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Reinterviews would require an
additional 1,253 burden hours in FY
2003.

II. Method of Collection

The SIPP is designed as a continuing
series of national panels of interviewed
households that are introduced every
few years with each panel having
durations of one to four years. All
household members 15 years old or over
are interviewed using regular proxy-
respondent rules. During the 2001
Panel, respondents are interviewed a
total of nine times (nine waves) at 4-
month intervals making the SIPP a
longitudinal survey. Sample people (all
household members present at the time
of the first interview) who move within
the country and reasonably close to a
SIPP primary sampling unit will be
followed and interviewed at their new
address. Individuals 15 years old or over
who enter the household after Wave 1
will be interviewed; however, if these
individuals move, they are not followed
unless they happen to move along with
a Wave 1 sample individual.

II1. Data

OMB Number: 0607—0875.

Form Number: STPP/CAPI Automated
Instrument.

Type of Review: Regular.

Affected Public: Individuals or
Households.

Estimated Number of Respondents:
78,750 people per wave.

Estimated Time Per Response: 30
minutes per person, on average.

Estimated Total Annual Burden
Hours: 119,378.

Estimated Total Annual Cost: The
only cost to respondents is their time.

Respondent’s Obligation: Voluntary.

Legal Authority: Title 13, United
States Code, Section 182.

IV. Request for Comments

Comments are invited on: (a) Whether
the proposed collection of information
is necessary for the proper performance
of the functions of the agency, including
whether the information shall have
practical utility; (b) the accuracy of the
agency’s estimate of the burden
(including hours and cost) of the
proposed collection of information; (c)
ways to enhance the quality, utility, and
clarity of the information to be
collected; and (d) ways to minimize the
burden of the collection of information
on respondents, including through the
use of automated collection techniques
or other forms of information
technology.

Comments submitted in response to
this notice will be summarized or
included in the request for the Office of

Management and Budget approval of

this information collection. They also

will become a matter of public record.
Dated: October 21, 2002.

Madeleine Clayton,

Management Analyst.

[FR Doc. 02-27212 Filed 10-24-02; 8:45 am]

BILLING CODE 3510-07-P

DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE
Bureau of Industry and Security

Sensors and Instrumentation
Technical Advisory Committee; Notice
of Partially Closed Meeting

The Sensors and Instrumentation
Technical Advisory Committee will
meet on November 12, 2002, 9:30 a.m.,
in the Herbert C. Hoover Building,
Room 6087B, 14th Street between
Constitution and Pennsylvania
Avenues, NW., Washington, DC. The
Committee advises the Office of the
Assistant Secretary for Export
Administration on technical questions
that affect the level of export controls
applicable to sensors and
instrumentation equipment and
technology.

Agenda

Public Session

1. Opening remarks and
introductions.

2. Presentation of papers and
comments by the public.

3. Discussion on Committee’s annual
report and plan.

4. Report from laser working group.

5. Update on revision of the Militarily
Critical Technologies List.

6. Report on thermal imaging
licensing initiatives.

7. Comment on revisions to the Export
Administratiaon Regulations.

8. Elections of Chairman.

Closed Session

9. Discussion of matters properly
classified under Executive Order 12958,
dealing with the U.S. export control
program and strategic criteria related
thereto.

A limited number of seats will be
available during the public session of
the meeting. Reservations are not
accepted. To the extent that time
permits, members of the public may
present oral statements to the
Committee. The public may submit
written statements at any time before or
after the meeting. However, to facilitate
distribution of public presentation
materials to the Committee members,
the Committee suggests that presenters
forward the public presentation

materials prior to the meeting date to
the following address: Ms. Lee Ann
Carpenter, OSIES/EA/BIS MS: 3876,
U.S. Department of Commerce, 14th St.
& Constitution Ave., NW., Washington,
DC 2023o0.

The Assistant Secretary for
Administration, with the concurrence of
the General Counsel, formally
determined on November 29, 2001,
pursuant to section 10(d) of the Federal
Advisory Committee Act, as amended,
that the series of meetings of the
Committee and of any subcommittees
thereof, dealing with the classified
materials listed in 5 U.S.C., 552(c)(1)
shall be exempt from the provisions
relating to public meetings found in
section 10(a)(1) and 10(a)(3), of the
Federal Advisory Committee Act. The
remaining series of meetings or portions
thereof will be open to the public.

For more information contact Lee Ann
Carpenter on (202) 482—2583.

Dated: October 22, 2002.

Lee Ann Carpenter,

Commerce Liaison Officer.

