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APPENDIX—Continued
[Petitions instituted between 12/09/2002 and 12/13/2002] 

TA–W Subject firm (petitioners) Location Date of
institution 

Date of
petition 

50,337 ........... MacLean ESNA (AR) ...................................... Pocahontas, AR .............................................. 12/13/2002 12/12/2002
50,338 ........... Dana Corporation/Long Manufacturing 

(Comp).
Sheffield, PA ................................................... 12/13/2002 12/10/2002

50,339 ........... Tower Automotive, Inc. (DALU) ...................... Milwaukee, WI ................................................. 12/13/2002 12/09/2002
50,340 ........... Lear (PACE) .................................................... Peru, IN ........................................................... 12/13/2002 12/09/2002
50,341 ........... Cooper Standard (AR) .................................... El Dorado, AR ................................................. 12/13/2002 12/12/2002
50,342 ........... Pechiney Plastic Packaging (Wkrs) ................ Neenah, WI ..................................................... 12/13/2002 12/12/2002
50,343 ........... Fashion Technologies, Inc. (Comp) ................ Gaffney, SC .................................................... 12/13/2002 12/10/2002
50,344 ........... Rough and Ready Lumber Co. (Comp) ......... Cave Junction, OR .......................................... 12/13/2002 12/12/2002
50,345 ........... Gateway Forest Products (AK) ....................... Ward Cove, AK ............................................... 12/13/2002 12/12/2002
50,346 ........... Square D Company (Wkrs) ............................ Columbia, MO ................................................. 12/13/2002 12/10/2002
50,347 ........... Rayovac Corporation (Comp) ......................... Madison, WI .................................................... 12/13/2002 12/09/2002
50,348 ........... Egger Steel Company (Wkrs) ......................... Sioux Falls, SD ............................................... 12/13/2002 12/05/2002

[FR Doc. 03–423 Filed 1–8–03; 8:45 am] 
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DEPARTMENT OF LABOR

Employment and Training 
Administration 

[TA–W–50,279] 

Pfaltzgraff Company, Thomasville, PA; 
Notice of Termination of Investigation 

Pursuant to section 221 of the Trade 
Act of 1974, an investigation was 
initiated on December 9, 2002 in 
response to a worker petition which was 
filed on behalf of workers at Pfaltzgraff 
Company, Thomasville, Pennsylvania. 

An active certification covering the 
petitioning group of workers is already 
in effect (TA–W–41,917, as amended). 
Consequently, further investigation in 
this case would serve no purpose, and 
the investigation has been terminated.

Signed in Washington, DC this 18th day of 
December 2002. 
Linda G. Poole, 
Certifying Officer, Division of Trade 
Adjustment Assistance.
[FR Doc. 03–418 Filed 1–8–03; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 4510–30–P

DEPARTMENT OF LABOR

Employment and Training 
Administration 

[TA–W–40,855, TA–W–40,855A] 

Quebcor World Kingsport, Inc., 
Kingsport, Tennessee, Quebcor World 
Hawkins, Kinsport Press Road, Church 
Hill, Tennessee; Notice of Negative 
Determination Regarding Application 
for Reconsideration 

By application of June 5, 2002, the 
United Steelworkers of America, Local 

299 requested administrative 
reconsideration of the Department’s 
negative determination regarding 
eligibility for workers and former 
workers of the subject firm to apply for 
Trade Adjustment Assistance (TAA). 
The denial notice applicable to workers 
of Quebecor World Kingsport, Inc., 
Kingsport, Tennesse (TA–W–40,855) 
and Quebcor World Hawkins, Kingsport 
Press Road, Church Hill, Tennessee 
(TA–W–40,855A) was issued on May 2, 
2002, and was published in the Federal 
Register on May 17, 2002 (67 FR 35143). 

Pursuant to 29 CFR 90.18(c) 
reconsideration may be granted under 
the following circumstances: 

(1) If it appears on the basis of facts 
not previously considered that the 
determination complained of was 
erroneous; 

(2) If it appears that the determination 
complained of was based on a mistake 
in the determination of facts not 
previously considered; or 

(3) If in the opinion of the Certifying 
Officer, a mis-interpretation of facts or 
of the law justified reconsideration of 
the decision. 

The investigation findings revealed 
that criterion (3) of the group eligibility 
requirements of section 222 of the Trade 
Act of 1974 was not met. Increased 
imports did not contribute importantly 
to worker separations at the subject 
firm. The preponderance in the declines 
in employment at Quebcor World 
Hawkins, Kingsport Press Road, Church 
Hill, Tennessee is the direct result of 
plant production being shifted to other 
domestic locations and related bumping 
into the Quebecor World Kingsport, 
Incorporated facility. The workers were 
engaged in activities related to the 
production of books and also provided 
warehouse and distribution functions. 

The request for reconsideration 
alleges that the subject plant workers 
were impacted by company work being 

exported to foreign countries and then 
shipped back to the United States. The 
petitioner attached a copy of work 
orders in an attempt to depict this. 

The Department of Labor requested 
that the company verify the work orders 
lost to foreign sources and the amount 
of business lost to foreign sources. The 
company summarized the information 
and indicated that the amount of the 
work exported and imported back to the 
United States was negligible. 

The petitioner further states that 
during February 2002, the company 
shifted binding equipment (Koibus 
casing-in line and one Horauf 
casemaker) from Quebecor World 
Hawkings to Bogata, Columbia. 

Based on information supplied by the 
company, all plant production was 
shifted to domestic sources. A shift in 
plant machinery to a foreign source does 
not meet the eligibility requirements of 
section 223 of the Trade Act of 1974. As 
already indicated, company imports of 
products like or directly competitive 
with what the subject plant produced 
were negligible and thus any shifts in 
plant machinery to a foreign source is 
irrelevant. 

Conclusion 

After review of the application and 
investigative findings, I conclude that 
there has been no error or 
misinterpretation of the law or of the 
facts which would justify 
reconsideration of the Department of 
Labor’s prior decision. Accordingly, the 
application is denied.

Signed at Washington, DC this 20th day of 
December, 2002. 
Edward A. Tomchick, 
Director, Division of Trade Adjustment 
Assistance.
[FR Doc. 03–412 Filed 1–8–03; 8:45 am] 
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