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We will disclose the calculations used
in our analyses to parties to this
proceeding within five days of the
publication date of this notice. See
§ 351.224(b) of the Department’s
regulations. Interested parties are
invited to comment on the preliminary
results. Interested parties may submit
case briefs within 30 days of 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.
Parties who submit arguments are
requested to submit with each
argument: (1) A statement of the issue,
(2) a brief summary of the argument,
and (3) a table of authorities. Further,
we would appreciate it if parties
submitting written comments would
provide the Department with an
additional copy of the public version of
any such comments on a diskette. Any
interested party may request a hearing
within 30 days of publication of this
notice. See §351.310(c) of the
Department’s regulations. If requested, a
hearing will be held 44 days after the
publication of this notice, or the first
workday thereafter. 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 written comments
or hearing, within 120 days from
publication of this notice.

Assessment

Pursuant to § 351.212(b) of the
Department’s regulations, the
Department calculated an assessment
rate for each importer of subject
merchandise. Upon completion of this
review, the Department will instruct the
BCBP to assess antidumping duties on
all entries of subject merchandise by
those importers. We have calculated
each importer’s duty assessment rate
based on the ratio of the total amount of
antidumping duties calculated for the
examined sales to the total entered
value of examined sales. Where the
assessment rate is above de minimis, the
importer-specific rate will be assessed
uniformly on all entries made during
the POR.

Cash Deposit Requirements

The following deposit rates will be
effective upon publication of the final
results of this administrative review for
all shipments of CPF from Thailand
entered, or withdrawn from warehouse,
for consumption on or after the
publication date, as provided by section
751(a)(1) of the Act: (1) The cash deposit
rate for companies listed above will be
the rate established in the final results
of this review, except if the rate is less

than 0.5 percent and, therefore, de
minimis, 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 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) if neither the
exporter nor the manufacturer is a firm
covered in this or any previous review
or the LTFV investigation conducted by
the Department, the cash deposit rate
will be 24.64 percent, the ““All Others”
rate established in the LTFV
investigation.

These cash 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 § 351.402(f)(2) of
the Department’s regulations 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 determination is issued and
published in accordance with sections
751(a)(1) and 777(i)(1) of the Act.

Dated: June 20, 2003.
Joseph A. Spetrini,

Acting Assistant Secretary for Import
Administration.

[FR Doc. 03-16343 Filed 6—26—-03; 8:45 am]
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Amendment of Final Results

On May 8, 2003, the Department of
Commerce (“‘the Department”)
published in the Federal Register the
final results of its administrative review
of stainless steel wire rods (“SSWR”)
from India for the period December 1,
2000, through November 30, 2001. See
Stainless Steel Wire Rods From India:
Final Results and Partial Rescission of
Antidumping Duty Administrative
Review, 68 FR 26288 (May 15, 2003) and
accompanying Issues and Decisions
Memorandum (‘“‘Final Results’).

On May 16, 2002, petitioner Carpenter
Technology Corporation timely filed
ministerial error allegations, pursuant to
section 351.224(c)(2) of the
Department’s regulations. Respondent,
Mukand, Limited (“Mukand”’) did not
file rebuttal comments. Respondent, the
Viraj Group, Limited (“‘the Viraj
Group”) filed ministerial error
allegations on May 27, 2003, and on
June 2, 2003, petitioner filed rebuttal
comments.

As a result of our analysis of
respondent’s and petitioner’s comments,
the Department is amending the Final
Results in the antidumping
administrative review of stainless steel
wire rods from India covering the period
December 1, 2000 through November
30, 2001, for Mukand and the Viraj
Group.

Scope of the Review

The merchandise under review is
certain stainless steel wire rods, which
are hot-rolled or hot-rolled annealed
and/or pickled rounds, squares,
octagons, hexagons or other shapes, in
coils. SSWR are made of alloy steels
containing, by weight, 1.2 percent or
less of carbon and 10.5 percent or more
of chromium, with or without other
elements. These products are only
manufactured by hot-rolling and are
normally sold in coiled form, and are of
solid cross section. The majority of
SSWR sold in the United States are
round in cross-section shape, annealed
and pickled. The most common size 5.5
millimeters in diameter.

