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INTRODUCTION

This—the Forty-fifth Annual Report of the United States Tariff
(lommission *—covers the period July 1, 1960, through June 30, 1961.
References in this report to the year 1961 (unless otherwise indicated)
are to the fiscal year ending June 30, 1961, rather than to the calendar
year 1961.

For the purposes of this report, the current work of the Tariff
Commission—described in parts I, IT, III, and IV—has been classified
under the following headings: Public investigations; special reports
and activities; furnishing technical information and assistance; and
other activities. Part V of the report deals with the membership
and staff of the Commission, and its finances and appropriations. As
required by law, summaries of all reports made by the Commission
during 1961 appear under the appropriate headings in parts I and
II of this report.

! The U.S. Tariff Commission was created by act of Congress approved Sept. §,
1916 (39 Stat. 795), and was formally organized on Mar. 31, 1917.

VII






PART I. PUBLIC INVESTIGATIONS

Specific provisions of law and certain Executive orders direct the
U.S. Tariff Commission to conduct various investigations and to make
certain studies and reports. These directives are contained in sec-
tions 3* and 72 of the Trade Agreements Extension Act of 1951, as
amended ; Executive Orders 10082 * and 10401; 4 sections 332,° 336,
and 3377 of the Tariff Act of 1930, as amended ; section 22 of the
Agricultural Adjustment Act, as reenacted and amended ; ® and section
201(a) of the Antidumping Act, 1921, as amended.?

During 1961 the Commission conducted investigations under all
these statutes and Executive orders. As in the last several years,
activities relating to public investigations continued to account for a
major part of the Commission’s work.

Section 3 of the Trade Agreements Extension Act of 1951

Sections 3 and 4 of the Trade Agreements Extension Act of 1951,
as amended, set forth the statutory requirements for so-called peril-
point determinations in connection with proposed trade-agreement
negotiations. The peril-point provisions of the 1951 act require the
President, before entering into any trade-agreement negotiation, to
transmit to the Tariff Commission a list of the commodities that may
be considered for possible concessions. The Commission is then re-
quired to conduct an investigation, including a public hearing, and to
report its findings to the President on (1) the maximum decrease in
duty, if any, that can be made on each listed commodity without caus-
ing or threatening serious injury to the domestic industry producing
like or directly competitive products, or (2) the minimum increase in
the duty or the additional statutory import restrictions that may be
necessary on any of the listed products to avoid serious injury to such
domestic industry.

The President may not conclude a trade agreement until the Com-
mission has submitted its report to him, or until 6 months from the
date he transmits the list of products to the Commission.’® Should

*19 U.8.C. 1360.
%19 U.8.C. 1364.
*3 CFR, 1949-1953 Comp., 281.
‘3 CFR, 1949-1953 Comp., 901.
*19 U.S.C. 1332.
°19 U.8.C. 1336, 1352,
719 U.8.C. 1337, 1337a.
87 U.S.C. 624.
°19 U.S.C. 160 et seq.
* Originally 120 days, but extended to 6 months by the Trade Agreements
Extension Act of 1958,
1
618276—62——2
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the President conclude a trade agreement that provides for greater
reductions in duty than the Commission specifies in its report, or that
fails to provide for the minimum increase in duty or the additional
import restrictions that the Commission specifies, he must transmit
to the Congress a copy of the trade agreement in question, identifying
the articles concerned and stating his reason for not carrying out the
Tariff Commission’s recommendations. Promptly thereafter, the
Commission must deposit with the Senate Committee on Finance
and the House Committee on Ways and Means a copy of the por-
tions of its report to the President dealing with the articles with
respect to which the President did not follow the Commission’s
recommendations.

The Trade Agreements Extension Act of 1958 amended section 3
of the Trade Agreements Extension Act of 1951, as amended, by
providing that if in the course of any peril-point investigation the
Tariff Commission finds—with respect to any article on the President’s
list upon which a tariff concession has been granted—that an increase
in duty or additional import restriction is required to avoid serious
injury to the domestic industry producing like or directly competitive
articles, the Commission must promptly institute an escape-clause
investigation with respect to that article.

During fiscal 1961 the Commission completed peril-point investiga-
tions under the provisions of section 3 of the Trade Agreements
Extension Act of 1951, as amended, with respect to articles included
in three Presidential lists.

Un May 27,1960, the Interdepartmental Committee on Trade Agree-
ments issued public notice of the intention of the U.S. Government
to participate in multilateral tariff negotiations—within the frame-
work of the General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade—at Geneva,
Switzerland, beginning in September 1960. On the basis of then
available information, the Trade Agreements Committee announced
that the United States expected to negotiate (1) with the Commission
of the European Economic Community on behalf of its 6 member
states (Belgium, France, West Germany, Italy, Luxembourg, and the
Netherlands) ; (2) with 17 other contracting parties to the General
Agreement (Australia, Austria, Canada, Chile, Denmark, the Domini-
can Republic, Finland, Haiti, India, Japan, New Zealand, Nicaragua,
Norway, Peru, Sweden, the United Kingdom, and Uruguay); and
(3) with 4 countries that have acceded to the General Agreement
provisionally or have been or are expected to be invited to negotiate
for accession thereto (Israel, Spain, Switzerland, and Tunisia).

On May 27, 1960, the President transmitted to the Tariff Commis-
sion a list of the commodities that were to be considered for possible
concessions in the proposed negotiations. The President’s list in-
volved 450 tariff paragraphs or subparagraphs, each of which included
one or more commodities, and covered approximately 2,200 statistical
(Schedule A) classifications or parts thereof. The Commission in-
stituted the required peril-point investigations on May 27, 1960, and
held public hearings in connection with the investigations during the
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period July 11 to September 19, 1960. The Commission submitted its
report to the President on November 25, 1960.

On November 22, 1960, the Trade Agreements Committee supple-
mented its notice of May 27, 1960, with respect to U.S. participation
in the multilateral tariff negotiations described above. On the same
day the President transmitted to the Tariff Commission a supple-
mental list of commodities that were to be considered for possible
concessions in the proposed negotiations. The President’s supple-
mental list involved 99 tariff paragraphs or subparagraphs, each of
which included one or more commodities, and covered approximately
200 statistical (Schedule A) classifications or parts thereof. The
Commission instituted the required peril-point investigation on
November 22, 1960, and held a public hearing in the investigation on
January 5, 6, 26, and 27, 1961. The Commission submitted its report
to the President on April 17, 1961.

On December 22, 1960, the Trade Agreements Committee issued
public notice of the intention of the U.S. Government to invoke
article XXVIII of the General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade,
with a view to the withdrawal or modification of the concessions
granted by the United States in that agreement on bicycles and
spring clothespins. On December 21, 1960, the President requested
that the Tariff Commission make a peril-point investigation with
respect to the articles covered by those concessions.* The Commis-
sion instituted the required peril-point investigations on December 22,
1960, and held public hearings in connection with the investigations
on January 7, 1961. The Commission submitted its report to the
President on January 10, 1961.

Section 7 of the Trade Agreements Extension Act of 1951

Section 7 of the Trade Agreements Extension Act of 1951, as
amended, establishes a statutory escape-clause procedure. It pro-
vides that the Tariff Commission, upon the request of the President,
upon resolution of either House of Congress, upon resolution of
either the Senate Committee on Finance or the House Committee on
Ways and Means, upon its own motion, or upon application by any
interested party (including any organization or group of employees),
must promptly conduct an investigation to determine whether any

1 0On Dec. 12, 1960, the Supreme Court denied a petition for certiorari in the
case of United States v. Schmidt Pritchard & Co. (C.AD. 750 (1960), cert.
denied, 364 U.S. 919 (1960), affirming C.D. 2029 (1958)). This case invalidated
one of the rates in Presidential Proclamation 3108, of Aug. 18, 1955, which had
increased the duties on bicycles under the escape-clause procedure, and cast
doubt on the validity of the other three rates in that proclamation and on the
rates in Proclamation 3211 of Nov. 9, 1957, which had increased the duty on
spring clothespins under the escape-clause procedure. In his letter the Presi-
dent stated that it was his intention to give consideration to entering into
agreements with certain foreign countries in order to assure the application of
the increased rates provided for bicycles and spring clothespins in Proclama-
tions 3108 and 3211, respectively.
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t on which a trade-agreement concession has been granted is,
ssult, in whole or in part, of the customs treatment reflecting
oncession, being imported in such increased quantities, either
or relative, as to cause or threaten serious injury to the
tic industry producing like or directly competitive products.
Commission is to make a report in an escape-clause investiga-
rithin 6 months of the date it receives the application. As a
f each investigation, the Commission generally holds a public
g at which interested parties are afforded an opportunity to be
Section 7(a) of the Trade Agreements Extension Act of
as amended, requires the Commission to hold such a hearing
ver it finds evidence of serious injury or threat of serious in-
using as its guide lines those criteria spelled out in the law),
:never so directed by resolution of either the Senate Committee
tance or the House Committee on Ways and Means.
irriving at its findings and conclusions in an escape-clause in-
ition, the Commission, without excluding other factors, is re-
by statute to take into consideration a downward trend of
stion, employment, prices, p1oﬁts, or wages in the domestic
ry concerned or a decline in sales, an increase in imports,
actual or relatlve to domestic productlon, a higher or growing
ory, or a decline in the proportion of the domestic market sup-
oy domestic producers, as is evidenced up to and including the
ry termination of its investigation. Increased imports, either
or relative, must be considered as the cause or threat of serious
to the domestic industry producing like or directly competitive
sts when the Commission finds that such increased imports have
outed substantially toward causing or threatening serious
to such industry.
uld the Commission find, as a result of its investigation, the
ice or threat of serious injury to which increased imports, either
or relative, contributed substantially, and that this is due, in
or in part, to the duty or other customs treatment reflecting
ncession, it must recommend to the President, to the statutory
and for the time necessary to prevent or remedy such injury, the
-awal or modification of the concession, or the suspension of the
sion in whole or in part, or the establishment of an import quota.
»mmission must immediately make public its findings and recom-
tions to the President, including any dissenting or separate find-
nd recommendations, and must publish a summary thereof in
deral Register. When, in the Commission’s judgment, no suffi-
eason exists for a recommendation to the President that a trade-
aent concession be modified or withdrawn, the Commission must
wnd publish a report stating its findings and conclusions.
Trade Agreements Extension Act of 1958 provides that the
ess may override the President’s rejection of a Tariff Commis-
,commendation for escape-clause action. To do so, the Congress
within 60 days after the President rejects the Commission’s
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recommendation, adopt by a two-thirds vote of each House a con-
current resolution approving the Commission’s recommendation. At
the close of the period covered by this report the Congress had not yet
exercised this authority.

Status of investigations pending during 1961

Work on escape-clause investigations under section 7 of the Trade
Agreements Extension Act of 1951, as amended, constituted a very
important activity of the Tariff Commission during 1961, as it has for
a number of years. On July 1, 1960, a total of 6 escape-clause investi-
gations were pending before the Commission. During the ensuing
12 months the Commission instituted 17 additional investigations—the
largest number instituted in any year since the Commission was
charged in 1947 with conducting escape-clause investigations.’? Of
a total of 23 escape-clause investigations that were pending before the
Commission at one time or another during the period July 1, 1960—
June 30, 1961, the Commission at the close of that period had com-
pleted 16 investigations and had terminated 2 investigations without
formal findings; the remaining 5 investigations were in process.?

With respect to the 16 investigations that the Commission completed
during 1961, the Commission took the actions indicated below :

Vote of the Commission
Commodity
For escape | Against escape
action action

Barbed wire_________________________________ 0 4
Cast-iron fittings for cast-iron soil pipe..________ 0 6
Crude horseradish. _ . ________________________ 0 6
Hatters’ fur_____________ o _______ 0 6
Binding twines_____._________________________ 2 2
Hard-fiber cords and twines____________________ 2 2
Ironore._____________ e e 0 5
Ultramarine blue. .. __________________________ 0 6
Plastie raineoats______________________________ 2 4
Cellulose filaments (rayon staple fiber)._.________ 2 4
Baseball and softball gloves_.__________________ 6 0
Cantaloups. _________________________________ 0 6
Watermelons____ _____________________________ 0 6
eramic mosaie tile__ . _ .. ____________________._ 6 0
Sheet glass *__________________________________ 6 0
Rolled glass *______________________________._._ 3 3

! For details of the Commission’s vote in these investigations, see the subse-
quent section of this report.

“ Between Apr. 20, 1948, when it received the first application for an escape-
clause investigation, and June 30, 1961, the Commission instituted a total of 127
such investigations.

 The Commission’s reports on the investigations completed and dismissed—
all of which have been released—are summarized in a subsequent section of this
report.
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The nature and status of the individual escape-clause investigations
that were pending before the Commission at one time or another
during the period July 1, 1960-June 30, 1961, are shown in the follow-
ing compilation: **

Escape-clause investigations pending before the U.S. Tariff Com-
mission at one time or another during the period July 1, 1960-June
30, 1961

Commodity Status
1. Barbed wire_ _ . ______._____ Origin of investigation: The Commission in-
(Investigation No. 86; stituted the investigation on its own motion.
sec. 7) On Nov. 28, 1958, the Commission rejected,

on jurisdictional grounds, an application
for an escape-clause investigation of barbed
wire, filed by the Atlantic Steel Co., of
Atlanta, Ga., and others. The Commission’s
rejection of the application was followed
by litigation in the Federal courts. On
Feb. 4, 1960, the U.S. Court of Appeals for
the District of Columbia Circuit affirmed
the lower court’s order that the Tariff Com-
mission must make an investigation of
barbed wire under sec. 7. (Talbot v. Atlantic
Steel Co., 275 F. 2d 4.)

Investigation instituted: Feb. 9, 1960.

Hearing held: May 10, 1960.

Investigation completed: Aug. 3, 1960.

Recommendation of the Commassion: No modi-
fication of concession.

Vote of the Commission: 4-0.

Reference: U.S. Tariff Commiscion, Barbed
Wire: Report on Escape-Clause Investigation

No. 7-86 . . ., 1960 [processed].

2. Cast-iron fittings for cast- | Origin of investigation: Application by the
iron soil pipe. Cast Iron Soil Pipe Foundation, Los Angeles, -
(Investigation No. 87; Calif., and others.
sec. 7) Application received: Feb. 23, 1960.

Investigation instituted: Mar. 7, 1960.

Hearing held: May 31, 1960.

Investigation completed: Aug. 23, 1960.

Recommendation of the Commission: No modi-
fication of concession.

Vote of the Commassion: 6~0.

Reference: U.S. Tariff Commission, Cast-Iron
Soil-Pipe Fittings: Report on Escape-Clause
Investigation No.7-87 . . ., 1960 [processed].

 This compilation shows the status of only those escape-clause investigations
that were pending before the Commission at one time or another during the
period covered by this report. Lists of investigations instituted before the period
covered by this report, and their status on various dates, are given in earlier an-
nual reports of the Commission. For a résumé of the status of all escape-clause
investigations instituted by the Commission between Apr. 20, 1948, and Apr.
1, 1961, see U.S. Tariff Commission, Investigations Under the “Escape Clause”
of Trade Agrecements: Outcome or Current Status of Investigations Instituted
by the United States Tariff Commission Under the “Escape Clause” of Trade
Agreements, As of April 1, 1961, 14th ed., TC Publication 11, 1961 [processed].
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E'scape-clause investigations pending before the U.S. Tariff Com-
mission at one time or another during the period July 1, 1960~Tune

30, 1961—Continued

Commodity

Status

3. Crude horseradish________
(Investigation No.
sec. 7)

4. Hatters’ fur (2d investiga-
tion).
(Investigation No. 89;
sec. 7)

5. Binding twines.___________
(Investigation
No. 90; sec. 7)

6. Hard-fiber cords and
twines.
(Investigation
No. 91; sec. 7)

Origin of investigation: Application by the
Vegetable Growers of St. Clair, Monroe, and
Madison Counties of the State of Illinois,
Granite City, Il

Application received: Mar. 21, 1960.

