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DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 

Forest Service 

Procedures for Calculating Annual 
Fees for Recreation Residences 

AGENCY: Forest Service, USDA. 
ACTION: Notice of Issuance of Agency 
Interim Directive. 

SUMMARY: The Forest Service is issuing 
an Interim Directive to Forest Service 
Handbook (FSH) 2709.11—Special Uses 
to provide guidance to its employees for 
calculating annual fees for recreation 
residence term special use permits 
during the 2-year transition period 
following the adoption of the final rule, 
directives, and appraisal guidelines 
promulgated pursuant to the Cabin User 
Fee Fairness Act (Pub. L. 106–291). 
DATES: This Interim Directive is 
effective September 19, 2006. 
ADDRESSES: This Interim Directive 
(ID_2709.11–2006–1) is available 
electronically from the Forest Service 
via the World Wide Web/Internet at 
http://www.fs.fed.us/im/directives. 
Single paper copies of the amendment 
are also available by contacting Rita 
Staton, Lands Staff (Mail Stop 1124), 
Forest Service, 1400 Independence 
Avenue, SW., Washington, DC 20250– 
1124 (telephone 202–205–1390). 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: Rita 
Staton, Lands Staff (202–205–1390). 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: Forest 
Service Handbook (FSH) 2709.11, 
Chapter 30 was revised in April 2006, 
to reflect changes in determining cabin 
user fees for recreation residences. The 
April revision reflects the provisions of 
the Cabin User Fee Fairness Act of 2000, 
and was adopted after notice and 
comment in the Federal Register on 
April 3, 2006 (71 FR 16614). 

The Interim Directive revises two 
paragraphs to provide specific 
beginning and ending dates to verbiage 
referencing the 2-year transition period, 
which began on May 3, 2006 and 

continues until May 2, 2008. The 
Interim Directive adds direction for 
calculating recreation residence fees 
during the 2-year transition period and 
adds three exhibits to display sample 
recreation residence fee calculations. 

Dated: September 7, 2006. 
Dale N. Bosworth, 
Chief. 
[FR Doc. E6–15500 Filed 9–18–06; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 3410–11–P 

BROADCASTING BOARD OF 
GOVERNORS 

Sunshine Act Meeting 

DATE AND TIME: Wednesday, September 
13, 2006, 9–9:30 a.m., 2–4 p.m. 

PLACE: Cohen Building, Room 3321, 330 
Independence Ave., SW., Washington, 
DC 20237. 

CLOSED MEETING: The members of the 
Broadcasting Board of Governors (BBG) 
will meet in closed session to review 
and discuss a number of issues relating 
to U.S. Government-funded non- 
military international broadcasting. 
They will address internal procedural, 
budgetary, and personnel issues, as well 
as sensitive foreign policy issues 
relating to potential options in the U.S. 
international broadcasting field. This 
meeting is closed because if open it 
likely would either disclose matters that 
would be properly classified to be kept 
secret in the interest of foreign policy 
under the appropriate executive order (5 
U.S.C. 552b(c)(1)) or would disclose 
information the premature disclosure of 
which would be likely to significantly 
frustrate implementation of a proposed 
agency action. (5 U.S.C. 552b(c)(9)(B)). 
In addition, part of the discussion will 
relate solely to the internal personnel 
and organizational issues of the BBG or 
the International Broadcasting Bureau. 
(5 U.S.C. 552b(c)(2) and (6)). 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Persons interested in obtaining more 
information should contact Carol 
Booker at (202) 203–4545. 

Dated: September 13, 2006. 
Carol Booker, 
Legal Counsel. 
[FR Doc. 06–7779 Filed 9–15–06; 12:01 pm] 
BILLING CODE 8230–01–M 

DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 

International Trade Administration 

Status of Investigation Into Charges of 
Violations of Administrative Protective 
Orders in Antidumping and 
Countervailing Duty Proceedings 

AGENCY: International Trade 
Administration, Department of 
Commerce. 
ACTION: Notice. 

EFFECTIVE DATE: September 19, 2006. 
SUMMARY: In recent months, the 
International Trade Administration has 
completed a number of investigations 
into charges that the terms of 
administrative protective orders issued 
in connection with antidumping and 
countervailing duty proceedings have 
been violated. The results of these 
investigations are summarized below. 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: John 
McInerney, Chief Counsel for Import 
Administration, (202) 482–1434. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The 
International Trade Administration of 
the Department of Commerce (ITA) 
wishes to remind those members of the 
bar who appear before it in antidumping 
or countervailing duty proceedings of 
the extreme importance of protecting 
the confidentiality of business 
proprietary information obtained 
pursuant to an administrative protective 
order (APO) during the course of those 
proceedings. In order that the gravity 
with which ITA views violations of its 
APOs might be better appreciated, ITA 
is publishing the following report on 
fifteen recent findings that the 
provisions of ITA APOs have been 
violated. ITA is also publishing the 
following report of two recent findings 
that there was no reasonable cause to 
believe that the terms of an APO had 
been violated. 

With respect to the investigations 
where ITA determined that the terms of 
an APO had been violated, five of the 
investigations consisted of cases where 
counsel filed a public version of a 
document and failed to redact business 
proprietary information originally 
submitted by another party. 

In four of the investigations, 
documents containing business 
proprietary information were 
erroneously served on law firms not 
subject to the respective APOs. The 
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documents were either returned or 
destroyed without being reviewed. 

In one investigation, an employee of 
a law firm directed another employee to 
fax a document containing the business 
proprietary information of a party to the 
proceeding to the law firm’s client, who 
was not subject to the APO. Upon 
receiving the faxed document, the client 
recognized the error, called the law 
firm, and destroyed the document 
before reviewing it. 