The SSWR subject to this review are
currently classifiable under subheadings
7221.00.0005, 7221.00.0015,
7221.00.0030, 7221.00.0045, and
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7221.00.0075 of the Harmonized Tariff
Schedule of the United States
(“HTSUS”). Although the HTSUS
subheadings are provided for
convenience and customs purposes (as
of March 1, 2003, renamed the U.S.
Bureau of Customs and Border
Protection), the written description of
the merchandise under review is
dispositive of whether or not the
merchandise is covered by the review.

Ministerial Errors

A ministerial error is defined in
§ 351.224(f) of the Department’s
regulations as “an error in addition,
subtraction, or other arithmetic
function, clerical error resulting from
inaccurate copying, duplication, or the
like, and any other similar type of
unintentional error which the Secretary
considers ministerial.” Section
351.224(e) of the Department’s
regulations provides that we “will
analyze any comments received and, if
appropriate * * * correct any
ministerial error by amending the final
results of review * * * 7 After
reviewing interested parties’ allegations,
we have determined, in accordance with
§ 351.224 of the Department’s
regulations, that the Final Results
includes the ministerial errors discussed
below.

Mukand
Comment 1: Facts Available

Petitioner alleges that the Department
understated the United States weighted-
average price and entered value used to
calculate the facts otherwise available
rate that was applied to Mukand’s
constructed export price (“CEP”’) sales.
Specifically, petitioner argues that the
Department erroneously derived the
U.S. price by dividing quantity by value.
In addition, petitioner states that the
Department erroneously used an
amount for the entered value that differs
from the weighted-average entered value
calculated for Mukand’s EP sales. As a
result, petitioner contends that these
errors understate the importer-specific
assessment rate. To correct these errors,
petitioner argues that the Department
should use the actual calculated
weighted-average U.S. price and entered
value of Mukand’s EP sales in
determining the facts available rate
applied to Mukand’s CEP sales.

Mukand did not file rebuttal
comments to this ministerial error.

Department’s Position: For the Final
Results, the Department applied facts
otherwise available to Mukand’s CEP
sales in the United States. See Final
Results, at Comment 2 and 3. As facts
otherwise available, the Department

calculated a weighted-average U.S. price
of Mukand’s reported EP sales and
substituted the weighted-average price
for Mukand’s reported CEP sales. See
Final Results, at Comment 3. However,
as the petitioner correctly contends, in
calculating the facts otherwise available
rate, the Department first calculated a
weighted-average U.S. price, but then
recalculated the U.S. price by dividing
quantity by value. See Analysis
Memorandum for Mukand, Limited, for
the Final Results of the 2000-2001
Adminstrative Review of Stainless Steel
Wire Rods from India, dated May 8,
2003 (“Mukand Final Analysis
Memorandum’), at page 4. In addition,
the Department erroneously calculated
the entered value by using the entered
value of Mukand’s CEP sales, instead of
the weighted-average entered value of
Mukand’s EP sales. See Mukand Final
Analysis Memorandum. The result of
these errors was to understate the total
entered value to which facts otherwise
available were to be applied, thus
understating the importer-specific
assessment rate.

To correct these errors, the
Department has revised the final margin
calculation program to apply the
average net U.S. price of Mukand’s EP
sales to the weighted-average entered
value of Mukand’s EP sales. See
Analysis Memorandum for the
Amended Final Results of the 2000~
2001 Administrative Review of Stainless
Steel Wire Rods from India: Mukand,
Limited, dated June 12, 2003
(“Amended Mukand Final Analysis
Memorandum’), at page 1. Although
these changes do not affect the overall
weighted-average margin as published
in the Federal Register notice for
Mukand, they do adjust the adverse
facts available applied to Mukand’s CEP
sales, and thus the importer-specific
assessment rate.