Investigation instituted: Mar. 28, 1960.

Hearing held: July 19, 1960.

Investigation completed: Sept. 15, 1960,

Recommendation of the Commission: No modi-
fication of concession.

Vote of the Commission: 6-0.

Reference: U.S. Tarif Commission, Crude
Horseradish: Report on Escape-Clause In-
vestigation No. 7-88 . . ., 1960 [processed].

Origin  of investigation: Application by the
Hatters’ TFur Cutters Association of the
U.S.A,, New York, N.Y.

Application received: June 1, 1960.

Investigation instituted: June 21, 1960.

Hearing held: No hearing held.

Investigdtion completed: Oct. 7, 1960.

Recommendation of the Commission: No modi-
fication of concession.

Vote of the Commission: 6-0.

Reference: U.S. Tarif Commission, Halters’
Fur: Report on Escape-Clause Investigalion
No. 7-89 . . ., 1960 [processed].

Origin of investigation: Application by the
Cordage Institute, New York, N.Y.

Application received: June 10, 1960.

I'nvestigation instituted: June 24, 1960.

Hearing held: Sept. 27-29, 1960.

Investigation completed: Dec. 9, 1960.

Vote of the Commission: Equally divided (2-2).

Action of the President: On Feb. 7, 1961, the
President announced that he had accepted
the findings of the two Commissioners who
decided that the imposition of increased im-
port restrictions was not warranted.

Reference: U.S. Tariff Commission, Binding
Twines (Binder and Baler Twines): Report
to the President on Escape-Clause Investigation
No. 7-90 . ., 1960 [processed].

Origin  of investigation: Application by the
Cordage Institute, New York, N.Y.

Application received: June 10, 1960.

Investigation instituted: June 24, 1960.

Hearing held: Sept. 28-29, 1960.

Investigation completed: Dec. 9, 1960.

Vote of the Commission: Equally divided (2-2).

Action of the President: On Feb. 7, 1961, the
President announced that he had accepted
the findings of the two Commissioners who
decided that the imposition of increased im-
port restrictions was not warranted.

Reference: U.S. Tariff Commission, Hard-Fiber
Cords and Twines (Except Binding Twines):
Report to the President on Escape-Clause In-
vestigation No. 7-91 . ., 1960 [processed].
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Escape-clause investigations pending before the U.S. Tariff Com-
mission at one time or another during the period July 1, 1960-June

30, 1961—Continued

Commodity Status
7. Ironore________________._. Origin of tnvestigation: Resolution of the Senate
(Investigation Committee on Finance, dated June 30, 1960.

No. 92; sec. 7)

8. Ultramarine blue__________
(Investigation
No. 93; sec. 7)

9. Plastic raincoats___________
(Investigation
No. 94; sec. 7)

10. Cellulose filaments
(rayon staple fiber).
(Investigation
No. 95; sec. 7)

Resolution received: July 1, 1960.

Investigation instituted: July 6, 1960.

Hearing held: Oct. 18-19, 1960.

Investigation completed: Dec. 30, 1960.

Recommendation of the Commission: No modi-
fication of concession.

Vote of the Commission: 5-0.

Reference: U.S. Tariff Commission, Iron Ore:
Report on Escape-Clause Investigation No.
7-92 . . ., 1960 [processed].

Origin of investigalion: The Commission insti-
tuted the investigation as a result of its
finding in a peril-point investigation under
sec. 3 of the Trade Agreements Extension
Act of 1951, as amended.

Investigation instituted: Sept. 16, 1960.

Hearing held: Jan. 17, 1961.

Investigation completed: Mar. 16, 1961.

Recommendation of the Commission: No modifi-
cation of concession.

Vote of the Commission: 6-0.

Reference: U.S. Tariff Commission, Uliramarine
Blue: Report on Escape-Clause Investigation
No. . 7-93 . . ., TC Publication 5, 1961
[processed].

Origin of investigation: The Commission insti-
tuted the investigation as a result of its
finding in a peril-point investigation under
sec. 3 of the Trade Agreements Extension
Act of 1951, as amended.

Investigation instituted: Sept. 29, 1960.

Hearing held: Jan. 24, 1961.

Investigation completed: Mar. 29, 1961.

Recommendation of the Commission: No modifi-
cation of concession.

Vote of the Commission: 4-2.

Reference: U.S. Tariff Commission, Plastic Film
Raincoats: Report on Escape-Clause Investi-
gation No. 7-94 . .., TC Publication 6,
[processed].

Origin of investigation: The Commission insti-
tuted the investigation as a result of its
finding in a peril-point investigation under
sec. 3 of the Trade Agreements Extension
Act of 1951, as amended.

Investigation instituted: Oct. 10, 1960.

Hearing held: Jan. 31 and Feb. 1, 1961.

Investigation completed: Apr. 10, 1961.

Recommendation of the Commisszon: No modifi-
cation of concession.

Vote of the Commission: 4-2.

Reference: U.8. Tariff Commission, Rayon
Staple Fiber (Certain Cellulose Filaments):
Report on Escape-Clause Investigation No.
7-95 ... ~TC Publication 12, 1961
processed].
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Escape-clause investigations pending before the U.S. Tariff Com-
mission at one time or another during the period July 1, 1960-June

30, 1961—Continued
Commodity Status
11. Tennis rackets_ ___________ Origin of investigation: The Commission in-
(Investigation stituted the investigation as a result of its

No. 96; sec. 7)

12. Baseball and softball gloves. _
(Investigation
No. 97; sec. 7)

618276—62
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finding in a peril-point investigation under
sec. 3 of the Trade Agreements Extension
Act of 1951, as amended.

Investigation instituted: Oct. 20,-1960.

Hearing held: Feb. 14-16, 1961.

Investigation terminated by the Commission with-
out formal findings: Apr. 4, 1961.

Vote of the Commission: 4-2.

Reference: U.S. Tariff Commission, Tennis
Rackets and Frames: Report on Escape-Clause
Investigation No. 7-96 . . ., TC Publication
13, 1961 [processed].

Origin of investigattion: The Commission insti-
tuted the investigation as a result of its find-
ing in a peril-point investigation under sec.
3 of the Trade Agreements Extension Act of
1951, as amended.

Investigation instituted: Oct. 31, 1960.

Hearing held: Feb. 21 and 23, 1961.

Investigation completed: May 1, 1961.

Recommendation of the Commaission: Modifi-
cation of concession.

Vote of the Commassion: 6-0.

(4 Commissioners found threat of serious
injury; 2 Commissioners found serious in-
jury. Both groups recommended increased
import duties—the first to 30 percent, the
second to 45 percent ad valorem.)

Action of the President: On June 30, 1961, the
President announced that he had concluded
that it would be advisable to defer the final
decision with respect to baseball and soft-
ball gloves pending the compilation and ap-
praisal of additional information. Ile re-
quested the Commission to prepare a
supplementary report on baseball and soft-
ball gloves and to submit it to him as soon as
possible.

Reference: U.S. Tariff Commission, Baseball
and Softball Gloves, Including Mitts: Report
to the President on Escape-Clause Investiga-
tion No. 7-97 . . ., TC Publication 15, 1961
[processed].
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Escape-clause investigations pending before the U.S. Tariff Com-
mission at one time or another during the period July 1, 1960-June

30, 1961—Continued

Commodity -

Status

13. Cantaloups_ ______________
(Investigation No. 98;
sec. 7)

14. Watermelons______________
(Investigation No. 99;
sec. 7)

15. Ceramic mosaic tile______._
(Investigation No. 100;
sec. 7) .

Origin of investigation: Application by the
%Vestern Growers Association, Los Angeles,

alif.

Application received: Sept. 30, 1960.

Investigation instituted: Oct. 25, 1960.

Hearing _scheduled: Dec. 6, 1960; postponed
until Feb. 7, 1961.

Hearing held: Feb. 7-8, 1961.

Investigation completed: Mar. 30, 1961.

Recommendation of the Commission: No modi-
fication of concession.

Vote of the Commission: 6-0.

Reference: U.S. Tariff Commission, Cantaloups:
Report on Escape-Clause Investigation No.
7-98 . . ., TC Publication 7, 1961 [proc-
essed].

Origin of investigation: Application by the Im-
perial Valley and Palo Verde Valley, Calif.,
and Yuma and Central Arizona Watermelon
Growers Committee, El Centro, Calif.

Application received: Oct. 28, 1960.

Investigation instituted: Oct. 31, 1960.

Hearing scheduled: Dec. 7, 1960; postponed
until Feb. 8 1961.

Hearing held: Feb. 8, 196].

Investigation completed: Apr. 20, 1961.

Recommendation of the Commission: No modifi-
cation of concession.

Vote of the Commission: 6-0.

Reference: U.S. Tariff Commission, Water-
melons: Report on Escape-Clause Investiga-
tion No. 7-99 . . ., TC Publication 14, 1961
[processed]. .

Origin of investigation: The Commission insti-
tuted the investigation as a result of its
finding in a peril-point investigation under
sec. 3 of the Trade Agreements Extension
Act of 1951, as amended.

Investigation instituted: Nov. 10, 1960.

Hearing held: Mar. 7-9, 1961.

Investigation completed: May 10, 1961.

Recommendation of the Commission: Modifica-
tion of concessions.

Vote of the Commission: 6-0.

Action of the President: On June 30, 1961, the
President announced that he had concluded
that it would be advisable to defer the final
decision with respect to ceramic mosaic tile
pending the compilation and appraisal of
additional information. He requested the
Commission to prepare a supplementary
report on ceramic mosaic tile and to submit
it to him as soon as possible.

Reference: U.S. Tariff Commission, Ceramic
Mosaic Tile: Report to the President on
Escape-Clause Investigation No. 7-100 . . .,
TC Publication 16, 1961 [processed).
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E'scape-clause investigations pending before the U.S. Tariff Com-
mission at one time or another during the period Jwly 1, 1960—June
30, 1961—Continued

Commodity Status
16. Sheet glass______________.__ Origin of tnvestigation: The Commission insti-
(Investigation tuted the investigation as a result of its
No. 101; sec. 7) finding in a peril-point investigation under

sec. 3 of the Trade Agreements Extension
Act of 1951, as amended.

Investigation instituted: Nov. 17, 1960.

Hearing held: Mar. 14-17, 1961.

Investigation completed: May 17, 1961.

Recommendation of the Commission: Modifica-
tion of concessions.

Vote of the Commaission: 6-0. (The finding
of serious injury was unanimous, but on the
finding concerning the remedy the Com-
missioners divided into two groups—one
group of four and one group of two.)

Action of the President: On June 30, 1961,
the President announced that he had con-
cluded that it would be advisable to defer
the final decision with respect to sheet glass
pending the compilation and appraisal of
additional information. He requested the
Commission to prepare a supplementary
report on sheet glass and to submit it to
him as soon as possible.

Reference: U.S. Tarif Commission, Cylinder,
Crown, and Sheet Glass: Report to the Presi-
dent on Escape-Clause Investigation No.

7-101 . . ., TC Publication 17, 1961
[processed].
17. Rolled glass_______________ Origin of investigation: The Commission insti-
(Investigation tuted the investigation as a result of its
No. 102; sec. 7) finding in a peril-point investigation under

sec. 3 of the Trade Agreements Extension
Act of 1951, as amended.

Investigation instituted: Nov. 25, 1960.

Hearing held: Mar. 28-29, 1961.

Investigation completed: May 25, 1961.

Recommendation of the Commission: No modi-
fication of concession (see below).

Vote of the Commaission: 3-2-1. (In these
findings and recommendations the Commis-
sioners divided into three groups. Three
Commissioners found no injury; two Com-
missioners found serious injury; and one
Commissioner found threat of serious injury.
The two Commissioners who found serious
injury and the Commissioner who found
threat of serious injury differed in their
recommendations as to remedy. Accord-
ingly, there being no recommendation of
any group of Commissioners that could be
considered by the President as a recommen-
dation of the Commission, no report was
submitted to the President.)

Reference: U.S. Tariff Commission, Rolled
Glass: Report on Escape-Clause I[nvestiga-
titon No. 7-102 . . ., TC Publication 21,
1961 [processed].
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Escape-clause investigations pending before the U.S. Tariff Com-
mission at one time or another during the period July 1, 1960—June

30, 1961—Continued

Commodity

Status

18. Alsike clover seed (2d inves-
tigation).
(Investigation
No. 103; sec. 7)

19. Certain carpets and rugs
(2d investigation).
(Investigation No. 104;
see. 7)

20. Creeping red fescue seed.
(Investigation No. 105;
sec. 7)

21. Procaine and salts and com-
pounds thereof.
(Investigation No. 106;
sec. 7)

22. Umbrella frames (2d in-
vestigation).
(Investigation No. 107;
sec. 7)

23. Umbrellas_ _ oo ____
: (Investigation No. 108;
sec. 7)

Origin of investigation: Application by Oregon
Alsike Seed Growers, of Klamath Falls,
Oreg., and others.

Application received: Feb. 6, 1961.

Investigation instituted: Feb. 13, 1961.

Hearing scheduled: June 6, 1961; postponed
until June 20, 1961.

Hearing held: June 20, 1961.

Investigation in process.

Origin of investigation: Application by Ameri-
cal& Carpet Institute, Inc¢., of New York,

Application received: Feb. 3, 1961.

Investigation instituted: Feb. 13, 1961.

Hearing held: May 23-26, 1961.

Investigation in process.

Origin of investigation: The Commission insti-
tuted the investigation as a result of its
finding in a peril-point investigation under
sec. 3 of the Trade Agrcements Extension
Act of 1951, as amended.

Investigation instituted: Mar. 3, 1961.

Hearing scheduled: June 27, 1961; rescheduled
for June 21, 1961.

Investigation terminated without prejudice and
hearing canceled al request of the Chewings
and Creeping Red Fescue Commission of the
State of Oregon and the Northwest Chewings
and Creeping Red Fescue Assoctation: June 1,
1961.

Vote of the Commission: 5-0.

Origin of investigation: Application by B. L.
Lemke & Co., Inc., Lodi, N.J., and Abbott
Laboratories, North Chicago, Ill.

Application received: May 4, 1961.

Investigation instituted: June 1, 1961.

Hearing scheduled: Aug. 15, 1961.

Investigation in process.

Origin of 1investigation: Application by the
Umbrella Frame Association of America,
Inc., Newark, N.J.

Application recetved: June 7, 1961.

Investigation instituted: June 16, 1961.

Hearing scheduled: Sept. 27, 1961.

Investigation tn process.

Origin of tnvestigaizon: Application by the
Association of Umbrella Manufacturers and
Suppliers, Inc., Newark, N.J.

Application received: June 7, 1961.

Investigation instituted: June 16, 1961.

Hearing scheduled: Sept. 28, 1961,

Investigation in process.
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Investigations completed or dismissed during 1961 *°

Barbed wire—On February 9, 1960, the Tariff Commission on its
own motion instituted an escape-clause investigation of barbed wire,
which is free of duty under paragraph 1800 of the Tariff Act of 1930.%¢
The Commission held a public hearing in the investigation on May 10,
1960.

