PUBLIC VERSION

Nimet response to submission to Milltech’ s public response dated 02.08.2016

Dear Ryan,

Nimet has taken note of the responses provided by Milltech to the two Submissions placed by the
European Commision and by Nimet.

Nimet would further like to place its own responses:
Sharing of the same customers.

Milltech states that: Nimet has argued the lack of common customers noted by the ADC as a reason
why they have not caused injuiry to Milltech through dumping.

However, Milltech sustained that the injuiry was caused indirectly by the competition that survains
between Nimet products and Milltech products in the end users purchase. At this point we are
talking about 3 aspects:

- competition level at the end of the link of the chain
- a supply chain who’s dimension is practically imposible to be determined;

- and comparing final price values, who’s level can be different depending on each added values
position (distributors, wholesaler, sales agents own margins).

»Indirect” is a small word to use in this comparison as it is unlikely to be able to compare the effects
of each of us as producers at this level.

Moreover, Nimet would like to ask the Commision to consider Annex 1.1 and 1.2= where we are
asked ti in quoting supporting therefore the same conclusion that was obvious in the SEF and
Issues of the ADC ( Figure 3, page 5 from the Issues Paper) and sustained by the European Commision
as well, that when increasing their market share, the Romanian Exporters absorbed from that of
,other countries”i

Therefore, it is clearly demonstrated that Nimet did not take part in any way in Milltech price
depression and suppresion by the fact that Nimet followed a niche sector selling a different product
to its different customer ( not shared with Milltech) used for a different application than Milltech end
users.

Like Goods.

Milltech sustained in its reponse that the 38MnVS6 was offered by Nimet to the Australian
customers.

The Commision is asked to consider the Annex 1.1, 1.2 where the customer is requiring specifically
the compliance with 38MnVS6 steel grade as part of the customer specification or as an alternative
with 4140 steel grade. This comes after the customer concludes that 1045 is unfit for his application

( this being the first option quoted to the customer) (Annex 1.1, 1.2).

Milltech referes also to the equivalence between 38MnVS6 and 1045 grade as per the American Iron
and Steel Institute.
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However, the SEF clearly shows that if any comparision can be made, this should be made between

38MnVS6 and 10V45.

We further add the chemical composition comparison between 1045 and 38MnVS6 as per Milltech
and Nimet technical charts ( Annex 3, 4)

Chemical composition (% by weight) C Si Mn P S Vv
Milltech 1045 0,43-0,5 0,1-0,35 0,6-0,9 0,04 max. 0,04 max. -
Nimet 38MnVS6 (AISI10V45) 0,34-0,41 0,15-0,8 1,2-1,6 0,025 max. 0,02-0,06 | 0,08-0,2

Moreover, the ADC acknowledges within the SEF that 38MnVS6 has different chemical composition
and physical properties to grade 1045 and end users would not substitute one grade of chrome bar

with another.

We thank to the Commision for retaking into consideration the above arguments into the final

report.






