FINAL RESULTS
OF REDETERMINATION
PURSUANT TO COURT REMAND
DUPONT TEIJIN FILMSUSA, LP, MITSUBISHI POLYESTER FILM OF AMERICA,
LLC,AND TORAY PLASTICS (AMERICA), INC., V. UNITED STATESAND POLYPLEX
CORPORATION LIMITED
COURT NO. 02-00463

SUMMARY

The Department of Commerce (Commerce) has prepared these find results of redetermination
pursuant to the remand order of the U.S. Court of Internationa Trade (USCIT) in
Dupont Teljin Flms USA, LP, Mitsubishi Polyester Film of America, LLC, and Toray Pladtics
(America), Inc., v. United States and Polyplex Corporation Limited, USCIT Slip Op. 03-79 (July 9,
2003), Court No. 02-00463 (Dupont Teijin). The plaintiffsin Dupont Teijin filed amotion for
judgement upon the agency record contesting the final determination of sdles at less than fair vauein
polyethylene terephthd ate film, sheet and drip (PET film) from India. See Notice of Find
Determination of Sdlesat Less Than Fair Vaue: Polyethylene Terephthaate Film, Sheet, and Strip
from India, 67 Fed. Reg. 34899, 34901 (May 16, 2002), and accompanying Issues and Decision
Memorandum (Final Determination), as amended, 67 Fed. Reg. 44175 (July 1, 2002) (Amended Fina
Determination). Theissuein Dupont Teijin was whether Commerce improperly excluded Polyplex
Corporation Limited (Polyplex) from the antidumping duty (AD) order on PET film from India, because
the company’s AD margin, after adjusting for countervailing duty (CVD) export subsidiesin the cash
deposit ingtructions, was determined to be zero.

In these find results, Commerce, pursuant to the USCIT’ s remand order, has determined that it
will issue cash deposit ingtructions identifying a cash deposdit rate for Polyplex of zero and amend the
Finad Determination to include Polyplex within the AD order.

BACKGROUND

On December 21, 2001, Commerce published its Notice of Preliminary Determination of Sdes
a Less Than Fair Vaue and Postponement of Fina Determination: Polyethylene Terephthaate Film,
Sheet and Strip From India, 66 Fed. Reg. 65893 (December 21, 2001) (Prdiminary Determingtion).
Inits Prliminary Determination, Commerce cdculated the U.S. price for the two respondents
(Polyplex and Ester Industries Limited (Ester)) by increasing the reported price by the amount of export
subgsidies cdculated in the companion CVD invedtigation. This resulted in a weighted-average dumping
margin of 1.38 percent for Polyplex. Seeid. at 65989.

Both the petitioners (plaintiffsin Dupont Teljin) and Ester argued that Commerce' s preliminary
adjustment to U.S. price for export subsdiesis contrary to Commerce' s previous practice and 19
U.S.C. 81677a(c)(1)(C) of the satute (which states that Commerce will increase U.S. price by any
countervailing duty “imposed” to offset an export subsidy). Inits Find Determination, Commerce




agreed with the petitioners and Ester on this point. See Find Determinationat Comment 1. Rather
than increasing U.S. price by the amount of any export subsidies, Commerce explained that, in AD
investigations, its practice is to reduce the percentage AD margin by the export subsidy rate caculated
in aconcurrent CVD investigation. See id. Commerce noted that this adjustment occurs “in the cash
deposit ingructions sent to Customg],]” not in the caculation of U.S. price. Commerce completed its
CVD invedtigation and found that Polyplex’ s weight-averaged, net subsidy rate, after accounting for
program-wide changes, is 18.66 percent, ad valorem. Inits Find Determination, Commerce
caculated aweighted-average AD margin of 10.34 percent for Polyplex. See Find Determination, 67
FR at 34901. Inthe cash depost ingtructions for Ester and Polyplex, Commerce reduced each
respondent’s AD margin by its net export subsidy rate, as advocated by both the petitioners and Eter.
This adjustment resulted in a zero rate for Polyplex.

Inits Find Determination, Commerce stated that “because the rate for Polyplex is zero, after
adjugting the dumping margin for the export subsidies in the companion affirmative countervailing duty
investigation, Polyplex will be excluded from the antidumping duty order.” Seeld. Inthe Amended
Finad Determination, in which the AD order was published, Polyplex was excluded from the AD order
on PET film from India See Amended Find Determination, 67 FR at 44176. 1t was Commerce's
excluson of Polyplex from the AD order on PET film from India that was the focus of Dupont Teijin.

