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STATE ISSUES GUIDANCE ON EXPORT DOCUM ENTATION REQUIREM ENTS

As anticipated (see WTTL, July 18, page 1), State’s Directorate of Defense Trade Controls
(DDTC) Sept. 1 posted guidance to require all export licenses to include a purchase order from
the foreign buyer.   Although the policy is directed at freight forwarders and consultants who
apply for licenses on behalf of other parties, the guidance only refers to them indirectly.  An
early reaction to the guidance from the exporting community found more confusion than existed
before the advice was issued, and State likely will have to provide more explanation in the
future.  “It’s sort of no guidance guidance,” one trade lawyer told WTTL.

DDTC’s Defense Trade Controls Licensing (DTCL) office says its guidance
restates “longstanding practice,” but trade sources dispute that contention.  “At
this time, DTCL finds it prudent to reiterate to exporters of defense articles the
fundamental ITAR requirements for supporting documentation,” the office states.

According to the guidance an export license for a Munitions List (ML) item is required to
include a purchase order, letter of intent or other documentation, as well as a sign contract. 
“The purpose of this requirement is to confirm the legitimacy of the transaction, including the
roles and responsibilities of all the parties,” DTCL explains.  “DTCL has received with
increasing frequency supporting documentation that calls into question whether the applicants
are in a position to fulfill their responsibilities as registered exporters and, in fact, whether
anyone at the companies could meet the obligations as empowered officials under Section
120.25 [of the International Traffic in Arms Regulations],” it notes.

“The purchase documentation must be from the foreign party purchasing the defense articles,”
it continues.  “The purchase documentation cannot be from its U.S. subsidiary since the latter
entity is considered a U.S. person under the ITAR.  The purchase order must be addressed and
directed to the registered U.S. party selling the defense articles and submitting the export
license application,” DTCL says.  Apparently recognizing that the seller and the applicant may
be separate entities, the office says: “The documentation may contain references to other
parties and their roles (e.g., suppliers, manufacturers, freight forwarders), but at a minimum
mush specifically explain the role of the party submitting the license application.”

CHINA PLAYS HARDBALL WITH U.S. ,  EU ON TEXTILES

Any hopes that China would readily accept a return to the pre-2005 quota restrictions of the
Multifiber Agreement have been dispelled by its hardline in talks with the U.S. and European
Union (EU) the week of Aug. 29.  The failed EU effort to renegotiate an earlier bilateral deal 
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to limit Chinese apparel imports has given China the feeling it doesn’t have to accept a broad,
restrictive, long-term agreement with the U.S. (see WTTL, Aug. 22, page 2).  The inability of
the U.S. and China to reach a deal during Aug. 30-Sept. 1 talks will put the issue on the agenda
for President Bush’s Sept. 7 meeting in Washington with Chinese President Hu Jintao.  Negoti-
ators may try to reach an agreement on the periphery of that meeting.  “The United States
remains optimistic that we can continue to make progress on the remaining issues,” said USTR
Special Textile Negotiator David Spooner after the talks in Beijing ended.

U.S. textile industry representatives said they were pleased Spooner didn’t take a
weaker stand in the talks with the Chinese. “We are pleased the U.S. government
refused China’s unreasonable demands,” said Cass Johnson, president of the
National Council of Textile Organizations.   

Apparel importers and retailers, who concede a comprehensive agreement will be reached, urged
U.S. negotiators to base any deal on what is actually happening in the market.  “The Europeans
have taught us what happens when an agreement is negotiated haphazardly and without ade-
quate consultation with the importing and retailing community,” said Laura Jones, executive
director of the U.S. Association of Importers of Textiles and Apparel.

The consequences of the China-EU textile deal in June may be having a strong impact on both
the U.S. and China in their talks.  The China-EU memorandum of understanding caught large
shipments of Chinese goods in transit to Europe, resulting in an outcry from retailers about
shortages and paid for but undelivered goods.  EU officials tried to get Beijing to adjust the
implementation of the MoU, but couldn’t reach an agreement.  As a result, EU Trade Com-
missioner Peter Mandelson Aug. 29 took unilateral steps to release some of the shipments being
held at EU ports.  “In these circumstances, I cannot accept that EU retail businesses should be
penalized unfairly by the introduction of the agreement we made with China,” he said.

