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tesued i Furt Werth, Texes, on Mav 11,
=012,

Walter L. Tweedy,

Acting Munuger, Opepations Suppcit Hroug,
ATO Centrei Service Center

FRD
B,LLING CODE 4910-13-F

a2t 2—1270 Flled 5-1b- T2 R iz am,

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Federat Aviation Administration

14 CFR Part 71

[Dockat No. FAA-2011-0903; Airspace
Docket No. 11-ACE-20]

Establishment of Class E Airspace;
Houston, MO

AGENCY; Federal Aviation
Administration [FAA), 007,

ACTION: Finel rale.

SUMMARY: This aclion es‘ablishes Class
E airspace &' Housten, MO, Cenirelied
WITSPACE & neressary 10 acvommedale
mew Ares Mavigation [(RNAV] Standard
mnstrument Approach Procedeies a
Housien Memorial Alrport The FAA (s
:zking this action (¢ enhance the safety
znd management of Instrument Flig
Rale [[FR] uperations at the s
DATES: Effective date: 0901 U
16, 2012 The Directorof the Federal
Register approves this incorperation by
reference sction under 1 CFR part 51,
suhject to the annual revision cf FAA
Order 7400.9 and publication cf
conferming amendments.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
St Enancer, Central Service Center,
Operations Support Grougo, Federal
Aviation Administration, Southwest
Regior, 2601 Meacham Blvd., Fort
Worth, 7X 7137, telephene B17-321-
F716.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:

Ilistory

On January 31, 2022, the FAA
cubnished in the Federal Register 2
netice of proposed ulemaking (NPRM]
to eslabiish Cluss E airspace far tne
Houstan, MO, area, crealing conirabied
eirsyace o Houston Memorial Alrport

7rFR 4711 Docket N, FAA-20: -
n903 I"'eret'ec’. parties were tnvited to
purticipale in this rulemaring effert by
-..Lumtl,uu wrilten COmments an the
nroposai to the FAA, No comments
were received, Class E sirspace
designaticns are publiched in naragraph
6005 of FAA Drder 74009V duted
August 9, 2011, and effective Seplember
15, 2011, which is inr,crp "'Pd hy
reference in 14 CFR 71,7 The Class E
sirepare desipnations listed inthis

documnent wili be published
subsequently in the Order.

The Rule

This action amesds Title 14 Code ef
Fedaral Regulatiuns {14 UFR] Part 71 hy
establishing Cless Z airspace extending
upward from 700 feet ahove the surface
1o accommadate new slandard
instrament appruesct procudures at
Housten Memerial Airport, Houston,
MQ. This actien is necessary fur the
safely and manage tof IFR
operations at the airpart

The FAA has determined that this
regulaticn anly invelves an estabilished
body of techrical regulations for which
Frequent and routine amendments are
necessary 1o kesp them operalioually
current. Therefure, this regulation: ’1] 3
neta sipnd tregiLatary action”
under Executive Urdes L2866, (2] (s not
# significant rawe” under DOT
Regulatory Policies and Procedures (44
FR 11034 Febraary 26, 1979); and (3)
does not warran! preparation of a
regulatory eval ooy the anticipated
impact is so ¢ i wilisisa
routine matter et will ongy affect air
traffic proceduies and air nevigrtion, it
is certifipd that this rule, when
promualgated, will ner have o q'gnii'ica:t
vcanomic impast en A substential
number 6f small entities under the

criteria of the Regaatury Foexibility Act

The FAA's awrhority © issue rules
regarding aviation sefoiy is found in
Titie 49 ol the U.8. Cade, Subtitle 1,
Section 106, describes the aothority of
the FAA Administrazsr. Sabtitle VI,
Aviation Programs, descriBes in more
detail the svopu of the agency's
authority, This rulemaking i«
promulgated under Uie authority
described in Scbtitie VI Part A,
Subpurt [, Section 40703, Under that
saction, the FAA (s charged with
prescribing regulations to assign the use
of alrspace necessary to ensuare the
safety of aircraf and the efficient use of
airspace. This regulasion s within the
scope of that wuihieniv o5 it nstablishes
contralled airspace at Bouston
Memuria. Airpee, Foustan, MO,

List of Subjects in 14 CFR Part 71

Alrspuce, lncorporation hy reference,
Navigation (air).

Adoption of the Amendment

In consideration of tie foregoing, the
Federa! Aviating Adminismration
amends 14 CFR part 71 as followy:

PART 71—DESIGNATION OF CLASS A,
B, C, D, AND E AIRSPACE AREAS; AIA
TRAFFIC SERVICE ROUTES; AND
REPORTING POINTS

.. The authority citaticn for 14 CI'R
;,‘u.t 75 continues lo read as follows:

r\uthm‘it\ 49 U 8.C. 10B(g, 40103, 40113,

2 E.G0 0654 24 FRUSKES, 3 OFR, 1959-
196? CU, Lo Tl
§71.1 [Amended)
® % Theincorgoration by reference in

14 CFR 71,1 of the Federal Aviaticn
Administration Order 74009V, Airspace
Desigraticns and Reporting Points,
duled August 9, 2011, and effective
Seatember 15,2011, is amentded ¢
fulows:

Puregraph 8005 Class E altspace arees
vxtunding apward from 200 feet of maore
ahove the sarfzee.

Il - . . *

ACE MQ ES  Houslon, MO [New)

licusten Memoria. Airpert, MO

LA7T1943° N | long. D1V38°237 W,
That airgzace vatending upwird rem 700

teet aove the surfece within a 7.6.mude

tadive ¢f Heu Muomorial Airpor

ssued in Fort Wenh, Texas, on Muv i,
202

Walter L. Tweedy,

Acting Menayer, Operations Support Gragp
AT Coptral Serveer Center,

IFR Do, 2012-12045 Filed 5-1R-12: 5140 oo
BILLING COQE 43103-11-F

DEPARTMENT CF COMMERCE

International Trade Administration

19 CFR Part 351
[Docket No, 110315198=-1622-02]
RIN 0625-AAB6

Mcdification to Requlation Concernlng
the Revocation of Antidumping and
Countervailing Duty Orders

AGENCY: [mpor Administranon,
listurnational Trade Administratian,
l)apar"ner' cf Commerce.

ACTION: Fiual tuin

sumMaRY: The Department of Commerce
[the Deparuneat] is amending its
regulatiuns concerning the revoration nf
antidumping and countervailing duty
urders in whele cr in part, and the
termination of suspended antidumiping
md counfervailing duty investigelions.
vLis rule climiuates the provision for
revocation cf an antidumping or
countervailing duly order with respect

¢ individual extorters or producers
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hased on those individuo: expuriers or
pwdvu"s having received antidumping
tales of zere Jur three consecutive vears,
cr eountervailing duly rates cf veio foc
five vensecutive years.

DATES: This Final Rule is eflectve

lune 20, 2012, This rule will spply to all
teviews that are initiated on or after
[une &6, 2612,

FOR FURTHER 'NFORMATION CONTACT:
rames Maeder at (202]) 483-3333 ST
Ross at [202] 482-4794, v Jonsthan
Ziekinski at {202) 482-4364.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:
Background

On March 21, 2011, the Depsrimen
published a proposed rule entitied
“Propesed Medification te Regaletiun
Concerning the Revocation cf
Antidumping and Counlerveiling Dty
Orders” that would mod:fy its
regulations concerning the revaration of
antidemping and countervaiine duty
croets, (76 R 15203} 1The “'o.cdsud
Aule detailed proposed changss 1o the
Depariment's regulaticne that provice
fcr revocalion of annd\'“\\p.r‘.g and
ccuntervailing duty arders Certal
patlies commented on the Propssed
Aule, and the Department hay addressec
thgse cemments in the sectios below
entitied ?vspu':se to Comments o the
Proposed Hulu”,

Alter analvzing and carefully
vonsidering all of the cemments that the
Depariment seceived in response 1o the
Proposed Hule, the Deparimen: ts
ctiopting the proposed c‘.‘:anges and is
smending its regulaticns to eliminate
the pravision far revocat:an of un
antidwnping or coustervalling duty
order with respect to individual
cxpcriets o1 producers based on thase
individual exporters or producers
Saving received antidumping rates of
zcro for three consecutive vears, or
COuNIRTY all,.lg duty rates ¢f zesu for five
censecutive vears. The Proposed Hude,
cosninents received, and this Final Rule
can be actessed using the Fedessl
eRulemaking Pottai at ketp/y
vww pegulotions gov under Docket
Number [TA-2011-0001

Explanation of Changes to 19 CFR
351.222

To "mplpr::r-n' thixz rie. the
Jepsarlinent is .emrwu".g 19 CFR
3.:1._..2[b (2) and (3) {dumpiny, snd
331.222(c)(3) and (4} (counterv:
scbsidy), and is moking :om’nrm‘.ng
changes as necessary to the tezzaining
,arugrup‘“ af 19 CFK 351.2322. .o
addition, the Dapariment {s amending
16 CFR 35:.222[0{2] 10 iiaxKe it Cieat
that & Tequest for revacation that docs
awl cesfenin with the requirerents of

paragraph (e) dues ot reguize the
Secretarv to undertake (ne acticny
provided fur in paragreghs ((2)()
Ih‘(mg H '\.]\-,{\"} The th.d rtiment also
,s correct.rg a cra..,um.lc(a. erecr in the
nird seitenge 0f 14 CFR 351.222(4)
{c‘:‘.anging “have 1w “has™ snd deloting
19 CFR 351,222'm] s provisiow reiated
te the Ureguay Round Agreemenls Act
inal is na longer applicabiel Finally, the
Department is coirecting a
.vpagrn vhical errer in & 35:,222[0,[1][
that was Wentified in commants on the
roposed fufe (chienged “the persen” to
“they". The Uep *is relgining,
with some (.unlu g changes, the
sections of 19 C'R 331.222 that regard
revocaticns of arders in whole. The
Departimest is nol magiug any changes
with Tespect to revocations as describesd
under paragraphs [g) through (L of 19
CFR 35’ 222,

artreent

Kesponse lo Comments un the Proposed
Rule

The Department revcived oumerous
comments on the Proposed fule. As
indicated in the “Backercund” section,
these comiments can he accessed Bsing
the Federal eRulemexing Portal at
hitp/fwww regulations.gov ander
Dacket Number 7TA-2011-0001. The
Department analyzed and carefully
considered ell oithe ents
raceived. Helow is a suznmary of the
comments, grouped by issue calegory
autl fullowed by the Depariment’s
respanse.
Comment 1—U.5, Lav, the WTO
Agreements, and Compeny-Specific
Revocations

