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—Review Spill Prevention Control and
Countermeasure Plan;
3. State of Alaska, Department of
Natural Resources
—Tideland Permit and Lease or
Easement;
4. State of Alaska, Department of
Environmental Conservation
—Solid Waste Disposal Permit;
—Certification of Compliance with
Alaska Water Quality Standards (401
Certification)
Thomas Puchlerz, Forest Supervisor,
Tongass National Forest, Federal
Building, Ketchikan, Alaska 99901, is
the responsible official. The responsible
official will consider the comments,
response, disclosure of environmental
consequences, and applicable laws,
regulations, and policies in making the
decision and stating the rationale in the
Record of Decision.
Dated: February 12, 2002.
Thomas Puchlerz,
Forest Supervisor.
[FR Doc. 02–9301 Filed 4–16–02; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 3410–11–M

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE
Forest Service
Intergovernmental Advisory
Committee Meeting
Forest Service, USDA.
Notice of meeting.

AGENCY:
ACTION:

SUMMARY: The Intergovernmental
Advisory Committee (IAC) will meet on
May 2, 2002, at the Double Tree Hotel,
Lloyd Center, 1000 NE Multnomah,
Portland, Oregon 97220. The primary
purpose of the meeting is to continue
with discussions on implementation of
the Northwest Forest Plan (NWFP). The
meeting is scheduled to begin at 10 a.m.
and continue until 4:30 p.m. Agenda
items to be discussed include, but are
not limited to: Options for the
Supporting Organizational Structure for
the NWFP, Endangered Species Act
salmonid Recovery Planning, Potential
Future Direction of NWFP
implementation, and recent court
rulings related to the NWFP. The IAC
meeting will be open to the public and
is fully accessible for people with
disabilities. Interpreters are available
upon request at least 10 days in advance
of the meeting. Written comments may
be submitted for the record at the
meeting. A time slot for oral public
comments during the meeting is
scheduled. Interested persons are
encouraged to attend.
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FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Questions regarding this meeting may
be directed to Steve Odell, Executive
Director, Regional Ecosystem Office, 333
S.W. First Avenue, P.O. Box 3623,
Portland, OR 97208 (Phone: 503–808–
2165).

Dated: April 11, 2002.
Stephen J. Odell,
Designated Federal Official.
[FR Doc. 02–9267 Filed 4–16–02; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 3410–11–M

DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE
International Trade Administration
[A–351–605]

Frozen Concentrated Orange Juice
from Brazil; Preliminary Results and
Partial Rescission of Antidumping
Duty Administrative Review
AGENCY: Import Administration,
International Trade Administration,
Department of Commerce.
SUMMARY: In response to a request by the
petitioners and one producer/exporter
of the subject merchandise, the
Department of Commerce is conducting
an administrative review of the
antidumping duty order on frozen
concentrated orange juice from Brazil.
This review covers one manufacturer/
exporter of the subject merchandise to
the United States. The period of review
is May 1, 2000, through April 30, 2001.
We have preliminarily determined
that no sales have been made below the
normal value by Branco Peres Citrus
S.A. in this review. In addition, we have
preliminarily determined to rescind the
review with respect to Citrovita AgroIndustrial Ltda., CTM Citrus S.A., and
Sucorrico S.A. If these preliminary
results are adopted in the final results
of this administrative review, we will
instruct the Customs Service not to
assess antidumping duties on any
entries subject to this review.
We invite interested parties to
comment on these preliminary results.
Parties who wish to submit comments
in this proceeding are requested to
submit with each argument: (1) a
statement of the issue; and (2) a brief
summary of the argument.
EFFECTIVE DATE: April 17, 2002.
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: Irina
Itkin or Elizabeth Eastwood, 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;
telephone (202) 482–0656 or (202) 482–
3874, respectively.
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SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:

