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to the Act by the Uruguay Round
Agreements Act. In addition, unless
otherwise indicated, all citations to the
Department’s regulations are to the
regulations at 19 CFR part 351 (2001).

Scope of the Review

Imports covered by this review are
shipments of potassium permanganate,
an inorganic chemical produced in free-
flowing, technical, and pharmaceutical
grades. During the review period,
potassium permanganate was
classifiable under item 2841.60.0010 of
the Harmonized Tariff Schedule (HTS).
The HTS item number is provided for
convenience and Customs purposes.
The written description remains
dispositive.

Background

On January 3, 2002, the Department
published in the Federal Register its
notice of the preliminary results of the
new shipper review of potassium
permanganate from the PRC. See
Potassium Permanganate From the
People’s Republic of China: Preliminary
Results of Antidumping Duty New
Shipper Review, 67 FR 303. In that
notice, we invited interested parties to
comment on our preliminary results.
Since publication of this notice, the
following significant events have
occurred.

On March 19, 2002, Carus Chemical
Company (Carus) (petitioner) submitted
evidence that the business license
which Groupstars Chemical Co. Ltd.
(Groupstars) (respondent) placed on the
record in this review had been altered.
Although this information was
submitted after the deadline for
submitting factual information in this
review (June 25, 2001), the Department
accepted it because of its relevance to
respondent’s status as a new shipper.
See Memorandum to the File from John
Conniff: Submission of New Information
and Schedule for Case Briefs and
Hearing (April 1, 2002). On April 10,
2002, petitioner and respondent
submitted case briefs regarding the
preliminary results of this review. On
April 17, 2002, petitioner submitted
rebuttal comments to the Department.
On April 19, 2002, the respondent
withdrew its request for a new shipper
review. On May 16, 2002, the
Department issued a memorandum that
proposed rescission of this new shipper
review. See Memorandum to Bernard
Carreau from Holly A. Kuga: Rescission
of New Shipper Review (May 16, 2002)
(Rescission Memorandum). We invited
interested parties to submit comments
regarding this memorandum by no later
than May 20, 2002. No parties submitted
comments.

Rescission of Review

As noted above, information has been
placed on the record which calls into
question the status of Groupstars as a
new shipper. This information indicates
that Groupstars’ business license, as
submitted to the Department, is altered
from its original form. Moreover,
Groupstars did not make all of the
certifications required in a new shipper
review under section 351.214(b)(2)(ii)(B)
of the Department’s regulations. Finally,
both the petitioner and the respondent
have requested that the Department
rescind this new shipper review.
Therefore, we are rescinding this new
shipper review. See Rescission
Memorandum.

Notification

This notice serves as the only
reminder to parties subject to
administrative protective orders (APO)
of their responsibility concerning the
disposition of proprietary information
disclosed under APO in accordance
with 19 CFR 351.305(a)(3). Timely
written notification of the return/
destruction of APO material or
conversion to judicial protective order is
hereby requested. Failure to comply
with the regulations and terms of an
APO is a violation which is subject to
sanctions.

We are issuing and publishing this
determination and notice in accordance
with sections 751(a)(2)(B) and 777(i) of
the Act.

Dated: May 23, 2002.
Bernard T. Carreau,

Acting Assistant Secretary for Import
Administration.

[FR Doc. 02-13839 Filed 5-31-02; 8:45 am]
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SUMMARY: On June 28, 2001, we initiated
a new shipper review of Groupstars
Chemical Company, Ltd. (Groupstars
China) because the company submitted
a timely request for a new shipper
review to the Department of Commerce,
which appeared to meet all of the
requirements set forth in 19 CFR
351.214(b)(2). See 66 FR 41508. We

have now determined that information
contained in Groupstars China’s request
for a new shipper review was either
inaccurate or incomplete. Accordingly,
the Department is rescinding this new
shipper review.

EFFECTIVE DATE: June 3, 2002.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Jacqueline Arrowsmith, AD/CVD
Enforcement Group III, Office 7, Import
Administration, International Trade
Administration, U.S. Department of
Commerce, 14th Street and Constitution
Avenue, NW., Washington DC 20230;
telephone (202) 482-5255.

Applicable Statute and Regulations

Unless otherwise indicated, all
citations to the statute are references to
the provisions of the Tariff Act of 1930,
as amended (the Act). In addition,
unless otherwise indicated, all citations
to the Department’s regulations are to
the provisions codified at 19 CFR part
351 (2001).