Some commen? ers bssert that the us
of the word "may" in Section ?Sl[d]{l}
of the Tariff Act u[ 1930, as amended
(the “Acr”), makes it clear that Congress
faliy delegated to the Department the
awharity to preseribe the specific
conditions cnder Wh".ch revivation of
art erder, whisther fnpwhsle arin part,
s apprepriate. Somie Caine LS also
asseri that, ;.-‘-9"""" “":-['.rtf
revocation and terminstiun in whole or
in partin changcc‘. circumstances
reviews and in whole in five-year sunsel
revigws, respondents sesking relief from
aniidumping ur countercailing dutins
have more than ampie Grperiunily Lo
schivve that geat without the company-
spectfic avenue von in 19 CIR
A51.2221b3{2) and u0d) and
35%.2411c)03) ‘m"[ ]:1,' Further, in
additive bo no! buing reguired by ULS.
law, some parties dsae:‘. hal the
vompany-sgecific revacation provisions
are not required by afy of the relevant
WTO agroements. These parties assert
that the WTO dispute setilement panel
in United Stales—Anti-Dumping

Mrusures on Qi Country Tubular
Goods, paragraph 7.166, WT/0S282/R
f.';r_iu..ted J'u.w 20, 2005] tsund that 19
CER 35722200002 of the DLpaxtmml 5
regulaticns was not requirec by the
United States’ WTC ohhcahom hecause
there was an opporlunity for foreign
comp.nws to reqguest revocation un der
the changed circumstances review
provisions fie, 19 CFR351.222(2))

SOme COMMEnIers SUggest that futther
crst savings can be altained by
wilthdrawing the tepulations previding
fur country-wide revocations at 16 CF R
331.2220b103 {dumping] and
351 2220 and (2] (subsidies]. Thev
assert that, because as part of a sunsel
review the Depariment already
cousiders whethet there has been
conlinued dumping or subsidies after
issuance cf an order, there s o
compelling necd to maintain the
company-specific and country-wice
rRrGLalicn pmcedarm sel forth at 10
CFR 351.222(k} and (r).

One commeanter asserts that whena
compeny desnunstrates that it has ant
dumnped its products over a cerlain
pericd of time, lhe statue ro lenger
justifies binding that company to costly
afdminisirative reviews. Another patty
assucils that the statute calls for
revocation in whole or in part” based
an sdministrative review resulis, and
that tkis is evidence of the drafiers’
intent to allow fur other moins of
revacation besides terminaticn of the
vrder dself. One parly asserted thit the
proposed rue, i implemented, would
essentiaily eiiminate the only viable
apperiunity for revocation fer
individual uxportersfproducerf- Several
vornmenters nole that cotnpany-specific
revocations have been a practice fur
many vears gned assert that parties have
relied upon that practice in the
expectation of being granted o
revecation in parl

Orne commenter assens that the
additianal risk inherent in the 115
ret:ospective svslem is partly offset by
the possibiity ol revocatian, and
tequests that the Department taxe this
into account in assessing whether to
eliminute company-specific revacaticns
of enlidumping aud countervailing duty
orciers. One party proposes thal the
Depastiment’s current revoration
previs.ons remain b effect for
developing vountries as g furm of
sprcial and difterential treatment per
Aruche 73 of the Antidumping
Agreement and Article 27 of the
Agreement on Subsidies und
Ceuntervailing measures. Another
commnericr centends that pursuant to
Articles 11 of the Antidumping
Agreement, \WTO members can only
centinue su wutidomping duty arder "to
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the extent necessary’ 1o "counteract
dumping'’ and must congider e
request of “any interesled party’ ta
“examine whether the conlinued
imposition of the duty is necessary ta
affser dumping.'” Citing Amended
Regulution Concerning the Hevecntion
of Antidumping ond Countenailing
Duty Orders; Final Rule, 64 FR 312006
{September 22, 1999], the pRarty asserts
shat in that Federal Register netice the
Depurtment concluded that Artele 13.2
of the Antidumping Agreement requires
the Department to revoke au
eniidumping order for any exporter who
demongirates the absence of dumping
tor three years, provided there Js wo
evidence of recard to the cantrary. One
party asserts that the Depanment
vignreusly defended companv-specific
revocations pursuant ‘o Article 11 of the
Antidumping Agreement.n WO
litigation [citing report af WTO Panel.
Urited States—Antidumping €utiron
[Ivnemic Rundom Access Menory
Stniconductors from Koreg, WTfD599/
R {adepted Merch 19, 1999] [DRAMS],
Aesponse to Commerits Company
specific revncations are net reguived by
WS law, and thus, the sliminatinn of
such revocations is consistent with U8,
Jaw, Section 7aild) 1) of the Act states,
:n relevant parl, thut the Jepariment
“may reveke, inwholeorinpart © = 7
" an antidumping or countervailing
dutv arder. As several parties nute, the
ase of the word "mav’ indicates that
revocations under this sectinn af the
Act, whether in whale or in gurt, are uat
g uired. Becuuse the authariny far
company-specific revocations derives
froms section 751(d3{1) of the Act, thase
Yvpes of revocations are not mandaicry.
We agree that section 751d.02 af the
Agt permits revotationy ciler than
ievocatign of an order in whale, Lc., the
prevision permits the Depanimernt to
reveke an crder in part. The Act does
sot, however, defie what I* means o
revoke an order in part. Sve Sshaviriya
Steel Ind, Pub Ca. Ltd. v United States,
Np. 2010, slip op. at 9=-10 (Fec. Cir June
17,2011). The Departmeut has the
discrrrion to interprat this provision,
wnd 15 nut required to interprat it to
inuliide comueny-specific revocations,
The Proposed Tule does nct slfeet other
tvpus of revocations in part. Fer
exemnple, urders may coninue to be
revoked in part if a party demonstrates
a lack of interest in maintaining the
crdéer on a cortain tvpe of subject
merchandise by substentialiv al ef the
comestic industry. See, e g, Certein
Pastu frois Ntaly; Final Restire of
(Cnuntervailing Duty Chicrigrea
Circumstances Review and Hevosalion,

v,

InFurl, 7EFR 27634 (Mayv 12. 20100

Regarding the comment e several
sarties that company-specifin
revorations have been & gractien for
many years and that parties have re.led
upun that practice in the expectation of
being grauted e revecation in par?, the
age of a practice does not affect the
tegality of its eliminetion. Rather, the
Depart:nent has the zutherity to change
its practice at any time provided that it
gives a reasoned explenation lor its
chunge, Sve Allegheny Ludlum Corp. v,
United States, 356 F.3d 1368, 1373 (Fed.
Cir. 200 (Allezherny Ludlum). In the
Prupoesed Rule and the below sections
entitled “Comnnent 2 -Whether the
Tlepartment Provided @ Reusoied
Analysis for thr Proposed Rule” and
“Comment 4-—Reasons {or
Discontinuing Company-Specific
Revucations™, the Department further
explains its raticnale for eliminating
company-specific revocations,
Moreave:. the Jepartment has provided
parlies ample notice =f the change and
apportunity t¢ camment, sud tuok thuse
comments inta consideration for this
“inal Rule. Inanv event, the statute and
the regu.ation maxe cleer that
revacation s discretionaty.

Regarding the comimnents iroim several
parlies that the Proposed Ruie wonld 2e
contrary to the Uniled States’
obligations under the Antidumping
Agreemernt, we disagren. We note that
the Act "is intended to bring U.S. law
fully intn compliance with U8,
ubligations under the W)
Apreements].” See SAA aocompanying
the 1/HAA, HR Deac 315, Vol &, 103d
Cong [1004] a1 #6Y. Anc, 25 explained
above, U 8. luw does nol require
comypany-specilic reveceions
Mareover, there is nathing in Article 11
of the Amidumping Agreement that
requires company-sprciiic revacahions.
We also note thet t2e Departmenl is nut
eliminating its praciice, a5 codified in
its regulations, of reveking an order in

whole based on the absence of dumping.

Regarding the argumnent thal the
Department delended company-specific
revocarions pursuant o Articie 11 of the
Antidumping Agreemment in the DRAMS
dispule, that dispute concerued the
cvidence that could be relied upon in
determining woether revocation was
proper. e Depyrtinent's regulation at
the time required :2 1o determine that
sales of subiect merchandise at below
normal value in the Hiture were not
Likely, The Pannl cansiderad whether
this "not.ikely” stazdurd was
consistent with the reguirements of
Article 11.2 of the Antidumping
Agrecment, end deteiminied that it was
net. This dispute was not about whether
company-suecific revacatinns were
required by the Antilainning

Agreement, and the Panel’s findings did
net invaive that fesue.