Applicable Statute and Regulations
Unless otherwise indicated, all
citations to the Tariff Act of 1930, as
amended (the Act), are references to the
provisions effective January 1, 1995, the
effective date of the amendments made
to the Act by the Uruguay Round
Agreements Act (URAA). In addition,
unless otherwise indicated, all citations
are to the Department’s regulations at 19
CFR part 351 (2001).
Background
On May 1, 2001, the Department of
Commerce (the Department) published
in the Federal Register a notice of
‘‘Opportunity to Request an
Administrative Review’’ of the
antidumping duty order on frozen
concentrated orange juice (FCOJ) from
Brazil (66 FR 21740).
In accordance with 19 CFR
351.213(b)(1), on May 31, 2001, one
producer and exporter of FCOJ, Branco
Peres Citrus, S.A. (Branco Peres),
requested an administrative review
covering the period May 1, 2000,
through April 30, 2001. On May 31,
2001, the petitioners, Florida Citrus
Mutual, Caulkins Indiantown Citrus Co.,
Citrus Belle, Citrus World, Inc., OrangeCo of Florida, Inc., Peace River Citrus
Products, Inc., and Southern Gardens
Citrus Processors Corp., also requested
an administrative review for the
following four producers and exporters
of FCOJ: Branco Peres; Citrovita AgroIndustrial Ltda. and its affiliated parties
Cambuhy MC Industrial Ltda. and
Cambuhy Citrus Comercial e
Exportadora (collectively ‘‘Citrovita’’);
CTM Citrus S.A. (CTM); and Sucorrico
S.A. (Sucorrico). On June 4, 2001, we
issued questionnaires to each of these
companies.
On June 19, 2001, the Department
initiated an administrative review for
Branco Peres, Citrovita and its affiliates
Cambuhy and Cambuhy Exportadora,
CTM, and Sucorrico (66 FR 32934).
On August 1, 2001, Sucorrico
informed the Department that it had no
shipments of subject merchandise to the
United States during the period of
review (POR). We reviewed Customs
data to confirm that neither Sucorrico
nor CTM had shipments of subject
merchandise during the POR.
Consequently, in accordance with 19
CFR 351.213(d)(3) and consistent with
our practice, we are preliminarily
rescinding our review for CTM and
Sucorrico. For further discussion, see
the ‘‘Partial Rescission of Review’’
section of this notice, below.
In August 2001, we received a
response from Branco Peres to sections
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A through D of the Department’s
questionnaire and issued a
supplemental questionnaire to the
respondent. We received a response to
the supplemental questionnaire in
September 2001.
In January 2002, the petitioners
withdrew their request for review for
Citrovita. Consequently, we are also
preliminarily rescinding our review for
Citrovita. For further discussion, see the
‘‘Partial Rescission of Review’’ section
of this notice, below.
In January and February 2002, we
issued additional supplemental
questionnaires to Branco Peres. We
received responses to these
supplemental questionnaires in
February and March 2002.
Scope of the Order
The merchandise covered by this
review is frozen concentrated orange
juice from Brazil. The merchandise is
currently classifiable under item
2009.11.00 of the Harmonized Tariff
Schedule of the United States (HTSUS).
The HTSUS item number is provided
for convenience and for customs
purposes. The written description of the
scope of this proceeding is dispositive.
Period of Review
The POR is May 1, 2000, through
April 30, 2001.
Partial Rescission of Review
As noted above, Sucorrico informed