We issued draft remand results to the parties on August 4, 2003. Polyplex filed comments on
the draft remand on August 6, 2003, and the petitioners filed rebutta comments on August 7, 2003.
These comments are addressed below. In addition, we have made certain changes to our analysisin
the draft remand.

ANALYSIS

In Dupont Teijin, the Court found that Commerce improperly excluded Polyplex from the AD
order on PET film from India because Polyplex’ s dumping margin was gregter than de minimis. The
Court noted that there is no statutory authority to exclude an exporter because its cash deposit rate, but
not its dumping margin, is greater than zero. Thus, the Court remanded Commerce' s Find
Determination for further consderation congstent with the Court’s opinion.  Specifically, the Court
stated that :

{u} pon remand, Commerce must caculate Polyplex’ s dumping
margin after making the adjustments to export price required by
19 U.S.C. § 1677aand Commerce s reasonable
interpretations thereof. 1f Commerce continuesto caculate a
dumping margin of 10.34 percent for Polyplex, Polyplex must
be subject to the antidumping duty order, whether or not it is
given a cash deposit rate of zero because of expected offseting
countervailing duties.



See Dupont Teijin at pages 9 -10 (emphasisin origind).

As Commerce explained in its brief to the USCIT, Commerce interprets the term “imposed” in
1677a(c)(1)(C) to require an adjustment to export price for countervailing duty export subsidies
following “assessment” of those duties. Plaintiffs do not contest thisinterpretation. However,
Commerce implements this adjusment, in pardlel AD and CVD investigetions, by adjugting its
cdculated margin in its cash deposit ingructions in order to take into consderation export subsidies and
prevent assessment of both antidumping and countervailing duties to compensate for the same cause of
unfairly priced imports

Therefore, pursuant to the USCIT’ s remand order, because Polyplex’s dumping margin, before
taking into account export subsidies, is 10.34 percent, Polyplex will be subject to the antidumping duty
order on PET film from India. Accordingly, Commerce will issue cash deposit ingructionsto the U.S.
Bureau of Customs and Border Protection (BCBP) identifying a cash deposit rate for Polyplex of zero
and amend the Find Determination to include Polyplex within the AD order.

INTERESTED PARTY COMMENTS
Comment 1.  Whether Commerce's Draft Remand is Consistent with the Court’s Opinion
Inits opinion, the Court stated, in part, that:

{u} pon remand, Commerce must calculate Polyplex’ s dumping margin after making the
adjustments to export price required by 19 U.S.C. § 1677aand Commerce's
reasonable interpretations thereof.

In addition, with respect to the applicability of 81677a(c)(1)(C) (which states that Commerce
will increase U.S. price by the amount of any countervailing duty imposed to offset an export subsidy),
the Court stated that Commerce may set forth its new interpretation of this provison but it “must follow
the statute and provide areasoned anadyss for the ultimate methodology it adopts.”

Polyplex contends that Commerce followed neither of the Courts' ingructions. Specificaly,
Polyplex contends that Commerce refused to make the adjustment required under 81677a(c)(1)(C)
and falled to provide areasoned andyss explaining why, in its draft remand, it consders this satutory
provison only applicable to adminidrative reviews.

However, the plaintiffs dismiss Polyplex’ s interpretation of the Court’s opinion. The Court
stated that the applicability of 81677a(c)(1)(C) was not ripe for review, and thus, according to the
plaintiffs, it could not have ordered Commerce to increase U.S. price in accordance with this statutory
provison. Rather, the plaintiffs state that the Court ordered Commerce to caculate Polyplex’s



dumping margin after making any adjustments “required by 19 U.S.C. 81677&(c)(1)(C).” According
to the plaintiffs, §1677a(c)(1)(C) does not permit, much less require, any adjustment in this case, and
thus, Commerce fully complied with the Court’ s order.