Fina.ly, with regard to the sugpestion
thia: the company-specific revocation
regu.ations remein n effect for
develcping countries as a form of
special gnd differential treatment per
Article 15 of the Antiduinping
Agreement and Article 27 of tho
Agresment on Subsidies and
Countervailing measures, neithar Article
requires cempany-specific revocaticns.
ard we huve not adopted this
suggestion

Comnent 2—¥Whether the Department
Provided a Reasoned Anolysis for the
Praposec Hulc

Several commenters assert that U.S.
administrative luw requires that the
Departiment provide a "reasoncd
analysis’ for this proposed change fu
the regulaticns, und that the Proposed
Rule lacked a “reasoned analysis”
because the Department did not expluin
why the Proposed Rule s being
undertaxen and why the facts and
circumstances that underlay the exisling
revocation policy should be
disreparded. Thev assert thal, becsuse
e Department has not provided &
reasnned anla.ysis of the basic fantual
assumptions underlying the Proposed
Rule, interested parties have been
denied a meaningful opportunity 1n
commen!. Oue of these parties citos
Motor Veh. Mfrs. Ass'n v, State Farm
Ins. 463 U8 29, 42, in support of its
asserticn that U.S. edministrative iow
teguires that the Department provide s
“reascned enalvsis’ for this praposed
¢hange to the repulations. It argues
further that pursuant ta the U8
Supreme Ceurt riling in FOC v. Fox
Television Staticns, Inc., 556 U § 502
1200%;, " reasoned explanalion is
needed for disregarding facts and
circumstances that undetlay or were
engendered Ly the prior policy.” The
saIne party cites Inal in a prior
rilemaking exercise 1he Depariment
slated that it "has consistentiy
considered that an absence of dumping
o tiree conseculive Years was
indicative that o fureign responcent was
not likely 1o sell ol less than normal
value in the futare.” Sec Proposed
Regulution Concerning Revocation of
Anbidumping Duty Orders; Natice cf
Proposed Rulermaking, 69 FR 24878
(Tune 3, 1988). I rontends that iu the
Proposed Rule the Department made nu
effort <o refule this statement, and that
oy ot explaining the proposed chinge
the Departinent's proposal runs afoul ¢f
the Adminisirative Procodures Act The
pariy asc asserts that because the
Ucpariment has not provided a reascned
anulysis ¢r the busic factual
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assumptions underlying the zrogused
change, interested parties have Ceen
denied a meaningful oppertaninvio
comment.

Besponse to Commmuents: The
Depurtment explained its reascns for
e.iminating company-specific
revecations in the Proposed Rule.
Speciiically, the Department stated that
it was ptoposing the elimination ef
company-spacific revecatinns becavec
1) The existing regulation remqiires the
Depariment to expend addition.
vescurces in cenducting edministrative
reviews where g reques? for cunnpeny
specific revocation is being censidered:
12ronlv a small fraction of the
cempanies the Department reviews are
altimately fnund to be elizitle fura
company-specific revocation; (3] to the
extent that eligihle companies mainlain
antidumping duty or counterviiling
autv rates of zero percent, the proposal
would net change the amount of culies
applied to subject entries, and [4) many
of the companios for whicl reviews
have Leen requested may niot huve the
spreriunily to amass the thoee
antidumping rates of zere percent or
five couutervailing duty rates af zemo
percent necessary ta be eligitle fora
eompany-specific revacation tecause
the Deparinent fregaently is notable to
examine all companies under review,
The Department further stated that
".riather than administering the
ceiipany-specific revecatien regulalions
i: & manner that does nst aflord
equitable cpportunity to &l compe.es
1 seek revecetion, end inlight of the
additional laciors noted. the Department
cropeses to eliminate the ceinpany-
specitin revacation regunlations.”

The Departinent may chauge s
practice at any time as long as
provides g reasoned explanation for the
change. See Allegheny Ludluri Here,
the Jepartment provided a reasoned
explanation. The Department explained
the hurden an its resources that
cumpany-specific revecation reviews
entail. it is rearouable for the
Department (o make changes in
response 10 18 resource conslraints. See
Pukfood Public Co. Ltd. v {’nited States,
P53 F. Supp 2d 1334 (G of
Internztional Trade 2011} (Rolding that
sdministrative conveuniance is g va.id
Teason tor a change in practice,.

The Department has nat ignored the
caunstancus thal suppatiod the
existence of the reguleliva in tie
prace, but rather has determined that i
is no lunger appropriate fn zontinue Lhe
oractice in lisht of current rescurens for
he reasons desoribed in the Proposed
Hulv.

Coinment 3i—Effective Dute

Sutie commenters ask (hal the
Department adupt wud implement the
proposed change ¢ the revotativn
repulations hiamediately (e, make the
change applicable 1o &l administrative
reviews curten'iv pending before the
Departiment). Others reguest that the
Duparmm:;l cuntiaue ¢ allow tar
revocations in aud sngoing reviews in
which a revoration reguest has beesn
made. Cne coiminenter sugeests that ihia
Department “grasdlfatier in' uny
company that had reviews of itself
inilizied priorte the cdoption of this
rule to pive thew the cppontunity to
BRI thIoe ZATOR A7 Umetely,
TU\"UCaliUll. Anciiw \ Q\'I'JI'OSSE-‘-
concern that the proposel could
undermine leginms sectations of
exporters, glven Lnrertainiy over entry
into force of the progosed change,

Response to Comnetits: As indirated
i the DATES sertion &hcve, this Final
Rale will apply te cli reviews thal are
initiated on or afler june 2, 2012. The
Depattment de.ieves that this is a fair
and reasonable cppreach o the effectiva
dale issue fur this particular change,
Importantly, implementing the Fiual
Rule in thiy manser will provide parties
that have requested revecation in
ongoing reviews the epporiunity 1o
complete those reviews and obtzin a
revocaiion should they mee the
regulatery requiternents in effect when
that revivw was ininaded.

Comment 4—Hlnasons for Discontinuing
Compuny Specific Revecations
&, Canscrve Beseuroes

Seme commenters agree with the
Deparlinent’s assericn that, pursuant to
the existing regulat.cn, the Separtment
is required to expend additional
resources. ncluding additional
mandatery verifications, in cunducting
administrative revicws when ¢ampany-
specific revocations are being
considered. They asser!, therefere, that
the changu will help i conserve
resources as the Deveriment will save
maney hy ot havizg 1o cenduct
"mandatory verifications ' They also
argue tha! the Sepattment will have
fewer reques!s fer review, ws tompanies
that are already subient 10 low deposit
rates will be less Hikely troregnest a
revigw and there wili be jess of an
incentive for companies to “engineer”
sules fur purposes of aelinving
revocation, ratber tan or normal
commearcial considerations. The parties
contand that the Deganiment wili also
save respurees by net heving to condnet
the charged cirmimsiance reviews that
are currently needed o determine
whetlier an exputter, nice revoked,

needs 1o be reinstated in the order.
Finaliy, they contend that remaoval of
the country-wide revocation procedures
is permissibie and would result in
farther cost sevings.

Another party cites (o burdens on the
U S. gnovernment that are credled by
circumventicn and evasion of trade
reliel with respect to certain trade
rernedies, and gsserts that such
cireamnstances demonstrate the
impartance cf the prupused changes to
the revocatien regulations. It asserts that
the individual exporter exclusions
provided for under the regulations al
wssue subsiantially complicate U.S.
Custams and Border Protection’s
respunsibilities for enforcement of
antidumping crders, and ciles lo cerlein
duty evasion issues that the ULS,
government expetietced while
administering certuin antidumping
measures. It contends that company-
specific exclusions can alsc necessitate
@ significant allocation of resources by
the domeslic industry to monitor
shipments, anc try and prevent
circumvention of the trade relief.

Scme commenters assert that
revocations actually reduce
adminisirative burdens by eliminating
the need for adiiistrative reviews of
cempanies that are revaxed from an
antidumying or countervailing duty
arder, and that by continuing to graut
company-specific revocations the
Department wiil iree up resources 1o
review other cempanies, Une partvy
asserts that there is no reasen ta
presume that the availability of
revecations increases the number of
proceedings the Jepartmient mist
uniertaxe. For example, it cantends that
in & case with a smal. number of
exporters to the UL market, revogations
tould reduce the Department’s case
load, Olier commmentors assert that it
would be an ineflicient use of rescurces
to review nompanies aver and over
when they have cemonstrated that tnev
i not engage (u dumping. A few narties
centernd thal the Proposed Hule will
CONSLTE Mone resairces hecausa
cumpanies will never Lave o chance Int
revocation and will bewr the expense
and harden of participating in mare
reviews. Some commenters request that
the LUepartment find other ways to
reduce burdens se that it iy abie to
cortinue 1o administer company-
specific revocations under the
regulations at igsue leg., Credle @ more
cificient and less rigotous pracess for
sdministret.ve reviews, maks
verificationy discretivnary, allow
exporters 16 certiiy they are not
dutnping when they believe that te be
the cusc).
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Cne pam' argues that because the
sumber of companies whe ate cligible
frra r.crnpan) -specific revccatlcn isso
small, the additional rescurcas,
includizg addilionel mandstery
veriticaticns that the Department cites
as a reason {or the proposed change,
vennot be su great. talso esser:
over time the proposed change w
increase the resources expended on
TeVIEWY 0S companies continie o
request reviews (o feceive zetu o low
duty rates. The same party asserts that
if the company- b[JPCIf revaoeatian
regulaltions remain in effect the
Department and ather U8, federal
apenvies {e.g, Custams ana Bo:der
i’rotection; may ultimately save
resnurces as the pool of respondents
satrect to review diminishes cver time,

Anazthoer party assetts that since
wcney is caliected frem resprnsent
arties in the form of antidwmving
duties and it is relatively inexpensive tc
cenduct a rev ocation plOCECl-I.T.g. the
Zepartment should not elizsinale the
revecation provision in the name of
resource constraints. [t argues that any
additicnal resources that ey be
required for ennsidering & revocation
tequest are minimal, and suggests that
the Departinent instesd conserve
tesources by limiting the ability of
<omestic producers 1o regues!
verifica'ion.

