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notification of return/destruction of
APO materials or conversion to judicial
protective order is hereby requested.
Failure to comply with the regulations
and the terms of an APO is a
sanctionable violation.

These final results of administrative
review are issued and published in
accordance with sections 751(a)(1) and
777(1)(1) of the Act (19 U.S.C. 1675(a)(1)
and 19 U.S.C. 1677f(i)(1)).

Dated: March 21, 2003.
Joseph A. Spetrini,

Assistant Secretary for Import
Administration.

[FR Doc. 03-7361 Filed 3—26—03; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 3510-DS-P

DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE

International Trade Administration
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Certain Pasta From ltaly: Extension of
Preliminary Results of 2001/2002
Antidumping Duty Administrative
Reviews

AGENCY: Import Administration,
International Trade Administration,
Department of Commerce.

EFFECTIVE DATE: March 27, 2003.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Alicia Kinsey at (202) 482—4793, Office
of AD/CVD Enforcement VI, Group 1I,
Import Administration, International
Trade Administration, U.S. Department
of Commerce, 14th Street and
Constitution Ave, NW., Washington, DC
20230.

TIME LIMITS:

Statutory Time Limits

Section 751(a)(3)(A) of the Tariff Act
of 1930, as amended (the Act), requires
the Department to issue the preliminary
results of a review within 245 days after
the last day of the anniversary month of
an order/finding for which a review is
requested and the final results within
120 days after the date on which the
preliminary results are published.
However, if it is not practicable to
complete the review within that time
period, section 751(a)(3)(A) of the Act
allows the Department to extend the
time limit for the preliminary results to
a maximum of 365 days and for the final
results to 180 days (or 300 days if the
Department does not extend the time
limit for the preliminary results) from
the date of the publication of the
preliminary results.

Background

On August 27, 2002, the Department
published a notice of initiation of the

administrative reviews of the
antidumping duty orders on certain
pasta from Italy, covering the period
July 1, 2001, to June 30, 2002 (67 FR
55002). The preliminary results are
currently due no later than April 2,
2003.

Extension of Preliminary Results of
Reviews

We determine that it is not practicable
to complete the preliminary results of
these reviews within the original time
limits. Therefore, we are extending the
time limits for completion of the
preliminary results until no later than
July 31, 2003. See Extension of Time
Limits for the Preliminary Results
Memorandum from Melissa Skinner,
Director of Office VI, to Gary S.
Taverman, Acting Deputy Assistant
Secretary, dated March 20, 2003, which
is on file in the Central Records Unit, B—
099 of the main Commerce Building. We
intend to issue the final results no later
than 120 days after the publication of
the notice of preliminary results of these
reviews.

This extension is in accordance with
section 751(a)(3)(A) of the Act.

Dated: March 20, 2003.
Gary S. Taverman,

Acting Deputy Assistant Secretary, Import
Administration.

[FR Doc. 03-7362 Filed 3—26—03; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 3510-DS-P

DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE

International Trade Administration
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Sebacic Acid From the People’s
Republic of China: Notice of
Preliminary Results of Changed
Circumstances Review and Preliminary
Intent Not To Revoke the Antidumping
Duty Order

AGENCY: Import Administration,
International Trade Administration,
Department of Commerce.

EFFECTIVE DATE: March 27, 2003.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Mike Strollo or Gregory E. Kalbaugh at
(202) 482-0629 or (202) 482—3693,
respectively, Office of AD/CVD
Enforcement, Office 2, Import
Administration, International Trade
Administration, U.S. Department of
Commerce, 14th Street and Constitution
Avenue, NW., Washington, DC 20230.
SUMMARY: On January 10, 2003, in
response to a request by Moreflex, Inc.,
a U.S. importer of subject merchandise
and an interested party in this
proceeding, the Department of

Commerce initiated a changed
circumstances review to consider
revocation of the antidumping duty
order on sebacic acid from the People’s
Republic of China.

We preliminarily determine that there
is no reasonable basis to believe that
changed circumstances sufficient to
warrant revocation exist because
interested parties have expressed
interest in maintaining the antidumping
duty order, and there are no grounds for
assuming that revocation of the order is
supported by “substantially all” of the
domestic producers of the like product.
Consequently, we preliminarily do not
intend to revoke the order on sebacic
acid from the People’s Republic of
China. Interested parties are invited to
comment on these preliminary results.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:

Background

On July 14, 1994, the Department
published in the Federal Register the
antidumping duty order on sebacic acid
from the People’s Republic of China
(PRC). See Antidumping Duty Order:
Sebacic Acid From the People’s
Republic of China, 59 FR 35909 (July 14,
1994). On November 26, 2002, Morflex,
Inc. (Morflex), a U.S. importer of subject
merchandise and an interested party in
this proceeding, requested that the
Department revoke the antidumping
duty order on sebacic acid from the PRC
through a changed circumstances
review. According to Morflex, Arizona
Chemical Corporation (ACC), a domestic
producer of sebacic acid, intended to
cease production of sebacic acid in the
United States at the end of November
2002. ACC asserts that it is the
successor-in-interest to the original
petitioner in this proceeding, Union
Camp Corporation. In addition, on
September 25, 2002, prior to Morflex’s
request, ACC notified the Department
that it intended to cease production of
sebacic acid no later than December 31,
2002.

