
COMMISSION IMPLEMENTING REGULATION (EU) 2020/1686 

of 12 November 2020 

making imports of certain hot-rolled flat products of iron, non-alloy or other alloy steel originating 
in Turkey subject to registration 

THE EUROPEAN COMMISSION, 

Having regard to the Treaty on the Functioning of the European Union, 

Having regard to Regulation (EU) 2016/1036 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 8 June 2016 on protection 
against dumped imports from countries not members of the European Union (1) (‘the basic Regulation’), and in particular 
Article 14(5) thereof, 

After informing the Member States, 

Whereas: 

(1) On 14 May 2020, the European Commission (‘the Commission’) announced, by a notice published in the Official 
Journal of the European Union (2) (‘the Notice of Initiation’), the initiation of an anti-dumping proceeding (‘the anti- 
dumping proceeding’) with regard to imports into the Union of certain hot-rolled flat products of iron, non-alloy or 
other alloy steel originating in Turkey following a complaint lodged on 31 March 2020 by Eurofer (‘the 
complainant’) on behalf of producers representing more than 25 % of the total Union production of certain hot- 
rolled flat products of iron, non-alloy or other alloy steel. 

1. PRODUCT SUBJECT TO REGISTRATION 

(2) The products subject to registration (‘the product concerned’) are flat-rolled products of iron, non-alloy steel or other 
alloy steel, whether or not in coils (including ‘cut-to-length’ and ‘narrow strip’ products), not further worked than 
hot-rolled, not clad, plated or coated. These products are currently falling under CN codes 7208 10 00, 7208 25 00, 
7208 26 00, 7208 27 00, 7208 36 00, 7208 37 00, 7208 38 00, 7208 39 00, 7208 40 00, 7208 52 10, 
7208 52 99, 7208 53 10, 7208 53 90, 7208 54 00, 7211 13 00, 7211 14 00, 7211 19 00, ex 7225 19 10 (TARIC 
code 7225 19 10 90), 7225 30 90, ex 7225 40 60 (TARIC code 7225 40 60 90), 7225 40 90, ex 7226 19 10 
(TARIC code 7226 19 10 90), 7226 91 91 and 7226 91 99. The CN and TARIC codes are given for information 
only. 

(3) Not subject to registration are: (i) products of stainless steel and grain-oriented silicon electrical steel; (ii) products of 
tool steel and high-speed steel; (iii) products, not in coils, without patterns in relief, of a thickness exceeding 10 mm 
and of a width of 600 mm or more; and (iv) products, not in coils, without patterns in relief, of a thickness of 
4,75 mm or more but not exceeding 10 mm and of a width of 2 050 mm or more. 

2. REQUEST 

(4) On 17 September 2020, the complainant submitted a registration request pursuant to Article 14(5) of the basic 
Regulation. The complainant requested that imports of the product concerned be made subject to registration so 
that measures may be applied against those imports retroactively from the date of such registration. 

(5) The following interested parties submitted comments in reaction to the request: the Government of Turkey, the 
Consortium of Users (users), Colakoglu and Erdemir Groups and Habas (exporting producers), the Turkish Steel 
Exporters’ Association (‘ÇİB’) and the Turkish Steel Producers Association (‘TCUD’). 

(1) OJ L 176, 30.6.2016, p. 21. 
(2) OJ C 166, 14.5.2020, p. 9. 
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3. GROUNDS FOR REGISTRATION 

(6) According to Article 14(5) of the basic Regulation, the Commission may direct the customs authorities to take the 
appropriate steps to register imports, so that measures may subsequently be applied against those imports from the 
date of such registration, provided all conditions set out in the basic Regulation are met. Imports may be made 
subject to registration following a request from the Union industry, which contains sufficient evidence to justify 
such action. 

(7) The complainant alleged that, on the basis of the most recent available statistics, there had been a substantial rise in 
imports following the initiation of the investigation which was likely to seriously undermine the remedial effect of 
definitive duties. Moreover the complainant argued that there was a history of dumping from Turkey over an 
extended period and that importers were, or should have been, aware of the dumping practices from Turkey. 

(8) The Commission examined the request in the light of Article 10(4) of the basic Regulation. The Commission verified 
whether the importers were aware, or should have been aware, of the dumping as regards the extent of the dumping 
and the injury alleged or found. It also analysed whether there was a further substantial rise in imports which, in the 
light of its timing as well as volume and other circumstances, was likely to seriously undermine the remedial effect of 
an eventual definitive anti-dumping duty to be applied. 

