importers for the purpose of custom clearances, as
compiled by DGCIS, Calcutta or other agencies (such as
Metals and Mineral Review) neither provides exporter-wise
transaction nor indicates the Chromium contents and as such
cannot be relied upon for the purpose of exporter-wise ex-
port price determination. None of the exporter to whom re-
quest was made by the Authority has made the relevant in-
formation available in the prescribed proforma and the de-
tails furnished by the importers,who have responded to the
Authority, are sufficient for the purpose of export price
determination.

20. The petitioner has furnished photocopies of some
invoices and bills of entry for imports cleared at one of the
customs ports namely ICD Tugalakhabad, though matching
bill of entries for all the invoices are not submitted.

21, M/s. Norcalloys S8.A., Luxemburg has fumnished
combined details of shipments made by Norcalloys 5.A.,
Luxemburg and Norcalloys L.P., U.S.A., though not in the
prescribed format. The same has been correlated with the in-
formation furnished by the petitioner as also some of the
importers, The details furnished by the exporter does not con-
tain details of Cr content and therefore cannot be used for
working out ex-works export price. The Authority has there-
fore, worked out CIF export price in respect of exporters on
the basis of copies of the invoices raised by these two
exporters, as furnished by the petitioner.

22. M/s. Otto Wolff HGmbH has confirmed having
exported 300 MT LCFC to India, which was purchased by
them from another German company. The exporter has, how-
ever, not furnished details of the exports made by it and, there-
fore, has not been assessed individually.

23. Derek Rapheal & Co. Ltd. an exporter has stated

+ having shipped little or no LCFC from Russia/Kazakhistan
to India. The Authority has therefore worked out CIF export

price for the exporter on the basis of evidence made avail-
able by the petitioner.

24. Since no other exporter has responded to the
Authority’s request, the Authority has worked out export price
on the basis of the copies of invoices raised during the period
of investigation viz.1st April, 1994 to 31st March,1995 by
these exporters, and furnished by the petitioner.

25. The Authority has arrived at weighted average
export price for each exporter for LCFC having average Chro-
mium content 66.1% as detailed in the paragraph relating to
comparison.

26. The CIF export price has been adjusted for insur-
ance, and ocean freight for working out FOB export price on
the basis of the best available information. The Authority notes*
that none of the exports are directly from Russia and
Kazakhistan and exports have been made through third coun-
tries. The FOB export price has, therefore, been adjusted for
5% towards commission and other incidental expenses of the
exporters on the basis of best available information.

L. COMPARISON

27. For the purpose of a fair comparison between the
normal value and export price and in accordance with Sec-
tion 9(A)(2), proviso to the explanation to Section 9(A)c) of
the Act and rule 6(8) of the Rules supra, the authority took
into account the information supplied by the petitioner, the
importers, the exporters, and the best information available
with it in the absence of any direct response in the prescribed
form and manner from the exporters, Since normal value
has been constructed on the basis of best available informa-
tion for Zimbabwe in India as brought out in above para-
graphs relating to Normal Value and considered to have th
average Cr contents of 66.1% in LCFC, for fair and unifont
comparison, the export price has been adjusted for the samé!
Cr contents. These adjusted transaction-wise exports for
which evidence was available have been used to arrive at the
weighted average export price in respect of each exporter.
Weighted average export price has been compared with Nor-
mal Value for individual exporter, The Authority has found
Normal Value, Export Price, and Dumping Margin as
follows:

Name of the Exporter Nomal Expot Dumplng
and Place Value Price Margin
(US MT) (US $/MT) (US MT)

I. Country of origln—Russin
1. Derek Raphacl & Co.

Ltd., London 1359 941.16 417.84
2. Norcalloys SA, Luxemburg 1359 807.11 551.89
3. Norcalloys LP, New York 1359 770.17  588.33
4. Socicte Anonyme Des

Minerals, Luxemburg 1359 913.58 44542
5. SYNCRET BV, Rotterdam 1359 822,49  536.51
11. Country of Origin—Kazakhistan
Societe Anonyme Des .

Minerlas Luxemburg 1359 77337  585.63
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29. The Authority notes that the Normal Value and
Export Price during the investigation period only are relevant
for deciding dumping, and the current Export Price to India
of international prices are not relevant for the purpose.

M. INJURY

30. Under Rule 11 supra, when a finding of injury is
arrived at, such finding shall involve determination of the
injury to the domestic industry, “....... taking into account all
relevant facts, including the volume of dumped imports, their
effect on prices in the domestic market for like articles and
the consequent effect of such imports on domestic producers
of such articles ......". In considering the effect of the dumped
imports on prices, it is considered necessary to examine
whether there has been a significant price undercutting by
the dumped imports as compared with the price of the like
product in India, or whether the effect of such imports is
otherwise to depress prices to a significant degree or prevent
price increases, which otherwise would have occurred, to a
significant degree.