[FR Doc. 02-27204 Filed 10-24-02; 8:45 am]|
BILLING CODE 3510-JT-M

DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE
International Trade Administration
[A-570-880]

Notice of Initiation of Antidumping
Duty Investigation: Barium Carbonate
From the People’s Republic of China

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

ACTION: Initiation of antidumping duty
investigation.

EFFECTIVE DATE: October 25, 2002.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
David Layton (202) 482—0371 or Tisha
Loeper-Viti (202) 482-7425, Import
Administration, International Trade
Administration, U.S. Department of
Commerce, 14th Street and Constitution
Avenue, NW., Washington, DC 20230.

Initiation of Investigations
The 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 of Commerce’s (the
Department’s) regulations are references
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to the provisions codified at 19 CFR part
351 (2002).

The Petition

On September 30, 2002, the
Department received a petition filed in
proper form by Chemical Products
Corporation (CPC, or the petitioner).
The Department received a supplement
to the petition on October 16, 2002.

In accordance with section 732(b)(1)
of the Act, the petitioner alleges that
imports of barium carbonate from the
People’s Republic of China (the PRC)
are, or are likely to be, sold in the
United States at less than fair value
within the meaning of section 731 of the
Act, and that these imports are
materially injuring, or are threatening to
materially injure, an industry in the
United States.

The Department finds that the
petitioner filed this petition on behalf of
the domestic industry because it is an
interested party as defined in sections
771(9)(C) of the Act, and it has
demonstrated sufficient industry
support with respect to the antidumping
investigation that it is requesting the
Department to initiate. See infra,
“Determination of Industry Support for
the Petition.”

Scope of Investigation

The merchandise covered by this
investigation is barium carbonate,
regardless of form or grade. The product
under investigation is currently
classifiable under subheading
2836.60.0000 of the Harmonized Tariff
Schedule of the United States (HTSUS).
Although the HTSUS subheading is
provided for convenience and customs
purposes, the written description of the
scope of this proceeding is dispositive.

As discussed in the preamble to the
Department’s regulations (Antidumping
Duties; Countervailing Duties; Final
Rule, 62 FR 27296, 27323 (May 19,
1997)), we are setting aside a period for
parties to raise issues regarding product
coverage. The Department encourages
all parties to submit such comments
within 20 calendar days of publication
of this notice. Comments should be
addressed to Import Administration’s
Central Records Unit, Room 1870, U.S.
Department of Commerce, 14th Street
and Constitution Avenue, NW.,
Washington, DC 20230. The period of
scope consultations is intended to
provide the Department with ample
opportunity to consider all comments
and consult with parties prior to the
issuance of the preliminary
determinations.

Determination of Industry Support for
the Petition

Section 732(b)(1) of the Act requires
that a petition be filed on behalf of the
domestic industry. Section 732(c)(4)(A)
of the Act provides that the
Department’s industry support
determination, which is to be made
before the initiation of the investigation,
be based on whether a minimum
percentage of the relevant industry
supports the petition. A petition meets
this requirement if the domestic
producers or workers who support the
petition account for: (1) At least 25
percent of the total production of the
domestic like product; and (2) more
than 50 percent of the production of the
domestic like product produced by that
portion of the industry expressing
support for, or opposition to, the
petition. Moreover, section 732(c)(4)(D)
of the Act provides that, if the petition
does not establish support of domestic
producers or workers accounting for
more than 50 percent of the total
production of the domestic like product,
the Department shall either poll the
industry or rely on other information in
order to determine if there is support for
the petition.

Section 771(4)(A) of the Act defines
the “industry” as the producers of a
domestic like product. Thus, to
determine whether a petition has the
requisite industry support, the statute
directs the Department to look to
producers and workers who produce the
domestic like product. The International
Trade Commission (ITC), which is
responsible for determining whether
“the domestic industry” has been
injured, must also determine what
constitutes a domestic like product in
order to define the industry. While both
the Department and the ITC must apply
the same statutory definition regarding
the domestic like product (section
771(10) of the Act), they do so for
different purposes and pursuant to a
separate and distinct authority. In
addition, the Department’s
determination is subject to limitations of
time and information. Although this
may result in different definitions of the
like product, such differences do not
render the decision of either agency
contrary to the law.?

Section 771(10) of the Act defines the
domestic like product as ““a product
which is like, or in the absence of like,
most similar in characteristics and uses

1 See Algoma Steel Corp. Ltd., v. United States,
688 F. Supp.639, 642—44 (CIT 1988); High
Information Content Flat Panel Displays and
Display Glass from Japan: Final Determination;
Rescission of Investigation and Partial Dismissal of
Petition, 56 FR 32376, 32380-81 (July 16, 1991).

with, the article subject to an
investigation under this title.” Thus, the
reference point from which the
domestic like product analysis begins is
“the article subject to an investigation,”
i.e., the class or kind of merchandise to
be investigated, which normally will be
the scope as defined in the petition.