Background

On July 31, 2001, the Department
initiated a new shipper review of
Groupstars China. See 66 FR 41508
(August 8, 2001). On August 6, 2001, we
received comments from Globe
Metallurgical, Inc. and Elkem Metals
Company (collectively, petitioners),
requesting that we not initiate, or
rescind, the review. We issued a
questionnaire to Groupstars China on
October 5, 2001 and we received
responses from Groupstars China on
November 2, 2001 and November 14,
2001. On November 20, 2001, we
rejected these responses for being
improperly filed because Groupstars
China failed to properly identify
business proprietary and public data.
See Letter from Barbara E. Tillman,
Director, Office 7, to Spring, Spring &
Associates, dated November 20, 2001.
Groupstars China resubmitted its
responses on November 27, 2001, and
on December 4, 2001, we again rejected
these responses for being improperly
filed for the same reason. See Letter
from Barbara E. Tillman, Director, Office
7, to Spring, Spring & Associates, dated
December 4, 2001. On December 7,
2001, we received and accepted revised
responses, dated December 6, 2001.

On January 2, 2002, we published the
Notice of Extension of Time Limit for
Preliminary Results of Antidumping
New Shipper Review: Silicon Metal
From the People’s Republic of China.
See 67 FR 5901 (January 2, 2002).

On January 18, 2002 and January 23,
2002, we received submissions from
petitioners providing new factual
information and deficiency comments.
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On January 28, 2002, we rejected
petitioners’ submissions for not
adhering to the Department’s filing
requirements; petitioners failed to
provide a translation of one of their
exhibits. See Letter from Barbara E.
Tillman, Director, Office 7, to
petitioners. Petitioners’ submissions
were refiled and accepted on January
30, 2002 and February 6, 2002,
respectively.

Based on our analysis of the record,
including data submitted by petitioners
and Groupstars China, we determined
that there was factual information
submitted by petitioners that
contradicted information submitted by
Groupstars China in its request for a
new shipper review and its
questionnaire responses. On February
13, 2002, we issued a letter to
Groupstars China giving the company
the opportunity to counter the
information and documentation filed by
the petitioners on each of three critical
points: (1) Whether the initial and all
subsequent shipments of silicon metal
were reported; (2) whether Groupstars
China was a legal entity before the date
of sale of its first shipment of silicon
metal; and (3) whether Groupstars China
produced the merchandise that is the
basis of this new shipper review. See
Letter from Barbara E. Tillman, Director,
Office 7, to Groupstars China, dated
February 13, 2002. We stated that unless
Groupstars China demonstrated that the
requirements for a new shipper review
had been met, we would have no choice
but to rescind its new shipper review.

On February 19, 2002, we received
Groupstars China’s response to our
February 13, 2002 letter. On March 12,
2002, we received a letter from
petitioners reiterating their view that the
new shipper review should be
rescinded. On April 1, 2002, Groupstars
China filed a letter arguing that it
deserved a new shipper review.

Rescission of Review

Based on the Department’s analysis of
Groupstars China’s response to the
Department’s February 13th letter, as
well as the other submissions made by
Groupstars China and petitioners, we
find that Groupstars China did not meet
the requirements set forth in section
351.214(b)(2) of the regulations for
requesting a new shipper review. On
May 9, 2002, the Department issued a
memorandum which set forth the
Department’s analysis and which
recommended rescission of this new
shipper review. (See ‘“Rescission of New
Shipper Review for Groupstars
Chemical Company (Groupstars China):
Silicon Metal from the People’s
Republic of China” from Barbara E.

Tillman, Director, Office 7, to Joseph A.
Spetrini, Deputy Assistant Secretary,
dated May 9, 2002 (Silicon Metal
Rescission Analysis Memo), a public
document which is on file in the Central
Records Unit, Room B-099 of the
Department of Commerce.) On May 9,
2002, we sent out the Silicon Metal
Rescission Analysis Memo to the
interested parties (See ‘‘Memorandum to
The File through Barbara E. Tillman,
Director, Office 7, from Jacqueline
Arrowsmith,” also dated May 9, 2002)
and asked that any new comments be
properly filed and served on interested
parties no later than Tuesday, May 14,
2002. On May 14, 2002, we received
comments from petitioners stating that
they agree with our decision to rescind
this review. See “Memorandum To
Barbara E. Tillman, Director, Office VII
from Jacqueline Arrowsmith,” dated
May 16, 2002.

As discussed in detail in the Silicon
Metal Rescission Analysis Memo, we
find that Groupstars China provided
inaccurate information with respect to
two of the required criteria for
requesting a new shipper review. First,
as set forth in section 351.214(b)(iv)(B)
of the regulations, new shipper requests
are required to include documentation
for the first and all subsequent
shipments of the silicon metal.
Groupstars China’s request for a new
shipper review only provided
information and documentation with
respect to one shipment. Petitioner
provided documentation showing
another shipment during the period of
review (POR). A query of proprietary
U.S. Customs data that the Department
obtained as part of this proceeding
confirmed this shipment. Even though
this shipment was shipped and entered
during the POR (June 1, 2000 through
May 31, 2001), Groupstars China did not
provide information or documentation
on this shipment in its original new
shipper request as required by the
regulations, nor did Groupstars China
provide this information in its response
to our questionnaire. Based on the
information on the record, the
unreported shipment was one of only
two shipments made during the POR,
and was by far the largest during the
POR. See Silicon Metal Rescission
Analysis Memo. Further, it was
Groupstars China’s responsibility to
report this shipment. This failure to
report this shipment in its request for a
new shipper review was compounded
by Groupstars China’s decision not to
report this sale in its questionnaire
response.