Commerce’ s Position:

As noted above, the Court directed Commerce to “calculate Polyplex’ s dumping margin after
making the adjustments to export price required by 19 U.S.C. § 1677aand Commerce s reasonable
interpretations thereof.” The particular section of 19 U.S.C. § 1677a at issue here, 81677a(c)(1)(C),
requires Commerce to increase U.S. price by the amount of any countervailing duty imposed to offset
an export subsidy. Asexplained in detail below, and congstent with Commerce' s additiond brief to
the Court, Commerce consders countervailing duties to be imposed upon the issuance of a
countervalling duty order. At the time that Commerce issued its Find Determination, Polyplex’s sales
were not subject to a countervailing duty order. Consequently, Commerce' s decison in the draft
remand not to increase U.S. price in accordance with 81677a(c)(1)(C) is consstent with the Court’s
opinion.

Neverthdess, we agree with Polyplex that Commerce s satement in the draft remand that
81677&(c)(1)(C) is applicable only in an adminigtrative review, does not clearly convey or fully explain
Commerce' s position regarding the gpplicability of this section of the statute. Commerce has provided
additiond andlysis of the gpplicahility of this provison in Comment 3 below.

Comment 2:  Whether Commerce’ s Draft Remand is Consistent with its Additional Brief to the
Court

Polyplex claims that Commerce s position in the Draft Remand, that 81677a(c)(1)(C) only
goplies during an adminidrative review, is a odds with Commerce’ s additiona brief to the Court
(Additiond Brief).! Citing from Commerce' s Additiona Brief, Polyplex notes that Commerce found
“the statutory provision at issue (81677a(c)(1)(C)) is“directly applicable under the circumstances of
this case (i.e., a the investigative stage of the proceeding).” See Additiond Brief a page 3. With
respect to the instructionsin 81677a(c)(1)(C) to increase U.S. price by the amount of any
countervailing duty impaosed, Polyplex notes that Commerce * has higtoricaly taken the position that
countervailing duties are impaosed only when they are assessed in the context of an adminigrative review

1 At the oral hearing before the Court, the Court ordered parties to this suit to provide
additiond briefing with respect to the proper interpretation and application of 81677&(c)(1)(C). During
the hearing, the Court stated that it disagreed with Commerce' sinterpretation in itsinitia brief that
81677&(c)(1)(C) did not apply until the assessment of duties following an adminigtrative review. Thus,
pursuant to the Court’ s direction, al parties submitted additiond briefs to the Court.



or automatic assessment,” but that Commerce explained in its Additiona Brief that a better
interpretation of the Satute is that a countervailing duty is imposed where a countervailing duty order is
issued. Polyplex Commentsat 7.

Given that Commerce explained in its Additiond Brief that areasonable interpretation of
81677a(c)(1)(C) required it to increase U.S. price in an antidumping duty investigation, and the Court
ordered Commerce to make “the adjustments to export price required by 19 U.S.C. §1677aand
Commerce' s reasonable interpretation thereof,” Polyplex claims that the Court remanded the Find
Determination based on the reasonable interpretations contained in Commerce' s Additiona Brief.
According to Polyplex, for Commerce to reach a completely different and opposing position in its draft
remand, without any explanation, displays a contempt for the judicial process?

The plaintiffs argue that there is nothing in the Court’ s decison or in the law that would require
Commerce to adhere to the “extraordinary” viewsit expressed in the Additiond Brief. Moreover,
unlike its Additiond Brief, the plaintiffs contend that Commerce' s Draft Remand is consstent with its
Finad Determinationin this case, its practice over the past 16 years, and in the Court’sdecison in
Serampore Industries v. United States, 675 F. Supp. 1354 (Ct. Int’| Trade 1987)(Serampore
Indudtries). Consequently, the plaintiffs believe Commerce reached the correct decison in its Draft
Remand.

Commerce’ s Position:

In its decision, the Court indicated that Commerce' s Additional Brief did not speek for the
agency as afind and conclusive determination because Commerce had not gpplied §1677a(c)(1)(C) in
its Find Determination and thus, the issue regarding whether 81677a(c)(1)(C) applied to “unassessed”
countervailable subsidies found in a companion CVD investigation “{was} not ripe for review.” See
Dupont Tajin a 10. Thus, asamatter of law, Polyplex isincorrect in arguing that Commerceis
required or obligated to issue aremand that is congstent with its Additiona Brief. Therefore,
Commerce has not “displayed contempt” of the “judicia process,” as Polyplex clamed, but has issued
adraft redetermination congstent with the directions from the Court’ s opinion.

Nevertheless, as noted above, Commerce' s statement in the draft remand, that
81677&(c)(1)(C) is applicable only in an adminigtrative review, does not clearly convey or fully explain
Commerce s position which was outlined in the Additiond Brief. Commerce s postionin this
redetermination adopts the analys's contained in the Additiond Brief. See Comment 3 below.