We reviewed the description of the
domestic like product presented in the
petition. Based upon our review of the
petitioner’s claims, we concur that there
is a single domestic like product, which
is defined in the “Scope of
Investigation” section above. This is
consistent with determinations in past
investigations to treat all barium
carbonate products as a single class or
kind of merchandise. See, e.g.,
International Trade Commission
Notices (No. 731-TA-31 Final):
Precipitated Barium Carbonate from the
Federal Republic of Germany, 46 FR
32698 (June 24, 1981).

Finally, the Department has
determined that, pursuant to section
732(c)(4)(A) of the Act, the petition
contains adequate evidence of industry
support and, therefore, polling is
unnecessary. See the Import
Administration Antidumping
Investigation Initiation Checklist,
Industry Support section, October 21,
2002 (the Initiation Checklist), on file in
the Central Records Unit, Room B—-099
of the main Department of Commerce
building.

We determined that the petitioner has
demonstrated industry support
representing more than 50 percent of
total production of the domestic like
product. Therefore, the domestic
producers or workers who support the
petition account for at least 25 percent
of the total production of the domestic
like product, and the requirements of
section 732(c)(4)(A)(i) of the Act are
met. Furthermore, because the
petitioner represents more than 50
percent of total production of the like
product, the domestic producers or
workers who support the petition
account for more than 50 percent of the
production of the domestic like product
produced by that portion of the industry
expressing support for or opposition to
the petition. Thus, the requirements of
section 732(c)(4)(A)(ii) are also met. In
addition, the Department received no
opposition to the petition. Accordingly,
we determine that this petition is filed
on behalf of the domestic industry
within the meaning of section 732(b)(1)
of the Act.

Export Price and Normal Value

The following are descriptions of the
allegations of sales at less than fair value
upon which the Department based its
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decision to initiate this investigation.
The sources of data relating to U.S. and
home market prices and factors of
production are discussed in greater
detail in the Initiation Checklist. Should
the need arise in our preliminary or
final determinations to use any of this
information as facts available under
section 776 of the Act, we may re-
examine the information and revise the
margin calculations, if appropriate.

Regarding information involving non-
market economy countries (NME), the
Department presumes, based on the
extent of central government control in
an NME, that a single dumping margin,
should there be one, is appropriate for
all NME exporters in the given country.
In the course of this investigation, all
parties will have the opportunity to
provide relevant information related to
the issues of the country’s NME status
and the granting of separate rates to
individual exporters. See, e.g., Final
Determination of Sales at Less Than
Fair Value: Silicon Carbide from the
People’s Republic of China, 59 FR 22585
(May 2, 1994).

Export Price

The petitioner based export price (EP)
on price quotes from several Chinese
exporters within the period of
investigation (POI) for the sale of
powdered and calcined barium
carbonate produced in the PRC. The
petitioner calculated a net U.S. price by
deducting inland freight expenses in the
PRC using a surrogate value for rail
freight in accordance with our NME
calculation methodology.

Normal Value

The petitioner alleges that the PRC is
an NME country, and notes that in all
previous investigations the Department
has determined that the PRC is an NME.
See, e.g., Notice of Final Determination
in the Less Than Fair Value
Investigation of Steel Wire Rope From
the People’s Republic of China, 66 FR
12759, 12761 (Feb. 28, 2001). In
accordance with section 771(18)(C) of
the Act, any determination that a foreign
country has at one time been considered
an NME shall remain in effect until
revoked. Therefore, the PRC will
continue to be treated as an NME
country unless and until its NME status
is revoked. Pursuant to section
771(18)(C)(i) of the Act, because the
PRC’s status as an NME remains in
effect, the petitioner determined the
dumping margin using an NME
analysis.

The petitioner asserts that India is the
most appropriate surrogate country for
the PRC, claiming that India is: (1) A
market economy; (2) a significant

producer of comparable merchandise;
and (3) at a level of economic
development comparable to that of the
PRC in terms of per-capita gross
national income. Based on the
information provided by the petitioner,
we believe that the petitioner’s use of
India as a surrogate country is
appropriate for purposes of initiation of
this investigation.

The petitioner estimated the
quantities of inputs required to produce
powdered and calcinated barium
carbonate in the PRC based on the
petitioner’s own experience and
adjusted for known differences in
production in the PRC. These known
differences include: (1) The use of coal
as a fuel source and as a material input
to reduce barite ore; (2) the production
of carbon dioxide gas by heating
limestone; and (3) the use of kerosene to
heat the calciner.