In this investigation, the report on which was issued on August 3,
1960, the Commission unanimously found ** that escape-clause relief
was not warranted with respect to barbed wire and that, accordingly,
no sufficient reason existed for a recommendation to the President
under the provisions of section 7 of the Trade Agreements Extension
Act of 1951, as amended.

Cast-iron fittings for cast-iron soil pipe—In response to an appli-
cation by the Cast Iron Soil Pipe Foundation, of Los Angeles, Calif.,
and others, the Tariff Commission on March 7, 1960, instituted an
escape-clause investigation of cast-iron fittings for cast-iron soil pipe,
classifiable under paragraph 327 of the Tariff Act of 1930. The
Commission held a public hearing in the investigation on May 31, 1960.

In this investigation, the report on which was issued August 23,
1960, the Commission unanimously found that escape-clause relief was
not warranted with respect to the specified cast-iron fittings for cast-
iron soil pipe and that, accordingly, no sufficient reason existed for a
recommendation to the President under the provisions of section 7
of the Trade Agreements Extension Act of 1951, as amended.

Crude horseradish.—On March 28, 1960, in response to an applica-
tion by the Vegetable Growers of St. Clair, Monroe, and Madison
Counties of the State of Illinois, of Granite City, Ill., the Tariff
Commission instituted an escape-clause investigation of crude horse-
radish provided for in paragraph 774 of the Tariff Act of 1930. The
Commission held a public hearing in the investigation on July 19,
1960.

In this investigation, the report on which was issued September 15,
1960, the Commission unanimously found that escape-clause relief
was not warranted with respect to crude horseradish and that, ac-
cordingly, no suflicient reason existed for a recommendation to the
President under the provisions of section 7 of the Trade Agreements
Extension Act of 1951, as amended.

¥ For citations of the reports mentioned in the discussion below, see the
preceding tabulation.

*On Nov. 28, 1958, the Commission rejected, on jurisdictional grounds, an
application for an escape-clause investigation of barbed wire, filed by the
Atlantic Steel Co., of Atlanta, Ga., and others. The Comimission’s rejection
of the application was followed by litigation in the Federal courts. On Feb.
4, 1960, the U.S. Court of Appeals for the District of Columbia Circuit affirmed
the lower court’s order that the Tariff Commission must make an investigation
of barbed wire under sec. 7 of the Trade Agreements Extension Act of 1951,
as amended.

¥ Commissioners Schreiber and Jones did not participate in the decision in
this case because of absence from Washington and of illness, respectively.
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Hatters’ fur (2d investigation) —On June 21, 1960, in response to
an application by the Hatters’ Fur Cutters Association of the U.S.A,,
of New York, N.Y., the Tariff Commission instituted an escape-clause
investigation of hatters’ fur provided for in paragraph 1520 of the
Tariff Act of 1930 as “hatters’ furs, or furs not on the skin, prepared
for hatters’ use, including fur skins carroted.” Under the Tariff Act
of 1930, hatters’ fur was originally dutiable at 35 percent ad valorem
it is now dutiable, pursuant to a concession granted under the General
Agreement on Tariffs and Trade, at 15 percent ad valorem.

In the course of its investigation the Commission did not find evi-
dence of serious injury or the threat thereof to the domestic industry.
Section 7 of the Trade Agreements Extension Act of 1951, as amended,
does not require a public hearing under such circumstances, and no
hearing was ordered.

In this investigation, the report on which was issued October 7,
1960, the Commission unanimously found that escape-clause relief
was not warranted with respect to the specified hatters’ fur and that,
accordingly, no sufficient reason existed for a recommendation to the
President under the provisions of section 7 of the Trade Agreements
Extension Act of 1951, as amended.

Binding twines—In response to an application by the Cordage
Institute, of New York, N.Y., the Tariff Commission on June 24, 1960,
instituted an escape-clause investigation of binding twine and twine
chiefly used for baling hay, straw, and other fodder and bedding
materials provided for in paragraph 1622 of the Tariff Act of 1930.
The Commission held a public hearing in the investigation from Sep-
tember 27 to 29, 1960.

In this investigation, a report on which was submitted to President
Eisenhower on December 9, 1960, the four members of the Tariff
Commission who participated in the investigation to its conclusion
divided two to two in their findings.*®* Commissioners Schreiber and
Sutton found that binding twines are being imported into the United
States in such increased quantities, both actual and relative (to
domestic production), as to cause serious injury to the domestic indus-
try producing like or directly competitive products. They also found
that, in order to remedy the serious injury, it was necessary to impose
a duty of 30 percent ad valorem on such twines.»?

Commissioners Talbot and Jones found that binding twines were
not being imported into the United States in such increased quantities,

¥ Commissioner Overton was unable to participate in the decision in this
investigation because of absence on official business. Commissioner Dowling
did not participate because of absence.

*®This was the first escape-clause case that involved a recommendation for
escape-clause action on an article that is duty-free. An amendment to the trade
agreements legislation in the Trade Agreements Extension Act of 1958 authorized
the President to impose a duty of up to 50 percent ad valorem on a free-list
item. Previously, only a quota could be imposed on a free-list item under the
escape-clause procedure.
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either actual or relative (to domestic production), as to cause or
threaten serious injury to the domestic industry producing like or
directly competitive products. They therefore made no recommen-
dation to the President for the modification or withdrawal of the
concession applicable to such twines.

Under the law the President, in cases of this kind, is authorized to
adopt the findings and recommendations of either group of Commis-
sioners as the findings and recommendations of the Commission.

On February 7, 1961, President Kennedy announced that he had
accepted as the findings of the Tariff Commission the findings of the
two Commissioners who decided that the imposition of increased
restrictions on imports of binding twines was not warranted under
the escape-clause provisions.

Hard-fiber cords and twines—On June 24, 1960, in response to an
application by the Cordage Institute, of New York, N.Y., the Tariff
Commission instituted an escape-clause investigation of cords and
twines provided for in paragraph 1005(b) of the Tariff Act of 1930.
The Commission held a public hearing in the investigation on Sep-
tember 28 and 29, 1960.

In this investigation, a report on which was submitted to President
Eisenhower on December 9, 1960, the four members of the Tariff Com-
mission who participated in the investigation to its conclusion divided
two to two in their findings.?® Commissioners Schreiber and Sutton
found that hard-fiber cords and twines provided for in paragraph
1005 (b) were being imported into the United States in such increased
quantities, both actual and relative (to domestic production), as to
cause serious injury to the domestic industry producing like or directly
competitive products. They also found that, in order to remedy the
serious injury, it was necessary to increase the duty on such twines
from 15 percent to 30 percent ad valorem.

Commissioners Talbot and Jones found that hard-fiber cords and
twines were not being imported into the United States in such increased
quantities, either actual or relative (to domestic production), as to
cause or threaten serious injury to the domestic industry producing
like or directly competitive products, They therefore made no recom-
mendation to the President for the modification or withdrawal of the
concession applicable to such twines.

Under the law the President, in cases of this kind, is authorized to
adopt the findings and recommendations of either group of Commis-
sioners as the findings and recommendations of the Commission.

On February 7, 1961, President Kennedy announced that he had
accepted as the findings of the Tariff Commission the findings of the
two Commissioners who decided that the imposition of increased re-
strictions on imports of hard-fiber cords and twines was not warranted
under the escape-clause provision.

* Commissioner Overton was unable to participate in the decision in this
investigation because of absence on official business. Commissioner Dowling
did not participate because of absence.
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Iron ore.—In response to a resolution adopted on June 30, 1960, by
the Senate Committee on Finance, the Tariff Commission on July 6,
1960, instituted an escape-clause investigation of iron ore, including
manganiferous iron ore, provided for in paragraph 1700 of the Tariff
Act of 1930. The Commission held a public hearing in the investiga-
tion on October 18 and 19, 1960.

In this investigation, the report on which was issued December 30,
1960, the Commission unanimously found that escape-clause relief was
not warranted with respect to the specified iron ore and that, accord-
ingly, no sufficient reason existed for a recommendation to the Presi-
dent under the provisions of section 7 of the Trade Agreements Exten-
sion Act of 1951, as amended.

Ultramarine blue—On September 16, 1960, the Tariff Commission
instituted an escape-clause investigation of ultramarine blue and wash
and all other blues containing ultramarine, provided for in paragraph
68 of the Tariff Act of 1930. The Commission instituted the investi-
gation as a result of its finding in a peril-point investigation under
section 3 of the Trade Agreements Extension Act of 1951, as amended.
A public hearing in the investigation was held on January 17 and 18,
1961.

In this investigation, the report on which was issued March 16, 1961,
the Commission unanimously found that escape-clause relief was not
warranted with respect to the specified ultramarine blues and that,
accordingly, no sufficient reason existed for a recommendation to the
President under the provisions of section 7 of the Trade Agreements
Extension Act of 1951, as amended.

Plastic raincoats.—On September 29, 1960, the Tariff Commission
" instituted an escape-clause investigation of raincoats, wholly or in
chief value of unsupported plastic film. Such raincoats are dutiable
under the provision in paragraph 1537(b) of the Tariff Act of 1930
for manufactures wholly or in chief value of india rubber, not
specially provided for, by similitude (paragraph 1559 (a) of the Tarifl
Act of 1930) to raincoats in chief value of india rubber, at the trade-
agreement rate of 1214 percent ad valorem. The Commission insti-
tuted the investigation as a result of its finding in a peril-point inves-
tigation under section 3 of the Trade Agreements Extension Act of
1951, as amended. A public hearing in the investigation was held
on January 24, 1961.

In this investigation, the report on which was issued March 29,
1961, the Commission found (Commissioners Schreiber and Sutton
dissenting) that escape-clause relief was not warranted with respect
to the specified plastic film raincoats and that, accordingly, no suffi-
cient reason existed for a recommendation to the President under
the provisions of section 7 of the Trade Agreements Extension Act
of 1951, as amended.

Cellulose filaments (rayon staple fiber).—On October 10, 1960, the
Tariff Commission instituted an escape-clause investigation of cellu-
losic filaments of rayon or other synthetic textile (except acetate fila-
ments) not exceeding 30 inches in length, other than waste, whether
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known as cut fiber, staple fiber, or by any other name, provided for
in paragraph 1302 of the Tariff Act of 1930. The Commission insti-
tuted the investigation as a result of its finding in a peril-point inves-
tigation under section 3 of the Trade Agreements Extension Act of
1951, as amended. A public hearing in the investigation was held on
January 31 and February 1, 1961.

In this investigation, the report on which was issued April 10, 1961,
the Commission found (Commissioners Overton and Sutton dissent-
ing) that escape-clause relief was not warranted with respect to the
specified rayon staple fiber and that, accordingly, no sufficient reason |
existed for a recommendation to the President under the provisions
of section 7 of the Trade Agreements Extension Act of 1951, as
amended. '

Tennis rackets—On October 20, 1960, the Tariff Commission insti-
tuted an escape-clause investigation of tennis rackets and parts of
tennis rackets, provided for in paragraphs 409, 412, or 1502 of the
Tariff Act of 1930. The Commission instituted the investigation as
a result of its finding in a peril-point investigation under section
3 of the Trade Agreements Extension Act of 1951, as amended. A
public hearing in the investigation was held from February 14 to 16,
1961. ’

On April 19, 1961, the Commission announced that it had ter-
minated its escape-clause investigation of tennis rackets and frames
without formal findings. In a report explaining its reasons for ter-
minating the investigation, the Commission stated that it was not
practicable, pursuant to section 7(e) of the Trade Agreements Exten-
sion Act of 1951, as amended, to “distinguish or separate” the opera-
tions of the producing organizations involving tennis rackets and
frames from the operations of such organizations involving other
products. The Commission therefore could not treat the production
of tennis rackets and frames as a separate industry for the purpose
of the escape clause. . Commissioners Schreiber and Sutton dissented
from the Commission’s action terminating the investigation and con-
sidered the available information adequate for a finding on the merits.

Baseball and softball gloves—On October 31, 1960, the Tariff Com-
mission instituted an escape-clause investigation of baseball and soft-
ball gloves, including mitts, provided for in paragraph 1502 of the
Tariff Act of 1930. The Commission instituted the investigation as a
result of its finding in a peril-point investigation under section 3 of the
Trade Agreements Extension Act of 1951, as amended. A public
hearing in the investigation was held on February 21 and 23, 1961.

The Commission submitted a report on its investigation of baseball
and softball gloves to the President on May 1, 1961. A majority of
the Commission (Commissioners Talbot, Overton, Jones, and
Dowling) found that baseball and softball gloves, including mitts, were
being imported into the United States in such increased quantities,
both actual and relative (to domestic production), as to threaten
serious injury to the domestic industry producing the like products.

618276—62— 4
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They also found that in order to prevent serious injury to the do-
mestic industry, it was necessary to increase the duty on such gloves
and mitts from 15 percent to 30 percent ad valorem. Commissioners
Schreiber and Sutton found that imports of baseball and softball
gloves, including mitts, were being imported in su¢h increased quan-
tities, both actual and relative, as to cause serious injury to the do-
mestic industry producing the like products. They also found that
in order to remedy the serious injury to the domestic industry, it was
necessary to increase the duty on such gloves and mitts from 15 per-
_cent to 45 percent ad valorem.

On June 30, 1961, the President announced that he had concluded
that it would be advisable to defer the final decision with respect to
baseball and softball gloves pending the compilation and appraisal
of additional information. He requested the Commission to make a
further investigation and report on baseball and softball gloves—
setting forth as the basis a list of questions pertinent to the industry’s
operations and practices—and to submit it to him as soon as possible.

The following is the text of the President’s letter of June 29, 1961,
to the members of the Tariff Commission, with respect to baseball
and softball gloves:*

Dear Sirs:

I have carefully reviewed the reports of the Tariff Commission relating to
the escape clause investigations concerning imports of baseball and softball
gloves, including mitts, ceramic mosaic tile, and cylinder, crown and sheet
glass. In all three cases, I have concluded that it would be advisable to defer
final decision pending the compilation and appraisal of additional up-to-date
information and data. In reaching this conclusion, I have been assisted and
advised by the Trade Policy Committee.

1 appreciate the complexities of the Commission’s task, and the difficulties
encountered in its efforts to assemble needed information within very limited
periods of time. In these three instances, however, it seems to me that it
would be inadvisable to attempt to resolve the issue presented in the absence of
more complete data and analysis. I am, therefore, returning the three reports
and request that further information be obtained and analyzed and that supple-
mentary reports be submitted to me as soon as possible.

In making its re-examination, I would appreciate it if the Tariff Commission
would investigate and report, in particular, its findings with regard to the
following matters:

1. In all three reports, it would be useful to have a more complete analysis
of the impact of pricing practices by domestic and foreign producers upon the
share of the market captured by imports. I would also like information on the
profit relationship to investment in productive facilities.

2. With regard to baseball gloves and ceramic mosaic tiles, please appraise
the effect of voluntary export quotas by Japan upon domestic production and
sales.

3. With regard to ceramic mosaic tiles and sheet glass, please obtain and
report upon the effect of domestic technological innovations and automation.

 The President’s letter also refers to the Commission’s escape-clause reports
on ceramic mosaic tile and sheet glass, which are discussed later in this report.
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4. With regard to baseball gloves and sheet glass, it would be helpful to have
average unit price data for domestic production, in terms of major points of
shipment. The report provides such data for imported products only.

