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DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 

Census Bureau 

Proposed Information Collection; 
Comment Request; Survey of Local 
Government Finances (School 
Systems) 

AGENCY: U.S. Census Bureau. 
ACTION: Notice. 

SUMMARY: The Department of 
Commerce, as part of its continuing 
effort to reduce paperwork and 
respondent burden, invites the general 
public and other Federal agencies to 
take this opportunity to comment on 
proposed and/or continuing information 
collections, as required by the 
Paperwork Reduction Act of 1995, 
Public Law 104–13 (44 U.S.C. 
3506(c)(2)(A)). 
DATES: To ensure consideration, written 
comments must be submitted on or 
before March 13, 2009. 
ADDRESSES: Direct all written comments 
to Diana Hynek, Departmental 
Paperwork Clearance Officer, 
Department of Commerce, Room 7845, 
14th and Constitution Avenue, NW., 
Washington, DC 20230 (or via the 
Internet at dHynek@doc.gov). 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Requests for additional information or 
copies of the information collection 
instrument(s) and instructions should 
be directed to Wendy Stralow-Owens, 
U.S. Census Bureau, Governments 
Division, 4600 Silver Hill Road, 
Washington, DC 20233–6800; (301) 763– 
1510. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 

I. Abstract 
The U.S. Census Bureau plans to 

request an extension to the current 
Office of Management and Budget 
clearance for the Survey of Local 
Government Finances (School Systems). 

The Census Bureau collects education 
finance data as part of its Annual 
Survey of State and Local Governments. 
This survey is the only comprehensive 
source of public fiscal data collected on 
a nationwide scale using uniform 
definitions, concepts and procedures. 
The collection covers the revenues, 
expenditures, debt, and assets of all 
public school systems. This data 
collection has been coordinated with 
the National Center for Education 
Statistics (NCES). The NCES uses this 
collection to satisfy its need for school 
system-level finance data. 

Information on the finance of our 
public schools is vital to assessing their 
effectiveness. The products of this data 
collection make it possible for users to 

search a single data base to obtain 
information on such things as per pupil 
expenditures and the percent of state, 
local, and federal funding for each 
school system. Since the passing of the 
No Child Left Behind Act, there has 
been an increased demand for data on 
the Nation’s public schools. This survey 
provides the needed information on the 
financial aspects of local school 
districts. 

The five forms used in the school 
finance portion of the survey are: 

Form F–33. This form contains item 
descriptions and definitions of the 
elementary-secondary education finance 
items collected jointly by the Census 
Bureau and the NCES. It is used 
primarily as a worksheet and instruction 
guide by the state education agencies 
that provide school finance data 
centrally for all of the school systems in 
their respective states. All states supply 
their data by electronic means. 

Form F–33–1. This electronic form is 
used at the beginning of each survey 
period to solicit the assistance of the 
state education agencies. It establishes 
the conditions by which the state 
education agencies provide their school 
finance data to the Census Bureau. 

Form F–33–L1. This is a supplemental 
letter sent directly to school systems in 
states where the state education 
agencies cannot provide information on 
the assets of individual school systems. 

Form F–33–L2. This is a supplemental 
letter sent directly to school systems in 
states where the state education agency 
cannot provide information on the 
indebtedness of individual school 
systems. 

Form F–33–L3. This is a supplemental 
letter sent directly to school systems in 
states where the state education agency 
cannot provide information on either 
indebtedness or assets. This letter 
combines the items requested on Forms 
F–33–L1 and F–33–L2. 

The data collection is identical to the 
previous collections. 

II. Method of Collection 
The U.S. Census Bureau collects 

almost all of the finance data for local 
school systems from state education 
agency databases through central 
collection arrangements with the state 
education agencies. The states transfer 
most of this information in electronic 
format over the Internet via file transfer 
protocol. The Census Bureau has 
facilitated central collection of school 
finance data by accepting data in 
whatever formats the states elect to 
transmit. 

III. Data 
OMB Control Number: 0607–0700. 

Form Number: F–33, F–33–1, F–33– 
L1, F–33–L2, and F–33–L3. 