the Department that it had no shipments
of subject merchandise to the United
States during the POR. We have
confirmed with the Customs Service
that neither Sucorrico nor CTM had
shipments of subject merchandise
during the POR. Therefore, in
accordance with 19 CFR 351.213(d)(3)
and consistent with the Department’s
practice, we are preliminarily
rescinding our review with respect to
CTM and Sucorrico. (See e.g., Certain
Welded Carbon Steel Pipe and Tube
from Turkey; Final Results and Partial
Rescission of Antidumping
Administrative Review, 63 FR 35190,
35191 (June 29, 1998); and Certain Fresh
Cut Flowers from Colombia; Final
Results and Partial Rescission of
Antidumping Duty Administrative
Review, 62 FR 53287, 53288 (Oct. 14,
1997).)
In addition, on January 9, 2002, the
petitioners withdrew their request for an
administrative review of Citrovita.
Although the petitioners asked to
withdraw their review request after the
90–day time limit specified in 19 CFR
351.213(d)(1), the review for this
company had not yet progressed beyond
a point where it would have been
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unreasonable to allow the petitioners to
withdraw their request for review.
Therefore, in accordance with 19 CFR
351.213(d)(1) and consistent with our
practice, we are also rescinding our
review with respect to Citrovita.
Comparison Methodology
To determine whether sales of FCOJ
from Brazil to the United States were
made at less than normal value (NV), we
compared the export price (EP) to the
NV, as specified in the ‘‘Export Price’’
and ‘‘Normal Value’’ sections of this
notice, below.
When making comparisons in
accordance with section 771(16) of the
Act, we considered all products sold in
the home market as described in the
‘‘Scope of the Review’’ section of this
notice, above, that were in the ordinary
course of trade for purposes of
determining appropriate product
comparisons to U.S. sales.
Level of Trade
In accordance with section
773(a)(1)(B) of the Act, to the extent
practicable, we determine NV based on
sales in the comparison market at the
same level of trade as EP. The NV level
of trade is that of the starting-price sales
in the comparison market or, when NV
is based on CV, that of the sales from
which we derive selling, general and
administrative expenses (SG&A) and
profit. For EP, it is also the level of the
starting-price sales, which is usually
from the exporter to the importer.
To determine whether NV sales are at
a different level of trade than EP sales,
we examine stages in the marketing
process and selling functions along the
chain of distribution between the
producer and the unaffiliated customer.
If the comparison-market sales are at a
different level of trade, and the
difference affects price comparability, as
manifested in a pattern of consistent
price differences between the sales on
which NV is based and comparisonmarket sales at the level of trade of the
export transaction, we make a level-oftrade adjustment under section
773(a)(7)(A) of the Act.
Branco Peres claimed that it made
home market and U.S. sales at only one
level of trade (i.e., sales to end users).
Because Branco Peres performed the
same selling activities for sales to all
customers in the home market and the
United States, we determined that these
sales are at the same level of trade.
Therefore, no level of trade adjustment
is warranted for Branco Peres.
Export Price
For sales by Branco Peres, we based
the starting price on EP, in accordance