Hesponse to Conmments. The
Jepertment belivves that the chstge
wibi result in savings as it wii no onpe:
have to exgend the addifionzl resources
zsseciased with the conduct ¢f
administrative reviews, particularly
mandatory verifications, when requests
for comypany-specific revecations are
beinpg considered. In addition, the
Degariment anticipates cost saving
irom nio! having to conduct changed
circumstances reviews cutrently needed
1o determine whethier an exparicr, once
excluded, shauld be reinstatied in the
oréer.

With repard to various ceallicting
arguments that the change will resilt in
vither o decrease or en increase in the
mumber of reviews that are reyaested
=nd, therefore, that cost savings mav or
mav nat actually be realized, we find
i to be based on speculation as to
the mwtivations of individual porties
who may request reviews. Prirssant ty
19 CFR A51.213(b], an adiminisietive
review of an exparter ar praducer may
be reguested by a dewestic interested
party, a loreign anvernmen!. sh expeorier
o1 € prodater, ur an fmporter. The
Department is in uo p(‘Si'.l_:I‘ L
determine for any given proceeding
whit « particular panty's nic..t‘a:lons
woud be in deciding to reguest a
review and how the change oy

Zs

influence ity decisicn. However, the
Jepartmoent wauld note that there
would be 1o reason fur s respondent,
with a zern or de min/mis cash deposit
rate, o reguest anather sdministrative
review but for the possibility of
revoration.

Regarding the camment supgesting the
elinuneton af the country-wide
revocaticn procedures as en additicnal
nmeans 1g save resgurces, the Proposed
Rule ang ‘his Federal Register notice
only pertain to tompeny-specific
revucetions and the issups the
Jepartment has experisnced and hopes
ru\oluc- by elim; 2 those types of
revocations. The Finzl Rule does not
include any changes s e parts of the
revacation regulsticnes that concern
vountry-wide revocatls

With regard to the suggestion that
company-specific revoestinng should be
oliminatec brcause they may be tied o
circumnvention cr duly evasien issues
that necessitate a signilicant allocation
of resources by the domnestic industry to
monitor shipments. we have not relied

n this claim er a basis for our decision
to implement the propassd rele since
we do not have evidence of increased
burdens associated witiz such
moailering.

With regerd (o the suggesticn that the
Department consarve resoirces by
riting the abiity of Somestic
p“aducers w reguest verilicalions, we
find that cur currens regulations provide
appropriaie guidanse and flexibility for
Ihe condunt of verifications requested
by domnestic producers i .ight of the
Uepamncm s reseure cunsiderations.
Finally, if necessary, we nay in the
fature vousider additiona! cost-savings
measutes in additicn i the savings
associaled with the changes made by
s rule.

b A Sma.. Porticn of Keviewsd
Companies Have Been Feung To Be
Eligible for a Company-Specific
Revocation

Several cotwmenters assert Loat the
small portion of comnanies found 1o be
cligible far company-specilic revocation
5 not a relevan? facter 1o Cite in suppont
of changing the regulations. One
commmenter asserts that such a statistic
is simply a consenuence af rhe ditticulty
of satisly.ng the raguinene
revocation. Ancther asserts that this
meayurement is ne’ re.evant G the
untidum cexoarts from its
cawtry ! bucause a mustiber ufs.umpumus
were tevoked frnm one ol *hnse
antidunping vrders. Several
commenters argue that the smasll
numbnr n! company-stecific revocations
suppurts that the existing revocation

= fur

ing orrere .

regulativns do niot have a material
impact on the Degartment's resources.
Hesponse to forrmcn 5: We d.-‘.gre{.
with the aseertion that the number of
reviewed comgpanies that the
Department has uitimately found to be
eligible for a company-specific
revecation is not A% important factor te
cite in support of ‘..Ud1.y.ng 19 CFR
351.222. As indicated in the Proposed
Fule, while the Department annually
conducts sdminisirative roviews nf
hiundreds of foreign comparnies subiect
to entidumping or countervailing duty
vrcers. caiv a sl fraction of the
reviewed coempanies are ultimately
iuund 1o be pligitie for 3 company-
specific revegation Moreover, in
evaiuating this matter in terms cf the
tirden and cdministrative procedures
involved, itis importunt to consider tha:
many of the cempanies that request &
Hic revocation under the
tions at issue go through the
precess ol being reviewed but are,
uwltimately, not found to be engmle nr
& COMBANy-s !

..:P.lelC revocation We
examined the review requests for crelers
that were in effect hetween 2005 and
2009 and learncd that roughly 75% o
the company-specific revocation
requests that we received ultimately
were denied. Many of the companies
tnat reguested partial revocation under
the rcg.:’.at nns at issue did not obtain
ane :lccﬂl.xu itheri 11) The company
wiis 5500 Ju::.p.. (2} shie caznpany ¢id
net make szlesin r')fnme“t:ln]
quantities: (3] the campany withdrew its
reguest lor revoration and/or review
arer we initisled the review: (4) a
revecation of the entite order via tha
sunset review process look plece prioe
ta campletion of our review of the
cumpany-specific revocation request; or
75l auy was not sclected as 2

o COIRE
respondgent beca"lse the Department did
not have the resoutaes to proceed with

a company-specific examination. Thus,
with the siatus gue, the Department can
rxpect tc continue to expend significant
resuurees examining unsuccesstu!
requests for cumpany-specific
revocations. Instead, Lhe Depurtinent has
cetermined, in part, to eliminate the
disconnest between the large amount of
[USGLTCES t:xpe..‘luu cunducting these
ceimpeay-speeifiv revocation reviews
antl the few compunies that benelit,

W also disugree with the assertion by
ane commeneMer that, with respecs
antidumping orders an exports frem ite
country. the smalf traction nf the
reviewed tumpanies the Department
altirnate.v lound eligible for a company-
spanific revocation is not a relevant
factur tu cite in suzpert of modifving
10 CFR 351.222. The commenter
indicates that s number of companies
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were tovoked fom one of the
sntidumping vrders on impoarts from its
vountry. Nonstheless, in evauating and
deciding on this particular change to the
regulations vur focus has heen on all
anndumping and countervailing duty
crdens/messures that are atministered
by the Department, not just revecaticn
requests for one particudar measare,
wndustry, or country.

¢, This Amendment Will Not Change
the Amount of Duties Appled to Entries
Subiect (o Antidumping ar
Countervailing Duty Orders Where the
Duty Kates Remain Zero

Sume parties agree with Lhe
Departmenl steliance on this fac
Others atgue that, when compenie
mgintain antidumping or countervailing
duty rates of zeto percent, both tle
Uepariment and interested parties are
expending rosources on reviews of
compunies that are unlikely w dump or
receive countervailable subsidies in the
Fature. Another party asserss that the
Depaciment's rationale does ot t2ke
‘nto account the L.np.ed‘(.tm.‘.:l_v aNc
cosls impased by antidumping and
countervailing duty arders. Une pariy
cemments that the Departin L.. apprurs
tc bie seving that its propesal isrevenue
aeairal herause it would net affec: the
ameunt of duties agplied. and osserts
tthe amount of reventie zoliected "u
entidumping or countervail.og duties is
not o :natler within .HP 1\! ieairtion of
the Department.

Response to Comments: The
Depariment's stuletient is & mstier of
facl—il &z company maintaing an
:...TIOU"'],..I .g o countervai.ing duly rate
of zezo, its duty lability will not change
&s & result of this amendmen: As fer
aTswments concerning the expenditure
rfrescirces in the conduct cf roviews
fer cumpanies that mainta:n zero
dumping or countervailing duty rates,
suth arguments are based o5 conjecture
about the future pricing hel:avicr of
""Cbt‘ LUI!I[J'].[I. s (‘lnd f‘\ltuz—
subsidization by governments [t alsn
assumes that interested parties w.ll
teguest reviews of those rr-n*.;-mies. We
ATH DOY LD & position i p:cuii.‘l sdth
T‘J!\IIC behavior. The Denarin ‘s point
: that, @5 wong as a company ‘&ius
& dumping or countervailing duty rate of
zerv, ot will incur no antiduinping oF
countervailing duty lisbility. The
Departmient’s reference to this change
~at impacting the amount af duties
celieeted was simply an effertin
consider the burden of the “rcpu'«;..‘ e
parties and net in consigeration of the
.mpact en U8 revenue

iE HIT

o, Many Companies Mav Not Havo the
Opportunity “'c Amass the Three AD
Rates of Zern Percent ot Five GVID Rates
of Zero Percent

Ceriain commenters f&voring the
proposed chenge to the revucation
regulations assert thz: D willresull ina
more equitable adm:nistration of the
antduareping and ceuntervailing duty
proceedmgs “for hoth e pettioners and
tespondents One of these commenters
claims that comn —specilic
vevocations can muioperly advantage
certaln pruducers oo expurives over
nthers, and that such ineguities also
creute difficulsics Tz petitioners in
ensuring that créers ave effvctive in
eliminating in'uricus dumping and
subsidizesion

Suoveral commenters assert that the
current comnpany-spacific revocation
regulaticns do a goad jeb of promaoting
Bquity by revoring orders against
companies tha! are not cumping or
receiving countervaliable subsidies,
“hey alst assert that when such
tevocations result in one less company
‘¢ review. i permits companies nol
previously examined s cppottubity to
be selected for examinatizn. One
commente: cantends that there is uo
reason o deny the Lnnoltant benelit of
Company- SI.LL.f.\. revecativns simply
herause {Dmav be imprectice. o every
vase, The party A150 asserts that thers
are uther benefits in the anitidumping
and countervalling culy repime that are
appaied uneveniy metably, the ability ta
chtain one's awn manpin, o5 spposed to
an average ol other rate:). Some
cammeniess suggest that the Departmoent
adopt new prucedures that will allow
for all intevested and e P eXporiers
to participute inoreviews (o the extent
Necessary (o achieve revoceiion. A few
conimeniers assert that certsin factars
we cite in suppert of this change to the
revocation regalations de not apply to
the unique cizeumstances of trudu
remudy meastees on their exports (eg.,
certain cises invalve a “wanageable”
number ¢f companies and. therefure, the
Departmen: should not be concerned
with eompaiies (o theee cases not
hm'iug CH ::p:mr‘;. ctn e revipwed
ARG AmAss N0 gt B 1ulus].