Type of Review: Regular submission. 
Affected Public: State and local 

governments. 
Estimated Number of Respondents: 

3,249. 
Estimated Time per Response: 1.29 

hours. 
Estimated Total Annual Burden 

Hours: 4,185. 
Estimated Total Annual Cost: 

$96,000. 
Respondent’s Obligation: Voluntary. 
Legal Authority: Title 13 U.S.C., 

Sections 161 and 182. 

IV. Request for Comments 

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

Comments submitted in response to 
this notice will be summarized and/or 
included in the request for OMB 
approval of this information collection; 
they also will become a matter of public 
record. 

Dated: January 6, 2009. 
Gwellnar Banks, 
Management Analyst, Office of the Chief 
Information Officer. 
[FR Doc. E9–305 Filed 1–9–09; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 3510–07–P 

DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 

Foreign–Trade Zones Board 

Adopted Proposal for Available 
Alternative Site–Designation and 
Management Framework 

SUMMARY: The Foreign–Trade Zones 
(FTZ) Board has adopted a final staff 
proposal to make available an 
alternative framework (for grantees that 
choose to participate) for designating 
and managing general–purpose FTZ 
sites. An initial proposal was published 
for comment on May 8, 2008 (73 FR 
26077–26078). Based on comments 
received, a revised proposal was 
published on September 11, 2008 (73 FR 
52817–52822). The final staff proposal 
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takes into account comments received 
on the revised proposal. 

The comments received on the 
revised proposal and the FTZ Staff’s 
analysis of legal and practical aspects of 
the proposal are contained in a staff 
report available on the FTZ Board’s web 
site, which can be accessed via 
www.trade.gov/ftz. The final proposal is 
delineated below. 

Final Proposal: 
The fundamental trade–off addressed 

in this proposal is greater flexibility and 
increased predictability for approval of 
FTZ sites through simple and rapid 
‘‘minor boundary modification’’ actions 
in exchange for a grantee maximizing 
the linkage between designation of FTZ 
space and actual use of that space for 
FTZ activity (after ‘‘activation’’ by CBP). 
The major benefit would likely be for 
existing FTZ grantees, which would 
have the option of applying to 
reorganize their FTZ by incorporating in 
an application for FTZ Board action 
elements from the following framework: 

1. An initial limit of up to 2,000 acres 
would be authorized for FTZ 
activation within a specific 
geographic area. The proposal is 
focused on linking FTZ designation 
more closely to FTZ activity, and 
the 2,000–acre limit reflects the 
Board’s existing practice of limiting 
any FTZ grantee to activation of 
2,000 acres unless further approval 
is obtained from the FTZ Board. 
Acreage within the 2,000–acre limit 
which had not been allotted to 
specific designated sites would be 
considered ‘‘reserve’’ acreage 
available for activation at future 
sites within the general geographic 
area approved for the zone to serve 
(see ‘‘service area’’ below). 

2. Enhanced flexibility by allowing 
site–specific activation limits that 
may represent only a portion of the 
acreage encompassed by the sites’ 
boundaries (as has been the FTZ 
Board’s practice with certain 
applications to date). For example, 
the boundaries of a site might 
encompass a 700–acre port facility 
but the grantee could request that a 
100–acre activation limit apply to 
the site. The precise 100 (or fewer 
acres) that would be used within 
the site’s boundaries would be 
pinpointed at the time of CBP 
activation(s) of the specific area(s) 
within the site. 

3. The ‘‘service area’’ within which 
the grantee intends to be able to 
propose general–purpose FTZ sites 
(e.g., specific counties, with 
documented support from new 
counties if the service area reflected 