3.1. Awareness of the importers of the dumping, the extent thereof and the alleged injury 

(9) At this stage, the Commission has at its disposal sufficient evidence that imports of the product concerned from 
Turkey are being dumped. The complaint provided sufficient evidence of dumping based on a comparison of the 
normal value thus established with the export price (at ex-works level) of the product concerned when sold for 
export to the Union. As a whole, and given the extent of the alleged dumping margins ranging from 4 % to 8 %, this 
evidence provided sufficient support that the exporting producers practice dumping. 

(10) The complaint also provided sufficient evidence of alleged injury to the Union industry, including a negative 
development of key performance indicators of the Union industry. 

(11) That information was contained both in the non-confidential version of the complaint and in the Notice of Initiation 
published on 14 May 2020. By its publication in the Official Journal of the European Union, the Notice of Initiation is a 
public document accessible to all importers. Furthermore, as interested parties in the investigation, importers have 
access to the non-confidential version of the complaint and the non-confidential file. Therefore, the Commission 
considered that, on this basis, importers, were aware, or should have been aware, of the dumping, the extent thereof 
and the alleged injury (3). 

(12) As stated in recital 5 several interested parties submitted comments to the request for registration. With regard to the 
first criterion, the Government of Turkey, Habas, CIB and the Colakoglu and Erdemir Groups highlighted that the 
mere initiation of an anti-dumping investigation does not automatically mean that dumping is actually taking place, 
as certain investigations (some concerning Turkey) are terminated without the imposition of duties. Rather it would 
be only a ‘one-sided allegation’. Thus, an importer cannot be aware of something (‘dumping practices’) that the 
investigation has not yet established. The Government of Turkey, Habas and CIB also contested certain additional 
evidence provided by Eurofer in the request, including the claim that the CEO of a Turkish exporting producer was 
aware of the upcoming anti-dumping investigation and the information that imports of the product concerned are 
subject to trade defence measures in third countries. Lastly, TCUD noted that some of the claims made by Eurofer 
regarding anti-dumping measures against Turkish imports of the product concerned were not truthfully described 
in the submission. In this respect, TCUD argued that one company was exempted from the US measures following a 
challenge before the relevant courts and that another third country (Morocco) removed the anti-dumping duties 
against Turkey following the ruling of a WTO panel. 

(3) See judgment of the General Court (Second Chamber) of 8 May 2019 in T-749/16, Stemcor vs European Commission, paragraph 56. 
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(13) Article 14(5) of the basic Regulation stipulates that, as of the initiation of the investigation and having informed the 
Member States in due time, the Commission may direct the customs authorities to take the appropriate steps to 
register imports, so that measures may subsequently be applied against those imports from the date of such 
registration. The main objective of registration in this case is to allow the possibility to retroactively impose 
provisional measures up to 90 days preceding their application in accordance with Article 10(4) of the basic 
Regulation. In light of this provision, the Commission cannot register imports after a provisional duty has already 
been imposed. 

(14) If, as suggested by some parties, registration is only possible after a finding of dumping has been made by an 
investigation, then by definition it could never take place prior to the imposition of provisional duties. Such 
approach would completely deprive the registration tool of its effet utile (4). Therefore, the Commission needs to take 
a decision on whether to register imports or not before any provisional duty is in place. In this respect the 
Commission noted that at the stage when the complainant filed the request for registration the best information 
available was that of the complaint, on the basis of which, as provided in the Notice of Initiation, the Commission 
initiated the anti-dumping investigation, and which indicated the existence of evidence tending to show injurious 
dumping. Therefore, the Commission rejected these claims as unfounded. Moreover, in view of this finding, the 
Commission did not need to assess the additional evidence referred to above regarding imports of the Turkish 
exporting producers to third countries and the related arguments. 

(15) The Commission thus concluded that the first criterion for registration was met. 

3.2. Further substantial rise in imports 

(16) The Commission analysed this criterion based on the statistical data for the product concerned available in the 
Surveillance 2 database. For assessing whether a further substantial increase had taken place since the initiation of 
the investigation, the Commission first defined the periods of time to be compared. On the one hand, it assessed the 
import data from Turkey following the initiation of the anti-dumping investigation (i.e. the point in time as of when 
importers were aware, or should have been aware, of dumping practices) until the most recent period, i.e. the period 
June-mid-October 2020. On the other hand, the Commission calculated Turkish imports for the same period during 
the investigation period (5) (i.e. June-mid-October 2019) and the monthly average import volumes in the full 
investigation period. 