Hesponsz ta Councits: Thu
Departmunt continues to Snd that this

chauge to the 1agulatinnz will, in
geavrsl, result inoa e eguitable
sdministration of the antidumping and
vounterviiling duty recclings. In
particular, and a3 ex silalnud in the
Proposed Hule, many ol the cumpunies
for which revisws are requesied may nod
huve the oppostunity to amass the three
antidumping rates ol zere percent
tdemonstoatine an absence of dwupiog

for three consecutive vears} or five
courtervaliing duty rates of zoro parcent
.demonstrating an absence vf
countervai.ab.e subsidies for five
cunsecutive vears) necessary to be
cligible fzr o company-specific
revocation. See Proposed Rule, 76 FR
13244, This is because it is often naot
practicable for the Departmend te
examine a.l cempaznies for which
reviews have heen requested, and wherd
such vircurnsiances exist, the Ac
permils the Depariment to limit the
number of companies it individually
exdm.tes. Relhier than administeritg the
campany-specific revocation regulalions
ina manner ‘hat does not atford
cinitabie cpportunity to all companies
to senk revacatiun, and i light of the
camments ana various faclors noted in
the Proposed Rule and this Federal
Register notice, the Departme'lt i5
eliminating the company-speciii
revecelicn regulations. Moreover, by
eliminating the need to obtain twoe/fear
suhseguent reviews for revocalion, the

Departmen! anticipates that fewer
companies with zero or de muinimis
deposit rates will request reviews,
freeing up limied resources to consider
the antidumping ar countewdllmg dutv
rates =f ether companies.

wWith regard o the suggestion that the
Denartinent develop or ad'\pt new
company-specilic revocation
precedazes, the Department has not
identfied any new procedures for
company-specific revocations that
woulg address all the reasons it has for
disenntinuing such ravocations. As far
the commenters that assert that oar
reasons for diseontinuing company-
specific revocations donot apply 1o
particuiar antidumping or
countervaiing duty order, we do
£z that any sort of differential
treatinent woald be appropriate.

i

e Trade Law Enforcernent [nitiative

One commentur states that the genesis
of this proposal was an August 2010
announcement by the Secretary at

gmimerce to sirengthen trade
enforcemient with a particular forus nn
shiepal import practices frum nun-marks
proncmy countries, The commenter
centends that there is little carrelation
between {{lega. .inpernt practices frum
aan-market economies and the
Propused Rule, and asserts that th
Secfelaly'y CORCEINS arce more
appropriately addressed by other items
menticnzd in the August 2010
apnouncement

fiesponss to Comments: This proposa.
wis identified in the August 26, 2010,
anncuncement of 4 Trade Law

fnfarcament ?‘ckagﬂ to slrengthen the
uLt.......‘.)..u iun uf the nation's tracle
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remedy laws. In making the
rmnourcement about this hnitiative,
addressing illegal import practces from
non-market econormics way highlighted
¢ an chiective, but that objective is
secendary 1o the overall purpose of the
tiztive whick is to strecginen the
aéministration of the nation’s trade
remedy .aws. Further, (i the Froposed
Hule, aud in the above sections of this
nC..LE‘. ...C DdeltIHellt pru\':
detailed explanation and inforaticn
ahcuat the factors that warrant this
amencment Those foctors and tre rile
change are not specific to ingpusts from
any one country ar type of econcy
"market or non-narset).

JEE A

Comment s—Company-Spec:fic
Fevorutiuns Awurd Good Behaior

Several commenters assert that the
Department should maintain the
vxisting rules for company-specific
revecalitns ss o direct incentive 1o
nduce individual foreig: f
pices and eliminate dumping or
‘eceiving subsidics. Another party
commenis that such revoealions give
—Mpﬁndnnlq hcpp that if thev cc::‘.pi\'
with the United States anticwimping and
countervailing duty laws, their effurts
mayv Lo recognized and rewarded by
teveeaticn. Another purty asseris that
COmEany- specific revocations ensure
that U.S. manufacturers, retailers an
censitners ate not denied access to
farly traded goods.

Heepcn se to Comments: While we
appreciate that companies may wish to
refain the vppustunily te be revoked
trnm an arder, as we noled under
Cemment 1, there is na ohligatinn under
W5, Taw or the WTO Agreemenis
vrovide for such company-specilic
revocations, Morgover, Ha fereign firm
stops dumping or recelving
codntervailable subsidies it will
eliminate ity Liability for antidompzing
snd cuantervailing duties. and US.
manufactarers will have full zccess to
its fairly traded goods. Finally, the
sntidumping and countervailing duty
laws 4o nob exist 1o reward an
sellavicr. iistead, Uiese lnws exst tn
—rovide a temady for infunous marset-
Gistull; ug unfair trade l"l'nf'T ces, The
impositiom of w remedial oty
discaurages such practices to the extent
they are lq nd 1o exist. As noted above,
Ry maintaining a zero dumgpd
o7 ze7o suthsidy rate, Lu:npa...
lialility for these duties

Cemient §—hnpact of the Proposed
Change on the Econotniy aid Trade
Svveral commenters reGiaest that e
Oeparlinent not change its feveocation
palicy until it conducts s review ol the
rngact of the change on consuming

w tu adjust

industries and other puiins that utilize
imparts that are sutvec: o anbidumping
ur cosntervailing duty aroevs, They
assort that such perties wil be
negatively alfected as a result of the
Departmet per’ r.r"r.,..: administrative
reviews of individusi coninonies that
woald heve otherwise bevh reveked
Som an crder, One commenter ASSErly
that the proposed change weuld restrict
the ability of LS. retailers o provide
consumers with a varisty of wigh-quality
products ut affurdable prices,
undermine U5, compeitiveness, pul
LIS, jobs at risk, and undermine the
Administration's soal of coubling U.5.
Pxpnrls

Hesporse tu Cununents: With respact
to the comment abowt ceusuming
industrics and other parties that utilize
imparts thal are subivet to antidumping
or countervailing futv erders, 5 US.C
&05(h) rEr!_'_'.'*rsz- that t‘w e t,nrl:.:ent
consider He
substaniial number of stnull business
entities” which inclides such parties,
“he Dbpt'f.tulﬂ at provided 1heo analysis
required by 3 U. S.C. e03{L) when it
issued the Preposed Hule. See Proposed

Rule, 76 ¥R at 13234, ‘I""P pecifically,
the Ly il mt in the
past five ducting

atdministrative reviews Lf wel, ovat five
hundred companies, snlv 13 cemnpanies
{uf vazious sizes) have shiained a
company-speciie revecation under the
relevant purtions ef 16 CFR 351.222. We
also believe that in cansidening the
cuonomic unpacl that this change may
have, it is impuniant tu tehe inito account
the fact that less than two pereent of all
inparts ol gouds inte the Imted States
are subjoct (o antidumping or

crunterya anc only a very
small poition of these im:Jo:ts will ever

iing qulies,

reasony, we ot
change to the tey
will nat have a s
anpact,

s

Comument 7—Culeaiution of the

Maygin
tor Nan-Sejacted Compornivs

Onﬂ camamenter urges that, in light ¢f
ne Department

g the raty that

18 ab&"wu': to Tes :nt are nol
selected Jur ind. Creview when the
Dapartmiont limits s vaanniation in an

It notes that
..m.'\] q

achminisirative review.
when the Depariment
examiuution kv i gest uxporters, it
npplios 10 the non-examined companies
he avurago of i idual margins
assigned tu the inandaiory respendents,
except for any margins that ure zero, de
s, At based

an adverse facts

available It also netes that when all of
the catary respondents receive
mincginy that ave 2ero, de minimis or
hased on adverse fects available, the
Dopartment bases the margin for the
ron-seected respondents on the mos!
rerest.y celoalated affirmative margin
frem a previcus administiative review.
It usserts that this cituation is likely to
arive with lar greater frequency once
zerning in atministiative reviews is
el A.Aa\t,\l and the rfwﬁration
regulativas are nodified, It also asserts
that cver time, 4 maTgin for nun-selected
companies dentified in this manner
could ¢ ue bd‘:efi ¢n & margin ca.culated
several vears in the pastand it would ne
longer be & reasoncble appro:urr.at cn of
the pricing belhaviar of non-selected
resnondents.

’fﬁwuwse 0 Cormmcnds: With regerd
*5 the Department’s practice of
::w:hcdclon\' fur caleulating the rate ‘.hat

{5 assigned 1o reecondents that are ao
selocted for individual review when 'HL
Department limits its examination, we
believe it would be premature to try and
address that issue in the context of a
change to the revacation regulations. It
waild be more appropriste o evsluate
that issue in the context of funir
antiduinpaig or countervailing duty
prnceedings.