Based on the information submitted
by Morflex and ACC, the Department
determined that there was sufficient
evidence of changed circumstances to
warrant a review under section 751(b)(1)
of the Tariff Act of 1930, as amended
(the Act), and 19 CFR 351.222(g) and
351.216, and consequently, we initiated
a changed circumstances review on
January 10, 2003. See Sebacic Acid from
the People’s Republic of China: Notice
of Initiation of Changed Circumstances
Review and Consideration of Revocation
of the Antidumping Duty Order, 68 FR
2315-01 (January 16, 2003) (Initiation
Notice). In the Initiation Notice, we
stated that the Department would
consider whether there is interest in
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continuing the order on the part of the
U.S. industry, and we invited comments
from interested parties. We also stated
that the Department would publish in
the Federal Register a notice of
preliminary results of changed
circumstances review, in accordance
with 19 CFR 351.221(c)(3)(i), prior to
the issuance of the final results.

Since the Department’s notice of
initiation of this review, the following
events have occurred. On January 13,
2003, the Department issued
questionnaires to ACC and an additional
U.S. producer of sebacic acid, CasChem
Inc. (CasChem), seeking to determine
whether producers accounting for
substantially all of the production of the
domestic like product to which the
order pertains have expressed a lack of
interest in the order.

On January 26, 2003, we received a
submission from SST Materials, Inc.,
doing business as Genesis Chemicals,
Inc. (Genesis), a domestic manufacturer
and distributor of sebacic acid, which
indicated that Genesis opposes
revocation of the antidumping duty
order. On January 28, 2003, the
Department issued a follow-up
questionnaire to Genesis.

On January 31, 2003, ACC submitted
a response to the Department’s
questionnaire, in which it indicated that
its production of sebacic acid ceased on
December 19, 2002. However, ACC
noted that it opposes the revocation of
the antidumping duty order since it has
facilities, employees, and resources in
place for the purpose of selling its
remaining inventory of sebacic acid.

On February 5, 2003, the Department
received comments opposing the
revocation of the antidumping duty
order from both Genesis and ICC
Chemical Corporation (ICC), a U.S.
importer of sebacic acid from the PRC.

On February 11, 2003, we received
additional information from Genesis in
which Genesis indicated that it began
domestic production of sebacic acid late
in 2002, and currently accounts for all
new domestic sebacic acid production.
CasChem did not respond to the
Department’s questionnaire.?

Scope of the Review

The products covered by this review
are all grades of sebacic acid, a
dicarboxylic acid with the formula

1ACC, ICC, and Genesis each placed on the
record an article from the trade journal “Chemical
Market Reporter,” dated January 20, 2003, which
indicated that: (1) ACC and CasChem had been the
only domestic producers of sebacic acid but both
ceased domestic production of sebacic acid in
December 2002; (2) Genesis began producing
sebacic acid in December 2002; and (3) Genesis, as
of January 2003, was the sole domestic producer of
sebacic acid.

(CH2)s(COOH)2, which include but are
not limited to CP Grade (500ppm
maximum ash, 25 maximum APHA
color), Purified Grade (1000ppm
maximum ash, 50 maximum APHA
color), and Nylon Grade (500ppm
maximum ash, 70 maximum ICV color).
The principal difference between the
grades is the quantity of ash and color.
Sebacic acid contains a minimum of 85
percent dibasic acids of which the
predominant species is the Cio dibasic
acid. Sebacic acid is sold generally as a
free-flowing powder/flake.

Sebacic acid has numerous industrial
uses, including the production of nylon
6/10 (a polymer used for paintbrush and
toothbrush bristles and paper machine
felts), plasticizers, esters, automotive
coolants, polyamides, polyester castings
and films, inks and adhesives,
lubricants, and polyurethane castings
and coatings.

Sebacic acid is currently classifiable
under subheading 2917.13.00.30 of the
Harmonized Tariff Schedule of the
United States (HTSUS). Although the
HTSUS subheading is provided for
convenience and customs purposes, our
written description of the scope of this
proceeding is dispositive.