For valuing the inputs, the petitioner
attempted to use contemporaneous price
data for the anticipated POI where it
was available. Where this was not the
case, the petitioner used information
otherwise available as detailed below.
The petitioner valued inputs of steam
coal, limestone, lime, alum, and
flocculant using Indian import statistics
recorded for the months of January to
June 2001 in the Monthly Statistics of
the Foreign Trade of India. Barite ore
was valued using a contemporaneous
price quote from an Australian producer
of barite ore because the petitioner
demonstrated that the Indian import
statistics value was abberationally high
and the petitioner was unable to find an
import value for any other possible
surrogate country. The values for ferrous
sulfate and sodium sulfate were based
on the values reported in the
publication Chemical Weekly for the
period January to June 2002. The value
for calcium sulfate was based on a
publicly available price quote from a
price list published on the Internet by
Indian Chemical Industries (see http://
www.indian-chemicals.com). A value
for water was based on the average
industrial price in four Indian
metropolitan areas for the period 1995—
1997 as reported in the Second Water
Utilities Data Book: Asian and Pacific
Region (1997). Electricity was valued
using data from the 2001-02 Annual
Report on the Working of State
Electricity Boards published by the
Power and Energy Division of the
Planning Commission of India. All
surrogate values that fell outside the
anticipated POI, January 1, 2002,
through June 30, 2002, were adjusted for
inflation using sector-specific price
indices (for electricity) and wholesale
price indices (for all other inputs).

To determine factory overhead,
selling, general and administrative
(SG&A) expenses, and financial
expenses and profit, the petitioner
relied on rates derived from the
financial statements of National
Peroxide Ltd. (NPL) and Calibre
Chemicals (CC), which are two Indian
producers of bulk chemicals. Based on
the information provided by the
petitioner, we believe that the surrogate
values represent information reasonably
available to the petitioner and are
acceptable for purposes of initiation of
this investigation. Because the
Department normally includes only
operational income in calculating
surrogate profit rates, we reduced NPL’s
profit rate to zero after deducting non-
operational income (from property
development) from its overall income.

Based upon a comparison of EP to
adjusted normal value (NV), the revised
estimated dumping margins range from
214.17 to 308.18 percent.

Fair Value Comparison

Based on the data provided by the
petitioner, there is reason to believe that
imports of barium carbonate from the
PRC are being, or are likely to be, sold
at less than fair value.

Allegations and Evidence of Material
Injury and Causation

The petitioner alleges that the U.S.
industry producing the domestic like
product is being materially injured, or is
threatened with material injury, by
reason of the individual and cumulated
imports of the subject merchandise sold
at less than NV.

The petitioner contends that the
industry’s injured condition is evident
by a decline in prices, declining
profitability, reduced levels of capacity
utilization, declining shipments, lost
sales and revenue due to PRC imports,
and declining market share. The
allegations of injury and causation are
supported by relevant evidence
including ITC import data, lost sales
and revenue data, and pricing
information. We have assessed the
allegations and supporting evidence
regarding material injury and causation,
and we have determined that these
allegations are properly supported by
adequate evidence and meet the
statutory requirements for initiation. See
the Initiation Checklist.

Initiation of Antidumping Investigation

Based upon our examination of the
petition on barium carbonate, we have
found that it meets the requirements of
section 732 of the Act. Therefore, we are
initiating an antidumping duty
investigation to determine whether
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imports of barium carbonate from the
PRC are being, or are likely to be, sold
in the United States at less than fair
value. Unless this deadline is extended
pursuant to section 733(b)(1)(A) of the
Act, we will make our preliminary
determination no later than 140 days
after the date of this initiation.

Distribution of Copies of the Petition

In accordance with section
732(b)(3)(A) of the Act, a copy of the
public version of the petition has been
provided to the representative of the
government of the PRC. We will attempt
to provide a copy of the public version
of the petition to each exporter named
in the petition, as provided for under 19
CFR 351.203(C)(2).

ITC Notification

We have notified the ITC of our
initiation as required by section 732(d)
of the Act.

Preliminary Determination by the ITC

The ITC will determine no later than
November 14, 2002, whether there is a
reasonable indication that imports of
barium carbonate from the PRC are
causing material injury, or threatening
to cause material injury, to a U.S.
industry. A negative ITC determination
will result in the investigation being
terminated; otherwise, this investigation
will proceed according to statutory and
regulatory time limits.

This notice is issued and published
pursuant to section 777(i) of the Act.

Dated: October 21, 2002.
Faryar Shirzad,

Assistant Secretary for Import
Administration.