5. In the case of sheet glass, I would appreciate an elaboration upon the
suggestion that there have been restrictive sales practices by domestic pro-
ducers, in order that I may determine what effect, if any, these practices have
had upon imports. It would also be useful to study the relationship of domestic
shipments to general economic trends, particularly with respect to those in the
construction and automobile industries. In addition, I should like any in-
formation available on the pricing practices employed by those selling the sheet
glass that is imported.

6. With regard to baseball gloves, it would be helpful to have (a) more com-
plete data on sales of baseball gloves as a proportion of total sales of the firms
manufacturing the gloves, and (b) more complete data on employment, wages
and earnings. Moreover, is there, or is there a threat of, competition between
imported gloves and domestic gloves in the higher price brackets?

7. Finally, with regard to ceramic mosaic tiles, I would appreciate informa-
tion as to (a) any increase in productive capacity during the past five years;
(b) the effect of that increase, if any, upon current profits; and (c) a judg-
ment on the ability of domestic manufacturers to satisfy a market demand for
less expensive tile.

The escape clause proceedings are designed to provide relief whenever there
is a serious injury, or threat of serious imjury, to any domestic industry, re-
sulting from a tariff concession. When fairly and objectively implemented,
this provision permits domestic producers to compete on an equitable basis
with those supplying similar products from abroad. However, we must be
certain that the use of this provision is constructive without being excessive,
that it prevents serious injury to domestic producers without unduly restricting
fair competition, and that it permits domestic manufacturers to obtain redress
without jeopardizing the national interest. Any data which the Commission
deems relevant to this determination should be included in the report.

In compliance with the provision of Section 7(¢) (1) of the Trade Agreements
Extension Act of 1951, I have today advised the Chairman of the Committee
on Finance of the Senate and the Committee on Ways and Means of the House
of Representatives that I am returning these three cases to the Commission
for further information and study.

Sincerely yours,
(S) JouN F. KENNEDY

Honorable Josepn E. TALBOT

Honorable J. ALLEN OvVERTON, JrT.

Honorable WALTER R. SCHRIEBER

Honorable GLENN W. SurTON

Honorable WiLLiamM E. DowLING

United States Tariff Commission, Washington, D.C.

Cantaloups.—In response to an application by the Western Growers
Association, of Los Angeles, Calif., the Tariff Commission on October
25, 1960, instituted an escape-clause investigation of cantaloups in
their natural state, provided for in paragraph 752 of the Tariff Act
of 1930. A public hearing in the investigation was originally sched-
uled for December 6, 1960, but was postponed until February 7, 1961.
The hearing was held on February 7 and 8, 1961.

In this investigation, the report on which was issued March 30, 1961,
the Commission unanimouslv found that escape-clause relief was not
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warranted with respect to cantaloups in their natural state and that,
accordingly, no sufficient reason existed for a recommendation to the
President under the provisions of section 7 of the Trade Agreements
Extension Act of 1951, as amended.

W atermelons.—In response to an application by the Imperial Valley
and Palo Verde Valley, Calif., and Yuma and Central Arizona Water-
melcn Growers Committee, of El Centro, Calif., the Tariff Commis-
sion on October 31, 1960, instituted an escape-clause investigation of
watermelons in their natural state, provided for in paragraph 752 of
the Tariff Act of 1930. A public hearing in the investigation was
originally scheduled for December 7, 1960, but was postponed until
February 8, 1961. The hearing was held on February 8, 1961.

In this investigation, the report on which was issued April 20, 1961,
the Commission unanimously found that escape-clause relief was not
warranted with respect to watermelons and that, accordingly, no
sufficient reason existed for a recommendation to the President under
the provisions of section 7 of the Trade Agreements Extension Act of
1951, as amended. '

Ceramic mosaic tile—On November 10, 1960, the Tariff Commission
instituted an escape-clause investigation of ceramic tiles of less than
6 square inches in facial area, provided for in paragraph 202(a) of
the Tariff Act of 1930. The Commission instituted the investigation
as a result of its finding in a peril-point investigation under section 3
of the Trade Agreements Extension Act of 1951, as amended. A pub-
lic hearing in the investigation was held from March 7 to 9, 1961.

The Commission submitted a report on its investigation of ceramic
mosaic tile to the President on May 10, 1961. In its report the Com-
mission unanimously found that ceramic mosaic tiles (except certain
specialties and high-priced tiles) were being imported into the United
States in such increased quantities, both actual and relative (to do-
mestic production), as to cause serious injury to the domestic industry
producing like products. The Commission also found that, in order
to remedy the serious injury, it was necessary that the duties on such
tiles be increased to 1214 cents per square foot but not less than 60
percent ad valorem nor more than 90 percent ad valorem, on tiles
valued at not more than 40 cents per square foot, and to 2514 percent
ad valorem but not less than 24 cents per square foot on tiles valued at
more than 40 cents per square foot.

On June 30, 1961, the President announced that he had concluded
that it would be advisable to defer the final decision with respect to
ceramic mosaic tile pending the compilation and appraisal of addi-
tional information. He requested the Commission to make a further
investigation and report on ceramic mosaic tile—setting forth as the
basis a list of questions pertinent to the industry’s operations and
practices—and to submit it to him as soon as possible.?2

*For the questions that relate to the Commission’s escape-clause report
on ceramic mosaic tile, see the text of the President’s letter of June 29, 1961,

on p. 18 of this report.
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Sheet glass—On November 17, 1960, the Tariff Commission in-
stituted an escape-clause investigation of cylinder, crown, and sheet
glass, dutiable under paragraph 219 or paragraphs 219 and 224 of
the Tariff Act of 1930. The Commission instituted the investigation
as a result of its finding in a peril-point investigation under section
3 of the Trade Agreements IExtension Act of 1951, as amended. A
public hearing in the investigation was held from March 14 to 17, 1961.

The Commission submitted a report on its investigation of sheet
glass to the President on May 17, 1961. In its report the Commis-
sion unanimously found that cylinder, crown, and sheet glass, except
such glass weighing not over 4 ounces per square foot, was being
imported into the United States in such increased quantities, both
actual and relative (to domestic production), as to cause serious
injury to the domestic industry producing like products. A majority
of the Commission (Commissioners Talbot, Overton, Jones, and
Dowling) also found that, in order to remedy the serious injury, it
was necessary that the specific duties on glass weighing over 4 ounces
per square foot applicable under paragraph 219 be increased to the
following rates:

On glass measuring in square inches:

Notover384___ . 1.3¢ per lb.
Over 384 and not over 864_____________ 1. 6¢ per lb.
Over 864 and not over 2400__________ 1. 9¢ per 1b.
Over 2400:
Weighing not over 28 ounces per
square foot___ - __________ 2. 4¢ per lb.
Weighing over 28 ounces per square
foot . ————— 3. 5¢ per lb.

Commissioners Schreiber and Sutton found that, in order to remedy
the serious injury, it was necessary to increase the duty on glass weigh-
ing over 4 ounces per square foot applicable under paragraph 224 to
5 percent ad valorem and to increase the duties on such glass appli-
cable under paragraph 219 to the following rates:

On glass measuring in square inches:

Notover 150__ o 17x¢ per 1b.
Over 150 but not over 384_________ 214 6¢ per 1b.
Over 384 but not over 720_________ 274 6¢ per 1b.
Over 720 but not over 864_ . _.._ 25%¢ per 1b.
Over 864 but not over 1200________ 3¢ per 1b.
Over 1200 but not over 2400_______ 334¢ per 1b.
Over 2400 _______ 33/4¢ per 1b.

Provided, That none of the fore-
going weighing under 16 but not
under 12 ounces per square foot
shall be subject to a less rate of
duty than_____________________ 50% ad valorem
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On June 30, 1961, the President announced that he had concluded
that it would be advisable to defer the final decision with respect to
sheet glass pending the compilation and appraisal of additional infor-
mation. He requested the Commission to make a further investiga-
tion and report on sheet glass—setting forth as the basis a list of
questions pertinent to the industry’s operations and practices—and to
submit it to him as soon as possible.??

Rolled glass—On November 25, 1960, the Tariff Commission insti-
tuted an escape-clause investigation of rolled glass (not sheet glass)
fluted, figured, ribbed, or rough, or the same containing a wire netting
within itself, promded for in paragraph 221 or in paragraphs 221 and
224 of the Tarlﬂ? Act of 1930. The Commission instituted the investi-
gation as a result of its finding in a peril-point investigation under
section 3 of the Trade Agreements Extension Act of 1951, as amended.
A public hearing in the investigation was held on March 28 and 29,
1961.

The. Commission issued a report on its investigation of rolled glass
on May 25, 1961. In their findings and recommendations in this in-
vestigation the Commissioners divided into three groups; three Com-
missioners found no injury, two Commissioners found serious injury,
and one Commissioner found threat of serious injury.

Commissioners Talbot, Jones, and Dowling found that rolled glass
was not being imported into the United States in such increased
quantities, either actual or relative (to domestic production), as to
cause or threaten serious injury to the domestic industry producing
rolled glass. They therefore made no recommendation for modifica-
tion or withdrawal of the concessions applicable to rolled glass.

Commissioners Schreiber and Sutton found that rolled glass was
being imported in such increased quantities as to cause serious injury
to the domestic industry producing like products and that, in order
to remedy such injury, the rates of duty on rolled glass should be
increased to those originally provided in the Tariff Act of 1930—that
is, 114 cents per pound (par.221) and 5 percent ad valorem (par. 224).

Commissioner Overton found that rolled glass was being imported
in such increased quantities as to threaten serious injury to the do-
mestic industry and that, in order to prevent such injury, the rate of
duty under paragraph 221 should be increased to 2 cents per pound.

There being no recommendation of any group of Commissioners for
“escape” action with respect to rolled glass that might be considered
by the President as a recommendation of the Commission, no report
was submitted to the President.

Creeping red fescue seed.—On March 3, 1961, the Tariff Commis-
sion instituted an escape-clause investigation of creeping red fescue
seed, provided for in paragraph 763 of the Tariff Act of 1930. The
Lommwsmn instituted the investigation as a result of its finding in

% For the questions that relate to the Commission’s escape-clause report on
sheet glass, see the text of the President’s letter of June 29, 1961, on p. 18 of
this report.
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a peril-point investigation under section 3 of the Trade Agreements
Extension Act of 1951, as amended. A public hearing in the investi-
gation, originally scheduled for June 27, 1961, was subsequently re-
scheduled for June 21, 1961.

At the request of the Chewings and Creeping Red Fescue Commis-
sion of the State of Oregon and the Northwest Chewings and Creep-
ing Red Fescue Association, the Commission on June 1, 1961, termi-
nated its investigation of creeping red fescue seed and canceled the
scheduled hearing. Termination of the investigation was without
pre]udlce to the institution of another escape- clause investigation of
creeping red fescue seed upon proper application of an mterested

party.
Presidential action on report submitted during 1960

On August 23, 1960, the President announced that he had accepted
the unanimous recommendation of the Tariff Commission—in its re-
port of June 30, 1960—that the appropriate tariff concessions granted
in the General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade be modified to permit
the application to broadwoven cotton typewriter-ribbon cloth of the

rates of duty originally established in subparagraphs (a), (b), and
(c) of paragraph 904 of the Tariff Act of 1930. Accordingly, by
Presidential Proclamation 3365 of August 23, 1960, he modified the
existing tariff concessions on cotton typewrlter-rlbbon cloth, with
the resultant restoration of the higher statutory rates of duty. The
modification of the concessions became effective after the close of
business on September 22, 1960.

The Tariff Commission instituted its escape-clause investigation of
cotton typewriter-ribbon cloth on January 11, 1960, in response to an
application by certain domestic producers.?> A public hearing in the
investigation was held on April 20 and 21, 1960.

The Commission submitted a report on its investigation of cotton
typewriter-ribbon cloth to the President on June 30, 1960.2

Reports made under Executive Order 10401 during 1961

The standard escape clause in trade agreements and section 7(a) of
the Trade Agreements Extension Act of 1951, as amended, provide

*3 CFR, 1960 Supp., p. 35.

¥ For the purposes of the investigation “cotton typewritter-ribbon cloth”
referred to ‘“cotton cloth suitable for making typewriter ribbon, classifiable
under subparagraph (a), (b), or (c¢) of paragraph 904 of the Tariff Act of
1930, containing yarns the average number of which exceeds No. 50 but not
No. 140, the total thread count of which per square inch (counting warp and
filling) is not less than 240 and not more than 340, and in which the thread
count of either the warp or filling does not exceed 60 percent of the total thread
count of the warp and filling.”

” Commissioners Schreiber and Jones did not participate in the decision in
this investigation because of absence from Washington and of illness,
respectively.
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that any escape-clause action that the President takes with respect to
a particular commodity is to remain in effect only “for the time neces-
sary to prevent or remedy” the injury.

By Executive Order 10401 of October 14, 1952, the President
established a formal procedure for reviewing escape-clause actions.
Pala,gr‘mph 1 of that Executive order directs the Tariff Commission
to keep under review developments with respect to products on which
trade-agreement concessions have been modified or withdrawn under
the escape-clause procedure, and to make periodic reports to the
President concerning such developments. The Commission is re-
quired to make the first such report in each case not more than 2 years
after the original escape-clause action, and thereafter at intervals of
1 year as long as the concession remains withdrawn, suspended, or
modified in whole or in part.

Paragraph 2 of Executive Order 10401 provides that the Com-
mission is to institute a formal investigation in any case whenever, in
the Commission’s judgment, changed conditions of competition
warrant it, or upon the request of the President, to determine whether,
and, 1f so, to what extent, the withdrawal, suspension, or modification
of a trade-agreement concession remains necessary in order to prevent
or remedy serious injury or the threat thereof to the domestic in-
dustry concerned. Upon completing such an investigation, including
a public hearing, the Commission is to report its findings to the
President. )

During 1961 the Commission reported to the President, under the
provisions of Executive Order 10401, on developments with respect
to linen toweling, watch movements, bicycles, dried figs, lead and
zine, spring clothespins, safety pins, and clinical thermometers. The
reports on these commodities are discussed further below.

Linen toweling.—In 1956, after an escape-clause investigation and
report by the Tariff Commission, the President withdrew the con-
cession that the United States granted in the General Agreement on
Tariffs and Trade on the linen toweling (i.e., fabrics used chiefly for
making towels) provided for in paragraph 1010 of the Tariff Act of
1930, and increased the rate of duty on such toweling from 10 percent
to 40 percent ad valorem.?® The withdrawal of the concession be-
came effective after the close of business on July 25, 1956.

As required by paragraph 1 of Executive Order 10401, the Com-
mission on July 25, 1960, submitted to the President its third periodic
report on developments with respect to the linen toweling involved
in the escape-clause action.?® The Commission unanimously con-

* 3 CFR, 1949-1953 Comp., p. 901.

® The increase in duty did not apply to other types of fabrics provided for in
paragraph 1010; such fabrics comprise the great bulk of entries under that
paragraph.

»® U.8. Tariff Commission, Toweling of Flaz, Hemp, or Ramie: Report to the
President (1960) Under Ewmecutive Order 10401, 1960 [processed].
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cluded that the conditions of competition between imported and
domestic toweling had not so changed as to warrant the institution of
a formal investigation under the provisions of paragraph 2 of Execu-
tive Order 10401. On August 23, 1960, the President concurred with
the Commission’s conclusion.

Watch movements—In 1954, after an escape-clause investigation
and report by the Tariff Commission, the President modified the con-
cession that the United States granted on watch movements in the
bilateral trade agreement with Switzerland, and increased the import
duties on such watch movements. The modification of the conces-
sion became effective on July 27, 1954.

