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1 The record is defined in § 207.2(f) of the 
Commission’s Rules of Practice and Procedure (19 
CFR 207.2(f)). 

2 Due to the lapse in appropriations and ensuing 
cessation of Commission operations, the 
Commission tolled its schedule for this proceeding. 
The schedule was revised in a subsequent notice 
published in the Federal Register on December 2, 
2025 (91 FR 13334). 

Patent No. 11,978,681; U.S. Patent No. 
12,199,069; U.S. Patent No. 12,322,650; 
and U.S. Patent No. 12,381,173. The 
complaint, as supplemented, further 
alleged that an industry in the United 
States exists or is in the process of being 
established as required by the 
applicable Federal Statute. The 
Commission’s notice of investigation 
named Advanced Micro Devices, Inc. 
(‘‘AMD’’) of Santa Clara, CA; Lenovo 
(United States) Inc. of Morrisville, NC; 
Lenovo Group Limited of Hong Kong; 
Lenovo Information Products 
(Shenzhen) Co., Ltd. of Shenzhen, 
China, and Super Micro Computer, Inc. 
of San Jose, CA, as respondents. Id. at 
59,580. The Office of Unfair Import 
Investigations (‘‘OUII’’) was also named 
as a party in this investigation. 

On March 11, 2026, Complainant 
Adeia and Respondent AMD moved to 
terminate the investigation based on a 
settlement agreement between Adeia 
and AMD. See Order No. 11 at 1 (Mar. 
31, 2026). Additionally, Adeia moved to 
withdraw the complaint as to the other 
respondents in the investigation and 
limit service of the agreement. Id. On 
March 19, 2026, the ALJ issued Order 
No. 10, finding the motion did not 
comply with Commission Rule 
210.21(b)(1) because the ‘‘public version 
of the settlement agreement was over- 
redacted.’’ Order No. 10 at 1–2 (Mar. 19, 
2026); see 19 CFR 210.21(b)(1). The ALJ 
directed Adeia and AMD to file an 
amended public version of the 
agreement. Id. at 2. OUII filed a 
statement in support of the motion to 
the extent Adeia and AMD comply with 
Order No. 10. On March 27, 2026, an 
amended public version of the 
agreement was filed. 

On March 31, 2026, the ALJ issued 
the subject ID (Order No. 11), granting 
the joint motion to terminate the above- 
captioned investigation as to AMD 
based on a settlement agreement and as 
to the remaining respondents based on 
withdrawal of the complaint. The ID 
found the motion with the amended 
public version of the settlement 
agreement complies with the 
Commission Rules. Order No. 11 at 2. 
The ID also found that there are no 
extraordinary circumstances that 
warrant denying the motion and there is 
no evidence indicating that terminating 
this investigation based on the 
agreement would be contrary to the 
public interest. Id. at 2–3. No petitions 
for review were filed. 

The Commission has determined not 
to review the subject ID. The 
investigation is terminated in its 
entirety. 

The Commission vote for this 
determination took place on April 27, 
2026. 

The authority for the Commission’s 
determination is contained in section 
337 of the Tariff Act of 1930, as 
amended, 19 U.S.C. 1337, and in Part 
210 of the Commission’s Rules of 
Practice and Procedure, 19 CFR part 
210. 

By order of the Commission. 
Issued: April 27, 2026. 

Lisa Barton, 
Secretary to the Commission. 
[FR Doc. 2026–08384 Filed 4–29–26; 8:45 am] 

BILLING CODE 7020–02–P 

INTERNATIONAL TRADE 
COMMISSION 

[Investigation No. 731–TA–1046 (Fourth 
Review)] 

Tetrahydrofurfuryl Alcohol From 
China; Determination 

On the basis of the record 1 developed 
in the subject five-year review, the 
United States International Trade 
Commission (‘‘Commission’’) 
determines, pursuant to the Tariff Act of 
1930 (‘‘the Act’’), that revocation of the 
antidumping duty order on 
Tetrahydrofurfuryl Alcohol from China 
would be likely to lead to continuation 
or recurrence of material injury to an 
industry in the United States within a 
reasonably foreseeable time. 

Background 

The Commission instituted this 
review on October 1, 2025 (90 FR 
47328), and determined on February 23, 
2026, that it would conduct an 
expedited review (91 FR 13334, March 
19, 2026).2 

The Commission made this 
determination pursuant to section 
751(c) of the Act (19 U.S.C. 1675(c)). It 
completed and filed its determination in 
this review on April 27, 2026. The 
views of the Commission are contained 
in USITC Publication 5731 (April 2026), 
entitled Tetrahydrofurfuryl Alcohol 
from China: Investigation No. 731–TA– 
1046 (Fourth Review). 

By order of the Commission. 

Issued: April 27, 2026. 
Lisa Barton, 
Secretary to the Commission. 
[FR Doc. 2026–08362 Filed 4–29–26; 8:45 am] 

BILLING CODE 7020–02–P 

DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 

Notice of Lodging of Proposed Second 
Modification To Consent Decree Under 
the Comprehensive Environmental 
Response Compensation and Liability 
Act 

On April 23, 2026, the Department of 
Justice lodged a proposed Second 
Modification to Consent Decree (the 
‘‘Modification’’) with the United States 
District Court for the District of North 
Dakota in the lawsuit entitled United 
States of America v. City of Minot, Civil 
Action No. 4:95–cv–141. 

The lawsuit was initiated by a 
complaint filed by the United States on 
October 26, 1995, alleging that the City 
of Minot (the ‘‘City’’) was liable for the 
release of hazardous substances at and 
from the Old Minot Landfill Superfund 
Site in Minot, North Dakota (the ‘‘Site’’) 
under the Comprehensive 
Environmental Response, Compensation 
and Liability Act of 1980. The 
complaint was resolved by settlement 
through a Consent Decree that was 
joined by the State of North Dakota and 
entered by the Court on February 7, 
1996 (‘‘1996 Consent Decree’’). Under 
the 1996 Consent Decree, the City 
agreed to remediate the Old Minot 
Landfill and impose institutional 
controls restricting the future use of the 
land. 

The Modification amends the 1996 
Consent Decree to allow for the City to 
re-purpose the Site for recreational uses 
such as an 18-hole disc golf course, 
mountain biking trails, and cross- 
country running trails. The Modification 
is made possible by an Explanation of 
Significant Differences issued by EPA 
on September 28, 2022, which amended 
the original Record of Decision that had 
required a more restrictive post-cleanup 
land use for the Site. The Modification 
also makes several technical changes to 
the 1996 Consent Decree. 

The publication of this notice opens 
a period for public comment on the 
proposed Modification, which should 
be addressed to the Assistant Attorney 
General, Environment and Natural 
Resources Division, and should refer to 
United States of America v. City of 
Minot, Civil Action No. 4:95–cv–141, 
D.J. Ref. No. 90–11–3–1107. All 
comments must be submitted no later 
than thirty (30) days after the 
publication date of this notice. 
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