Second, as set forth in section
351.214(b)(2)(iii)(A) of the Department’s
regulations, a new shipper request must

contain certifications by either the
producer/exporter of the subject
merchandise or the producer and the
exporter of the subject merchandise.
Although Groupstars China stated in its
new shipper request that it was both the
exporter and the producer of the subject
merchandise, the record is now clear
that Dayinjiang Silicon Metal Plant was
the producer of this subject
merchandise and that Groupstars China
was only the exporter. See Silicon Metal
Rescission Analysis Memo and
Groupstars China’s February 19, 2002
submission. Given that Groupstars
China was the exporter and that
Dayinjiang Silicon Metal Plant was the
producer of the subject merchandise,
Groupstars China’s request for a new
shipper review should have contained a
certification from Dayinjiang Silicon
Metal Plant indicating whether it was
affiliated with any producer or exporter
that shipped subject merchandise
during the period of investigation,
among other things. Therefore,
Groupstars China did not provide the
required certification from the producer
of the silicon metal required under
section 351.214(b)(2)(iii)(A) of the
Department’s regulations.

With respect to an additional issue of
concern, whether Groupstars China was,
in fact, a legal entity before the date of
its first shipment of silicon metal, we
have not made a conclusive finding. In
our May 9, 2002 Silicon Metal
Rescission Analysis Memo, we stated
that after reviewing all the information
on the record, we could not determine
whether Groupstars China had the
necessary documentation (e.g. business
license and certificate of approval)
demonstrating the date on which it
became a legal entity. Thus, because
Groupstars did not provide any
documentation or other information
which conclusively demonstrated the
date on which it became a legal business
entity, we cannot make a conclusion on
this issue and cannot determine
whether it was a legal entity prior to its
first shipment.

Hence, because Groupstars China did
not report or submit documentation on
its subsequent shipments in accordance
with section 351.214(b)(2)(iv)(B) and
failed to provide the required
certification from the producer of
silicon metal as required under section
351.214(b)(2)(iii)(A), we find that
Groupstars China did not meet the
requirements set forth in section
351.214(b) of the regulations for
requesting a new shipper review. Thus,
the Department is rescinding this new
shipper review.
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Administrative Protective Order
Procedures

This notice serves as a reminder to
parties subject to administrative
protective order (APO) of their
responsibility concerning the
disposition of proprietary information
disclosed under APO in accordance
with 19 CFR 351.305(a)(3). Timely
written notification of the return or
destruction of APO materials or
conversion to judicial protective order is
hereby requested. Failure to comply
with the regulations and terms of an
APO is a sanctionable violation.

This determination and notice are
issued and published in accordance
with 19 CFR 351.213(d)(4) and sections
751(a)(1), 751(a)(2)(B) and 777(i)(1) of
the Act.

Dated: May 28, 2002.

Bernard T. Carreau,

Acting Assistant Secretary for Import
Administration.

[FR Doc. 02—13844 Filed 5-31-02; 8:45 am)]
BILLING CODE 3510-DS—P

DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE

International Trade Administration
[C-580-835]

Stainless Steel Sheet and Strip in Coils
from the Republic of Korea: Notice of
Preliminary Results of Changed
Circumstances Countervailing Duty
Administrative Review

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

ACTION: Notice of Preliminary Results of
Changed Circumstances Countervailing
Duty Administrative Review.

SUMMARY: On September 28, 2001, the
Department of Commerce (Department)
published a notice of initiation in the
above-named case. As a result of this
review, the Department preliminarily
finds that the new name of Inchon Iron
& Steel Co., Ltd. (Inchon) is INI Steel
Company (INI).

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Tipten Troidl or Richard Herring, AD/
CVD Enforcement Office VI, Group II,
Import Administration, International
Trade Administration, U.S. Department
of Commerce, 14th Street and
Constitution Avenue, N.W.,
Washington, D.C. 20230; telephone
(202) 482—-2786.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:

Applicable Statute and Regulations

Unless otherwise indicated, all
citations to the statute are references to

the provisions effective January 1, 1995,
the effective date of the amendments
made to the Tariff Act of 1930 (“the
Act”) by the Uruguay Round
Agreements Act (“URAA”). In addition,
unless otherwise indicated, all citations
to the Department’s regulations are to
the regulations at 19 CFR Part 351
(2001).