Conurent §—Zetoing in Helation to
Cempuany-Specific Revocations

Ore company cltes to the ]_,'1\5.!.1 e
elitnination of zeroing in Al reviews
see Antidumping Proceedings:
Cealewiation of the Weighted Average
Dumping Murgin and Assessment Rate
in Certuin Antidumping Proceedings, 75
FR #1333 (December 28, 2010]). end
ayserts thet if the Department stops
zerning, one would expect thata
::‘n ifizant number of eXPOTICLTS ay
guality for revecation in the years
folowing the change. Anather cempany
sugges!s that eliminating zeroing while
retzining the possibility of revocation
shoulid ..m.e'lulh reduce the

D pariment’s w orkload after a few
vears; heweves, i the Department

elisinetes both emming and revncation,
then e Departoent will waste is
resouices in repetitious reviews of
cumpaniss with zero margins.
Respanse to Comments: On Februuey
14, 2032, in response to several WO
thepule seitleinent reports. the
Departmen: adopted a revised
metbodaiagy which aliows for alflsets
when msking average-1c-average
comparisons in reviews. Sce
Antidumping Proceedings: Caleulation
of the Weighted-Average Dumpmv
'\J’argm und Assessment Rute in Certain
Antidumping Duty Proceedings; Final
\Iodama’mn 77 FR 8101 (Febrowry 14,
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2012) U Final Modification for
Reviews™). The Final Modificatien for
Reviews makes clear that the revised
methodoiogy will spply e antidumping
Aty adminisirative reviews where the
preliminary results are issued afie:
Aprii 16, 2012 The revisios tn pur
ca.culativn methedolugy in
antichwnping duty adminisizative
reviews was made (o imp.emient certain
fndings by the WTO Appellate Bad\'
with respect to that methodeiogy in
severul disputes, See United Stutes-
Laws, Regulutions and Methedalogy for
Ca!cu}aftr" Durmping Margins, w7
D52947R, W [/105294/AB/R, edopted
May G, 2008; United States-Measures
Related to Zeroing and Sunse! Reviews,
WT/DSAR2/K, WT/DSIZ2/AHK,
adepted Jan. 23, 2007; United Satee-
final Anti-Bumping Measuics on
Stainless Steel From Mexice, WT/
183454/ R, WT/DS344/ANR. adeptad
Nay 20, 2008, United Stutes-Continued
Existence and Application cf Zeroing
Methodology, WT/DS350/R. WR
AB/R, adup tt:d Fely 19, 2009 The
Deparment’s decisioz te change the
revacztion rngh.latmns has been made
without regard te, and lrrespective of,
the change in our caleulation
methodolngy 75 a result of the
implementation. Morecver, the
comments regarding the possible efleets
of the proposed revisior tc our
caleulation methodology in
antidumping duty reviews are based
scleiv uporn speculatian,

Comment Y=—Revocations of AD and
VD Meusures—In Whole

Several parties indicate thar with
respect 10 revocation o termiination in
whaee, the Department’s regulaticns
would remnain substantively unchanged
and, therefore, in addressing whether or
nat to award revocaticn or !er.d.ncl on
mw hcle, the uepart*ﬁe..l W
consider whether “all exporters &
preducess” have not damiped tor atleas:
Inree Consecitive Years U" VE RDl
apslivd fur or received any ner
countervaiiable sulisidy fo «t least five
cansecelive years, respectively. [nLight
of the fact that the Deparimenl often
reviews individually anly a small
mumiber of the foreign exporters and
produarers cuversd by an urder, they ask
tne Depariment to consider and address
bow heso prerequisites fnr revecation
oy terminativa in whole arc
satisfied. They propose lhat ca: i
uxperier o profducer must demonsirat
aifirmalively that it met these
conditicns for the preseribed camber of
vears before revacation or lepniustion
iz whele wily he granted ny the
Departnest. One of these patties alse
asked the Department tu ceasider how

R

08350/

to address revozation reguests when all
mandatary resprndenty receive rates of
zero percent for ihe teguisite wumber of
years uncer $ 25022255000 and {](1)-
{2): in particular, wh tiose rates
would be assigned o wan-reviewed
compunies eud, i se.whether the arder
in whale wauid -:}‘. s t.'L ellg Lle for
revocation One commenter suggesls
thal in addition o withdrawing the
regulations establishing canpany-
specific revocatisns a! 19 CFR
351, 222(0L)72) avd o33 and 331.22%c0(3)
and (4], the Depastment should
withdraw iis reguial providing fur
country-wide revocatizng,

Response to {lamisents: We generally
agree wita the comumenters’ assertion
that eacl: loreign exporter o: p:'uducur
would have to demearsizale that it met
the regulstury rogivements for the
prescrilicd number of vears befure
revocation or anoin whole
could ke granted by the Department,
With: 0011d t considering now lo
address 4 couests when all
mandaten resond veve Tates of
zero pereet for : v nuinber of
VOHTS un'lr'r 88357 2rthiil) and (o)1)=
2), we Letiuve iy premature to dcrme
whether such cin antes woald
warrant nrevonation ef anorderin
whele, We wiil addiess any such
scenarios as they arss in the countext of
heture antiduinping o7 countervailing
duly proveedings, funddition, we have
not adopiod Lhe suggeston that in
addition to withdrawine the regulations
establisliug v specific
revocalious at 18 O ]'{ a5 arani(2) and
(3)and 351.2220c)05, and 4} e
Depastoneat 5‘1‘,u1u draw s
regulalic:‘,ﬁ }:1‘0‘;‘.(1'. unlry-wide
‘Evor;tl’um a8 s l 2z2(b)1})
vumpins ,- ann 33120200 and [2)
{substclics]. The Progssed Ruds and this
chvrul l{wuslur notice cnly pertain bo
i vorabinns and the

fla

it

jssues

Jn- szt has exporienced
aud l'u::m lU pessive v elininating
those *v wntations, See the

Propusid v Coamment 1 chove,

Commant 10—
VI Mocisirns

Severa! comnenters requesied
the Depalmcet oot withdraw the
subsecticns of Ui sovocation
regulationy that dew, with the
reinslaicmzat of sorlany revaked
orders (o7 arath) 2 iR,
(e)(F i3] antiduming daty vrders) and
(e300, .,,..f.]{.]‘, Shicountervailing
duty ordursih 1 ey contend that if the
snbseciinns are renioved, it iy unclear
what recourse weitlc be available to the
Departiizul in tie event that companies,
for which vrders Liave already bern
partially rovornd, resime maxing U.5,

rorement of AD and

1hat

.
L

sales at dumped prices or resume
beaefiting fom countervailabie
suebsidies in violziien of trade remedy
laws. Theyv suppest that in light of the
prozosed amendmients to 16 CIFR
451,322, the Depariment should
maintain the rues that would provide
fur the teinstaterment of partially
revoked antidumping and
ceuntervailing duty orders, One party
suggests that the Departzent maintain
the current version of
§351.222:H)(2)(iKB), (c](3)(1}(B],
[P]'!"';"] and [L}I D) o its
reguintions bat clarlfy that they app.v
co.y to erders that have been part:ally
revoked prier to the effective date of the
changs in regulations.

Hcs sonse to Cornments: We have not
nrlr:p.r‘r: the changes proposed by these
pestics. Any company thet has been
revcked from an antidumping or
ceunturvailing duty order will remain
subieet to its certified agresmen: obe
seinvtiated with respect 1o that crder i
the Uepartment finds it to have resumed
rt:r.—.".;ng or o he henefitting from a
couniorvailable subsidy, Th
medifization does net absoive the
company from its ohiigations under s
EXiSting agreement,

Camment 11—Clerical Error in the
Proposed Rule

[we coinmenters assort that the
Nepartment made 4 typographical error
in §1331.222[el1)) of the propcserd
amendment te the revocation
regulations. One commenter suggests
that the term “the person”™ may need 12
be changed to the plural form to
vonionn 16 el exporters and
preducers.” The other suggests that the
reference to "the person’ be chenged to
“the exporter or praducer in each
istance.”

Hesponse {5 Comments: We agroe that
trere is a typopraphical srror in
8351.22270)1)00 of the Proposed Rule.
The term the persen’ needs to beina
plural form, se we have changed the
terrn o Uthey

Classification
Execulive Order 12866
Tlie rule has been determined 1o he

not simificant for purposes of Execulive
{wear 12866,
Regulatory Flexibility Act

The Chief Counsel for Regulation hes
cerlified to the Chief Counsel for
Advacacy of the Small Business
Acmizistration {"SBA”) under the
provisions of the Regulatary Flexibildly
Act, 53 U.5.C 805D, that the proposed
ruie wouid not huve a significan:
ecrnamic impact on a substantial
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~umber af small business entties The
Factua! hasiz for the certificetion was
published in the Proposed Rule. The
Departnient received cor s
regarding the factual bas
decision, and has suminerized and
responded to those comments in the
sbove section of this notice entitled
“Commen; 4—Reasons fu

Sl

g

e

g LU
Revacations'. Da

Juta11 144

L

A o

pedlphd il
sed upon the

Depariment’s analysis, as discussed
above, the factual basis usec in the
Proposed Hule to determine that the
rule, if promulgated, woulc not havea

sl
number of stuall busine

n

nificant impact on a substantia
ss entities did
ct change. As a result, a Fina

Regulatory Flexibility analysis is oot

required and has not bean prepared.

Paperwurk Reduction Act

o]

This rule does not contain a callection
fipfennalicn for purposes sfthe

Paperwork Keduction Act af 2084, as
cmended (44 UL 3503 ¢rsegl.