Analysis

Pursuant to section 751(d) of the Act,
the Department may revoke an
antidumping duty order based on a
review under section 751(b) of the Act.
Section 782(h)(2) of the Act and 19 CFR
351.222(g)(1)(i) provide that the
Department may revoke an order, in
whole or in part, based on changed
circumstances if ““(p)roducers
accounting for substantially all of the
production of the domestic like product
to which the order (or the part of the
order to be revoked) * * * have
expressed a lack of interest in the order,
in whole or in part * * * In this
context, the Department has interpreted
“substantially all” production normally
to mean at least 85 percent of domestic
production of the like product (see Oil
Country Tubular Goods From Mexico:
Preliminary Results of Changed
Circumstances Antidumping Duty
Administrative Review, 64 FR 14213,
14214 (March 24, 1999)).

In order to determine whether
“substantially all” of the domestic
producers supported revocation of the
order with respect to the merchandise in
question, we solicited comments from
all known domestic producers of
sebacic acid. See Initiation Notice. As
noted above, we received objections
from ACC and Genesis.2 We note that

2While we did receive objections from ICC,
pursuant to 782(h)(2) of the Act, only objections

because ACC and CasChem no longer
produce sebacic acid, they are no longer
considered “‘interested parties”
pursuant to section 771(9)(C) of the Act.
Nonetheless, Moreflex’s submission
contains no evidence indicating that at
least 85 percent of the domestic
industry of the like product has no
interest in the continuance of the order
with respect to the merchandise in
question. Given that Genesis objects to
the revocation of the antidumping duty
order, and has indicated that it
comprises the universe of domestic
sebacic acid producers, we have
preliminarily determined that there are
no grounds for concluding that at least
85 percent of the domestic industry has
expressed a lack of interest in
maintaining the order.

Notice of Intent Not To Revoke the
Antidumping Duty Order

Under the definition of “substantially
all,” as indicated above, there are no
grounds for assuming that revocation of
the order is supported by “substantially
all” of the domestic producers of the
like product. As a result, we
preliminarily determine that changed
circumstances sufficient to warrant
revocation of the antidumping duty
order on sebacic acid from the PRC do
not exist. The current requirements for
the cash deposit of estimated
antidumping duties on the subject
merchandise will remain in effect until
the publication of the final results of
this review. Parties wishing to comment
on these results must submit briefs to
the Department within 30 days after the
publication of this notice in the Federal
Register. Parties will have five days
subsequent to this due date to submit
rebuttal briefs. Parties who submit
comments or rebuttal briefs in this
proceeding are requested to submit with
the argument: (1) A statement of the
issue, and (2) a brief summary of the
argument (no longer than five pages,
including footnotes). Any requests for
hearing must be filed within 30 days of
the publication of this notice in the
Federal Register. In accordance with 19
CFR 351.216(e), the Department will
issue its final results of review within
270 days after the date on which the
changed circumstances review was
initiated (i.e., no later than October 7,
2003).

This notice is published in
accordance with sections 751(b)(1) and
(d) and 777(i) of the Act, and with 19
CFR 351.221(c)(3).

from producers of domestic like product are
considered when the Department makes a
determination of whether there is interest in
maintaining the order.
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Dated: March 20, 2003.
Joseph A. Spetrini,

Acting Assistant Secretary for Import
Administration.

[FR Doc. 03-7363 Filed 3—26—03; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 3510-DS—P

DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE

International Trade Administration
[A-122-838]

Initiation of Antidumping Duty
Changed Circumstances Review:
Certain Softwood Lumber Products
From Canada

AGENCY: Import Administration,
International Trade Administration,
Department of Commerce.

EFFECTIVE DATE: March 27, 2003.
ACTION: Notice of initiation of changed
circumstances review.

SUMMARY: In accordance with 19 CFR
351.216(b) (2002), Monterra Lumber
Mills Limited (Monterra), a Canadian
producer of softwood lumber products
and an interested party in this
proceeding, filed a request for a changed
circumstances review of the
antidumping duty order on certain
softwood lumber products from Canada,
as described below. In response to this
request, the Department of Commerce
(the Department) is initiating a changed
circumstances review of the
antidumping order on certain softwood
lumber from Canada.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Keith Nickerson or Constance Handley,
at (202) 482-3813 or (202) 482—-0631,
respectively; Import Administration,
International Trade Administration,
U.S. Department of Commerce, 14th
Street and Constitution Avenue NW.,
Washington, DC 20230.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: As a result
of the antidumping duty order issued
following the completion of the less-
than-fair-value investigation of certain
softwood lumber products from Canada,
imports of softwood lumber from
Monterra, a subsidiary of respondent
company Weyerhauser Company
Limited (Weyerhauser), became subject
to a cash deposit rate of 12.39 percent
(see Notice of Amended Final
Determination of Sales at Less Than Fair
Value and Antidumping Order: Certain
Softwood Lumber Products from Canada
67 FR 36068 (May 22, 2002)). On
February 4, 2003, Monterra notified the
Department that effective December 23,
2002, Weyerhauser sold its interest in
Monterra to 1554545 Ontario, Inc., a
wholly owned subsidiary of Tercamm

Corp., a privately owned Canadian
investment company. As a result,
Monterra is requesting that, effective
December 23, 2002, it be subject to the
“All Others” cash deposit rate of 8.43
percent, rather than Weyerhauser’s
12.39 percent rate.