BIS KEEPS BUSH PROMISE  ON NUCLEAR EXPORTS TO INDIA

The Bureau of Industry and Security (BIS) Aug. 30 kept part of President Bush’s promise to
India Prime Minister Mammohan Singh to ease U.S. export controls on nuclear equipment sales
to India (see WTTL, July 25, page 4).  BIS issued a final rule in the Federal Register lifting
export licensing requirements the U.S. imposed unilaterally on India, while also taking six
Indian entities off the BIS Entity List.  The changes won’t affect controls imposed by statute or
under multilateral obligations by members of the Nuclear Suppliers Group (NSG).

The change in Section 743.3(a)(2) of the Export Administration Regulations
removes the X under India for NP2 controls on the Commerce Country Chart.  It
doesn’t remove other export licensing requirements that might apply to these
items; nor controls on exports to entities that remain on the Entity List.  

Removed from the Entity List are: Department of Atomic Energy units Tarapur (TAPS 1 & 2),
Rajasthan (RAPS 1 & 2), Kudankulam (1& 2), plus three divisions of the Indian Space
Research Organization, ISRO Telemetry, Tracking and Command Network (ISTRAC), ISRO
Inertial Systems Unit Thiruvananthapuram (ILSU), Space Applications Center (SAC) Ahmad-
abad.  TAPS 1 & 2 and RAPS 1 & 2 are under International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA)
safeguards.  Kudankulam is under construction.  “The government of India and the IAEA have
agreed that this facility will be subject to IAEA safeguards upon completion,” BIS reported.

LUM BER TALKS UNLIKELY TO RESUM E DESPITE U.S.  WIN AT WTO

Angry Canadians say they won’t return to the negotiating table with the U.S. to resolve the 
dispute over softwood lumber because Washington can’t be trusted to live up to any agreement
that is reached.  The ire north of the border peaked Aug. 29 after word got out that a World
Trade Organization (WTO) dispute-settlement panel had issued a preliminary and still confiden-
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tial ruling upholding the International Trade Commission’s (ITC) redetermination under Section
129 that imports of Canadian lumber threaten to injure the U.S. industry (see WTTL, Aug. 12,
page 1).  Even though the ruling won’t be issued in final form for a month or so, Canadian
Trade Minister Jim Peterson said Ottawa intends to appeal the decision.  He said Canada might
go back to negotiations “when the time is appropriate” but for now “the main thrust of our
action is to respect the terms of NAFTA.”

Sources familiar with the preliminary ruling say the decision will be challenged
because of the standard the panel used to uphold the ITC’s 129 determination. 
They say the panel found the ITC decision “not unreasonable,” which is not a
standard used in previous rulings.  In addition, the panel didn’t examine the new
administrative record on which the ITC based its revised findings.

Canada contends that the Extraordinary Challenge Committee’s (ECC) ruling against the ITC’s
original injury finding should have terminated the case and the 129 redetermination cannot
dissolve the ECC’s order.  The U.S. has argued that the ECC decision is moot because whatever
flaws that were found in the original ITC determination were corrected by the 129 ruling.

Regardless of the outcomes of some two dozen cases that have been filed before NAFTA and
WTO panels, the final fate of the lumber dispute – short of a new bilateral deal – will come
from U.S. federal courts.  Two suspended cases pending at the Court of International Trade
(CIT) challenging the first administrative review of the dumping order on Canadian lumber and 
the Section 129 ruling will be put back on the court’s calendar in the next couple of weeks.  

In an unusual procedure reflecting the importance of these cases, two three-judge CIT panels
will hear arguments and rule on the suits.  No decision is expected until January or February of
2006 and whichever side wins, the loser is certain to appeal the ruling to the Court of Appeals
for the Federal Circuit.  Thus, the final word from the U.S. courts, which have the power to
enforce their opinions, probably won’t come until late 2006.  Parallel to these cases will be the
new challenge to the application of the Byrd Amendment to Canadian imports (see story below)
and the U.S. lumber industry’s expected suit challenging the constitutionality of the NAFTA
dispute-settlement mechanism.