In two investigations involving the 
same set of facts, a law firm withdrew 
from representing a party, and 
transferred its files from that proceeding 
to another law firm. When the second 
law firm opened the files, it found two 
proprietary documents from two 
unrelated proceedings. The second law 
firm was not subject to the APO of 
either of those two proceedings, and 
returned the documents without 
copying them or further disseminating 
them. 

In one investigation, one law firm 
inadvertently attached two pages 
containing proprietary information to a 
public letter, and served that letter on 
another law firm. The first law firm 
discovered its mistake, and informed 
ITA before the letter could be placed in 
the public files. The second law firm 
returned the letter without copying it or 
further disseminating it. 

One investigation involved a law firm 
that had access to a document due to its 
involvement in ongoing litigation 
concerning an administrative review 
completed several years earlier. The 
terms of the APO in that review 
permitted an authorized applicant to 
use information submitted in that 
review in two successive segments of 
the same proceeding. An administrative 
review of the same proceeding was 
currently pending before ITA; however, 
it was beyond the two successive 
segments as specified in the APO. An 
attorney from that law firm called the 
attention of ITA officials to the 
document from the earlier review, and 
urged those officials to place the 
document on the record of the current 
administrative review. ITA concluded 
that although the attorney did not place 
the document on the record of the 
current review, by calling the attention 
of ITA officials to this document, the 
attorney had improperly used the 
document, in violation of the terms of 
the APO. 

In the final investigation, an 
authorized applicant had access to the 
financial statement of a company due to 
its involvement in an administrative 
review in one proceeding. Due to a 
request by the submitting company, ITA 
conferred on this document business 

proprietary treatment. The authorized 
applicant, however, urged ITA officials 
to place this financial statement on the 
record of an administrative review of a 
second, separate proceeding involving 
the same company. Although the 
financial statement itself was a public 
document, because ITA agreed to treat 
it as business proprietary information, 
all authorized applicants were obligated 
likewise to treat it as business 
proprietary information until ITA had 
decided proprietary treatment was 
unwarranted. ITA concluded that 
referring to a document in one 
proceeding to which the authorized 
applicant had access due to its 
involvement in another proceeding was 
a violation of the APO because ITA was 
treating that document as proprietary in 
the second proceeding. 

In all of the cases, ITA found that the 
APO violations were inadvertent and 
that no significant harm was caused to 
the submitter of the information. 

In each of these cases, the individuals 
involved were cautioned to observe the 
terms of the APO and the Department’s 
regulations, and warned that any future 
violations could be treated more 
severely. 

ITA has also determined in two 
investigations that reasonable cause did 
not exist to believe that the terms of an 
APO had been violated. In one case, a 
law firm alleged that another law firm 
had released business proprietary 
information when the second law firm 
submitted a document making a legal 
argument. ITA has concluded that based 
on the facts of this case, the second law 
firm did not disclose any business 
proprietary information in making its 
legal argument. 

In the second investigation, an 
attorney filed an application for APO 
access in both an antidumping duty and 
a countervailing duty investigation 
involving the same product from the 
same country. On the APO applications, 
the attorney represented that the client 
was an interested party because it was 
an importer of subject merchandise. It 
was later discovered that the importer 
did import subject merchandise, but not 
from the country subject to the two 
investigations. The attorney then 
withdrew, and certified to the 
destruction of all APO materials 
received in the two investigations. 

A party to the two investigations 
alleged that making a false statement on 
the APO application was a violation of 
the APO. ITA investigated this 
allegation, and concluded that while the 
attorney confirmed that the client 
imported subject merchandise, the 
attorney did not think to confirm that 
the client imported that merchandise 

from the particular country in question, 
as the attorney represented the same 
client in three other investigations 
involving the same merchandise, but 
from different countries. Although the 
statements in the two APO applications 
at issue that the client was an interested 
party were false, the attorney made 
these statement out of mere 
inadvertence, and not due to a reckless 
disregard for the truth, or an intention 
to deceive. Based on the facts of this 
case the required mental state did not 
exist to justify sanctions. ITA further 
concluded that the investigation did not 
reveal any evidence that any of the 
information obtained by the attorney 
under the APOs had been improperly 
disclosed. 

Serious harm can result from 
inadvertent or other disclosure of 
proprietary information obtained under 
APO. ITA will continue to investigate 
vigorously allegations that the 
provisions of APOs have not faithfully 
been observed, and is prepared to 
impose sanctions commensurate with 
the nature of the violations, including 
letters of reprimand, denial of access to 
proprietary information, or debarment 
from practice before the ITA. 

This notice is published pursuant to 
19 CFR 354.18 (2004). 

Dated: August 7, 2006. 
John D. McInerney, 
Chief Counsel, Import Administration. 
[FR Doc. E6–15552 Filed 9–18–06; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 3510–DS–S 

DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 

International Trade Administration 

[A–570–831] 

Fresh Garlic From the People’s 
Republic of China: Extension of Time 
Limits for the Preliminary Results of 
the 11th Administrative Review and 
New Shipper Reviews 

AGENCY: Import Administration, 
International Trade Administration, 
Department of Commerce 
DATES: Effective Date: September 19, 
2006. 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: Alex 
Villanueva, AD/CVD Operations, Office 
9, Import Administration, International 
Trade Administration, U.S. Department 
of Commerce, 14th Street and 
Constitution Avenue, NW., Washington 
DC 20230; telephone: (202) 482–3208. 

Background 
On December 22, 2005, the 

Department published a notice of 
initiation of a review of fresh garlic from 
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