Scope of the Order

The products covered by this order
are softwood lumber, flooring and
siding (softwood lumber products).
Softwood lumber products include all
products classified under headings
4407.1000, 4409.1010, 4409.1090, and
4409.1020, respectively, of the
Harmonized Tariff Schedule of the
United States (HTSUS), and any
softwood lumber, flooring and siding
described below. These softwood
lumber products include:

(1) Coniferous wood, sawn or chipped
lengthwise, sliced or peeled, whether or
not planed, sanded or finger-jointed, of
a thickness exceeding six millimeters;

(2) Coniferous wood siding (including
strips and friezes for parquet flooring,
not assembled) continuously shaped
(tongued, grooved, rabbeted, chamfered,
v-jointed, beaded, molded, rounded or
the like) along any of its edges or faces,
whether or not planed, sanded or finger-
jointed;

(3) Other coniferous wood (including
strips and friezes for parquet flooring,
not assembled) continuously shaped
(tongued, grooved, rabbeted, chamfered,
v-jointed, beaded, molded, rounded or
the like) along any of its edges or faces
(other than wood moldings and wood
dowel rods) whether or not planed,
sanded or finger-jointed; and

(4) Coniferous wood flooring
(including strips and friezes for parquet
flooring, not assembled) continuously
shaped (tongued, grooved, rabbeted,
chamfered, v-jointed, beaded, molded,
rounded or the like) along any of its
edges or faces, whether or not planed,
sanded or finger-jointed.

Although the HTSUS subheadings are
provided for convenience and U.S.
customs purposes, the written
description of the merchandise under
investigation is dispositive. Preliminary
scope exclusions and clarifications were
published in three separate Federal
Register notices.

Softwood lumber products excluded
from the scope:

» Trusses and truss kits, properly
classified under HTSUS 4418.90

* I-joist beams

» Assembled box spring frames

« Pallets and pallet kits, properly
classified under HTSUS 4415.20

* Garage doors.

» Edge-glued wood, properly
classified under HTSUS item
4421.90.98.40

» Properly classified complete door
frames.

* Properly classified complete
window frames.

* Properly classified furniture.

Softwood lumber products excluded
from the scope only if they meet certain
requirements:

» Stringers (pallet components used
for runners): if they have at least two
notches on the side, positioned at equal
distance from the center, to properly
accommodate forklift blades, properly
classified under HTSUS 4421.90.98.40.

* Box-spring frame kits: if they
contain the following wooden pieces—
two side rails, two end (or top) rails and
varying numbers of slats. The side rails
and the end rails should be radius-cut
at both ends. The kits should be
individually packaged, they should
contain the exact number of wooden
components needed to make a particular
box spring frame, with no further
processing required. None of the
components exceeds 1" in actual
thickness or 83" in length.

* Radius-cut box-spring-frame
components, not exceeding 1" in actual
thickness or 83" in length, ready for
assembly without further processing.
The radius cuts must be present on both
ends of the boards and must be
substantial cuts so as to completely
round one corner.

» Fence pickets requiring no further
processing and properly classified
under HTSUS 4421.90.70, 1" or less in
actual thickness, up to 8" wide, 6' or less
in length, and have finials or decorative
cuttings that clearly identify them as
fence pickets. In the case of dog-eared
fence pickets, the corners of the boards
should be cut off so as to remove pieces
of wood in the shape of isosceles right
angle triangles with sides measuring %4
inch or more.

» U.S. origin lumber shipped to
Canada for minor processing and
imported into the United States, is
excluded from the scope of this order if
the following conditions are met: (1)
The processing occurring in Canada is
limited to kiln-drying, planing to create
smooth-to-size board, and sanding, and
(2) if the importer establishes to
Customs’ satisfaction that the lumber is
of U.S. origin.1

1 As clarified in the Memorandum from Dave
Layton, Case Analyst, through Charles Riggle,
Program Manager, and Gary Taverman, Office
Director, to Bernard Carreau, Deputy Assistant
Secretary, concerning the Certain Softweed Lumber
from Canada Scope re: Final Scope Ruling in
Response to Request by the Coalition for Fair

Continued



		Superintendent of Documents
	2024-06-07T07:44:53-0400
	Government Publishing Office, Washington, DC 20401
	Government Publishing Office
	Government Publishing Office attests that this document has not been altered since it was disseminated by Government Publishing Office