2 Polyplex dso notesthat at the oral argument in this case, Judge Restani expressed the view
that 81677a(c)(1)(C) appliesin an investigation.



Comment 3:  Whether Commerce’ s draft remand is contrary to the statutory requirement of an
adjustment in the context of contemporaneous AD/CVD investigations

Polyplex argues that Commerce s Additiona Brief was based on a reasonable reading of 19
U.S.C. 81677a(c)(1)(C), inthat it recognized that the export price and constructed export price should
be increased by the amount of any countervailing duty “imposed” on the subject merchandise under
part | of that subtitle, to offset an export subsidy; and that this adjustment gppliesin the context of an
investigation. According to Polyplex, thereisno indication in 19 U.S.C. 81677athat certain
adjusments gpply in the context of investigations, while others apply only in the context of reviews.
Thus, Polyplex finds that Commerce s draft redetermination, indicating that the provision appliesonly in
adminigtrative reviews, is not supported by the Statute.

Polyplex refers to the word “imposed,” and to Part | of Subtitle IV of Chapter 4 of the Tariff
Act of 1930, entitled “Imposition of Countervailing Duties,” both cited in section 19 U.S.C.
81677&(c)(1)(C), in support of its argument that this section coversthe origind countervailing duty
investigation, including the find countervailing duty determination and order; and not adminidrative
reviews of the countervailing duty order, which fal under a separate section entitled “Part [11 —
Reviews, Other Actions Regarding Agreements.” Thus, Polyplex argues that there is a Satutory basis
for concluding that Congress meant to signify countervailing duties imposed in the course of the
investigation; not only those actudly assessed after areview. Accordingly, Polyplex maintains that it
would be reasonable for Commerce to interpret the statute as requiring an addition to export price for
export subsidies found in companion countervailing duty investigations. Polyplex Comments a pages
7-8.

Polyplex further argues that the definition of the subject merchandise in the statute (i.e., 19
U.S.C. § 1677(25))? defines the scope or product coverage of merchandise under investigation,
review, or order; as opposed to the tempora coverage of an investigation, review, or order. Polyplex
dates that nothing in the definition refers to the time period covered by the investigation, review, or
order. Polyplex further argues that the inclusion of “order” within the list would seem to indicate a
longer time frame than just a period of investigation or areview as argued by plaintiffS counsd.
Accordingly, Polyplex maintains that the definition of “subject merchandisg” was never intended to do
double-duty as both the scope of the product and the time period covered. Instead, Polyplex argues,
the reference to * subject merchandise in the phrase “the amount of any countervailing duty imposed on
the subject merchandise under Part | of this subtitle to offset an export subsidy” would appear to

319 U.S.C § 1677 (25):

The term * subject merchandise’” means the class or kind of merchandise that is within the
scope of an investigation, a review, a suspension agreement, an order under this subtitle
or section 1303 of thistitle or afinding under the Antidumping Act 1921.
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include countervailing duties imposed on the subject merchandise during every phase of an antidumping
proceeding. See Polyplex Comments a pages 8-9.

Polyplex further provides that Part | includes sections 1671b and 1671d (preliminary and fina
determinations in the investigation phase), aswell as 1671e, in which Commerce orders Customs
officidsto “assess’ CVD dutieswhen it issues an order. Accordingly, Polyplex argues that the
dautory structure implies that the result of the investigation, assuming it is affirmative, is the impostion
of a countervailing duty, and any countervailing duty imposed to offset an export subsidy in the context
of an investigation must be added to U.S. price to comply with the mandate of section 1677a(c)(21)(C).
Polyplex argues that, in this case, dl of the countervailing dutiesimposed on the PET film it
manufactured were to offset export subsidies, as there were no domestic subsidies found in the
countervailing duty investigation of Polyplex. Thus, Polyplex arguesthat dl of the countervailing duties
imposed should be added to U.S. price. See Polyplex Comments at 9-10.

The plaintiffs argue that the statute does not permit Commerce to increase U.S. price under 19
U.S.C. 8 1677a(c)(1)(C) if, asin this case, no countervailing duties will ever beimposed on the
merchandise that was the subject of Commerce' s dumping margin calculation. The plaintiffs dismiss
Polyplex’ sinterpretation of the statute as smply arehash of old and week arguments that the plaintiffs
have aready addressed in their response to the Additiond Brief.