Cumulation of Dumped Imports

The Authority examined under Annexure-II to Rule
9(2) as to whether the effect of imports originating from
Russia and Kazakhistan can be cumulatively assessed. It was
found that the products imported from each of these coun-
tries competed with sach other and with the like product pro-
duced by the Indian industry, that the volumes imported from
each country during the period under consideration were sig-
nificant and the price trends were similar and, therefore, it
was considered that imports from these countries should be
ahalysed cumulatively.

31. For the examination of the effect of dumped im-
ports on the domestic industry in India, the Authority con-
sidered such further indices having a bearing on the state of
industry as production, capacity utilisation, sales, stock, prof-
itability and net sales realisation.

() Volume and Market Share of Dumped Imports

32. Total imports of LCFC from Russia and
Kazakhistan increased from 63 MT in 1992-93 to 1264 MT
in 1993-94, and 1598 MT in 1994-95, resulting in sharp in-
crease in volume in absolute terms.

33. Market share of Russia and Kazakhistan increased
during 1993-94 and 1994-95 in relation to production and
consumption in India, as a result of increase in its volume,
and decline in the sales of the domestic industry.

(b) Production Trend and Capacity Utilisation

34. Production of LCFC of the domestic industry de-
clined by 16% in the investigation period as compared to the
previous period. Production during April, September and
October 1994 remained very low. The overall capacity
utilisation consequent to lower production has also declined
from 71.36% in 1991-92 to 49.63% in 1994-95.

(c) Sales in absolute quantity

35. Sales of the domestic industry declined by 24% in

the investigation period as compared to the previous period.

Sales during October and November 1994 have remained
lower than the average monthly sales,

(d) Selling Price Trend

36. Average realisation from sales of LCFC (exclusive
of central excise duty) to the domestic industry increased from
Rs. 54009 PMT (1993-94) to Rs. 56737 PMT in 1994-95.
The same is, however, far below the cost of production.

(e) Stock Trend

37. Stock of the finished product with the domestic in-
dustry increased to 1170 MT during investigation period as
compared to 881 MT during previous year, showing an in-
crease of about 33% in spite of decrease in production of
LCFC during the corresponding period.

(f) Profitability Trend

38. The petitioner is engaged in multi-product activi-
ties and its overall profitability position may not be represen-
tative. However, on the basis of detailed cost study conducted
by the Authority, it is found that the petitioner company is
suffering net losses from the sale of LCFC at prices much
below its cost of production.

(g) Conclusion on Injury

39. The Authority find that : (i) the imports have in-
creased in absolute terms from Russia, and Kazakhistan dur-
ing the investigation period as compared to the previous
period.

(ii) The share of Russia and Kazakhistan in the total
imports in India increased significantly during the investiga-
tion period as compared to the previous period.

(iii) The exports from Russia and Kazakhistan resulted
in price depression and forced the domestic industry to keep
its prices to unremunerative levels and prevented it from re-
covering its full cost of production.

(iv) The various indicators relating to domestic indus-
try such as Production, Capacity Utilisation, Sales Quanti-
ties, Average Sales Realisations, Profit/Loss, etc. collectively
established that the domestic industry has suffered material
injury.

40. The Authority is, thus, led to the conclusion that
the domestic industry has suffered material injury.

N. CASUAL LINK

41. In determining whether material injury to the do-
mestic industry was caused by the dumped imports, the Au-
thority took into account the following facts : (i) the imports
of the product from Russia and Kazakhistan increased in ab-
solute terms and relative to the consumption of the product
in India. The share of Russia and Kazakhistan in the total
imports also increased. As a direct consequence, the domes-
tic industry has lost its market share and inventory increased
during the investigation period in spite of reduction in capac-
ity utilisation.

(ii) The imports from Russia, Kazakhistan suppressed
the prices of the domestic industry to such an extent that the
domestic industry was prevented from recovering its full cost
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of production and earn a reasonable profit from the sales of
LCFC in India.

O.INDIAN INDUSTRY'S INTEREST

42. The purpose of anti dumping duties is in general to
eliminate dumping which is causing injury to the domestic
industry and to reestablish the situation of open and fair com-
petition on the Indian market which is in the general interest
of the country.

43 The authority confirms that it has worked out rea-
sonable selling price of LCFC in India for the domestic in-
dustry, by considering the optimum cost of production at at-
tainable level of Capacity Utilisation, to ascertain the extent
of Anti-dumping duty necessary to remove the injury to the
domestic industry.