PO 00000

Frm 00006

Fmt 4703

Sfmt 4703

with section 772(a) of the Act, because
the subject merchandise was sold to
unaffiliated purchasers in the United
States prior to importation and because
constructed export price methodology
was not otherwise applicable.
We based EP on the gross unit price
to the first unaffiliated purchaser in the
United States. Where appropriate, we
made deductions for foreign inland
freight, foreign warehousing expenses
and foreign brokerage and handling
expenses, in accordance with section
772(c)(2)(A) of the Act. We recalculated
warehousing expenses using the per-ton
amount charged by the warehouse each
month and the average inventory
carrying period reported by Branco
Peres.
Normal Value
In order to determine whether there is
a sufficient volume of sales in the home
market to serve as a viable basis for
calculating NV (i.e., the aggregate
volume of home market sales of the
foreign like product is greater than five
percent of the aggregate volume of U.S.
sales), we compared the volume of
Branco Peres′ home market sales of the
foreign like product to the volume of
U.S. sales of subject merchandise, in
accordance with 19 CFR 351.404(b).
Based on this comparison, we
determined that Branco Peres had a
viable home market during the POR.
Consequently, we based NV on home
market sales.
Cost Investigation
In the eleventh administrative review,
which was the most recently completed
segment of the proceeding involving
Branco Peres, the Department initiated
an investigation to determine whether
Branco Peres made home market sales
during that POR at prices below the cost
of production (COP). See Frozen
Concentrated Orange Juice from Brazil;
Final Results and Partial Rescission of
Antidumping Duty Administrative
Review, 64 FR 43650, 43652 (August 11,
1999). Even though we resorted to the
use of total facts available in that
review, we were able to complete the
cost investigation because we were able
to use the data provided by the
petitioner to perform the cost test.
Consequently, because the Department
disregarded certain sales that failed the
cost test in that review, pursuant to
section 773(b)(2)(A)(ii) of the Act, we
initiated a cost investigation on Branco
Peres at the time we initiated this
antidumping review because there were
reasonable grounds to believe or suspect
that Branco Peres had made home
market sales below its COP.
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In this review, we calculated the COP
based on the sum of Branco Peres’ costs
of materials and fabrication for the
foreign like product, plus amounts for
general and administrative and
financing expenses, in accordance with
section 773(b)(3) of the Act. We made
the following adjustments to the
reported cost data:
1. We increased the cost of raw
materials to account for certain
purchases of oranges recognized as an
expense during the POR, as well as
certain payments made to a company for
which Branco Peres provided tolling
services;
2. We deducted the net amount of PIS
and COFINS taxes charged on home
market sales revenue which was
included in COP;
3. We deducted PIS and COFINS taxes
from the reported offset for by-product
revenue;
4. We allocated the cost of processing
equally to tolled and non-tolled
products; and
5. We disallowed income from certain
long-term loans as an offset to Branco
Peres’s financing expenses. In addition,
we disallowed a deduction for PIS and
COFINS taxes paid on financial income.
We recalculated financing expenses
accordingly.
We compared the COP to home
market prices of the foreign like
product, as required under section
773(b) of the Act, in order to determine
whether these sales had been made at
prices below the COP. On a productspecific basis, we compared the COP to
home market prices, less any applicable
movement charges, selling expenses,
and packing costs.
In determining whether to disregard
home market sales made at prices below
the COP, we examined whether such
sales were made: 1) in substantial
quantities within an extended period of
time; and 2) at prices which permitted
the recovery of all costs within a
reasonable period of time in the normal
course of trade. See section 773(b)(1) of
the Act.
Pursuant to section 773(b)(2)(c)(i) of
the Act, where less than 20 percent of
a company’s sales of a given product are
made at prices less than the COP, we do
not disregard any below-cost sales of
that product because we determine that
the below-cost sales were not made in
‘‘substantial quantities.’’ Where 20
percent or more of Branco Peres’ sales
of a given product were at prices below
the COP, we find that sales of the
merchandise were made in ‘‘substantial
quantities’’ within an extended period
of time, as defined in sections
773(b)(2)(B) and (C) of the Act. In this
case, we also determine whether such
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sales were made at prices which would
permit recovery of all costs within a
reasonable period of time, in accordance
with section 773(b)(2)(D) of the Act.
We found that 100 percent of Branco
Peres′ home market sales were made at
prices above the cost of production.
Therefore, we did not disregard any
home market sales. Accordingly, we
based NV on delivered prices to home
market customers because we found that
all home market sales were in the
ordinary course of trade. We made
deductions from the starting price for
taxes in accordance with section
773(a)(6)(B)(iii) of the Act. See Notice of
Preliminary Determination of Sales at
Less Than Fair Value and Postponement
of Final Determination: Carbon and
Certain Alloy Steel Wire Rod from Brazil
issued on April 1, 2002.
Pursuant to section 773(a)(6)(C)(iii) of
the Act and 19 CFR 351.410(c), we made
a circumstance-of-sale adjustment for
credit expenses. We recalculated credit
expenses to use the average interest rate
for the POR, rather than the annualized
monthly rate reported by Branco Peres.
We also deducted home market
packing costs and added U.S. packing
costs in accordance with sections
773(a)(6)(A) and (B) of the Act.
Currency Conversion
We made currency conversions into
U.S. dollars in accordance with section
773A(a) of the Act, based on the
exchange rates in effect on the dates of
the U.S. sales as certified by the Federal
Reserve Bank.
Section 773A(a) of the Act directs the
Department to use a daily exchange rate
in order to convert foreign currencies
into U.S. dollars unless the daily rate
involves a fluctuation. It is the
Department’s practice to find that a
fluctuation exists when the daily
exchange rate differs from the
benchmark rate by 2.25 percent. The
benchmark is defined as the moving
average of rates for the past 40 business
days. When we determine a fluctuation
to have existed, we substitute the
benchmark for the daily rate, in
accordance with established practice.
Preliminary Results of Review
As a result of our review, we
preliminarily determine that the
following margin exists for the period
May 1, 2000, through April 30, 2001:
Manufacturer/Exporter

Percent Margin

Branco Peres Citrus S.A ....