[FR Doc. 02-27261 Filed 10-24-02; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 3510-DS-P

DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE

International Trade Administration
[A-570-853]

Bulk Aspirin from the People’s
Republic of China: Final Results of
Changed Circumstances Review

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

ACTION: Notice of Final Results of
Changed Circumstances Antidumping
Duty Administrative Review.

SUMMARY: On August 7, 2002, the
Department of Commerce published a
notice of preliminary results of its
changed circumstances review in bulk
aspirin from the People’s Republic of
China examining whether Jilin Henghe

Pharmaceutical is the successor-in-
interest to Jilin Pharmaceutical
Company Ltd. and Jilin Pharmaceutical
Import and Export Corporation. We
have now completed the changed
circumstances review and determine
Jilin Henghe Pharmaceutical to be the
successor-in-interest to Jilin
Pharmaceutical Company Ltd. and Jilin
Pharmaceutical Import and Export
Corporation.

EFFECTIVE DATE: October 25, 2002.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: Julie
Santoboni or Cole Kyle, Import
Administration, International Trade
Administration, U.S. Department of
Commerce, 14th Street and Constitution
Avenue, NW, Washington, DC 20230;
telephone (202) 482—4194 and (202)
482-1503, respectively.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:

Applicable Statute

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. In addition, unless
otherwise indicated, all citations to the
Department of Commerce’s (“‘the
Department’s”) regulations are to 19
CFR Part 351 (2001).

Background:

On August 7, 2002, in accordance
with Section 751(b) of the Act and 19
CFR 351.216 and 351.221(c)(3), the
Department published its preliminary
results in the Federal Register,
preliminarily finding Jilin Henghe
Pharmaceutical (“Jilin Henghe”) to be
the successor-in-interest to Jilin
Pharmaceutical Company Ltd. and Jilin
Pharmaceutical Import and Export
Corporation (collectively, ““Jilin
Pharmaceutical”’). We invited interested
parties to comment on these findings.
No comments were received (see Bulk
Aspirin from the People’s Republic of
China: Preliminary Results of
Antidumping Duty Administrative
Review and Changed Circumstances
Review, 67 FR 51167) (“Preliminary
Results”).

Scope of the Review

The product covered by this review is
bulk acetylsalicylic acid, commonly
referred to as bulk aspirin, whether or
not in pharmaceutical or compound
form, not put up in dosage form (tablet,
capsule, powders or similar form for
direct human consumption). Bulk
aspirin may be imported in two forms,
as pure ortho-acetylsalicylic acid or as
mixed ortho-acetylsalicylic acid. Pure

ortho-acetylsalicylic acid can be either
in crystal form or granulated into a fine
powder (pharmaceutical form). This
product has the chemical formula
C9HB8O04. It is defined by the official
monograph of the United States
Pharmacopoeia 23 (“USP”). It is
currently classifiable under the
Harmonized Tariff Schedule of the
United States (“HTSUS”’) subheading
2918.22.1000.

Mixed ortho-acetylsalicylic acid
consists of ortho-acetylsalicylic acid
combined with other inactive
substances such as starch, lactose,
cellulose, or coloring materials and/or
other active substances. The presence of
other active substances must be in
concentrations less than that specified
for particular nonprescription drug
combinations of aspirin and active
substances as published in the
Handbook of Nonprescription Drugs,
eighth edition, American
Pharmaceutical Association. This
product is currently classifiable under
HTSUS subheading 3003.90.0000.

Although the HTSUS subheadings are
provided for convenience and customs
purposes, the written description of the
merchandise under review is
dispositive.

Final Results of Review

Because we received no comments on
the preliminary results, for the reasons
stated in the Preliminary Results and
based on the facts on the record, we find
Jilin Henghe to be the successor-in-
interest to Jilin Pharmaceutical for
antidumping duty cash deposit
purposes. In order to make this
determination, we examined the
management structure of Jilin Henghe
and Jilin Pharmaceutical, including, but
not limited to, financial statements,
stock purchase agreements, sales
documents and organizational charts.
Since the record shows that Jilin
Henghe maintained the same
management among other things, we
determine that Jilin Henghe is the
successor-in-interest to Jilin
Pharmaceutical.

Jilin Henghe will be assigned the
same antidumping duty cash-deposit
rate with respect to the subject
merchandise as Jilin Pharmaceutical, its
predecessor company. This cash deposit
requirement will be effective upon
publication of this notice of final results
of changed circumstances review for all
shipments of the subject merchandise
entered, or withdrawn from warehouse,
for consumption on or after the
publication date. This cash deposit rate
shall remain in effect until publication
of the final results of the next
administrative review.
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