(17) The Commission considered that, in this case, a comparison between the post-initiation average monthly import 
volumes with the average monthly Turkish import volumes in the entire investigation period would not be 
sufficient to assess whether there was a substantial increase in imports in view of the market developments and 
stockpiling effect derived from the ongoing safeguard measures affecting the product concerned. Thus, the 
Commission considered it appropriate to base its determination on the comparison between the post-initiation 
average monthly import volumes with the same period in the investigation period in order to better reflect the 
potential influence of the ongoing safeguard measures on the behaviour of import flows from Turkey in the period 
assessed (6). Comparing the post-initiation import volumes with import volumes in the same period of the previous 
year would, in addition, take due account of possible seasonality effects, if any (7). 

(18) Regarding the influence of the safeguard measures on the Turkish import flows, the Commission noted that 
throughout the whole year 2019 (the investigation period), Turkey’s imports of the product concerned were 
affected by numerous adjustments to the functioning of the safeguard measures that impacted the export behaviour 
from Turkey. 

(4) See judgment of the General Court (Second Chamber) of 8 May 2019 in T-749/16, Stemcor vs European Commission, paragraph 33. 
(5) The investigation period (IP) covered the period from 1 January 2019 to 31 December 2019. 
(6) Imports from Turkey of the product concerned are subject to safeguard measures since mid-July 2018 (under product category 1). 

Tariff-Rate Quota’s (‘TRQs’) under the safeguard measures are administered quarterly. Therefore, by comparing the same periods, the 
trend will be less impacted by the numerous changes to the TRQ administration that took place throughout the investigation period 
which is a full year (2019), as Turkey was subject to three different regimes under the TRQ administration system in the course of the 
year 2019. 

(7) The Commission noted that for the product concerned, the summer period shows consistently a decline in consumption as compared 
to the period prior to it. The periods used by the Commission in this case would thus remove any distortion as far as possible 
seasonality effects are concerned. 
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(19) First, January 2019, by far the best-performing month of Turkish imports of the product concerned, coincided with 
the last month of provisional safeguard measures. In this respect, there was uncertainty in the market as to the shape 
definitive measures would take. The Commission noted that any volume of free-of-duty Tariff-Rate Quota (‘TRQ’) 
not sold by the end of that month would not have been carried over to the next period, i.e. volumes of free-of-duty 
TRQ would have been ‘lost’. A similar situation, i.e. last month(s) prior to a new period of the measures, occurred in 
the quarter February-March 2019. Second, in February, April, July and October of the year 2019 there were 
openings of new free-of-duty TRQ batches. Under the safeguard measures on certain steel products, every opening 
of TRQ has generally lead to large volumes being imported in the early stages of each of the quarters. Last, the 
Commission announced in August 2019, in the framework of the first review investigation of the steel safeguard 
measures, that it would make Turkish imports of the product concerned subject to a 30 % cap over the TRQ 
available under the relevant product category, thus also leading to an increase in imports ahead of such change in 
the TRQ administration. 

(20) The Commission further highlighted that the above events impacted the flow of import volumes as shown in the 
statistics. Notably, the months of January, March and September rank first, second and fourth in terms of volumes 
exported monthly by Turkey in 2019 (in some cases being substantially higher than any other month in that 
year) (8). Hence the Commission concluded that all these regulatory actions in the framework of the steel safeguard 
measures influenced significantly the behaviour of market operators and the trend of import flows across the year. 

(21) The situation in a substantially shorter period (between June and mid-October) was less affected by regulatory 
changes in the management of the TRQs. Thus, the Commission compared the monthly average Turkish import 
volume in the period June-mid-October 2020 with the monthly average volume of imports in the same period of 
the preceding year, 2019. 

(22) The comparison shows that the monthly average import volume from Turkey in this period increased by 6 %.                                                              

Import volumes 
(monthly average) 

Investigation 
period (2019) 

June – mid- 
October 2019 

June- mid-October 
2020 

Delta 

June- mid-October 
2020 vs 

investigation 
period 

June- mid-October 
2020 vs June- mid- 

October 2019 (1) 

Turkey (tonnes) 227 875 164 897 174 986 -23 % +6 % 

(1) This comparison is considered more appropriate, see recitals 17 to 21 above.    

Source: Surveillance 2 database. 