0.00

The Department will disclose to
parties the calculations performed in
connection with these preliminary
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results within five days of the date of
publication of this notice. Interested
parties may request a hearing within 30
days of the date of publication. Any
hearing, if requested, will be held seven
days after the date rebuttal briefs are
filed. Interested parties may submit case
briefs not later than 30 days after the
date of publication of this notice.
Rebuttal briefs, limited to issues raised
in the case briefs, may be filed not later
than 37 days after the date of
publication of this notice. The
Department will publish a notice of the
final results of this administrative
review, which will include the results of
its analysis of issues raised in any such
case briefs, within 120 days of the
publication of these preliminary results.
Upon completion of this
administrative review, the Department
shall determine, and the Customs
Service shall assess, antidumping duties
on all appropriate entries. We have
calculated importer-specific assessment
rates for the merchandise in question by
aggregating the dumping margins
calculated for all U.S. sales to each
importer and dividing this amount by
the total quantity of those sales. The
assessment rate will be assessed
uniformly on all entries of that
particular importer made during the
POR, where appropriate. The
Department will issue appraisement
instructions directly to the Customs
Service.
Further, the following deposit
requirements will be effective for all
shipments of FCOJ from Brazil entered,
or withdrawn from warehouse, for
consumption on or after the publication
date of the final results of this
administrative review, as provided for
by section 751(a)(1) of the Act: 1) the
cash deposit rates for Branco Peres will
be the rate established in the final
results of this review, except if the rate
is less than 0.50 percent and, therefore,
de minimis within the meaning of 19
CFR 351.106, the cash deposit will be
zero; 2) for previously reviewed or
investigated companies not listed above,
the cash deposit rate will continue to be
the company-specific rate published for
the most recent period; 3) if the exporter
is not a firm covered in this review, a
prior review, or the less-than-fair-value
(LTFV) investigation, but the
manufacturer is, the cash deposit rate
will be the rate established for the most
recent period for the manufacturer of
the merchandise; and 4) the cash
deposit rate for all other manufacturers
or exporters will continue to be 1.96
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percent, the all others rate established in
the LTFV investigation.
These deposit requirements, when
imposed, shall remain in effect until
publication of the final results of the
next administrative review.
This notice serves as a preliminary
reminder to importers of their
responsibility under 19 CFR 351.402(f)
to file a certificate regarding the
reimbursement of antidumping duties
prior to liquidation of the relevant
entries during this review period.
Failure to comply with this requirement
could result in the Secretary’s
presumption that reimbursement of
antidumping duties occurred and the
subsequent assessment of double
antidumping duties.
This administrative review and notice
are in accordance with sections
751(a)(1) and 777(i)(1) of the Act.
Dated: April 10, 2002
Faryar Shirzad,
Assistant Secretary for Import
Administration.
[FR Doc. 02–9332 Filed 4–16–02; 8:45 am]

DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE
International Trade Administration
The Pennsylvania State University;
Notice of Decision on Application for
Duty-Free Entry of Scientific
Instrument
This decision is made pursuant to
section 6(c) of the Educational,
Scientific, and Cultural Materials
Importation Act of 1966 (Pub. L. 89–
651, 80 Stat. 897; 15 CFR part 301).
Related records can be viewed between
8:30 a.m.. and 5 p.m. in Suite 4100W,
Franklin Court Building, U.S.
Department of Commerce, 1099 14th
Street, NW., Washington, DC.
Docket Number: 02–005.
Applicant: The Pennsylvania State
University, University Park, PA 16802.
Instrument: Slow Scan CCD Camera,
Model TemCam F–224.
Manufacturer: Tietz Video and Image
Processing Systems GmbH, Germany.
Intended Use: See notice at 67 FR
10388, March 7, 2002.
Comments: None received.
Decision: Approved. No instrument of
equivalent scientific value to the foreign
instrument, for such purposes as it is
intended to be used, is being
manufactured in the United States.
Reasons: The foreign instrument
provides hardware and software
compatibility and imaging
comparability with previous studies by
the applicant and with future studies to
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Gerald A. Zerdy,
Program Manager, Statutory Import Programs
Staff.
[FR Doc. 02–9334 Filed 4–16–02; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 3510–DS–P

DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE
International Trade Administration
University of California, et al.; Notice of
Consolidated Decision on Applications
for Duty-Free Entry of Electron
Microscopes

BILLING CODE 3510–DS–S

VerDate 11<MAY>2000

be performed in collaboration with
another institution which uses the
foreign camera system. These
advantages may not be readily attainable
using an otherwise comparable
domestic system. This capability is
pertinent to the applicant’s intended
purposes and we know of no other
instrument or apparatus of equivalent
scientific value to the foreign
instrument which is being
manufactured in the United States.