As required by paragraph 1 of Executive Order 10401, the Commis-
sion on July 25, 1960, submitted to the President its fifth periodic
report with respect to the watch movements involved in the escape-
clause action.®® The Commission unanimously concluded that the
conditions of competition with respect to the trade in imported and
domestic watch movements had not so changed as to warrant the
institution of a formal investigation under the provisions of para-
graph 2 of Executive Order 10401. On August 23, 1960, the Presi-
dent concurred with the Commission’s conclusion.

Bicycles—In 1955, after an escape-clause investigation and report
by the Tariff Commission, the President modified the concession that
the United States granted on bicycles in the General Agreement on
Tariffs and Trade, and increased the import duties on such bicycles.
The modification of the concession became effective after the close of
business on August 18, 1955.

As required by paragraph 1 of Iixecutive Order 10401, the Com-
mission on August 18, 1960, submitted to the President its fourth
periodic report on developments with respect to the bicycles involved
in the escape action.®® The Commission unanimously concluded that
developments in the trade in bicycles did not indicate such a change
in the competitive situation as to warrant institution of a formal
investigation under the provisions of paragraph 2 of Executive Order
10401. On October 10, 1960, the President concurred with the Com-
mission’s conclusion.

Dried figs—In 1952, after an escape-clause investigation and report
by the Tariff Commission, the President modified the concession that
the United States granted on dried figs in the General Agreement on
Tariffs and Trade, and increased the import duty on such figs from
214 cents to 414 cents per pound. The modification of the concession
became effective at the close of business on August 29, 1952.

As required by paragraph 1 of Executive Order 10401, the Commis-
sion on August 30, 1960, submitted to the President its seventh periodic

¥ U.S. Tariff Commission, Watch Movements: Report to the President (1960)
Under Ezecutive Order 10401, 1960 [processed].

% U.8. Tariff Commission, Bicycles: Report to the President (1960) Under
FExeccutive Order 10501, 1960 [processed].

618276—62 5
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report on dried figs* The Commission unanimously concluded that
developments in the trade in dried figs did not indicate such a change
in the competitive situation as to warrant institution at that time of
a formal investigation under the provisions of paragraph 2 of Execu-
tive Order 10401. On October 10, 1960, the President concurred with
the Commission’s conclusion.

Lead and zinc.—In 1958, after an escape-clause investigation and
report by the Tariff Commission, the President modified the conces-
sions that the United States granted on unmanufactured lead and zine
in the General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade, and limited imports
of such lead and zinc to 80 percent of the average annual commercial
imports during the 5-year period 1953-57. The quota is allocated
among exporting countries and is subdivided by calendar quarters
and by tariff schedule classifications. The modification of the con-
cessions became effective on October 1, 1958.

As required by paragraph 1 of Executive Order 10401, the Commis-
sion on September 30, 1960, submitted to the President its first periodic
report on unmanufactured lead and zine.** The Commission unani-
mously concluded that developments in the trade in lead and zinc did
not indicate such a change in the competitive situation as to warrant
institution at that time of a formal investigation under the provisions
of paragraph 2 of Executive Order 10401. On November 25, 1960,
the President concurred with the Commission’s conclusion.

Spring clothespins—In 1957, after an escape-clause investigation
and report by the Tariff Commission, the President withdrew the
concession that the United States granted in the General Agreement
on Tariffs and Trade on spring clothespins, provided for in paragraph
412 of the Tariff Act of 1930, which resulted in an increase in the
rate of duty on them from 10 cents per gross to 20 cents per gross.
The withdrawal of the concession became effective after the close of
business on December 9, 1957.

As required by paragraph 1 of Executive Order 10401, the Com-
mission on December 9, 1960, submitted to the President its second
periodic report on developments with respect to the spring clothespins
involved in the escape-clause action.** The Commission unanimously
concluded that the conditions of competition between imported and
domestic spring clothespins had not so changed as to warrant the
institution of a formal investigation under the provisions of para-
graph 2 of Executive Order 10401. On February 5, 1961, the Presi-
dent concurred with the Commission’s conelusion.

Safety pins—In 1957, after an escape-clause investigation and re-
port by the Tariff Commission, the President modified the concession

# U.8. Tariff Commission, Figs, Dried: Report to the President (1960) Under
Ezeccutive Order 10401, 1960 [processed].

#U.S. Tariff Commission, Lead and Zinc: Report to the President (1960)
Under Bxecutive Order 10401, 1960 [processed].

* U.S. Tariff Commission, Spring Clothespins: Report to the President (1960)
Under Executive Order 10401, 1960 [processed].
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that the United States granted in the General Agreement on Tariffs
and Trade on safety pins, provided for in paragraph 350 of the Tariff
Act of 1930, and increased the rate of duty on them from 2214 percent
ad valorem to 35 percent ad valorem. The modification of the con-
cession became effective after the close of business on December 30,
1957.

As required by paragraph 1 of Executive Order 10401, the Com-
mission on December 31, 1960, submitted to the President its second
periodic report on developments with respect to the safety pins in-
volved in the escape-clause action.®® The Commission unanimously
concluded that the conditions of competition between imported and
domestic safety pins had not so changed as to warrant the institution
of a formal investigation under the provisions of paragraph 2 of
Executive Order 10401. On February 5, 1961, the President con-
curred with the Commission’s conclusion.

Clinical thermometers—In 1958, after an escape-clause investiga-
tion and report by the Tariff Commission, the President withdrew
the concession that the United States granted in the General Agree-
ment on Tariffs and Trade on finished or unfinished clinical thermom-
eters, classifiable under paragraph 218(a) of the Tariff Act of 1930,
resulting in an increase in the rate of duty on such thermometers from
4214 to 85 percent ad valorem. The withdrawal of the concession
became. effective after the close of business on May 21, 1958.

As required by paragraph 1 of Executive Order 10401, the Commis-
sion on May 22, 1961, submitted to the President its second periodic
report on developments with respect to the clinical thermometers in-
volved in the escape-clause action.*® The Commission unanimously
concluded that the conditions of competition between imported and
domestic clinical thermometers had not so changed as to warrant the
institution of a formal investigation under the provisions of para-
graph 2 of Executive Order 10401. By June 30, 1961, the close of
the period covered by this report, the President had not acted on the
Commission’s report on clinical thermometers.

Section 22 of the Agricultural Adjustment Act

Section 22 of the Agricultural Adjustment Act, as amended,
authorizes the President to restrict imports of any commodity, by
imposing either fees or quotas (within specified limits), whenever
such imports render or tend to render ineftective, or materially inter-
fere with, programs of the U.S. Department of Agriculture relating

¥ U.8. Tariff Commission, Sefety Pins: Report to the President (1960) Under
Executive Order 10401, 1960 [processed].

% U.8. Tariff Commission, Clinical Thermometers, Finished or Unfinished:
Report to the President (1961) Under Executive Order 10401, TC Publication 20,
1961 [processed].

"7 U.S.C. 624,
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to agricultural commodities or products thereof. Section 22 requires
the Tariff Commission, when so directed by the President, to conduct
an investigation of the specified commodity, including a public hear-
ing, and to make a report and appropriate recommendations to him.
Under subsection (f) of section 22, as amended by section 8(b) of the
Trade Agreements Extension Act of 1951, no trade agreement or other
international agreement entered into at any time by the United States
may be applied in a manner inconsistent with the requirements of
section 22.

Section 8(a) of the Trade Agreements Extension Act of 1951, as
amended,®® sets up special procedures for invoking section 22 in
emergency conditions due to the perishability of any agricultural
commodity. When the Secretary of Agriculture reports to the Presi-
dent and to the Tariff Commission that such emergency conditions
exist, the Commission must make an immediate investigation under
section 22 and make appropriate recommendations to the President.
The Commission’s report to the President and the President’s decision
must be made not more than 25 calendar days after the case is sub-
mitted to the Commission. Should the President deem it necessary,
however, he may take action without awaiting the Commission’s
recommendations. .

An amendment to section 22 of the Agricultural Adjustment Act by
section 104 of the Trade Agreements Extension Act of 1953 2 provides
that the President may take immediate action under section 22 with-
out awaiting the Tariff Commission’s recommendations whenever
the Secretary of Agriculture determines and reports to him, with
regard to any article or articles, that a condition exists requiring
emergency treatment. Such action by the President may continue
in effect pending his receipt of, and his action on, the report and
recommendations of the Commission after an investigation under
section 22. Under section 8(a) of the Trade Agreements Extension
Act of 1951, as amended, the President’s authority to act before he
had received a report from the Commission was limited to perish-
able agricultural products. During 1961 no action was taken under
either subsection (f) or section 22 of section 8(a) of the Trade Agree-
ments Extension Act of 1951, as amended.

At one time or another during the period covered by this report,
the Commission had pending before it five investigations under the
provisions of section 22 of the Agricultural Adjustment Act, as
amended—an investigation of tung oil and tung nuts; a supplemental
investigation of peanut oil, flaxseed, and linseed oil; an investigation
of certain cotton products produced in any stage preceding the spin-
ning into yarn; a supplemental investigation of blue-mold and Ched-
dar cheeses; and an investigation of rye, rye flour, and rye meal.

*®65 Stat. 75.
67 Stat. 472.
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Cotton and cotton waste (continuing investigation)

Since 1939, under the provisions of section 22 and in accordance
with recommendations of the Tariff Commission, the United States
has restricted imports of most types of cotton and some types of cot-
ton waste. During the period 1939-60, the Commission conducted
a number of supplemental investigations to determine whether fur-
ther restrictions were required (as on short harsh or rough cotton),
whether supplemental import quotas were necessary for certain types
of long-staple cotton, or whether certain minor changes were advisable
to facilitate administration of the quotas. During fiscal 1961 the
Commission conducted no such investigations.

Wheat and wheat flour (continuing investigation)

Since 1941, under the provisions of section 22 and in accordance
with recommendations of the Tariff Commission, the United States
has restricted imports of wheat and wheat flour, semolina, crushed
or cracked wheat, and similar wheat products, in order to prevent
interference with Department of Agriculture programs to control
the production or marketing of domestic wheat. Imports in any
quota year are limited to 800,000 bushels of wheat and to 4 million
pounds of wheat flour, semolina, and similar wheat products. The
quotas are allocated by country; in general, they are allocated in pro-
portion to imports from the several countries in the 5-year period
1929-33. Since their adoption in 1941, the basic quotas have not been
changed, but exceptions have been made for distress shipments, seed
wheat, wheat for experimental purposes, and wheat imported during
World War II by the War Food Administrator (virtually all of
which was used for animal feed). Since 1943 the Commission has
completed no investigations relating to wheat, wheat flour, and other
wheat products, but it has continued to watch developments with
respect to those products.

Tung oil and tung nuts

On August 31, 1960, at the request of the President, the Tariff
Commission instituted an investigation of tung oil and tung nuts,
under the provisions of section 22. The Commission held a public
hearing in the investigation on September 21, 1960.

The Commission reported the results of its investigation to the
President on October 19, 1960.2 On the basis of its investigation
the Commission found that tung oil and tung nuts were practically
certain to be imported under such conditions and in such quantities
as to materially interfere with the price-support program for tung
nuts undertaken by the Department of Agriculture pursuant to sec-
tion 201 of the Agricultural Act of 1949, as amended. To prevent
such interference, the Commission recommended to the President

©U.8. Tariff Commission, Tung 0il and Tung Nuis: Report to the President
on Investigation No. 22-23 Under Section 22 . . ., 1960 [processed].
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that, for the 12-month period beginning November 1, 1960, a quota
of 14,000,000 pounds be imposed on imports of tung oil and tung nuts
(in terms of their oil equivalent). The Commission also recom-
mended that the imports for the first quarter of the period be limited
to 3,500,000 pounds.

The President did not accept the Commission’s recommendation
for a quota on imports of tung oil and tung nuts of 1 year’s duration
with a quantity limitation of 14,000,000 pounds. Instead, by Procla-
mation 3378 of October 27, 1960, he extended for 3 years the existing
quota on imports of tung oil and tung nuts. Under the proclamation,
the annual import quota for tung oil and tung nuts continued to be
96,000,000 pounds, of which not more than 22,100,000 pounds might be
the product of Argentina, not more than 2,964,000 pounds the product
of Paraguay, and not more than 936,000 pounds the product of other
foreign countries. The proclamation also specified that not more than
6,500,000 pounds of tung oil and tung nuts (in terms of their oil
equivalent) might be entered or withdrawn during the first quarter
of each quota year, and specified the quantities that might be the prod-
uct of Argentina, Paraguay, and other foreign countries.

Peanut oil, flaxseed, and linsced oil (supplemental investigation)

On November 10, 1960, the Tariff Commission instituted a supple-
mental investigation, under the provisions of section 22(d), to deter-
mine whether the import fees proclaimed by the President on imports
of peanut oil, flaxseed, and linseed oil and combinations and mixtures
in chief value of such oils should be terminated or modified. Import
fees were imposed on the above-mentioned products by Presidential
Proclamation 3019 of June 8, 1953, following an investigation by the
Tariff Commission under section 22 of the Agricultural Adjustment
Act, as amended, the President having found such fees to be necessary
in order to prevent imports of these products from rendering or tend-
ing to render ineffective, or materially interfering with, certain pro-
grams of the Department of Agriculture. The imposed fee on imports
of peanut oil was 25 percent ad valorem on imports in excess of
80,000,000 pounds entered in any 12-month period beginning July 1
in any year. A fee of 50 percent ad valorem was imposed on flaxseed,
and on linseed oil and combinations and mixtures in chief value
thereof. The Commission held a public hearing in the supplemental
investigation on December 13, 1960.

The Commission reported the results of its investigation to the
President on January 26, 1961.42  On the basis of its investigation the
Commission unanimously found (Commissioners Schreiber and Sut-
ton not participating because of absence) that changed circumstances
required the modification of Presidential Proclamation 3019 of June
8, 1953, as amended, so as to remove the fee on peanut oil (25 percent

13 OFR, 1960 Supp., p. 44.
2 (].S. Tariff Commission, Flazsced, Linseed 0il and Peanut Oil: Report to
the President on Investigation No. 22-6 (Supplemental) Under Section 22 . . .,
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ad valorem on imports in excess of 80 million pounds annually) and
to reduce from 50 percent ad valorem to 15 percent ad valorem the
fee on flaxseed, and on linseed oil and combinations and mixtures in
chief value of such oil.

By Proclamation 3402 of Aprll 5, 1961,** effective May 5, 1961, the
President eliminated the special fee on 1mp0rts of peanut 011 as well
as that on flaxseed and linseed oil.

Certain cotton products produced in any stage preceding the spinning into yarn

On January 23, 1961, at the request of the President, the Tariff
Commission instituted an investigation, under the provisions of section
22, of certain cotton products produced in any stage preceding the
spinning into yarn.** The Commission originally scheduled a public
hearing in the investigation for April 25, 1961, but on April 18, 1961,
it announced that the hearing had been postponed until further
notice.** On June 30, 1961, the close of the period covered by this
report, the 1nveqt1gat10n of certain cotton products was in process.

Blue-mold and Cheddar cheeses (supplemental investigation)

On May 31, 1961, at the request of the President, the Tariff Com-
mission instituted a supplemental investigation, under the provisions
of section 22(d), of (1) blue-mold (except Stilton) cheese, and cheese
and substitutes for cheese containing, or processed from, blue-mold
cheese; and (2) Cheddar cheese, and cheese and substitutes for
cheese containing, or processed from, Cheddar cheese.