a broader focus than the FTZ’s 
current area served) using its 
standard 2,000–acre activation 
limit. The term ‘‘service area’’ 
applies a name to a concept which 
already exists in certain approved 
FTZ applications in which a grantee 
organization has named the 
localities it intends to serve. It 
should be noted that any service 
area must meet the ‘‘adjacency’’ 
requirement of the FTZ Board’s 
regulations (60 miles/90 minutes 
driving time from CBP Port of Entry 
boundaries). A grantee’s proposed 
service area would need to be 
consistent with enabling legislation 
and the grantee organization’s 
charter. The FTZ Board’s evaluation 
of a proposed service area could 
potentially involve examination of 
issues related to the ‘‘convenience 
of commerce’’ (19 U.S.C. 81b(b)) in 
regions served by more than one 
FTZ grantee. Also, designation of a 
service area for one grantee would 
not preclude other grantees from 
proposing to the FTZ Board a 
service area (or a site) that includes 
some or all of the same geographic 
area; the Board would evaluate the 
specific facts and circumstances on 
a case–by-case basis (including 
relative to the previously cited 
‘‘convenience of commerce’’ 
standard). 

4. Designation of a limited number of 
‘‘magnet’’ sites selected by the 
grantee—often as a result of local 
public processes—for ability and 
readiness to attract multiple FTZ 
uses. An individual magnet site 
would generally be proposed with 
an allotment of no more than 200 
acres for activation, although a 
larger proposed activation limit for 
a magnet site could be justified 
based on factors such as the nature 
of the site (e.g., a major harbor 
facility) or a specific type of 
projected FTZ activity that would 
tend to require an unusually large 
number of acres in simultaneous 
‘‘activated’’ status at the specific 
site. A magnet site could only be 
designated through an application 
for FTZ Board action. 

5. Possible designation of ‘‘usage– 
driven’’ sites to serve companies 
which are not located in a magnet 
site but which are ready to pursue 
conducting activity under FTZ 
procedures. In the general interest 
of maximizing the linkage between 
FTZ site designation and FTZ 
activity at the site, a usage–driven 
site would be limited—in the 
context of a larger industrial park or 

business district where other 
companies interested in FTZ 
procedures might be able to locate 
in the future—to the area(s) 
required for the company(ies) 
specifically identified as ready to 
pursue conducting FTZ activity at 
the site. 

6. Unlike magnet sites, usage–driven 
sites could be designated through 
the current minor boundary 
modification (MBM) mechanism—a 
rapid administrative action by the 
Board’s staff—in addition to 
through FTZ Board action. (It 
should be noted that usage–driven 
MBM actions could conceivably be 
used to designate additional acreage 
where needed at magnet site 
locations.) A simplification of the 
MBM process would result from 
elimination of the need to ‘‘swap’’ 
like amounts of acreage from 
existing sites because the total 
allotted acreage for activation of 
existing and proposed sites would 
remain within the standard 2,000– 
acre limit. Requests for MBM 
actions would continue to require 
concurrence from the appropriate 
CBP port director. 

7. No specific limit on the number of 
usage–driven sites (although subject 
to the zone’s overall 2,000–acre 
activation limit). However, it 
should be noted that such usage– 
driven sites are by definition 
focused on only the specific 
physical area(s) required for 
company(ies) conducting FTZ 
activity or ready to pursue 
conducting FTZ activity. Therefore, 
with regard to numbers of usage– 
driven sites, the definition of such 
sites and the standard sunset limits 
(and resetting) described below 
inherently function to limit usage– 
driven sites on an ongoing basis to 
the number of specific areas 
required for activity by (or on behalf 
of) FTZ users. 

8. Regarding numbers of magnet sites, 
the framework would reflect a 
general goal—after any transition 
period, as outlined below—of 
focusing each FTZ on six or fewer 
simultaneously existing magnet 
sites. Special circumstances of 
regional (multi–county) FTZs could 
be taken into account based on 
factors which could justify a larger 
number of magnet sites (e.g., 
population size, level of trade– 
related activity). Also, a grantee 
seeking over a longer term to justify 
to the FTZ Board proposed 
authority for a larger number of 
magnet sites could provide 
evidence of multi–user FTZ 
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activity—as reflected in the 
grantee’s annual reports to the FTZ 
Board—at a significant percentage 
of the grantee’s already designated 
magnet sites. (It should be noted 
that a grantee with an approved 
magnet site where only a single user 
activates over time will be able to 
consider requesting usage–driven 
designation for the active portion of 
that magnet site, thereby helping to 
retain focus and enabling the 
grantee to consider whether a 
different site would be more 
appropriate for magnet designation 
while remaining consistent with the 
goal outlined above for total 
number of magnet sites.) 