Commerce’ s Position:

19 U.S.C. 8 1677a(c)(1)(C) provides that Commerce will make an adjustment to its
cdculations, by increasing export price and constructed export price by “the amount of any
countervailing duty imposed on the subject merchandise under part | of this subtitle to offset an export
subsidy.” Higoricaly, Commerce has interpreted the term “impaosed” to mean “assessment of
countervailing duties,” and the USCIT has upheld that interpretation as reasonable. See, eq., Iron
Condruction Castings From India; Final Determination of Sdles at Less Than Fair Vaue, 51 Fed. Reg.
9486 (Mar. 18, 1986), aff’d Serampore Industries. More specificadly, Commerce has higtoricaly
interpreted “imposed” to mean the assessment of duties on the entries subject to the investigation,
following an adminidrative review (or autometic liquidation ingtructions, as the case may be).

However, the countervailing duty referred to in 19 U.S.C. 8 1677a(c)(1)(C) isimposed under
part | of this subtitle (subtitle V), apart of the statute which does not encompass adminigrative
reviews, but describes the procedures for conducting final determinations and the issuance of
countervailing duty orders. Moreover, Part | of subtitle IV includes 19 U.S.C. § 1671e which notes
that following affirmative determinations on the part of Commerce and the U.S. Internationa Trade
Commission (ITC), Commerce will publish a countervailing duty order which “directs customs officers
to assessa countervailing duty ..." See 19 U.S.C. § 1671e(a). Because assessment of dutiesis
expresdy referenced in part | of subtitle 1V and because it includes the imposition of countervailing duty
orders, as explained in the Additional Brief, a better interpretation of 19 U.S.C. § 1677a(c)(1)(C) is



that a countervailing duty isimposed when a countervailing duty order isissued. Findly, as Commerce
explained in greet detail in the Additiond Brief, the legidative history of 19 U.S.C. 1677(a) does not
clarify what “imposed” means, except to the extent that the Senate Report specificaly referred to
countervailing duties “being assessed” in describing that provision - areference that may be interpreted
to mean duties following an order, but not yet assessed following an administrative review.*

Thus, Commerce now interprets 19 U.S.C. 8 1677a(c)(1)(C) asrequiring an increase in the
respondent’ s export or constructed export price by the amount of countervailing duties imposed
pursuant to a countervailing duty order. This position may be further explained by way of the following
illugtration: Commerce conducts a countervailing duty investigation and publishesitsfina determination.
The ITC will then issueitsfind injury determingtion, which, if affirmative, will result in Commerce issuing
the countervailing duty order. Once the order has been issued, countervailing dutieswill be “imposed.”
If, thereafter, Commerce issues afind determinaion in a companion antidumping duty investigation,
Commerce will increase a respondent’ s export or constructed export price by the amount of
countervailing dutiesimposed. If, however, a CVD order has not been issued prior to issuance of the
fina determination in the companion antidumping duty investigation, Commerce will adjust its
caculations through its cash deposit ingtructions to prevent assessment of both antidumping and
countervailing duties to compensate for the same cause of unfairly priced imports.

Although we agree with Polyplex’ s statement that Commerce' s Additional Brief expressesa
reasonable interpretation of 19 U.S.C. § 1677a(c)(1)(C), we disagree with the conclusion Polyplex has
drawn from that brief. In the antidumping duty investigation under consideration, no countervailing
dutieswere “imposed” at the time Commerce made its fina determination. Thus, contrary to
Polyplex’ s argument, Commerce was not required by 19 U.S.C. § 1677a(c)(1)(C) to increase export
prices by any countervailing duties calculated in the companion countervailing duty investigetion. In
fact, Commerce has never argued that such an obligation exists, and such an adjustment would be
contrary to both the plain reading of the satute and the legidative history of that provison.

Pursuant to the above andysis of U.S.C. § 1677a(c)(1)(C), and the Court’ sinstructions,
Commerce will include Polyplex with the AD order because Commerce has caculated a 10.34 percent
dumping margin for Polyplex. In addition, in order to prevent assessment of both antidumping and
countervailing duties to compensate for the same cause of unfairly priced imports, in its cash deposit
ingructions, Commerce will adjust Polyplex’ s antidumping margin to account for countervailable export
subsidies caculated in the companion countervailing duty investigation.