After investigation by the Tariff Commission under section 22 of
the Agricultural Adjustment Act, as amended, the President on
June 8, 1953, issued Proclamation 3019 imposing absolute annual
quotas on imports of the above-named cheeses. On blue-mold (except
Stilton) cheese, and cheese and substitutes for cheese containing, or
processed from, blue-mold cheese, the aggregate annual quota was
fixed at 4,167,000 pounds; and on Cheddar cheese, and cheese and
substitutes for cheese containing, or processed from, Cheddar cheese,
the aggregate annual quota was fixed at 2,780,100 pounds. The
supplemental investigation was for the purpose of determining
whether these quotas, or either of them, should be enlarged or
eliminated. A public hearing in the supplemental investigation was
scheduled for July 18, 1961.

On June 30, 1961, the close of the period covered by this report, the
supplemental investigation of blue-mold and Cheddar cheeses was in
process.

Rye, rye flour, and rye meal
On June 14, 1961, at the request of the President, the Tariff Com-
mission 1nst1tuted an investigation, under the provisions of section 22,

© 26 F.R. 2959.

“ Imports of cotton wastes are not within the scope of this investigation.

“On July 18, 1961, after the close of the period covered by this report, the
Commission announced that the hearing in this investigation would be held
hooinnine Ane R 1081
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of rye, rye flour, and rye meal. The Commission scheduled a public
hearing in the investigation for July 11, 1961. On June 30, 1961, the
close of the period covered by this report, the investigation was in
process.

Presidential action on report submitted during 1960

On August 23, 1960, the President announced that he had accepted
the Tariff Commission’s report of June 27, 1960, on its section 22
investigation of articles containing cotton.

On November 16, 1959, at the request of the President, the Tariff
Commission instituted an investigation of articles containing cotton,
under the provisions of section 22. The purpose of the investigation
was to determine whether articles containing cotton were being, or
were practically certain to be, imported into the United States under
such conditions and in such quantities as to render or tend to render
ineffective, or materially interfere with, the export subsidy program
of the U.S. Department of Agriculture for cotton and cotton products
in operation pursuant to section 203 of the Agricultural Act of 1956.1
The Commission held a public hearing in the investigation March 1-4
and 8-9, 1960.

On June 27, 1960, the Commission reported to the President the
results of its investigation of articles containing cotton.*” On the
basis of its investigation, the Commission found (Commissioners
Schreiber and Sutton dissenting) that imports of articles containing
cotton were not rendering or tending to render ineffective or mate-
rially interfering with the Department of Agriculture’s cotton
export subsidy program. The Commission, therefore, made no
recommendation to the President for the imposition of a fee or other
Import restriction on the imports of such articles.

Section 332 of the Tariff Act of 1930

Section 332 of the Tariff Act of 1930 directs the Tariff Commission
to place at the disposal of the President, the House Committee on
Ways and Means, and the Senate Committee on Finance—whenever
requested—all information at its command. It also directs the Com-
mission to make such investigations and reports as may be requested
by the President, by either of the above-mentioned committees, or by
either House of Congress.

At one time or another during 1961, two investigations under the
provisions of section 332 of the Tariff Act of 1930 were pending
before the Commission.

Fresh fruits and vegetables

In response to a resolution of the House Committee on Ways and
Means, received July 5, 1960, the Tariff Commission on July 7, 1960,

*7 U.8.C. 1853. _
4 U.S. Tariff Commission, Articles Containing Cotton: Report to the President
on Investigation No. 22-22 Under Section 22 . . ., 1960 [processed].
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instituted an investigation—under the provisions of section 332—of
the conditions of competition in the market areas served by the pro-
ducers in the Imperial, Palo Verde, and Coachella Valleys and ad-
joining areas of southern California between fresh fruits and
vegetables produced in such areas and those produced in foreign
countries. The resolution directed the Commission to submit a re-
port of the results of its investigation to the House of Representatives
at the earliest practicable date.

The resolution of the Committee on Ways and Means directed the
Commission to include in its report a statement of U.S. customs treat-
ment since 1930, with special reference to seasonal rates of duty, and
a summary of the facts obtained in the investigation with regard to
domestic production, imports, domestic consumption, U.S. exports,
comparability of the domestic and imported products, and the degree
of competition between them with respect to the particular products
and geographic areas referred to in the resolution.

On June 30, 1961, the close of the period covered by this report, the
investigation of fresh fruits and vegetables was in process.

Shrimp

On September 12, 1960, in response to a resolution of the Senate
Committee on Finance, received September 6, 1960, the Tariff Com-
mission instituted an investigation—under the provisions of section
332—of the domestic shrimp industry (including fishing, processing,
and other related operations) and of imports of shrimp and shrimp
products provided for in paragraph 1761 of the Tariff Act of 1930.
The Commission held a public hearing in the investigation from Jan-
uary 9 to 13, 1961.

The resolution of the Committee on Finance directed the Com-
mission to set forth in its report the facts relative to U.S. and
world production and trade; imports; domestic supplies and con-
sumption; the possibilities of world overproduction; the interests
of consumers, processors, and producers; foreign and domestic wage
rates; costs of transportation to principal consuming centers; supplies
of shrimp available to domestic and foreign fishermen; and other
pertinent factors. The resolution further directed the Commission
to include in its report an analysis of the possible results of an im-
position of a duty of 35 percent on all imports of shrimp and shrimp
products as provided for in paragraph 1761 of the Tariff Act of 1930,
as well as an analysis of the possible results of a tariff quota under
which all imports not in excess of the imports in the calendar year
1960 shall enter free of duty and all imports in excess of those in 1960
shall be dutiable at 50 percent ad valorem. The resolution directed
the Commission to report the results of its investigation to the Senate
Committee on Finance not later than March 1, 1961; the committee
subsequently extended the time for submission of the report until April
1, 1961.

On March 30, 1961, the Commission submitted to the Senate Com-
mittee on Finance a report of the results of its investigation of

618276—82——6
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shrimp.*® The Commission’s report described the domestic shrimp
fishery and the processing of shrimp in the United States; discussed
domestic production, exports, imports, and consumption of raw
shrimp and shrimp products; gave data on prices, cold storage hold-
ings, and wage rates in the United States; provided data on the shrimp
fisheries of foreign countries and on the world trade in shrimp; con-
sidered the interests of domestic producers, processors, and consumers
of shrimp; and discussed the probable results of the imposition of the
import restrictions set forth in the resolution.

Section 336 of the Tariff Act of 1930

Section 336 of the Tariff Act of 1930—the so-called flexible-tariff
provision—sets forth the procedure under which the import duty on
an article may be changed by proclamation of the President to equal-
ize differences in costs of production at home and abroad after
investigation and report by the Tariff Commission of the differences
between the costs of production in the United States and in the coun-
try that is the principal foreign supplier. The Trade Agreements
Act, however, made the provisions of section 336 inapplicable to
any commodity on which a tariff concession is in effect pursuant to
a trade agreement. As the United States has progressively extended
the coverage of trade-agreement concessions, it has correspondingly
reduced the scope of possible action under the provisions of section
336.

During fiscal 1961 one investigation under the provisions of section
336 was pending before the Commission.

On June 30, 1960, the National Broom Manufacturers and Allied
Industries Association filed an application with the Tariff Commission
for an investigation of brooms, whisk brooms, and toy brooms made
of broomcorn, under the provisions of section 836. The applicant
alleged that the present rate of duty on the specified brooms—25 per-
cent ad valorem-—does not equalize the costs of production of the com-
parable products made in the United States and foreign countries,
and requested that the rate of duty on the imported products be fixed
on the basis of the American selling price. On July 6, 1960, the
Commission ordered a preliminary inquiry to determine whether a
formal investigation was warranted for the purposes of section 336.
On January 16, 1961, having completed the preliminary inquiry, the
Commission instituted a formal investigation. A public hearing was
held on April 18, 1961. On June 30, 1961, the close of the period
covered by this report, the investigation of brooms was in process.

#U.8. Tariff Commission, Shrimp: Report on Investigation No. 332-40 Under
-~ Bection 332 of the Tariff Act of 1930 Pursuant to a Resolution of the Committee
on Finance of the United States Senate Adopted in August 1960, TC Publication
8, 1961 [processed].
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Section 337 of the Tariff Act of 1930

Section 337 of the Tariff Act of 1930 authorizes the Tariff Commis-
sion to investigate alleged unfair methods of competition and unfair
acts in the importation of articles or in the sale of imported articles
in the United States. When the effect or tendency of such methods
or acts is to destroy or substantially injure a domestic industry,
efficiently and economically operated, or to prevent the establishment
of such an industry, or to restrain or monopolize trade and commerce
in the United States, the articles involved may, pursuant to order
of the President, be excluded from entry into the United States.

At one time or another during fiscal 1961, three complaints under
section 337 were pending before the Commission.

Household automatic zigzag sewing machines and parts thereof

On January 15, 1959, the Singer Manufacturing Co., of New York,
N.Y,, filed a complaint with the Tariff Commission alleging unfair
methods of competition and unfair acts in the importation and sale
in the United States of certain household automatic zigzag sewing
machines and parts thereof.

On January 21, 1959, the Commission ordered a preliminary inquiry
into the allegations, to determine whether institution of a formal in-
vestigation under section 337 was warranted and whether the issuance
of a temporary order of exclusion from entry under section 337(f)
was warranted. On March 16, 1959, having completed the prelimi-
nary inquiry, the Commission instituted a formal investigation with
respect to the matters alleged in the complaint. The Commission
held a public hearing in the investigation May 5-8 and 11-15, 1959.

On January 12, 1960, the Commission announced that it had decided
to hold in abeyance its decision on the merits in its section 337 in-
vestigation with respect to certain household zigzag sewing machines
and parts thereof, pending the outcome of an antitrust action filed by
the Department of Justice against the Singer Manufacturing Co. on
December 22, 1959, in the U.S. District Court for the Southern District
of New York. ’

In the Commission’s investigation under section 837, Singer predi-
cated its charge of unfair methods of competition and unfair acts
on the importation and domestic sale of certain automatic zigzag
sewing machines, principally from Japan, that were alleged to have
been made in accordance with the invention disclosed in the Singer-
owned “Gegauf” patent, a U.S. patent which had been assigned to
Singer by Gegauf, a Swiss citizen. In its antitrust action against
Singer, the Department of Justice charged, among other things, that
Singer entered into arrangements with Gegauf and an Italian sewing-
machine manufacturer whereby Gegauf would assign his patent rights
to Singer for the purpose of enabling Singer to prevent imports
from Japan; that Singer would use the Gegauf patent rights along
with its own to exclude imports, and the parties would determine
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which European manufacturer would be permitted to export house-
hold automatic zigzag sewing machines to the United States; and
that Singer, in carrying out the attempt to monopolize, obtalned and
used patent rights for these exclusionary purposes.

Self—closmg containers

~ On June 2, 1960, the Quikey Manufacturing Co., Inc., of Akron,
Ohio, filed a complmnt with the Tariff Commission alleglng unfair
methods of competition and unfair acts in the importation and do-
mestic sale of certain foreign-manufactured self-closing containers
(squeeze-type coin purses). On June 15, 1960, the Commission re-
ceived a motion to amend the complaint. On June 21, 1960, the Com-
mission granted the complainant’s motion to amend the complaint,
and lmtlated a preliminary inquiry into the allegatlons of the com-
plaint as amended, to determine whether institution of a formal
investigation under section 337 was warranted.

On June 14, 1961, having completed the preliminary inquiry, the
Commission mstltuted an investigation with respect to imported self-
closing containers which are made in accordance with or embody,
employ, or contain the invention disclosed in the complainant’s patent
and scheduled a public hearing for September 12, 1961.#° On June
30, 1961, the close of the period covered by this report the investi-
gatlon was in process.

Certain transfer valves

On October 31, 1960, the Modern Faucet Manufacturing Co., of
Los Angeles, Calif., filed a complaint with the Tariff Commission
alleging unfair methods of competition and unfair acts in the im-
portation and sale of certain transfer valves. The Commission ini-
tiated a preliminary inquiry into the allegations of the complaint,
to determine whether institution of a full investigation under sec-
tion 337 was warranted and whether the issuance of a temporary
order of exclusion from entry under section 337(f) was warranted.
On May 16, 1961, at the conclusion of the preliminary inquiry, the
Commission granted the request of the complainant to withdraw the
complaint without prejudice.

Section 201(a) of the Antidumping Act, 1921, as Amended

Section 301 of the Customs Simplification Act of 1954 5° amended
the Antidumping Act, 1921, and transferred to the Tariff Commis-
sion the function——formerly exercised by the Treasury Department—
of making injury determinations for the purposes of the Antidumping
Act. The transfer became effective October 1, 1954.

Section 201 of the Antidumping Act, 1921, as amended,* provides
that whenever the Secretary of the Treasury advises the Tariff

* The hearing was subsequently postponed until Oct. 3, 1961.
% 68 Stat. 1138.
19 U.S.C. 160 et seq.
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Commission that a class or kind of foreign merchandise is being, or
is likely to be, sold in the United States or elsewhere at less than its
fair value, the Commission shall within 8 months thereafter deter-
mine whether an industry in the United States is being, or is likely
to be, injured, or is prevented from being established, by reason of
the importation of such merchandise. If the Commission makes an
afirmative determination, it so notifies the Secretary of the Treasury,
who thereupon issues a “finding” of dumping; the dumping duties
are thenceforth collected.

Public Law 85-630 * which was approved by the President on
August 14, 1958, amended certain provisions of the Antidumping
Act, 1921. Besides redefining—for the purposes of the Antidump-
ing Act—*“foreign market value”, the “constructed value of imported
merchandise”, and certain other terms, Public Law 85-630 made cer-
tain procedural changes in the administration of the Antidumping
Act. As amended, the act requires that when the Secretary of the
Treasury determines whether foreign merchandise is being, or is
likely to be, sold in the United States at less than its fair value, and
that when the Tariff Commission makes an injury determination
under the Antidumping Act, each shall publish such determination in
the Federal Register, with a statement of the reasons therefor, whether
such determination is affirmative or negative. The new act further
provides that, in determinations by the Tariff Commission under the
Antidumping Act, an evenly divided vote of the Commission shall
be decmed to constitute a finding of injury.

At one time or another during fiscal 1961 nine investigations under
the provisions of section 201(a) of the Antidumping Act, 1921,
as amended, were pending before the Commission. Seven of these
investigations were completed during fiscal 1961, and two were in
process at the close of the period covered by this report. The number
of antidumping investigations completed during fiscal 1961 exceeded
the total number completed during the 4 fiscal years 1957-60.

Nepheline syenite from Canada (first investigation)

On May 31, 1960, in response to advice it had received from the
Acting Secretary of the Treasury on May 27, 1960, the Tariff Com-
mission instituted an investigation of imports of nepheline syenite
from Canada, under the provisions of section 201(a). The Commis-
sion held a public hearing in the investigation on July 25, 1960.

On August 26, 1960, the Commission announced that, on the basis
of its investigation, it had unanimously determined that an industry
in the United States was not being, and was not likely to be, injured,
or prevented from being established, by reason of the importation
of nepheline syenite from Canada at less than fair value within the
meaning of the Antidumping Act, 1921, as amended.

#2172 Stat. 583.
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The Commission published a statement of the reasons for its de-
termination in the Federal Register on September 1, 1960.* The
statement was as follows:

Nepheline syenite is not produced in the United States, but it competes in
certain regions with domestically produced feldspar, principally in the manu-
facture of glass.