9. Magnet sites and usage–driven sites 
would be subject to ‘‘sunset’’ time 
limits which would self–remove 
FTZ designation from a site not 
used for FTZ purposes before the 
site’s sunset date. For magnet sites, 
the default sunset period would be 
five years with sunset based on 
whether a site had been activated 
by CBP. However, the FTZ Board 
could take a range of factors into 
account in determining the 
appropriate sunset period for a 
given site (e.g., nature of the site, 
public ownership of the site). For a 
usage–driven site, the sunset limit 
would require within three years of 
approval admission into the site of 
foreign non–duty paid material for 
a bona fide customs purpose. 
Experience in administering the 
framework could also reveal a need 
to adjust practice for usage–driven 
sites to implement intermediate 
benchmarks (such as progress 
towards activation) rather than a 
single deadline date at the end of a 
three-year period. 

10. Magnet sites and usage–driven 
sites would also be subject to 
ongoing ‘‘resetting’’ whereby 
activation at a site during the site’s 
initial sunset period would serve to 
push back the sunset date by 
another five years for magnet sites 
and by another three years for 
usage–driven sites (at which point 
the sunset test would again apply). 
Finally, if all of a grantee’s sites 
were due to sunset based on lack of 
activation, the grantee would need 
to apply to the FTZ Board at least 
12 months in advance of the 
ultimate sunset termination to 
request designation of at least one 
site for the period beyond the 
sunset of the previously approved 
sites. 

11. An optional five-year transitional 
phase would be available for 

grantees of zones with more than 
six existing magnet–style sites. For 
the optional transitional phase, an 
individual grantee could apply to 
reorganize its zone and request 
continued FTZ designation for 
existing sites that the grantee 
determines warrant further 
opportunity to demonstrate a need 
for FTZ status. For the transition 
period, there would be no specific 
goal in terms of numbers of existing 
sites which could be proposed for 
magnet designation. However, sites 
proposed for a zone’s transitional 
phase would need to comply with 
the framework’s limit of a 2,000– 
acre activation limit within the 
zone’s service area (see further 
discussion below). 

12. For the transitional phase for a 
particular zone, the grantee would 
have the option of requesting 
usage–driven designation for any 
site where a single entity is 
conducting (or ready to conduct) 
FTZ activity. For sites that the 
grantee believes are better suited to 
a magnet (multi–user) role, the 
grantee could request magnet 
designation. Any usage–driven sites 
would have the standard three-year 
sunset period for such sites. The 
FTZ Board would establish sunset 
limits for individual magnet sites 
based on the facts of the case 
(particularly as they pertain to each 
site). For the transition phase, the 
default sunset limit for magnet sites 
would be five years but the FTZ 
Board would be able to establish 
longer sunset limits for specific 
sites if warranted by the facts and 
circumstances present. 

13. The five-year transition period for 
a specific grantee would begin with 
approval of the grantee’s 
reorganization application by the 
FTZ Board. During the final year of 
the transition period, the FTZ Board 
staff would initiate a review of all 
of the zone’s sites for which the 
sunset limits align with the end of 
the transition period. The staff 
review would examine whether 
each of those sites had been 
activated during the transition 
period and, for activated sites, the 
specific FTZ activity which had 
taken place (including the 
operator(s)/user(s) for each site). 
The staff review of a zone’s 
transition period would result in a 
report noting any sites subject to the 
review which had remained 
unactivated during the period (for 
which FTZ designation would self– 
remove at the end of the period). 
The staff report would also make 

preliminary recommendations 
regarding magnet or usage–driven 
designation going forward for sites 
activated during the period. The 
FTZ Board staff would provide its 
preliminary recommendations to 
the zone’s grantee and allow a 
period of 30 days for the grantee to 
provide any response to the staff’s 
recommendations. After the end of 
the 30-day period, the staff would 
create a final report taking into 
account any response from the 
grantee regarding the preliminary 
recommendations. The FTZ Board 
would be able to take action, as 
appropriate, on the FTZ Staff’s final 
recommendations, and the grantee 
would be notified of any ultimate 
action. 