The Viraj Group

Comment 2: Direct Material

The Viraj Group alleges that the
Department double-counted sub-
contracting labor in the calculation of
the Viraj Group’s total cost of
production (“TOTCOM”) and
constructed value (“CV”’) for United
States sales. The Viraj Group argues that
the Department should not have
included sub-contracting labor charges
in the build up of TOTCOM and CV.

Petitioner did not provide rebuttal
comments.

Department’s Position: We agree with
the Viraj Group. Our examination of the
Department’s labor calculation reveals
that the programming language is not in
error, but reflects the sum of the

subcontracting expenses (DIRLABCV)
and the direct labor expenses
(DIRLABCO), as intended by the
Department. However, further
examination of our computer program
for the Final Results reveals that the
Department overstated the amount of
total material cost required to produce
a billet used in products sold in the
United States. The Department
inadvertently replaced the transfer price
reported in the CV database with the
total cost of manufacturing as reported
in the Viraj Group’s section D database.
Rather, the Department intended to
replace the transfer price reported by
the Viraj Group in the CV database with
the direct material cost of each
respective model as it was reported in
the section D database. See Analysis for
the Amended Final Results of the
Antidumping Duty Administrative
Review of Stainless Steel Wire Rods
from India—the Viraj Group, Limited
(“the Viraj Group”) (“Viraj Group Final
Amended Analysis Memorandum)
from Stephen Bailey to Robert Bolling
dated June 12, 2003, at page 1.
Therefore, for these amended final
results of review, we have replaced the
inappropriate value for material cost
hard coded into our final model match
and margin programs with the value of
the total direct material cost found on
the Viraj Group’s section D database.

Comment 3: Interest Expense

The Viraj Group alleges that the
Department incorrectly included
interest expenses not related to the Viraj
Group’s actual interest cost in
calculating the interest expense ratio for
COP.

Petitioner argues that the Department
correctly added all interest expenses
when it re-calculated the Viraj Group’s
interest expense ratio. Petitioner
maintains that in the Final Results the
Department determined to include all
interest expenses reported in the Viraj
Group’s financial statements in the
calculation of credit expenses. See Final
Results, at Comment 11. Petitioner
further contends that the decision by the
Department to include all interest
expenses in calculating a revised
interest expense ratio for the Viraj
Group is methodological and not
clerical.

Department’s Position: We agree with
the Viraj Group. In the Final Results, the
Department inadvertently double-
counted the Viraj Group’s interest
expenses in the total cost of
manufacturing calculation. The Viraj
Group reported on page 4 of its
December 2, 2002 section D
supplemental questionnaire response
(“section D supplemental response’’)
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that it used two different methodologies
to calculate its reported interest
expenses in two separate interest fields,
INTEX and INTEX2 for the cost database
and INTEXCV and INTEXCV2 for the
CV database. In the first methodology,
the Viraj Group reported a reduced
amount of interest expense based on its
claims that it is not required to pay all
of the interest owed on its bank loans
due to its alleged bankruptcy protection
and reorganization (‘‘BIFR”)
rehabilitation status (INTEX and
INTEXCV). The second methodology
reported by the Viraj Group calculates
the total interest expense of the Viraj
Group based on all of the loans owed
without regard to the Viraj Group’s
alleged BIFR status (INTEX2 and
INTEXCV2) as instructed in the Original
Questionnaire, dated January 29, 2002,
at page D—17. For the Final Results, the
Department added these two amounts of
interest to obtain the total amount of

interest expense reported by the Viraj
Group. See the model match and margin
programs for the Final Results at lines
579 and 273, respectively. However,
further examination of the record
reveals that this calculation was in error
because it added both the theoretical
and actual interest expense amounts for
the Viraj Group. The section D
supplemental response demonstrates
that the total amount of interest that the
Viraj Group owes its banks, absent its
alleged BIFR status (i.e., the second
methodology), is reflected in its
financial statements. Therefore, for
these amended final results of review,
we have revised our calculation to take
into account all of the interest expense
that the Viraj Group owes its banks, as
well as the adjustment explained in the
Preliminary Results. See Stainless Steel
Wire Rods from India: Preliminary
Results and Partial Rescission of
Antidumping Duty Administrative