44, Injury being caused to the petitioner from factors
other than dumping have not been considered by the
Authority while recommending the amount of Anti Dump-
ing duty necessary to remove the full extent of injury to the
petitioner.

45. The Authority notes that the system of marketing
to be adopted by an industry of a company in the industry is
at the discretion of the industry of the company, as the case
may be, within the framework of legal requirements, and the
industry or the company is not under obligation to follow a
particular system for marketing its produce or appoint deal-
ers/traders.

46, The Authority notes that petitioner can be asked to
furnish the information as is reasonably avilable with it, Nei-
ther the petitioner has deliberately ignored the fact of im-
ports made by M/s. Mukund Ltd. or M/s. Mahendra Ugine
(the same have been mentioned in the import details for 1992-
93 furnished by the petitioner), nor the petitioner has claimed
having furnished exhaustive details of the imports. The peti-
tioner itself has expressly stated having furnished details of
“...some of the imports cleared at ICD, Tugalakhbad,......
which may in no way be exhaustive....”. The Authority,
however, notes that except M/s. Norcalloys S.A. none of the
exporters have fumished information about the exports made
by them.

47. The authority notes that the identity of the Russian

exporters is not relevant for the present investigations in view-

of the acceptance of some of the exporters in accordance with
proviso to the explanation to Section 9A(1)c.

48, The Authority confirms that the imports are more
than de minimus limits.

49. The Authority notes that imports are of LCFC hav-
ing Carbon content ranging between 0.02% to 0.15% and not
0of 0.15% only.

50. The Authority confirms that it has taken into con-
sideration the level of customs duties applicable during the
investigation period.

51. The Authority notes that whilst it could be true that
the international market was in stump during the investiga-
tion period, normal value and export price during the investi-
gation period only have been considered and therefore the
factum of dumping is not affected by a slump or boom in the
international market.

52. The purpose of anti dumping duty is, as detailed in
para 42 to remove the unfair practice and not to alter the levy
of Custom Duty.

53. The Authority notes that the comparison of the
prices of High Carbon Ferro Chrome (HCFC) and LCFC is
irrelevent for the purpose of the present investigations, ex-
cept that HCFC is being used for the production of Silicon
Chrome (which in tern is being used for the production of
LCFC) by the domestic industry, which has been taken care
by the Authority while arriving at fair selling price for the
domestic industry.

P. FINDINGS

54, The Authority, accordingly, has come to the con-
clusion that ;

(i) LCFC originating from Russia and Kazakistan has
been exported to India below its normal value,

(ii) the Indian domestic industry has suffered material
injuty.

(iii) the injury has been caused by the imports orginating
from Russia and Kazakistan.

55. On the written request of the petitioner, the Au-
thority under Rule 14 supra terminated the investigation
against allegation of dumping of Ukrainan origin LCFC as--
brought out in para 2(xiii) above.

Q. DUTY

56. The authority considers it necessary to impose a
provisional anti dumping duty on imports of LCFC originat-
ing from Russia and Kazakistan in order to remove the mate-
rial injury to the domestic industry, pending final determina-
tion.

57. The Authority considered whether a duty lower than
the dumping margin would be enough to remove the injury.
For this purpose, the exporter-wise weighted average landed
price of LCFC was compared with selling price of LCFC pro-
duced by the domestic industry considered reasonable after
taking into account an optimum level of capacity utilisation,
for the period of investigation. Wherever such difference was
less than the dumping margin, lessar duty to the extent of
injury is recommended. Accordingly, the Authority, hereby
recommends imposition of provisional anti dumping duty on
imports of Low carbon Ferro Chrome falling under custom
code 720249 and originating from Russia and Kazakhistan
from the date of notification issued in this regard by Ministry
of Finance. The rate of provisional anti dumping duty
(rounded to nearest hundred rupees) are specified below :—
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EXPORTER’S NAME AMOUNT OF

DUTY
RsMT)

I. Country of Origin—Russia

1.Derck Raphael & Co. Ltd., London 10,900

2. Norcalloys SA, Luxemburg 17,400

3. Norcalloys LP, New York 18,600

4. Socicte Anonyme Des Minerals, Luxemburg 12,300

5. SYNCRET BV, Rotterdam 16,900

Exporters other than above 18,600

11. Country of Origin—XKazakhistan

1. Societe Anonyme Des Minerals Luxemburg 18,500

2. Exporters other than above 18,500
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The exporters, importers known to be concerned are
being addressed separately, who may make known their views
within 40 days from the date of this publication, and apply to
be orally heard. Any other interested party may also make
known its views to the Authority within 40 days of the date
of this notification.

T. 8. VHAYARAGHAWAN, Designated Authority
and
Addl. Secy.
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