The pertinent Treasury file discloses that the Acting Secretary’s determination
of sales at less than fair value was based solely on the pricing policies of the
two Canadian exporters in which they quoted their nepheline syenite in dollars
and accepted in payment Canadian dollars from the Canadian purchasers and
United States dollars from the United States purchasers without regard to the
prevailing exchange rates of the two currencies.

There is no evidence of predatory or systematic dumping involved in the
above-described pricing policies. On the contrary, the Treasury file disclosed,
and testimony presented at the hearing corroborated, the fact that the acceptance
of payment from buyers in Canada in Canadian currency only and from buyers
in the United States in United States dollars only was an historic pricing policy
of the two companies that has been in existence through wide variation in the
U.S.-Canadian dollar exchange rates.

The evidence also disclosed that as soon as the two companies were apprised
of a possible charge of dumping based on their pricing policy they immediately
proceeded to change that policy and to revise their prices to take cognizance of
the exchange rates. These changes were made by one company on November 12,
1959, and by the other on November 16, 1959. In his determination of sales at
less than fair value, as published in the Federal Register, the Acting Secretary
of the Treasury stated:

The purchase price of nepheline syenite imported from Canada after the
effective date of the pyice revisions was found not to be lower than the
home market price.

If the domestic feldspar industry suffered any injury by virtue of sales of
nepheline syenite at less than fair value because of the exchange rate that
existed at any time between the Canadian and the United States dollar, any such
injury was inconsequential and no injury arising from the exchange rate is
likely to occur under the new pricing policies adopted by the two Canadian
exporters.

In addition to the statement of reasons for its determination, men-
tioned above, the Commission made certain observations with respect
to particular aspects of its investigation. These observations were
as follows:

Notice of the institution of the investigation was published in 25 F.R. 4967.
No hearing was then announced, but the notice referred interested parties to
the provision of the Commission’s Rules of Practice and Procedure specifying
that any interested party may request a hearing within fifteen days after publi-
cation of the notice of investigation in the Federal Register.

The pertinent Treasury determination of sales of nepheline syenite at less
than fair value, which was published in 25 F.R. 4875, included a statement that
“This determination and the statement of reasons therefor are published pur-
suant to section 201(c) of the Antidumping Act, 1921, as amended”. The de-

25 F.R. 8394.
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termination and statement did not refer to freight allowances. The related
Treasury file, which was promptly made available to the Commission in accord-
ance with the established procedure in such cases, showed that the above men-
tioned determination of sales below fair value was based exclusively on long
established pricing policies of the Canadian exporters concerned that did not
take into account the exchange rates between the United States and Canadian
currencies.

No hearing within the 15-day period referred to above was requested by any
interested party, but on June 7, 1960, counsel for three domestic feldspar pro-
ducers, who had filed the original request with the Treasury for a dumping
investigation, requested an extension of the time within which to ask for a
hearing. In his letter requesting an extension of time counsel stated that after
the Treasury referred the case to the Tariff Commission he learned that “the
Treasury’s action was based primarily on exchange dumping and that no evidence
was found of freight allowances”; that he had given the Treasury information
indicating that freight allowances had been made; that his clients faced a
difficult question of whether to request a hearing, “since we understand you are
limited on the margin of dumping to the information supplied by the Treasury”;
and that he was asking the Treasury “that the present case be recalled from
the Tariff Commission pending investigation of the freight matter”.

The Treasury did not recall the case, but on July 1, 1960, after more than a
month of the three-month period allowgd by the statute for an injury investiga-
tion had elapsed, the Commission received a letter from a Treasury employee
stating that the Treasury had “very recently” received information that—

because of refunds of which we had not heretofore been aware, the prices
paid by American importers during the period that there were sales at less
than fair value were substantially lower than the prices heretofore reported
to us. The refunds are reported to have been discontinued in March, 1960,
so that the present pricing schedule shows no indication of sales at less than
fair value.

The Treasury employee stated that the letter was written “in view of the pos-
sibility that this new information may be considered of significance to you in
your injury determination—whether it should be so considered is, of course, a
matter solely within your discretion,” and offered the Treasury’s file “relating
to the above described information for the Commission’s use.” Following the
receipt by the Commission on July 1 of the Treasury letter advising of Treasury’s
receipt of the ‘““very recently received information,” counsel for the three do-
mestic feldspar producers advised the Commission on July 5 that he had received
a copy of the said Treasury letter and requested that a hearing be held. The
Commission granted the request, issued notice of hearing (25 F.R. 6455), and the
hearing was held on July 25, 1960, at which interested parties were afforded
opportunity to appear and to be heard.

No new determination and statement of reasons was published by the Treasury
on the basis of the new information regarding freight allowances. At the hear-
ing and in their briefs attorneys for importers strongly contended that this
created a procedural defect under the statute and that the Commission should
not consider the freight allowance aspect in making its injury determination on
the basis of the official advice of sales below fair value communicated to the
Commission on May 27, 1960.

The Commission believes that the question raised by importers’ counsel is
substantial and merits the consideration of the Treasury Department. Moreover,
the Commission is of the opinion that Congress intends that once an injury
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investigation bas been instituted on the basis of a Treasury determination of
sales at less than fair value the Commission’s determination should not be based
on any margin of difference other than that which led to the Treasury determina-
tion. During the consideration of the proposal to transfer the injury-finding
function under the Antidumping Act from Treasury to the Tariff Commission,
the Tariff Commission’s spokesman at the hearing before the Committee on Ways
and Means of the House of Representatives alluded to the short period of three
months proposed for injury investigations and stated that this “would require
substantial telescoping” of such investigations. (Hearings on H.R. 9476, 83rd
Cong., 24 Sess., June 22, 24, 25, and 28, 1954, p. 35.)

The ability of the Commission to complete injury investigations could be seri-
ously hampered, if not made imposgsible, if it were permissible for the Treasury
to introduce new information pertinent to an injury determination during the
course of an investigation instituted after official notification by the Treasury of
sales below fair value and the supplying of its pertinent file to the Commission.
For example, if a hearing had been held by the Commission on the basis of the
original submission, a new hearing might be required after the new information
was brought into the case, and this would hardly be practicable within the statu-
tory three-month period. '

For the foregoing reasons, the Commission did not consider freight allowances
in making its injury determination. This avoids any prejudice because of pos-
sible procedural defects to a determination of injury based on such allowances.

Bicycles from Czechoslovakia

On July 11, 1960, in response to advice it received the same day
from the Acting Secretary of the Treasury, the Tariff Commission
instituted an investigation of imports of bicycles from Czechoslo-
vakia, under the provisions of section 201 (a).

The Commission ordered the investigation without ordering a pub-
lic hearing but, in accordance with its Rules of Practice and Procedure
relating to investigations under the Antidumping Act, gave interested
parties an opportunity to request a hearing within 15 days after the
date that the Commission’s notice of the investigation was published
in the Federal Register.* The Commission also invited interested
parties to submit written statements of information pertinent to the
investigation. No request for a hearing was made by any interested
party, but written statements were received from the U.S. importer
and the Bicycle Manufacturers Association. These statements were
given due consideration by the Commission in arriving at its
determination.

On October 7, 1960, the Commission announced that on the basis of
the investigation, it had determined that an industry in the United
States was being injured, and was likely to continue to be injured,
by reason of the importation of bicycles from Czechoslovakia at less
than fair value within the meaning of the Antidumping Act, 1921,
as amended.

The Commission published a statement of the reasons for its deter-
mination in the Federal Register on October 12, 1960.°* The state-
ment was as follows:

%25 F.R. 6321.
B 25 TR, O7R2.
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Ag the result of the sale of bicycles by the Czechoslovakian exporting organ-
ization at less than fair value, the importer has sold, and continues to sell, bi-
cycles in the United States at prices below the prices at which domestic pro-
ducers are able to sell comparable models.

The sale of the Czechoslovakian bicycles have been, and are likely to con-
tinue to be, in sufficient volume to displace a significant part of the United
States market for low-price bicycles.

The importation of Czechoslovakian bicycles purchased at prices below fair
value is continuing and there is indication of an intent on the part of the ex-
porting organization to continue its practice of selling the bicycles at less than
fair value. :

Nepheline syenite from Canada (second investigation)

On November 1, 1960, in response to advice it had received from
the Acting Secretary of the Treasury on October 26, 1960, the Tariff
Commission instituted an investigation of imports of nepheline
syenite from Canada, under the provisions of section 201(a). A
previous Treasury determination of sales below fair value involving
nepheline syenite from Canada resulted, after investigation, in a
negative injury determination by the Tariff Commission on August
26, 1960.%

The Commission ordered the investigation without ordering a pub-
lic hearing but, in accordance with its Rules of Practice and Procedure
relating to investigations under the Antidumping Act, gave interested
parties an opportunity to request a public hearing within 15 days
after the date that the Commission published its notice of the investi-
gation in the Federal Register. The Commission also invited inter-
ested parties to submit written statements of information pertinent
to the investigation. No request for a hearing was made by any inter-
ested party, but written statements were received from three domestic
feldspar producers and from the attorneys for the Canadian export-
ers. These statements were given due consideration by the Commis-
sion in arriving at its determination.

On January 26, 1961, the Commission announced that it had unani-
mously determined (Commissioners Schreiber and Sutton not par-
ticipating because of absence) that an industry in the United States
was not being, and was not likely to be, injured, or prevented from
being established, by reason of the importation of nepheline syenite
from Canada sold at less than fair value within the meaning of the
Antidumping Act, 1921, as amended.

The Commission published a statement of the reasons for its deter-
mination in the Federal Register on January 31, 1961.5° The state-
ment was as follows: '

The Acting Secretary of the Treasury determined that the proper fair value
comparison was between the purchase price and the home market value. The
margin of difference found to exist between these values resulted for all prac-
tical purposes from two aspects of the pricing policies of the Canadian export-

25 F.R. 8304,
%26 F.R. 956.
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ers, namely, a policy to disregard the rate of exchange between the U.S. and
Canadian dollar, and a policy to absorb part of the freight charges.

The practice of quoting the price of nepheline syenite in Canadian dollars
to purchasers in Canada and the same number of U.S. dollars to purchasers in
the United States, was an historic pricing policy of the two Canadian exporters.
This pricing policy was established when the two currencies were virtually at
par and continued during a period of some 13 years when the U.S. dollar was
at a substantial premium. When the value of the Canadian dollar became
higher than the value of the U.S. dollar, the sale price of nepheline syenite for
export to the United States in U.S. dollars became lower than its home market
price in Canada when expressed in U.S. dollars. Howerver, as soon as the two
companies were apprised of the significance of the practice under the Anti-
dumping Act, they immediately proceeded to change that policy and to take
cognizance of the prevailing exchange rates. These changes were made by one
company on November 12, 1959, and by the other on November 16, 1959. Since
those dates there have been no sales to U.S. purchasers at less than fair value
attributable to differentials in the currency exchange rates.

The freight absorption aspect of this case emerged when domestic feldspar
producers gained a more favorable competitive position as a result of certain
freight reductions that were made applicable to their product in the United
States. Following these changes in freight rates, the Canadian exporters began,
in January 1959, to absorb a sufficient part of the freight charges to equal the
most recent freight advantages obtained by the domestic feldspar producers.
The freight absorptions caused the price of some nepheline syenite to U.S.
importers to De lower than its price to purchasers in Canada for home con-
sumption. The evidence shows that the exporters were endeavoring to retain,
rather then to expand, their market in the United States; that they in fact did
not take a single customer away from the feldspar industry by reason of this
practice; and that the domestic feldspar industry was able to expand during the
period when part of the freight charges were absorbed.

The freight absorption practice was discontinued by both exporters in March
1960, several months before customs officials had actual knowledge of it. More-
over, one exporter adjusted its home market price in such a fashion in No-
vember 1959 that no actual sales at less than fair value resulted from freight
absorption after November 1959.

The Canadian exporters demonstrated full cooperation with U.S. customs
officials in seeking a way to remove any basis for a charge of “dumping.”
To accomplish this they reduced their home market price to the extent necessary
to obviate any nced for absorption of freight charges and now sell to all
purchasers, including those in Canada, at prices in terms of U.S. dollars.

The evidence does not show that the domestic feldspar industry has suffered
injury attributable to the past pricing policies of the Canadian exporters. The
new pricing policies adopted by the Canadian exporters obviate the need for
any absorption of freight charges; due regard is now given by the exporters
to the prevailing rates of exchange; and the former pricing policies that resulted
in the sales at less than fair value were without predatory purpose and have
been abandoned. Accordingly, the resumption of the former pricing policies is
not likely and, therefore, a domestic industry is not likely to be injured by
reason of the importation from Canada of nepheline syenite that is sold below
its fair value.

Portland cement from Sweden
On January 9, 1961, in response to advice it had received from the
Acting Secretary of the Treasury on January 4, 1961, the Tariff
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Commission instituted an investigation of portland cement, other
than white, nonstaining portland cement, from Sweden, under the
provisions of section 201(a). The Commission held a public hearing
in the investigation on February 28 and March 1, 1961.

On April 4, 1961, the Commission announced that it had unani-
mously determined that an industry in the United States was being
injured by reason of the importation of portland cement, other than
white nonstaining portland cement, from Sweden at less than fair
value within the meaning of the Antidumping Act, 1921, as amended.

The Commission published a statement of the reasons for its deter-
mination in the Federal Register on April 7, 1961.° The statement
was as follows:

~ Portland cement is a standardized or fungible product the sale of which in a
given market is generally contingent upon its price not being higher than the
price of like competitive cement. It is a heavy, low-valued product which, by
reason of transportation costs, can be sold economically only to users located
within a relatively short distance from the cement plants (or port of entry in
the case of imported cement). The imports of Swedish portland cement which
are injuring the domestic industry concerned are entering at the ports of Fall
River, Massachusetts, and Providence, Rhode Island, and are being sold in a
limited geographical area that is supplied with domestic portland cement by
plants adjacent to the same area. This area, consisting of Rhode Island,
eastern Massachusetts, and eastern Connecticut, is referred to herein as the
“competitive market area.” The domestic portland cement plants that have
historically supplied such cement in that area and that have in recent years
sold substantial quantities of such cement there, are considered to constitute
“an industry” for the purposes of the Antidumping Act.

As a result of the sale of portland cement (other than white nonstaining
portland cement) by Swedish exporters at less than fair value, substantial
quantities of such cement have been sold and continue to be sold in the “‘com-
petitive market area” at prices which forced the domestic producers to lower
their prices of like domestic cement below those that prevailed prior to the
sales of Swedish cement at less than fair value.

The industry concerned has lost a substantial volume. of sales of such cement
in such areas, which-loss is directly attributable to the price of the imported
cement made possible by reason of its sale at less than fair value by the ex-
porters. As a result of the sales at less than fair value, annual imports of
such Swedish cement into the “competitive market area” in 1959 and 1960 were
about twice as large as in each of the years 1957 and 1958.

Rayon staple fiber from France

On February 27, 1961, in response to advice it had received from
the Acting Secretary of the Treasury on February 21, 1961, the
Tariff Commission instituted an investigation of rayon staple fiber
from France, under the provisions of section 201(a). The Commis-
sion held a public hearing in the investigation on May 2, 1961.

On May 19, 1961, the Commission announced that it had unani-
mously determined that an industry in the United States was not
being, and was not likely to be, injured, or prevented from being

*26 F.R. 3002.
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established, by reason of the importation of rayon staple fiber from
France sold at less than fair value within the meaning of the Anti-
dumping Act, 1921, as amended.