Review, 68 FR 1040 (January 8, 2003)
(“Preliminary Results’’) and
accompanying Analysis for the
Preliminary Results of Review for
Stainless Steel Wire Rod from India for
2000-2001: The Viraj Group, Limited, at
page 2. Accordingly, we did not take
into account the Viraj Group’s alleged
BIFR status when calculating the Viraj
Group’s revised interest expense ratio.
See Viraj Group Final Amended
Analysis Memorandum from Stephen
Bailey to Robert Bolling dated June 12,
2003, at page 2.

Amended Final Results

Pursuant to section 751(h) of the Act
and in accordance with 19 CFR
351.224(e) of the Department’s
regulations, we are amending the Final
Results to reflect the correction of the
above-cited ministerial errors. The
revised final weighted-average dumping
margins are as follows:

Original :
weighted V?;Vﬁt%%
Exporter/manufacturer average avegra o
margin percent verag
for final margin percent
L8125 T4 T TSP P PR PR 26.38 26.38
THRE VIFA) GIOUPD ittt ettt et bbbt ek e e h bt e h et ht e e he e e bt e e b et e et e e s be e et e e ebb e e b e e sbneesbeeeaneenbeeens 3.25 0.00

The revised cash deposit rates for
Mukand and the Viraj Group shown
above are effective on all shipments of
the subject merchandise entered, or
withdrawn from warehouse, for
consumption on or after the date of
publication of this notice, and will
remain in effect until publication of the
final results of the next administrative
review.

Accordingly, the Department will
determine, and the U.S. Bureau of
Customs and Border Protection
(“BCBP”’) will assess, antidumping
duties on all entries of subject
merchandise from Mukand and the Viraj
Group during the period December 1,
2000 through November 30, 2001, in
accordance with these amended final
results.

International Trade Commission
Notification

These amended final results and
notice are in accordance with sections
751(a)(1) of the Act and 19 CFR 351.221.

Dated: June 16, 2003.

Joseph Spetrini,

Acting Assistant Secretary for Import
Administration.

[FR Doc. 03-16342 Filed 6—-26—03; 8:45 am]|
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SUMMARY: On April 27, 1998, the
Department of Commerce (the
Department) published the final results
of its administrative reviews of the
antidumping finding on TRBs, four
inches or less in outside diameter, and
components thereof, from Japan (A-588—
054) and the antidumping duty order on
tapered roller bearings (TRBs) and parts
thereof, finished and unfinished, from
Japan (A-588-604) for the period
October 1, 1993 through September 30,

1994.1 See Tapered Roller Bearings and
Parts Thereof, Finished and Unfinished,
From Japan, and Tapered Roller
Bearings, Four Inches or Less in Outside
Diameter, and Components Thereof,
From Japan; Final Results of
Antidumping Duty Administrative
Reviews and Termination in Part, 63 FR
20585 (April 27, 1998) (1993-94 TRBs
from Japan). Subsequent to our
publication of these final results, parties
to the proceedings challenged certain
aspects of our final results before the
United States Court of International
Trade (the CIT) and, in certain
instances, before the United States Court
of Appeals for the Federal Circuit (the
Federal Circuit).

The CIT recently affirmed our final
remand results with respect to 1993-94
TRBs from Japan, and the time for
appeal has lapsed. See Koyo Seiko Co.,
Ltd. and Koyo Corporation of USA; NSK
Ltd. and NSK Corporation; NTN Bearing
Corporation of America, American NTN
Bearing Manufacturing Corporation and
NTN Corporation; The Timken
Company v. United States, Consol.
Court No. 98-06—02274, Slip Op. 02-96
(CIT August 22, 2002) (Koyo II).

1 These final results also covered the period
October 1, 1992 through September 30, 1993 (1992-
93 period of review) for one respondent, Koyo Seiko
Co. Ltd.
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