(23) The Commission further examined the import trends in the selected period and the respective period within the 
investigation period in order to determine whether that 6 % increase constituted a substantial increase in imports in 
this case. In particular, the Commission observed that negligible import volumes from Turkey took place in the 
month of September 2020. Such exceptionally low volume of imports was largely due to the fact that under the 
steel safeguard measures, Turkey had virtually exhausted its country-specific TRQ in that month in product 
category 1 (where the product concerned belongs) and therefore it would have been only able to export any 
meaningful amounts of the product concerned subject to a 25 % duty (9). This exceptionally low import volume in 
September 2020 reduced to a large extent the monthly average import volumes in the relevant period chosen by 
the Commission to carry out the comparison (June-mid-October 2020). At the same time, the Commission noted 
that precisely in the same month of the preceding year, in September 2019, there was a very high volume of 
imports due to the fact that in October 2019 the adjustments following the first review investigation of the 
safeguard measures would take effect. Therefore, in anticipation of this event, Turkish producers exported very large 
amounts during the month of September 2019. 

(24) In light of the considerations in the previous recital, the Commission considered that the imports of the months of 
September of, respectively 2019 and 2020 were not representative and assessed also the import levels without 
including that month in both years. Such comparison confirmed that the increases of import volumes in 
comparison with the same months during the investigation period had been very significant. For example, when 
comparing the period June-August in 2020 and the same period in 2019 there was an increase by 44 %. A 

(8) In fact, the average import volumes in these months is more than twice the average import volumes of the remaining nine months in 
the year 2019. 

(9) Until the next country-specific TRQ batch was available. 
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significant increase by 49 % would also take place when comparing the period June-mid-October 2020 with the 
same period in 2019, in the absence of the month of September. In light of these considerations, the Commission 
concluded that the increase of imports in this case is substantial. 

(25) Regarding this criterion, the Government of Turkey, Habas, CIB, the Colakoglu and Erdemir Groups and the 
Consortium of HRFS users contested the period proposed by the complainant to assess whether a substantial rise in 
imports took place. Instead, these parties proposed different periods to carry out such comparison that in their view 
would show that this criterion was not met. Habas and the Consortium of HRFS users suggested that comparing on a 
quarterly basis the same periods of 2019 and the first half of 2020, i.e. the first two quarters of each year, would 
show a decrease in imports. CIB and the Colakoglu and Erdemir Groups argued that the period chosen by Eurofer, 
namely June-July 2020, was too short, and thus not representative. Moreover, CIB and the Consortium of HRFS 
users alleged that the reasons for any increase in imports would have nevertheless been the consequence of the 
relaxation of the lockdown measures in the Union related to the COVID-19 pandemic, which coincided with the 
early stages of the post-initiation period. CIB argued that the Commission must compare the volume of imports 
that occurred after initiation of the investigation with the volume of imports that occurred during the investigation 
period. This party further argued that Turkey’s imports would have shown a steady decline in January-May 2020 
and that in the months of June and July 2020, they would have just increased to return to ‘their normal level’. 
Moreover, CIB concluded that the Commission should disregard the post-initiation data of June 2020 because of 
the impact of the alleged particular ‘post-quarantine’ situation. In such case the comparison with the monthly 
average in the investigation period would show an increase of 12 %, which could not qualify as ‘further substantial 
increase’, but rather as a ‘very modest’ increase. Other parties proposed to assess the import trends in the first seven 
months (January-July) of the periods 2017-2020, the import trends throughout the years 2017 to 2020 
(annualised) (10), the monthly average in the years 2018 and 2019 with the monthly average in the period January- 
July 2020, the monthly average of the period January-July 2018 and 2019 with the same period in the year 2020, 
and the monthly average in the investigation period with the import volume in the month of July 2020 (11), to show 
that there would have been a decline in imports. The Colakoglu and Erdemir Groups also took issue with the fact 
that the request did not include any import data between the end of the investigation period and the initiation of 
the investigation, despite the time lapsed between the two. 

(26) Furthermore, the Consortium of HRFS users additionally claimed that registration would reduce the level of imports 
and cause a shortage of supply which would be threatening the operations of certain users’ production facilities 
established in the Union. This would allegedly disrupt the market and cause irreparable damage to independent 
users of the product concerned. 

(27) All interested parties that reacted to the registration request from Eurofer concurred in arguing that because of the 
impact of the steel safeguard measures on Turkey, it would not be able to rise further its exports in the coming 
months (i.e. those prior to the imposition of provisional anti-dumping measures), and that therefore the 
Commission should disregard the request for registration. 