4 Additional Brief at 7-9. (discussing the Senate and House Reports referencing the
implementation of this provison, S. Rep. No. 96-249, 94, reprinted in 1979 U.S.C.C.A.N. 480 and
H.R. Doc. No. 96-153, 412, reprinted in 1979 U.S.C.C.A.N. 683).
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Comment 4:  Whether Commerce's Draft remand is contrary to precedent, the de minimis
provisions of the Act, and the World Trade Organization (WTO)

Polyplex maintains that if Commerce continues with its draft redetermination, it would, for the
fird time, be imposing an antidumping duty order on a respondent, who has its own investigated cash
deposit rate, based on its own dumping margin, and whose cash deposit rate was de minimis.
According to Polyplex, neither the plaintiffs nor Commerce have been able to identify asingle
precedent for such an action. This, according to Polyplex, is“hardly surprising,” given that Commerce
is required to ignore any weighted average dumping margin that is de minimis, as stipulated in
provisons 1673b(b)(3) and 1673d(a)(4), which are required by the WTO Antidumping Agreement.
See Polyplex Comments at page 11.

Polyplex further argues that the plaintiffs have a no time in this gpped cited to Satutory
authority that permits the cash depost rate to differ from the dumping margin. By contrast, Polyplex
adds, the Uruguay Round Agreements Act (URAA) states in various places that the cash deposit rates
are “based on” the antidumping and countervailing duty margin. Seeeg., 19 U.S.C. §
1673d(c)(1)(B)(ii). Thus, Polyplex arguesthat the URAA (asrequired by the WTO Antidumping
Agreement) does not authorize Commerce to impose an AD order on an investigated respondent with
azero AD cash deposit rate.

Findly, Polyplex argues that Commerce' s draft remand decison toignore 19 U.S.C. §
1677a(c)(1)©) “fliesin the face of its ultimate purpose,” because it was included in U.S. law to comply
with U.S. obligations under Article VI of the GATT. Polyplex cites to the Statement of Administrative
Action, explaining that “{a} new adjustment to ‘ purchase price’ and ‘exporter’s sdles price’ isintended
to reflect provisons of Article VI of the Generd Agreement on Tariffs and Trade, by mandating the
addition to ‘purchase price or ‘exporter’ssalesprice of any duty actualy imposed to offset an export
subsidy paid on the same merchandise” Accordingly, Polyplex arguesthat it would be “ particularly
egregious’ to adopt an interpretation of a satutory provison that causes the United States to violae its
WTO obligation when in fact Congress and the Adminigtration have stated that the provison is intended
to effectuate those very WTO obligations.

The plaintiffs state that in the above-referenced comment, Polyplex raised issues dreedy fully
briefed by the parties and fully addressed in the Court's opinion in this matter. The plaintiffs add that, in
essence, Polyplex confuses cash deposits with dumping margins, maintaining that the Court made clear
that a respondent with an above de minimis dumping margin must be included in an antidumping order.
Accordingly, the plaintiffs argue as Polyplex has an above de minimis dumping margin in this case and,
it must be included in the antidumping order.



Commerce’ s Position:

Contrary to Polyplex’s clam, Commerce s draft redetermination is not inconsstent with its past
practices because thisis the first case where Commerce found that a respondent received alarger
amount of countervailable export subsdies than the amount of dumping caculated in the antidumping
investigation (leading to an AD cash deposit of zero). While Commerce has adjusted U.S. price by
export subsdies in administrative reviews, our practice in investigations has been to adjust the AD cash
deposit rate by the export subsidy rate to avoid the impaosition of AD and CVD duties that compensate
for the same cause of unfairly priced imports. The Court has not objected to Commerce adjusting
Polyplex’ s cash deposit rate by the export subsidy rate, however, the Court has clearly stated that
Commerce cannot exclude Polyplex from the AD order on PET film based on a zero cash deposit rate.
Asaresult, Commerce hasissued afind results of redetermination that includes Polyplex in the order
and assignsit a cash depost rate of zero pursuant to, and condstent, with the Court’ s remand order.

RESULTS OF REMAND REDETERMINATION

Asaresult of this redetermination, Commerce will issue cash deposit ingructions to the BCBP
identifying a cash depodit rate for Polyplex of zero and amend the Final Determination to include
Polyplex within the AD order.

James J. Jochum
Assgant Secretary
for Import Administration

Date
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