This is a decision consolidated
pursuant to section 6(c) of the
Educational, Scientific, and Cultural
Materials Importation Act of 1966 (Pub.
L. 89–651, 80 Stat. 897; 15 CFR part
301). Related records can be viewed
between 8:30 a.m. and 5 p.m. in Suite
4100W, Franklin Court Building, U.S.
Department of Commerce, 1099 14th
Street, NW., Washington, DC.
Docket Number: 02–004.
Applicant: University of California,
Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratory,
Berkeley, CA 94720.
Instrument: Electron Microscope,
Model JEM–2010.
Manufacturer: JEOL Ltd., Japan.
Intended Use: See notice at 67 FR
9652, March 4, 2002.
Order Date: October 25, 2001.
Docket Number: 02–006.
Applicant: St. Joseph’s University,
Philadelphia, PA 19131.
Instrument: Electron Microscope,
Model JEM–1010.
Manufacturer: JEOL Ltd., Japan.
Intended Use: See notice at 67 FR
10389, March 7, 2002.
Order Date: October 2, 2001.
Comments: None received.
Decision: Approved. No instrument of
equivalent scientific value to the foreign
instrument, for such purposes as these
instruments are intended to be used,
was being manufactured in the United
States at the time the instruments were
ordered. Reasons: Each foreign
instrument is a conventional
transmission electron microscope
(CTEM) and is intended for research or
scientific educational uses requiring a
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CTEM. We know of no CTEM, or any
other instrument suited to these
purposes, which was being
manufactured in the United States at the
time of order of each instrument.
Gerald A. Zerdy,
Program Manager, Statutory Import Programs
Staff.
[FR Doc. 02–9333 Filed 4–16–02; 8:45 am]
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DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE
International Trade Administration
Applications for Duty-Free Entry of
Scientific Instruments
Pursuant to section 6(c) of the
Educational, Scientific and Cultural
Materials Importation Act of 1966 (Pub.
L. 89–651; 80 Stat. 897; 15 CFR part
301), we invite comments on the
question of whether instruments of
equivalent scientific value, for the
purposes for which the instruments
shown below are intended to be used,
are being manufactured in the United
States.
Comments must comply with 15 CFR
301.5(a)(3) and (4) of the regulations and
be filed within 20 days with the
Statutory Import Programs Staff, U.S.
Department of Commerce, Washington,
DC 20230. Applications may be
examined between 8:30 A.M. and 5:00
P.M. in Suite 4100W, U.S. Department
of Commerce, Franklin Court Building,
1099 14th Street, NW, Washington, DC.
Docket Number: 02–009. Applicant:
The University of Akron, 302 E. Buchtel
Avenue, Akron, OH 44325. Instrument:
Shielded Room (Low Field Cage)
MMLFC. Manufacturer: Magnetic
Measurements Ltd., United Kingdom.
Intended Use: The instrument is
intended to be used to study remanent
magnetic properties of sediments using
samples from a variety of geologic
settings such as lakes, river terraces and
loess-soil profiles. Also, the instrument
will be used in the following courses:
(1) Environmental Magnetism
(3370:444/544), (2) Research Problems
in Geology (3370:499) and (3) Master’s
thesis (3370:699). Application accepted
by Commissioner of Customs: March 21,
2002.
Docket Number: 02–011. Applicant:
University of Wisconsin—Milwaukee,
Department of Physics, 1900 E.
Kenwood Blvd., Milwaukee, WI 53211.
Instrument: IR Image Furnace, Model
SCI-MDH–11020. Manufacturer: NEC
Machinery Corporation, Japan. Intended
Use: The instrument is intended to be
used for the synthesis of single crystals
of electronic-oxide materials using the
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