14. The transitional phase for any 
zone would be limited by the 
2,000–acre activation limit inherent 
in the proposed framework. In this 
context, if existing sites which a 
grantee wishes to propose for a 
transitional phase cumulatively 
exceed 2,000 acres in their current 
configuration, the grantee would 
need to determine the specific 
activation limit to propose allotting 
to each such existing site. (For 
example, if an existing site is the 
340–acre Acme Industrial Park, the 
grantee could propose an activation 
limit of 100 acres within the 340– 
acre Acme Industrial Park.) A 
grantee might opt for a simple 
mechanism to apportion a certain 
total amount of its activation limit 
among sites it is proposing for the 
transitional phase (after making 
allowance for the amount of acreage 
the grantee determines it needs to 
keep in reserve for possible future 
minor boundary modifications; a 
grantee retaining a minimum of 200 
acres in reserve is advisable). 

It is important to note that the 
elements of the proposal support each 
other in furthering the goals of 
flexibility and focus for FTZ site 
designation (with important resulting 
resource- and efficiency–related benefits 
for the government). As such, a 
framework incorporating these types of 
elements would include the package of 
elements as an available alternative to 
the Board’s current practice. As is 
currently the case, minor boundary 
modification actions would be approved 
by the Board’s staff while modifications 
to a zone’s ‘‘plan’’ (e.g., increase in 
authorized activation limit, 
modifications to service area) would be 
matters for the FTZ Board’s 
consideration. FTZ grantees opting to 
manage their zones under the Board’s 
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current framework would be unaffected 
by this proposal. 

Finally, in order to help the FTZ 
Board evaluate the effectiveness and 
appropriateness of the alternative 
framework after actual experience with 
FTZ grantees, the FTZ staff would 
report to the Board on a periodic basis 
regarding the actual usage of the 
alternative framework. The staff’s 
reporting regarding implementation of 
the framework at individual 
participating FTZs would result from 
staff–initiated reviews and would not 
require any request or application from 
the grantee. 

Dated: January 5, 2009. 
Andrew McGilvray, 
Executive Secretary. 
[FR Doc. E9–352 Filed 1–9–09; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 3510–DS–S 

DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 

INTERNATIONAL TRADE 
ADMINISTRATION 

[A–475–818] 

Certain Pasta from Italy: Final Results 
of Antidumping Duty Changed 
Circumstances Review and 
Reinstatement of Order 

AGENCY: Import Administration, 
International Trade Administration, 
Department of Commerce. 
EFFECTIVE DATE: January 12, 2009. 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: Eric 
B. Greynolds, AD/CVD Operations, 
Office 3, Import Administration, 
International Trade Administration, 
U.S. Department of Commerce, Room 
4014, 14th Street and Constitution Ave., 
NW., Washington, DC 20230, telephone: 
(202) 482–6071. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 

Background 
On November 19, 2007, the 

Department of Commerce (the 
Department) published its notice of 
initiation of antidumping duty (AD) 
changed circumstances review (CCR). 
See Certain Pasta from Italy: Notice of 
Initiation of Antidumping Duty Changed 
Circumstances Review, 72 FR 65010 
(November 19, 2007). On February 22, 
2008, the Department published its 
notice of preliminary results of AD CCR 
and intent to reinstate the AD order. See 
Certain Pasta From Italy: Notice of 
Preliminary Results of Antidumping 
Duty Changed Circumstances Review 
and Intent To Reinstate the 
Antidumping Duty Order, 73 FR 9769 
(February 22, 2008). On December 22, 
2008, the Department extended the due 

date of the final results of the AD CCR 
until January 2, 2009. See Certain Pasta 
from Italy: Notice of Extension of Final 
Results of Antidumping Duty Change 
Circumstances Review, 73 FR 80365 
(December 31, 2008). 

Scope of the Order 

Imports covered by the order are 
shipments of certain non–egg dry pasta 
in packages of five pounds four ounces 
or less, whether or not enriched or 
fortified or containing milk or other 
optional ingredients such as chopped 
vegetables, vegetable purees, milk, 
gluten, diastasis, vitamins, coloring and 
flavorings, and up to two percent egg 
white. The pasta covered by this scope 
is typically sold in the retail market, in 
fiberboard or cardboard cartons, or 
polyethylene or polypropylene bags of 
varying dimensions. 