(28) With regard to the different periods proposed by the parties, the Commission refers to the reasoning and 
explanations it laid out in section 3.2 above. Nevertheless, there are a number of claims in this respect that warrant 
a specific rebuttal. In the first place, the Commission notes that while it usually also compares the monthly average 
imports of a post-initiation period with the average import levels in the investigation period, such comparison may 
not always be appropriate. In this case, the Commission has found and explained in recitals 16 to 20 above that, in 
view of the particular market circumstances with regard to the imports under investigation, using the average 
imports of the year 2019 is not the most appropriate basis for comparison. 

(29) Second, the Commission notes that one of the proposals referred to trends from a period prior to the initiation of 
the anti-dumping investigation. This would be inconsistent with the finding that the awareness of dumping 
practices from Turkey stems from the publication of the Notice of Initiation. Thus, the trend in imports from a 
period prior to the point where an importer could have been aware of the existence of dumping, is not to be taken 
into consideration for assessing the merits of a registration request. 

(10) Consortium of HRFS users. 
(11) Colakoglu and Erdemir Groups. 
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(30) Third, the Commission further notes that, while Eurofer’s request constitutes the starting point for the analysis, the 
Commission nevertheless also has to carry out a comprehensive analysis of its own. In this regard, the Commission 
has at its disposal a set of data for a more recent period than that provided by Eurofer in the request (namely, until 
mid-October 2020) (12). Moreover, the Commission also deemed it more appropriate to compare this set of data 
with the same period in the investigation period, for the reasons developed above. 

(31) Thus, the Commission does not consider that the different proposals have shown any compelling reasons that would 
render them more apt to assess the import trends than that developed in section 3.2. Therefore, the Commission 
rejected these claims. 

(32) Regarding the claims that because of the safeguard measures in place, there would in any event be no risk of a further 
substantial rise in imports, the Commission disagreed for the following reasons. 

(33) First, the registration does not prejudge a decision on retroactive collection of the provisional anti-dumping duties. 
Whether safeguards measures will prevent an increase of imports until the imposition of provisional measures 
should be assessed in the context of a possible retroactive collection of duties (13). 

(34) In any event, the Commission acknowledges that, as a result of the changes introduced by the safeguard measures as 
of 1 July 2020, Turkey has become subject to a country-specific TRQ whose quarterly volumes are set out in Annex 
II of Commission Implementing Regulation (EU) 2020/894 (14). If these volumes are exhausted, Turkey is 
nevertheless still allowed to continue exporting into the Union (15). 

(35) However, the Commission does not agree that this fact alone would automatically prevent Turkish imports from 
rising substantially before the imposition of provisional anti-dumping duties, if any. This is so because by the time 
provisional duties may be imposed at the latest, this is by mid-January 2021, two batches of free-of-duty country- 
specific TRQ would have been released for Turkey (16). Moreover, any eventual comparison between import 
volumes to assess whether retroactive collection of duties is warranted could also cover a period prior to that when 
Turkey became subject to a country-specific TRQ as explained in recitals 18 and 19 above. Therefore, at this stage, 
there is no evidence that the overall volumes that Turkey could export free-of-duty (and under the 25 % duty) until 
an eventual imposition of provisional anti-dumping measures could not qualify as a further substantial rise. The 
Commission will any event only be able to conclude on this matter in case definitive anti-dumping duties were 
imposed at the end of the ongoing investigation. 

(36) Therefore the Commission rejects the claims that because of the safeguard measures in place a further substantial rise 
in imports should be ruled out. 

(37) Lastly, the Commission notes that the comment made by the Consortium of users regarding the impact of 
registration on the supply of the product concerned and on independent users does not fall under the legal 
requirements that are to be assessed when deciding on the registration of imports. Therefore the Commission does 
not address it at this stage of the proceeding. 

(38) In view of the above considerations, the Commission found that the second criterion for registration was also met. 

3.3. Undermining of the remedial effect of the duty 

(39) The Commission has at its disposal sufficient evidence that additional injury would be caused by a continued rise in 
imports from Turkey at further decreasing prices. 

(40) As established in section 3.2 there is sufficient evidence of a substantial rise in imports of the product concerned. 