List of Subjects in 19 CFR Fart 351

L

in

e
bt

Ad strative practice and
rovedure, Antidumping, Business and
1dustry, Cheese, Confiduiticl Dusiness

information, Countervailing aubies,

L=

Heporting and reccrékes

ER.

reedem of informatian, investigations,

ISR
vy

requirements.

'P

Assistant

Dated: May 10, 2012
aul Piquado,
Secretary for hnport

Admanisteation.

3

Per the reasons stated, 14 CFR part
511 amended gs follows:

PART 351—ANTIDUMPING AND

.
B

UL
w2 I §351.222 revise

COUNTERVAILING DUTIES

1. The authority citativa fur 10 CFR
art 351 continues to read as folows:

Authority: 5 US.Co301; 1o U 50 1202
are, 19050 1303 noter 13 U S0 I67 et

ind 19 LLE.C 3534,

e
pRIsgy

apis fa),

(b, fc), {v}, and (], remmove paragraph
(), and redesignate paragriph (n)as

p
§

e of art that refers to te

aragraph {m) to read as follcws

459222 Revocation of orders;

termination of suspended investigations,

den'isa

IR
eila O, g0

‘a] Introduction. " Revow,

anlidumping or countervailing

™

roceeding in whicli ai cicler as been
——

T i I S b B s BT |

contains rules regardieg Tequirements
far a revorelion or turmingtion; and
precedures that the Departinent will
fallow in deeiiad
an order e e
investization.
W) Hevocation
un absenice of dumpi:
determining whethor:

10 i G e

suspended

JE)

T

fmm—

v
suspended antidumping investigation,
the Secretary will cousider:

fi] Whether all exporters and
producers covered al the time of
revacaliun by tae oider ot the
suspension agrecinesst have sald the
subject merchandise ot not less than
normal value for a period of at least
three conscoutive viars; and

(ii) Whether the teLtinaud
applicalion of the antidumping duty
order is otiorwise nosessary Lo oflset
dumnping.

(2} If the Secretary delermines, based
upen the sriteria in paragrapis (b)1his
and [ii) of this sectien, that the
antidwiping daty <oy or suspension
of the antidumping waly invesligation is
na longer warranted, tie Secretary will
revoke 1he nrder o terminade the
investization.

(c] ftrvocation or tenminetion based
an ghsence of cour ilahie subsidy.
(1)) I dotermming whethel to revoke
a counturvilling duly crder or lerminale
u suspendedd countervalling duty
investigtion, tie Scoretary will
cunsid

(A) Whether the povernment of the
alfecto cenpiny minated all
countusvaiinlis suhsiiies on the subject
merchandise by whnlisinng for the
subject merchs: oru period of at
least three consecutive vears, all
prograuns int the Secretaty has found
counicrviiinsic,

(B whiether expornters and producers
of the sulien m e ATe
eontinung lo receive any net
countervailnhin subsidy from wn
abolished nrogrnm reiermed o iu
paragroph (ch117AT of this section;

and
c

]

e

Jwwhetiur Jw el
applicatisu af tie conmtervailing duty
nrder or Susne {countervailing
utheiwise

TLCESHdL L L et
[yl e 5 v aiclermines, based
upon the crietii b Lo PUgTap IS
110 of Dals seclien,
imm duty order ur
Ciwen Aty

ning whether 1o revoke

(A Whether all exporters and
producers covered at the time of
teveeation by the order or the
suspension agreement have not applied
for or received ANy net countervailable
subsidy on the subject merchandise tor
a period of at least five consecutive
vears; and

3! Whethe: the cantinued
o 1l

1]

-
[

appliCALEH Uy 18 LUILE
order or suspens.cn of the
countervailing duty investigation is
olherwise necessary to offset
suhsidization.

i} I the Secretary determines, hased
upon the criteria in paragraphs
(e)(2Hi){A) and {B) of this section, that
the countervailing duty erdur or the
suspension of the countervailing dury
investigaticn is nc longer warrented, the
Secratary will revoke the order or
terminate the suspended investigation.

+*

AP e JiLELV 4

o

» - E] L

{r) Reguest tor revecation ot
termination—{1) Antidumping
proceeding. During the third and
subsequent annual anniversary months
cf the publicatien of an antidunping
order or suspensien of an antidumping
investigation, any exparter oo producer
may request in writing that the
Secretary revoke un arder of terminate
a suspended investigation under
aragraph (bl of this section il the
mits with the request:

B
person sub

T

(1) Certifications for ail exporters and
pruducess covesed by the oréer or
suspension agreement that they suld the
sulriect merchandise at not less than
narmal value during the period u!
review deseribed in §351.273el1), and
that in the futare they will not sell the
merchendise al less tian normel vaiue:
cnd

(i} Certifications for all expotlers and
steducers covered by the order er
suspension agreement that, during each
of the consecutive years referred te in
persgraph (b of this section, they so.d
the subiect merchandise Lo the United
States in comunvicial quanlities.

(0 Countervailing duty proceeding. G
Mhuring the third end subsequon: annual

uniiversary manths of the publication
of a countervalding duly erder ot
uspension of 2 countervailing duty
the

3
investigation. the government of
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number ofsmallbusi.ness enuties The
factual Basiy for the c-:rl"':"a"cn wus
published in the Proposed Ruie The
Department received cnmr*mt:
recarding the fuctunl basis for this
decisinn, and has suminarized and
responded to those comments the
ubuve section of this notice entitled
‘Comment d—Keasuns for
Niscontinuing COmEpany-Stec
Revecations™, Basec upch the
Department's analysis, as discussed
abve, the factual basis uced
Propesed Hule to determine th
rile, it promulgated, wauld not have a
significant impact on a substani:al
nember of small business entities did
nct change. As a resull. s Fina.
Regulatory Flexibilily ans vsis is pot
recuired and has nat heen preparec.

Puperwurk Reduction Act
This rule does not contain ac
5! information fer purposes -

Paperwork Reduction Act el
cmended (49 US.C. 3505 ¢! s
List of Subjects in 19 CFR Part 351
Adrministrative practics anc

vrocedare, Antidumping, Musiness and
1:‘.dust:’ Cheese, Coufideniizl buziness
information, Counterveiliny duties,
Freedem of inforzation, Investigations,
Reporting and recordiecpin
requizements.

]Iect [534)

D

5

Dated: May 16, 2012,
Paul Piguado,
Assistant Secretary for inpoit
Adminisiminon.
Pzi the roasons stated,
351 ix amended as lollaws:

PART 351—ANTIDUMPING AND
COUNTERVAILING DUTIES

1y CFR part

w1 Theauthonty cllation dur 16 CFR
patt 351 cantinues tnread as [nllows:
Authority: 5 US.C 30; 10 U 5.0 1doz
vote, 19 .5.0. 1303 note: 12 U S0 1671 et
L snd 18050 3534,
W 2.in§351.222, revise paragy
ibl. ici fel, and (f], ren'ou_ p(_rccrapl*
{m), and redesignate paragragh (nj as
paragraph fm) to read as lolluwy

§351.222 Reveention of orders,
termination of suspended invastigatlons.
) Intraduction, "Roveoaiion’ I
terin of st that refers to the eud ol an
antidumping or counterval.ing
p‘:oﬂ.eedlng in whicli an urder has been
issued. "Termination’™ iy L vyipanion
win for the end of a proceeding .o
which the investigation was suspended
due we the wecoplance of & suspension

isa

agreement. Generully, a revuision or
teninination may ovcur oibv oier the

Deparument or the Commission nas
corducted vie ur ere revicews unaet
sectinn 751 of the Act. This section

contains rules regariing requirements
for a revocatien or tnninaticin end
procedures that the Department will
[pllow in detormining n':‘.e'hs,, to revoke
an ordur or les . SusT
investiganion,

(L) Kevosation or termination based

on absenee of !-:m‘z' it In
determinine whei: FOVOKD Gl

antidurnping duty sidet or teyminate 8
a.lbpcm.ml anticany piag imvestigation,
the Secretary \\l.“ considern

(i) Whether all exgurters aud
producirs rovered e fune of
revoucalion Ly fae o or the
SUSpELEIGI nglf."..’{[l“un have sald the
subject mercha t net vss than
noema. value | ~riue of at least
three consenutive veors, and

(1] Whether L continued
ajplmu onof e
Gr(‘el s orhionvien

umpm

27 ke Scuvua;.' \EL:,.'.Li.iL‘S based

‘Jpon o crit :
and (11} of thi
antiduwinging doat
of the mutidun.i
na longer warr
reveke e oroe
investivi

lc) fie acution or wrnninuiion bused
an absvner of nountarvailnble subsidy.
{1910 L doeter : vther to revoke
a cownlorviiiiag dily orfer of terminate
w suspended cowtervaliing duty
investigstion, e Scoretary wils
vonsider:

{A) Whethoer the o
affected countsy
countesvalinbln
merchaudise
subject e
least thive von
prograrus that th
countesvalnlle:

(U] Ve lietlier cxperiers and ,JL'UL’;uL'ers
Uf'[]uwulf(‘r". e dise are

Llibinny e rotenve any nel
rm.ntv watlobln sulisidy from aa
abolishied o veieTred o i
paragrup s (ei0G10AD of thls section;
and

IC) Whether e o
applicatian af e vo
order ar suspe

Cder or suspension
investigation is

1 terminate the

vernment uf the
minated all
165 o the subject
ng forthe

@ pcriod of at
ears, all

arv has found

ntervailing duty
sinn ok (‘BL}':lEI'\’&ilillg
duty investiaanon s clhenwise
NUCEssy (00 :’.'7n..'..n

[y 1Lt Se 5
upan the criterti s ;;h:usi.u‘.,...x,
() (LHDA T thraualy (0 of thus seotion,
that the cosutepvat luty order or
suspuisinn of the covatervailing duty
nvesticution s o ser u';'rrantt-d, the
Secrulary wit o ooreer or
termitiele U suegnendud investigation.