Background

The Department published on June 8,
1999, a Final Affirmative Countervailing
Duty Determination: Stainless Steel
Sheet and Strip in Coils from the
Republic of Korea, 64 FR 30636, (Sheet
and Strip) and published on August 6,
1999 the Amended Final Determination:
Stainless Steel Sheet and Strip in Coils
from the Republic of Korea; and Notice
of Countervailing Duty Orders: Stainless
Steel Sheet and Strip in Coils from
France, Italy, and the Republic of Korea,
64 FR 42923. In the original
investigation and a subsequent review,
the Department determined that Inchon
received countervailable subsidies and
therefore the Department calculated a
cash deposit rate for Inchon. In an
August 6, 2001, letter to the Department,
INI notified the Department that as of
August 1, 2001, Inchon’s corporate
name had changed to INI Steel
Company. On September 28, 2001, the
Department published a Notice of
Initiation of Changed Circumstances
Countervailing Duty Administrative
Review, 66 FR 49639.

Scope of the Review

For purposes of this changed
circumstances review, the products
covered are certain stainless steel sheet
and strip in coils. Stainless steel is an
alloy steel containing, by weight, 1.2
percent or less of carbon and 10.5
percent or more of chromium, with or
without other elements. The subject
sheet and strip is a flat-rolled product in
coils that is greater than 9.5 mm in
width and less than 4.75 mm in
thickness, and that is annealed or
otherwise heat treated and pickled or
otherwise descaled. The subject sheet
and strip may also be further processed
(e.g., cold-rolled, polished, aluminized,
coated, etc.) provided that it maintains
the specific dimensions of sheet and
strip following such processing.

The merchandise subject to this
review is classified in the Harmonized
Tariff Schedule of the United
States(HTSUS) at subheadings:
7219.13.0031, 7219.13.0051,
7219.13.0071, 7219.1300.811,

1Due to changes to the HTSUS numbers in 2001,
7219.13.0030, 7219.13.0050, 7219.13.0070, and
7219.13.0080 are now 7219.13.0031, 7219.13.0051,
7219.13.0071, and 7219.13.0081, respectively.

7219.14.0030, 7219.14.0065,
7219.14.0090, 7219.32.0005,
7219.32.0020, 7219.32.0025,
7219.32.0035, 7219.32.0036,
7219.32.0038, 7219.32.0042,
7219.32.0044, 7219.33.0005,
7219.33.0020, 7219.33.0025,
7219.33.0035, 7219.33.0036,
7219.33.0038, 7219.33.0042,
7219.33.0044, 7219.34.0005,
7219.34.0020, 7219.34.0025,
7219.34.0030, 7219.34.0035,
7219.35.0005, 7219.35.0015,
7219.35.0030, 7219.35.0035,
7219.90.0010, 7219.90.0020,
7219.90.0025, 7219.90.0060,
7219.90.0080, 7220.12.1000,
7220.12.5000, 7220.20.1010,
7220.20.1015, 7220.20.1060,
7220.20.1080, 7220.20.6005,
7220.20.6010, 7220.20.6015,
7220.20.6060, 7220.20.6080,
7220.20.7005, 7220.20.7010,
7220.20.7015, 7220.20.7060,
7220.20.7080, 7220.20.8000,
7220.20.9030, 7220.20.9060,
7220.90.0010, 7220.90.0015,
7220.90.0060, and 7220.90.0080.
Although the HTSUS subheadings are
provided for convenience and Customs
purposes, the Department’s written
description of the merchandise under
review is dispositive.

Excluded from the scope of this
review are the following: (1) sheet and
strip that is not annealed or otherwise
heat treated and pickled or otherwise
descaled, (2) sheet and strip that is cut
to length, (3) plate (i.e., flat-rolled
stainless steel products of a thickness of
4.75 mm or more), (4) flat wire (i.e.,
cold-rolled sections, with a prepared
edge, rectangular in shape, of a width of
not more than 9.5 mm), and (5) razor
blade steel. Razor blade steel is a flat-
rolled product of stainless steel, not
further worked than cold-rolled (cold-
reduced), in coils, of a width of not
more than 23 mm and a thickness of
0.266 mm or less, containing, by weight,
12.5 to 14.5 percent chromium, and
certified at the time of entry to be used
in the manufacture of razor blades. See
Chapter 72 of the HTSUS, “Additional
U.S. Note” 1(d).

The Department has determined that
certain additional specialty stainless
steel products are also excluded from
the scope of this review. These excluded
products are described below.

Flapper valve steel is excluded from
this review. Flapper valve steel is
defined as stainless steel strip in coils
containing, by weight, between 0.37 and
0.43 percent carbon, between 1.15 and
1.35 percent molybdenum, and between
0.20 and 0.80 percent manganese. This
steel also contains, by weight,
phosphorus of 0.025 percent or less,
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