(12) Eurofer’s request for registration only considered data for the months of June and July 2020. 
(13) This is, when the import data for the relevant period to be assessed for determining whether a retroactive collection of duties is 

warranted or not, is available. 
(14) Commission Implementing Regulation (EU) 2020/894 of 29 June 2020 amending Implementing Regulation (EU) 2019/159 

imposing definitive safeguard measures against imports of certain steel products (OJ L 206, 30.6.2020, p. 27). 
(15) Subject to a 25 % duty until the opening of the next batch of TRQs in the next quarter. 
(16) Those corresponding to the quarters October-December 2020 and January-March 2021 respectively. 
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(41) In addition, there is evidence of a decreasing trend in the import prices of the product concerned. In this regard 
import prices from Turkey into the Union in the period June-mid-October 2020 have decreased, on average, by 
13 % when compared to the same period in 2019 and by 14 % when compared to the monthly average in the 
investigation period.                                                              

Period IP (2019) June- mid-October 
2019 

June-mid-October 
2020 

Delta 

June- mid-October 
2020 vs IP 

June- mid-October 
2020 vs June- mid- 

October 2019 

Average Unit 
price 

(EUR/tonne) 

493 488 422 -14 % -13 %    

Source: Surveillance 2 database. 

(42) The further rise in imports following the initiation of the case is thus likely, in light of its timing, volume and other 
circumstances, such as the pricing behaviour of exporting producers, to seriously undermine the remedial effect of 
any definitive duty, unless such duty would be applied retroactively. 

(43) The Commission therefore concluded that the third criterion for registration was also met. 

4. PROCEDURE 

(44) The Commission has concluded that there is sufficient evidence to justify making imports of the product concerned 
subject to registration in accordance with Article 14(5) of the basic anti-dumping Regulation. 

(45) All interested parties are invited to make their views known in writing and to provide supporting evidence. The 
Commission may hear interested parties, provided that they make a request in writing and show that there are 
particular reasons why they should be heard. 

5. REGISTRATION 

(46) Under Article 14(5) of the basic Regulation imports of the product concerned should be made subject to registration 
for the purpose of ensuring that, should the investigation result in findings leading to the imposition of anti- 
dumping duties, those duties can, if the necessary conditions are fulfilled, be levied retroactively on the registered 
imports in accordance with the applicable legal provisions. 

(47) Any future liability would emanate from the findings of the anti-dumping investigation. 

(48) The allegations in the complaint resulting in the initiation of an anti-dumping investigation estimate dumping 
margins from 4 % to 8 % and injury elimination levels ranging from 10 % to 25 % for the product concerned. The 
amount of possible future liability can be estimated at the level of the highest dumping margin estimated on the 
basis of the complaint, namely 8 % as a proportion of the CIF import value of the product concerned. 

6. PROCESSING OF PERSONAL DATA 

(49) Any personal data collected in the context of this registration will be treated in accordance with Regulation (EU) 
2018/1725 of the European Parliament and of the Council (17), 

(17) Regulation (EU) 2018/1725 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 23 October 2018 on the protection of natural persons 
with regard to the processing of personal data by the Union institutions, bodies, offices and agencies and on the free movement of 
such data, and repealing Regulation (EC) No 45/2001 and Decision No 1247/2002/EC (OJ L 295, 21.11.2018, p. 39). 
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HAS ADOPTED THIS REGULATION: 

Article 1 

1. The customs authorities are hereby directed, pursuant to Article 14(5) of Regulation (EU) 2016/1036, to take the 
appropriate steps to register imports into the Union of flat-rolled products of iron, non-alloy steel or other alloy steel, 
whether or not in coils (including ‘cut-to-length’ and ‘narrow strip’ products), not further worked than hot-rolled, not clad, 
plated or coated. These products are currently falling under CN codes 7208 10 00, 7208 25 00, 7208 26 00, 7208 27 00, 
7208 36 00, 7208 37 00, 7208 38 00, 7208 39 00, 7208 40 00, 7208 52 10, 7208 52 99, 7208 53 10, 7208 53 90, 
7208 54 00, 7211 13 00, 7211 14 00, 7211 19 00, ex 7225 19 10 (TARIC code 7225 19 10 90), 7225 30 90, 
ex 7225 40 60 (TARIC code 7225 40 60 90), 7225 40 90, ex 7226 19 10 (TARIC code 7226 19 10 90), 7226 91 91 and 
7226 91 99 and originating in Turkey. 

2. Registration shall expire nine months following the date of entry into force of this Regulation. 

3. All interested parties are invited to make their views known in writing, to provide supporting evidence or to request 
to be heard within 21 days from the date of publication of this Regulation. 

Article 2 

This Regulation shall enter into force on the day following that of its publication in the Official Journal of the European Union. 

This Regulation shall be binding in its entirety and directly applicable in all Member States. 

Done at Brussels, 12 November 2020.  

For the Commission 
The President 

Ursula VON DER LEYEN     
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