SUIT CHALLENGES BYRD AM ENDMENT’S APPLICATION TO CANADA

U.S. lawyers for Canadian lumber producers have found what they call “a simple and elegant”
legal argument that could undermine the U.S. lumber industry’s pursuit of restrictions on
Canadian lumber imports.  A suit filed Aug. 26 in the Court of International Trade (CIT) by the
government of Canada and several trade groups representing lumber, wheat, and magnesium
exporters claims the U.S. cannot apply the Byrd Amendment to imports from Canada because
the law does not specifically mention Canada or Mexico as required by NAFTA.

If the Byrd Amendment, which provides for the distribution of countervailing and
antidumping duties to companies that supported the petitions against imports,
didn’t apply to the more than $4 billion in duties deposited for Canadian lumber,
U.S. industry would have significantly less incentive to continue pressing their
cases, Canadian groups contend.  “Getting rid of Byrd would change the whole
dynamic of negotiations,” one Canadian source told WTTL.

The suit cites NAFTA Section 408 which states: “Any amendment enacted after the Agreement
[NAFTA] enters into force with respect to the United States that applies to: (1) section 303 or
title VII of the Tariff Act of 1930 or any successor statute, or (2) any other statute which (A)
provides for judicial review of final determinations under such section or successor statute or
(B) indicates the standard of review to be applied, shall apply to goods from a NAFTA country
only to the extent specified in the amendment.”  The Canadians claim Byrd amended Title VII
but didn’t mention Canada as other trade act changes have.  U.S. government lawyers argue that
Section 408 only applies to the treatment of goods and not the disbursement of duties.



Page 2                       Washington Tarif f  & Trade Letter      September 5 ,  2005

LICHTENBAUM  ADDS ACTING ITA ASSIGNM ENT TO HIS JOB LIST

BIS Assistant Secretary for Export Administration Peter Lichtenbaum, who is already serving as
acting BIS under secretary, has been given the extra assignment to be acting under secretary of
the International Trade Administration (ITA) following the death Aug. 18 of Timothy Hauser. 
Hauser, who was ITA deputy under secretary, had been serving as acting head of the agency
following Grant Aldonas’ return to the private sector in the spring (see WTTL, June 6, page 4).

Commerce sources expect Lichtenbaum to hold the ITA job until the end of
September by which time the Senate should act on President Bush’s nomination of
Franklin Lavin to succeed Aldonas.  Lavin, currently U.S. ambassador to Singa-
pore, was ITA deputy assistant secretary for Asia in the Reagan administration.

[Editor’s Note: The death of Tim Hauser, 56, was a painful shock to everyone who knew and
had worked with him, including this editor.  He died of a heart attack while on vacation with
his wife Kathryn and son Christopher in North Carolina.  Tim, who was with Commerce for 25
years, was named ITA deputy under secretary in 1991 and was the chief operating officer for
ITA’s 2,500 employees and its $382 million budget.  Because he served so often as acting
under secretary during political transitions, the ITA staff considered him the permanent under
secretary.  His integrity and competence, along with his almost permanent smile, had won the
respect and affection of the entire trade community.]

*  *  *  BRIEFS *  *  *

E X P O R T  E N FO R C E M E N T : A li  K han ,  ch ie f  execu t ive  o ffice r  o f  T urbo ana l is is ,  Inc .  and  T urbo  T ech-
no lo g ie s,  L LC ,  ha s re ac he d  se tt le m ent agre em e nt with  B IS  und e r whic h he  w il l  p ay $ 1 1 0 ,0 0 0  c iv i l  f ine  fo r
h is  pe rsona l ro le  in  10  a lleged  expor t v io la tions .  B IS  charg ing le t te r  c la imed  he  pa r t ic ipa ted  in  consp iracy
tha t  a t tem p ted  to  exp o rt  a i rc ra f t  p a r ts  to  I ra n  thro ugh  S ingap o re  and  M alaysia  witho ut  l icenses .  

M O R E  E X P O R T  E N FO R C E M E N T : LP P A I o f  H o usto n ,  T exas,  which  do es b usiness  a s  P .A . ,  Inc . ,  ag reed  to
p ay $5 0 ,00 0  c ivi l  f ine  and  be  den ied  exp o rt  l icensing  p r iv i leges  fo r  f ive  yea rs  to  se t t le  B IS  charges tha t  i t
e xp o r te d  n ic kle  a llo ye d  p ip e s to  I ra n witho ut  l ic ense s.   B IS  susp e nd e d  d e nia l o rd e r  fo r  f ive  ye ars  o n
co nd it io n  tha t  LP P A I rem ains  in  co m p liance  wi th  exp o r t  regula t io ns .