2] L dolermi whether v
revoke oot I “‘“‘\ arder or
termin e &y . rervailing
duty investigution, Ui Sevretary will
consider:

(A Whether all exporters and
producers covered at the time of
revecation by the weder or the
suspension agreement have net applied
for ot teceived any net countervailable
subsidy on the sutject merchandise for
a puriod of at least five consecutive
vears; and

'3 Whether the continued
app lication of the countervailing duty
arder or suspensicn of the
countervailing duty investigation is
atherwise necessary to offset
subsidization,

iV If the Secretory determines, nased
upon the criteria in paragrapns
("‘[ 1A} aud (B of this section, that

¢ countervailing cuty erder or the
su _pens‘on of the cuuntervailing dury
investigaticn is uc longer warranted, the
Secretary will revoxe the order or
serminate the suspended investigation

- - * + 3

[

i) Reguest for revocation
termination—{ 1) Antidumping
proceeding. During the third and
subsequent annual anniversary months
ot the publication of an antidumping
order or suspension of an antidumping
investigation, any exporter of producer
mav reguest it writing that the
Secretary revoke an order or terminate
a suspended investigation under
paragreph (b} of this section if the
person submits with the request:

1) Certifications for all exporters and
preducers covered by the prder er
suspension agresment that they sald the
suliect merchandise at not less than
narmal value during the period of
review deseribed in §351.21400)1%), and
that ir the future they will not sell !hi.
merchandise &t less than normal vaiue:

G

114} Certifications for all exporlers and
preducers covered by the order ot
suspension agreement that, during esch
of the consecuative years referred to in
paragraph (bl of this section, they sond

the suhiect merchandise lo the United
States in commercial gquantiilies.

) Countencuding duty proceeding. U]
During the dhird end subsequent annal
atiiversary months of the publicalion
of a counlervailing duty erder or
suspensionofa cou’ltervmlmg duty
investigation, the governmen! of the
cted country may reguest in wriling
3t the Secretary revoke an order of
.EI‘I!:.II:[E & suspuuded investigation
unclar paragrapn o1} of lhis section if
the government submits with the
ranigst ite certification that it s
sati=fed, during the period of review
descrined in ¥ 337.213(e)(2), the

=13
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requirements of paragragh [ei100 of
\his section regarding the abeiition of
ccuntervailabile subsidy programs, and
that it will not reinstate fer the sabiect
merchandise those programs of
substingte ether ceuntervail
LIOETEMmS;

iit) Nuring the fifth and sutsequent
annuai anniversary months el the
publication of a cauntervailing duty
order or suspended counterviiling duty
investigation, Lhe gavernmen: af the
affecies country may reguesi nowiting
thal Lhe Scoretary revoke an nrder or
terminate a suspended iny
wnder paragraph [e}(2) of this section il
the government sulinity w :
ru'iuvt"

\ucpeww)n ag‘eembm tha
not .‘!Jphed for or received
countervailable subisidy oo the sabject
me.cnand.se for a peried sf nl least five

consecutive Years (see pangrnTh
)21 of this section )

1B) Those exporters’ and prodacers’
certifications that they will net apply for
GF receive any nel couhiay
subsidy an the sub’ect merc.:
trom any program the Secretnry has
found countervailable it anv proceeding
invelving the affected cou ar from
sther countt-rvailablu pragritius fsee
peraeraph [c)(23(i) of Uiz seotionl: end

(C) A cersification freo e ci:)ur‘.er
¢t producer that, during enzh of the
censecutive years reflemed
varagiaph (c)(2] of this sect
persen sold the sub cct e
e United States i com
q-lanti:icc

o5 Pruceduares, (U Upon rureipt of &
rimelv request ‘m revotatic:
werminoton under paragrapl
section, the Secretary will cun
request as including a reques
administrative review aed wili i
ang conduct a review unde; §

{2, When the Secrctary is cousidering
z request for revacalian or termination
ander paragraph (o) of tus susio

addition to the ‘Fq\.ll't.mf"" i
§351.221 regarding the consinct of ag

adminslrative review
1\'1![:

Zy Publish with the seticc
initiativn under § 4012210000 nntice
of “Request for Revecation o0 73
“Reguest for Termination ¢! saspended
I:‘ves‘ig‘d:io:;" (whir"wvr" s onniicable);

er

the Scooetary

va

sder or

§35..j0r,
Gii) nclude inthe ek LV Tesits
of review under § 3131 2:.'2(:‘, s
Seeretary's decision whether o
reasonabie busis o believe U

'eqml‘c"wnts forrevenatiznor
terminshion are me!

ne

(iv) [f the Secretary decides that there
i3 a reasunalle hasis 1o helieve that the
requirements for revous ;:,.1 ur
terminaticn are me! nuiniss with the
netice of predin v oresiiis of review
anider § 3552210048 notice of "Inteat
To Revoke QOriler” or o
Terminate Sus _.c.':.'.(.d I:‘.v('st:gation”
fwhichover is oh ,.e'

(¥} lneiude . Tesalis of
TEVIEW Ui ST the
Secretary's 1111.1. decision whether the
reguirent:nts [ revecat!
termination are met

fwil IF e §
the teqiitements fur e
nernliabion are m

weogation of
! Suspenced

§351.2
Order™ oy
investination
(3) I the Scorziary cuvekes an oxder,
the Sverctary wiil ¢icisr the suspension
of Lgquidation terming ed for e
mierchandise covoiesd e the revocation
an the calterihe pariod under
review, aud wiii instrust the Customs
Service tu release anv cash deposit or
hand.
* " L3 r -
|FR G,
BILLING CO2E 3500 -0

firer da

1 el

ZiLi-10 s [ilel 2o

Th—

12 %E% am)

= applicalle).

DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY

31 CFA Part 150

AIN 1505 —ACAD

Assessment cf Fees an Large Bank
Holding Campanies and Nonbank
Financial Companics Supervised by
the Fedcoral Reserve Board To Cover
the Expenses cf the Financial
Rescarcn Funu

AGENCY: epurtineas Gihoes, Treasury
ACTICN: I

SUMMARY: Tl (3¢
TTeasUIY 1y I8
interim tiral mile
133 al e Do
Heforn awd Cn
[ Dol rank
Treasapv toea:
ASSBENIILE & o]

COMitiion Wit @ tall o
assels o %50 5 'Iio;*. b
nonhank iina .
supervisag -‘r
the ¥ Ldu
collert ¢
t‘)\,.cl:scu : r
wesoaroh

ni the

st rake and
ment Seclion
Street
rction Act
Wodireets the
Cregalation an

x holding
uidated

ater and

EHIOTHIFS LA

avdd ot Governors of
Char Do) to
12l 1o tae total

steshm final rule.

‘nciuded in the Olfice’s expenses are

exponses of the Financial Stability
Oversight Council ("FSOC" ur "the
Council”], as provided under Section
118 nf the Dodd-Frank Act, and certain
expenses of the Federal Deposit
Ins\;:a[.ce Corporalion (”FDIC"} as

rovided uncer Section 210 ¢f the
‘.](J'\IL-'Frﬂnl\ Act. The partion af this rule
concerting the assessinent schedule for
burk helding companies is fssued as a
fini rule. The poriien of this rule
relnted to the aszessments for nonbank
financial companivs supervised by th
Beerd is issued as an interim final rule.
¢ allow for the consideration of
ad:ii.ional comments it conjunction

(i related FSCC rules. This final ruie
and interim final rule establish the kev
civtients of Treasury's assassment
program, which will cellect semiannual
aserasment fees fom these companivs
beginning on July 20, 2012, These nules
*aw intn accocunt the comments
recuived on the January 3, 2012
proposed rule and make minor revisions
pursuant to the coinments.

DATES: Effective

ve date for final rule: Tuly
20, 2012. Effective date for interim finul
ruie: Sections 150.2, 150.3(h), 130.5, ana
13|J.E3\a,- and !, which relate to
noubank Enancial companies, are
effuctive on Julv 20, 2012 Comment due
dair: September 18, 2012, Cemments
are invited on £8130.2, 150.2{b){4).
1504 5, and 130. B.aJ and (b), w h1c.. relate
to nonbank financial companies.

ADDRESSES: Subinit comments
vlectrenicanly through the Federal
eRulemaking Portal: http//

v reguioticns.gov, ar by mail {3 Sard
cepry, preferaboy an original and two
conies, Lo The Treasury Depaninient,
At Financial Kesearch Fund
Asnussment Comments, 1300
Pennsyivania Avenue NW., Washington,
DC 202220 Herwuse paper mail in the
W ;...ug\{.n 2C area may be subject to
deiay, it is recomimended that comameants
bes ubmitied e-nc.ron.callv Flease
incluge vour name, af 11|ahcn addrES:,
smnail address, and telephone number in
yeur comment. Comments will be
availsble for puhbiic Inspecticn en
reguinticng gov, In ganera,
conanents received, including
atrnzhiments an':. CthEI' ""IJPIJUIhnL"
materials, are part of the public recerd
and are uwdlluu.t  the pubhc o not
sttt any infornation in your
cuitinent er suzoorting materials that
you coasider condidential or
inopzrantiate for public disclosure.

FOH FURTHER INFORMATION CONTALCT:
Jouataan Soxobin: [202) §27-8172

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:

W