Excluded from the scope of the order 
are refrigerated, frozen, or canned 
pastas, as well as all forms of egg pasta, 
with the exception of non–egg dry pasta 
containing up to two percent egg white. 
Also excluded are imports of organic 
pasta from Italy that are accompanied by 
the appropriate certificate issued by the 
Instituto Mediterraneo Di Certificazione, 
by Bioagricoop Scrl, by QC&I 
International Services, by Ecocert Italia, 
by Consorzio per il Controllo dei 
Prodotti Biologici, by Associazione 
Italiana per l’Agricoltura Biologica, or 
by Instituto per la Certificazione Etica e 
Ambientale (ICEA) are also excluded 
from the order. 

The merchandise subject to the order 
is currently classifiable under items 
1902.19.20 and 1901.90.9095 of the 
Harmonized Tariff Schedule of the 
United States (HTSUS). Although the 
HTSUS subheading is provided for 
convenience and customs purposes, the 
written description of the merchandise 
subject to the order is dispositive. 

Analysis of Comments Received 

All issues raised in the case and 
rebuttal briefs by parties to this changed 
circumstances review are addressed in 
the Issues and Decision Memorandum, 
which is hereby adopted by this notice. 
A list of the issues which parties have 
raised, and to which we have responded 
in the Issues and Decision 
Memorandum, is attached to this notice 
as an Appendix. The Issues and 
Decision Memorandum is available in 
the Central Records Unit, room 1117, of 
the main Commerce building. In 
addition, a complete version of the 
Issues and Decision Memorandum can 
be accessed directly on the Web at 
http://ia.ita.doc.gov/frn. The paper copy 
and electronic version of the Issues and 

Decision Memorandum are identical in 
content. 

Final Results of Changed 
Circumstances Review 

We determine that Pasta Lensi S.r.l. 
(Lensi) made sales at less than normal 
value (NV) during the 2002–2003 period 
of review (POR), and that, consequently, 
Lensi no longer qualifies for revocation 
based upon three consecutive reviews 
resulting in de minimis margins, and 
that the order should be reinstated on 
certain pasta from Italy related to 
subject merchandise produced and 
exported by Lensi. For the reasons 
stated in the Preliminary Results and in 
the Issues and Decision Memorandum 
we continue to determine to base 
Lensi’s margin of dumping in the 
seventh review and its cash deposit rate 
on adverse facts available (AFA). The 
Department continues to select as AFA 
the weighted average margin of 45.59 
percent ad valorem. We will instruct 
U.S. Customs and Border Protection to 
continue to suspend liquidation of all 
entries of subject merchandise produced 
and exported by Lensi entered, or 
withdrawn from warehouse, for 
consumption on or after the date of 
publication of this notice in the Federal 
Register and to require a cash deposit of 
45.59 percent. This deposit requirement 
shall remain in effect until further 
notice. 

This notice is in accordance with 
sections 751(b)(1) and 777(i) of the 
Tariff Act of 1930, as amended, and 19 
CFR 351.216 and 351.222. 

Dated: January 2, 2009. 

David M. Spooner, 
Assistant Secretary for Import 
Administration. 

APPENDIX 

Comment 1: Whether Lensi’s Disclosure 
Of A Certain Data Discrepancy Should 
Be Considered As A Mitigating Factor 
When Assigning The Cash Deposit Rate 
At Which Lensi Should Be Reinstated 
Comment 2: Whether The Adverse Facts 
Available Cash Deposit Rate Applied to 
Lensi Was In Accordance With The 
Department’s Practice And The Law 
Comment 3: The Cash Deposit Rate At 
Which Lensi Should Be Reinstated Into 
the Antidumping Duty Order 
Comment 4: Whether The Department’s 
Application Of An Adverse Facts 
Available Rate Represents A Poor Policy 
Choice 
[FR Doc. E9–354 Filed 1–9–09; 8:45 am] 
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