E V E N  M O R E  E X P O R T  E N FO R C E M E N T : In  Fe d era l  R egis te r  no t ice  A ug.  25 ,  B IS  anno unced  se t t lem ent
agreem ent  with  Sunfo rd  T rad ing  Ltd . ,  o f  H o ng  K o ng unde r  which  firm wi ll  pa y $3 3 ,0 0 0  c iv i l  f ine  and  have
exp o r t p r iv i leges  den ied  fo r  th ree  years .   Agency  had  charged  co m p any  with  th ree  exp o r t co n tro l  v io la t io ns
re la ted  to  exp o r t o f  ind us tr ia l  ho t  p ress  fu rnaces  to  B e i j ing  R esearch  Ins ti tu te  o f  M ate r ia ls  and  T echno lo gy
in  Ch ina  withou t approved  license .

E X P O R T  IN D IC T M E N T : Fed era l  grand  jury  in  F o r t  Laud erd ale ,  F la . ,  A ug .  1 8  issued  ind ic tm en t agains t
C h in  K a n W a ng and  R o b in  C h ang  o n  cha rge s o f co nsp ir ing  and  exp o r t ing  ra d io  co m m u nic at io ns  enc ryp tio n
m o d ules  to  T a iwan  witho ut  ap p ro ved  l icenses .   Just ice  s ta tem ent  sa id  exp o rts  went  to  T a iwan  Sa to
K e nse tsu  K o gyo  C o . ,  L td .  fo r  use  b y T a iw ane se  C o a st  G ua rd .

FR E IG H T  FO R W A R D E R S:  Im p o r te r  can  be  l iab le  fo r  Cus to m s  v io la t io ns  co m m itted  by  its  fre igh t
fo rwarder  even  i f  fo rwarder  ac ted  fraudulen tly  and  witho ut  im p o r te r s’  know led ge ,  C IT  Senior  Jud ge
R ichard  G o ldb erg  ru led  A ug.  26  ( sl ip  op .  05 -1 0 7 ) .   In  U .S .  v .  P a n  P a c i f ic ,  he  sa id  “assign ing  l iab i l ity  to
d efend ants  fo r  Juang’s  fraud ulen t  vio la t ions o f  19  U .S .C .  sec t ion  15 9 2  is  a lso  sup p o rted  by so und  pub l ic
po licy.”   Cour t’s  ho ld ing in  th is  case  “se rves an  add i t iona l pub l ic  po l icy in te re st  by c rea ting  p rope r
incen tives fo r  imp or te rs  in  the  fu tu re ,”  he  wro te .

LO ST  IM P O R T  D O C U M E N T A T IO N : Custo m s in  A ug.  26  Fed era l  Regis ter  ga ve  imp o rte rs  op p o rtun i ty  to
re co nstruc t en try sum m a rie s tha t we re  lo s t  whe n C B P  o ffic es  a t  W o rld  T ra d e C e nte r  we re  d e stro ye d  o n
Sep t .  1 1 ,  2 0 0 1 .   D ea d line  fo r  sub m iss io n  d ep end s  on when C o m m erc e  i ssues  l iq uidat io n  no tice s .

C O C O A : C IT  Jud ge  Jud ith  B arz i lay  A ug.  29  ( sl ip  op .  05 -1 1 0 )  ru led  In te rna tio na l  Lab o r  Righ ts  Fund  and
o the r  labor  groups  lacked  s tand ing to  b r ing  su it  aga inst  Custom s to  com pe l  agency to  unde rtake  invest iga -
t ion  o f  fo rced  ch i ld  lab o r  p rac t ice s  o n  co co a  p lan ta t ions in  Ivo ry C o ast .

C O N G O : S ta te  in  A ug. 2 9  F ed e ra l R e gis te r  am e nd e d  IT A R  to  exp a nd  b an  o n  d efe nse  e xp o r ts  to  D e m o -
cra t ic  R ep ub l ic  o f  Congo  to  co m p ly with  U N  reso lut io n  ex tend ing  a rm s em b argo  to  en t i re  co untry.
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