The Commission published a statement of the reasons for its deter-
mination in the Federal Register on May 24, 1961.° The statement
was as follows:

Imports of rayon staple fiber from France, which were determined by the
Acting Secretary of the Treasury to have been sold at less than “fair value,”
were made as early as April 1960 and ceased as of November 15, 1960.

The Commission could find no evidence that during this period the importer
had a competitive price advantage over the domestic producers by reason of
his purchases of the rayon staple fiber at prices less than “fair value.” In fact,
during this period the domestic producers, as a result of aggressive pricing
practices of that industry, had lowered their prices to such levels that the
importer did not generally meet the lower average domestic prices and, as a
consequence thereof, his sales in the United States of the imported fiber declined
sharply compared to sales of the like domestic fiber. The importer gained no
new customers during this period and there is no evidence that he sold at a
price lower than that charged by the domestic producers for the same type fiber.
Therefore, the Commission determines that there has been no injury in this
case. -

The importer and exporter made diligent efforts to ensure that the purchase
price would equal or exceed the home market value. The “margin of difference”
between these values arose from the allowance of a quantity discount based
upon a purchase order for a 6-month supply of such fiber. Imports pursuant to
this order were subsequently curtailed because of market conditions in the
United States; consequently, the importer’s purchase price had to be compared
with a higher home market value applicable to smaller quantity purchases.
Had the importer accepted the full order for rayon staple fiber and brought
such larger quantity into the United States market for sale, there would have
been no “sales at less than fair value.” Such sales are characterized by the
Commission as “technical sales at less than fair value” (i.e., sales which were
made at less than fair value under circumstances which are inculpable). To
avoid possible recurrences of ‘“sales at less than fair value,” the importer and
exporter have arranged their price agreements for future deliveries to ensure
that no quantity discount will be allowed in the purchase price until after the
discount has been earned by actual completed transactions. The importer has
no significant inventory of the fiber purchased “at less than fair value.” Under
these circumstances there is no “likelihood” of injury from the importation of
the rayon staple fiber that was purchased “at less than fair value.”

Rayon staple fiber from Belgium

On February 27, 1961, in response to advice it had received from
the Acting Secretary of the Treasury on February 21, 1961, the Tariff
Commission instituted an investigation of rayon staple fiber from

206 F.R. 4478.
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Belgium, under the provisions of section 201(a). The Commission
held a public hearing in the investigation on May 3, 1961.

On May 19, 1961, the Commission announced that it had unani-
mously determined that an industry in the United States was not
being, and was not likely to be, injured, or prevented from being
established, by reason of the importation of rayon staple fiber from
Belgium sold at less than fair value within the meaning of the Anti-
dumping Act, 1921, as amended.

The Commission published a statement of the reasons for its de-
termination in the Federal Register on May 24,1961.°° The statement
was as follows:

Imports of rayon staple fiber from Belgium, which were determined by the
Acting Secretary of the Treasury to have been sold at less than “fair value,”
were made as early as January 1960 and ceased as of the middle of October
1960.

The Commission could find no evidence that during this period the importer
had a competitive price advantage over the domestic producers by reason of
his purchases of the rayon staple fiber at prices less than “fair value.” In fact,
during this period domestic producers, as a result of aggressive pricing practices
of that industry, had lowered their prices to such levels that the importer did
not generally meet the lower average domestic prices and, as a consequence
thereof, his sales in the United States of the imported fiber declined sharply
compared to sales of the like domestic fiber. The importer gained no new
customers during this period and there is no evidence that he sold at a price
lower than that charged by the domestic producers for the same type fiber.
Therefore, the Commission determines that there has been no injury in this
case.

The importer and exporter made diligent efforts to ensure that the purchase
price would equal or exceed the home market value. The “margin of difference”
between these values arose from the allowance of a quantity discount based
upon a purchase order for a year's supply of such fiber. Imports pursuant to
this order were subsequently curtailed because of market conditions in the
United States; consequently, the importer’s purchase price had to be compared
with a higher home market value applicable to smaller quantity purchases. Had
the importer accepted the full order for rayon staple fiber and brought such
larger quantity into the United States market for sale, there would have been
no “sales at less than fair value.” Such sales are characterized by the Commis-
sion as “technical sales at less than fair value” (i.e., sales which were made at
less than fair value under circumstances which are inculpable). To avoid pos-
sible recurrences of “sales at less than fair value,” the importer and exporter
have arranged their price agreements for future deliveries to ensure that no
quantity discount will be allowed in the purchase price until after the discount
has been earned by actual completed transactions. The importer bas no signifi-
cant inventory of the fiber purchased ‘““at less than fair value.” Under these
circumstances there is no “likelihood” of injury from the importation of the
rayon staple fiber that was purchased “at less than fair value.”

Certain portland cement from Belgium

On March 3, 1961, in response to advice it received the same day
from the Acting Secretary of the Treasury, the Tariff Commission

“26 F.R. 4477.
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instituted—under the provisions of section 201(a)—an investigation
of portland cement, other than white, nonstaining portland cement,
from Belgium, except as to importations from the firm of Cimenteries
et Briqueteries Reunies. The Commission held a public hearing in
the investigation on April 28, 1961.

On June 2, 1961, the Commission announced that it had unani-
mously ©* determined that an industry in the United States was being
injured by reason of the importation of portland cement, other than
white nonstaining portland cement, from Belgium at less than fair
value within the meaning of the Antidumping Act, 1921, as amended.

The Commission published a statement of the reasons for its de-
termination in the Federal Register on June 7,1961.°2 The statement
was as follows:

Portland cement is a standardized or fungible product the sale of which in
a given market is generally contingent upon its price not being higher than the
price of like competitive cement. It is a heavy, low-valued product which, by
reason of transportation costs, can be sold economically only to users located
within a relatively short distance from the cement plants (or port of entry in the
case of imported cement). The imports of Belgian portland cement which are
injuring the domestic industry concerned are entering at the ports of Port
Everglades, West Palm Beach, Fort Pierce, Port Canaveral, and Jacksonville,
Florida, and are being sold in a limited geographical area that is supplied with
domestic portland cement by plants in or adjacent to the same area. This area,
consisting of the east coast of Florida, is referred to herein as the “competitive
market area.” The domestic portland cement plants that have supplied such
cement in that area and that have in recent years sold substantial quantities of
such cement there, are considered to constitute “an industry” for the purposes
of the Antidumping Act.

As a result of the sale of the particular portland cement by Belgian exporters
at less than fair value, substantial quantities of such cement have been sold and
are likely to be sold in the “competitive market area” at prices which compelled
the domestic producers who historically supplied the pertinent market area to
lower their established prices of like domestic cement below those that prevailed
prior to the sales of such Belgian cement at less than fair value.

The industry concerned has lost a substantial volume of sales of such cement
in such areas, which loss is directly attributable to the price of the imported
cement made possible by reason of its sale at less than fair value by the
exporters.

Rayon staple fiber from Cuba

On April 20, 1961, in response to advice it had received from the
Acting Secretary of the Treasury on April 17, 1961, the Tariff Com-
mission instituted—under the provisions of section 201(a)—an in-
vestigation of rayon staple fiber from Cuba. A public hearing in the
investigation was held on June 13, 1961. On June 30, 1961, the close
of the period covered by this report, the investigation was in process.

* Commissioner Jones did not participate in this determination.
26 F.R. 5102.
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Certain rayon staple fiber from West Germany

On April 20, 1961, in response to advice it had received from the
Acting Secretary of the Treasury on April 17, 1961, the Tariff Com-
mission instituted—under the provisions of section 201(a)—an inves-
tigation of rayon staple fiber from West Germany, except as to impor-
tations of “Cuprama” rayon staple fiber manufactured by Farben-
fabriken Bayer. A public hearing in the investigation was held on
June 13, 1961. On June 30, 1961, the close of the period covered by
this report, the investigation was in process.






PART II. SPECIAL REPORTS AND ACTIVITIES

Besides the public investigations that it conducts and the services
that it renders to the Congress, to the President, and to other Govern-
ment agencies, the U.S. Tariff Commission is directed by law and by
Executive orders to make certain special reports and to engage in
certain special activities.

Section 332 of the Tariff Act of 1930, which sets forth the general
powers of the Tariff Commission, directs the Commission to investi-
gate and report on a wide range of subjects related to tariffs, com-
mercial policy, and international trade. These subjects include,
among others, the fiscal and industrial effects of, and the operation
of, the customs laws; the effects of various types of import duties;
tariff relations between the United States and foreign countries; com-
mercial treaties; the volume of imports compared with domestic
production and consumption; and the competition of foreign indus-
tries with those of the United States. Over the years, the Commission
has, under the provisions of section 332, issued various editions of its
Summaries of Tariff Information, various editions of its compilation
of information on U.S. import duties, periodic reports on synthetic
organic chemicals, reports on the commercial policies of certain
foreign countries, and other special reports, including those on specific
commodities and industries.

The Tariff Commission is one of the agencies from which the Pres-
ident seeks information before he concludes trade agreements with
foreign countries. Executive Order 10082 of October 5, 1949, requires
the Commission to supply to the interdepartmental trade agreements
organization factual data on all articles on which the United States
proposes to consider granting concessions in trade agreements. Since
1947 various Executive orders have directed the Commission to keep
informed concerning the operation and eflect of provisions relating
to duties and other import restrictions of the United States contained
in trade agreements, and to submit a factual report to the President
and to the Congress, at least once each year, on the operation of the
trade ‘agreements program. Under section 350(e) (2) of the Tariff
Act of 1930, as amended by the Trade Agreements Extension Act of
1955, this function is made mandatory by statute.

*3 CFR, 1949-1953 Comp., p. 281.
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Summaries of Tariff Information

Under its general powers, the Tariff Commission’s most extensive
work is the preparation of its summaries of tariff information, which
are designed to provide the Congress and the executive agencies with
complete and up-to-date information on the commodities listed in the
tariff act. These summaries include the recent tariff history of the
commodities in each classification specified in the tariff act; a discus-
sion of the nature and uses of each commodity; an analysis of the
trends in U.S. production, imports, and exports; data on output and
the conditions of production in foreign countries; and an analysis of
the factors that affect the competition of imports with the domestic
product. Continuous revision of these summaries, which were first
published in 1920, is an important activity of the Commission.

The Commission issued its most recent complete edition of Sum-
maries of Tariff Information in 1948-50. This edition, which consists
of some 2,300 separate summaries and comprises a total of 46 volumes
and parts, has been widely used by the Congress and other Government
agencies, and by industrial, agricultural, commercial, labor, and other
organizations.

Because of the pressure of high-priority work, especially peril-
point and escape-clause investigations, the Commission in recent
years has been unable to maintain a regular schedule for publishing
revisions of its Summaries of Tariff Information. During 1961, as
in previous years, the statistical and other information in several
hundred of the summaries was brought up to date and made avail-
able to defense and other Government agencies. Besides this regular
work of keeping the summaries current, the Commission during fiscal
1961 initiated a project for publishing a substantial number of com-
pletely revised summaries, and considerable work has already been
done on the project.

Information on U.S. Import Duties

Since the early 1930’s, the Tariff Commission has periodically
issued documents, for the use of the customs service, the public, and
the Congress, that show the changes made in the duties on imported
articles since the passage of the Tariff Act of 1930. These compila-
tions, which the Commission prepares in cooperation with the Bureau
of Customs, are furnished to appropriate congressional committees
and to reference libraries throughout the United States, and are
distributed by the Bureau of Customs to all its field offices. -

The latest compilation, United States Import Duties (1958), in-
cludes a list of the rates of duty applicable to imported commodities
as of July 1, 1958, a list of the items that are free of duty, a list of
the items that are subject to import taxes under the Internal Revenue
Code, and references to various statutes that provide for special and
additional import duties or for special exemptions from duty under
certain circumstances. Supplement I to United States Import Duties
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(1958), which was published in April 1960, reflects all changes that
were known as of January 1, 1960; Supplement 11 to United States
Import Duties (1958), which was published in February 1961, reflects
all changes that were known as of December 1, 1960.

The new compilation replaces section 1 of United States Import
Duties (1952) and the four supplements thereto. The new publica-
tion does not contain the special and administrative provisions of the
Tariff Act of 1930, as amended, which were set forth in section 1I
of United States Import Duties (1952). In March 1961 these provi-
sions were issued in a separate volume entitled Special and Admin-
istrative Provisions (T'itles 111 and IV) of the Tariff Act of 1930,
as Amended, as in effect on December 1, 1960. Supplements will be
issued as required to keep the special and administrative provisions
of the tariff act up to date.

Reports on Synthetic Organic Chemicals

In accordance with its usual procedure, the Tariff Commission in
1961 released preliminary and final reports on U.S. production and
sales of synthetic organic chemicals. These reports continue the
annual series that the Commission has published since 1918.

Preliminary report on production and sales, 1959

The Tariff Commission’s preliminary report on production and sales
of synthetic organic chemicals in 1959 consisted of 14 separate sections,
each of which dealt with a segment of the industry. To make the
information available to industry and to Government agencies at the
earliest possible date, each section was released as soon as the statistics
for it were substantially complete. The first section, covering elas-
tomers (synthetic rubbers) was released in May 1960, and all sections
had been released by the middle of August 1960. The preliminary
report covered production and sales of tars and tar crudes; crude
products from petroleum and natural gas; cyclic intermediates; coal-
tar dyes; toners and lakes; bulk medicinal chemicals; flavor and per-
fume materials; plastics and resin materials; rubber-processing
chemicals; elastomers (synthetic rubbers) ; plasticizers; surface-active
agents; pesticides and other agricultural chemicals; and miscellaneous
chemicals,

Final report on production and sales, 1959

In November 1960 the Tariff Commission issued its final report
on U.S. production and sales of synthetic organic chemicals in 1959.2
Statistics included in the final report were compiled from data sup-
plied by 653 primary manufacturers. The report covers more than
6,000 individual chemicals and chemical products, and gives separate
production and sales statistics for many of them. Also included in the
report 1s a list of manufacturers of each item for which production

?U.S. Tariff Commission, Synthetic Organio Chemicals, United States Produc-
tion and Sales, 1959, Rept. No. 206, 2d ser., 1960.
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and sales were reported, and statistics on U.S. general imports in 1959
of products entered under paragraphs 27 and 28 of the Tariff Act of
1930, which cover coal-tar intermediates, dyes, medicinals, and other
finished coal-tar products. The report also presents statistics on the
number of technical workers engaged in research in the synthetic
organic chemical industry, their average salaries, and the amounts
expended for such research by the reporting companies.

According to the report, production in 1959 of synthetic organic
chemicals and their raw materials was 89,874 million pounds, or 12.3
percent more than the 80,007 million pounds (revised figure) produced
in 1958. Sales of synthetic organic chemicals and their raw materials
in 1959 amounted to 52,973 million pounds, valued at $7,267 million,
compared with 43,309 million pounds, valued at $5,953 million (re-
vised figures) in 1958. As these totals include data for chemical raw
materials, as well as semifinished and finished products, they neces-
sarily involve considerable duplication.

The report comprises three major sections—the first two on chemical
raw materials and on cyclic intermediates and finished synthetic or-
ganic chemical products, and the third giving an alphabetical list of
individual products and listing the names of manufacturers. The
first section includes statistics on tars, tar crudes, and crude chemicals
derived from petroleum and natural gas. Total production of coal
tar, water-gas tar, and oil-gas tar in 1959 amounted to 669 million
gallons—4.1 percent less than the 698 million gallons reported for
1958. Production in 1959 of all tar crudes amounted to 8,447 million
pounds, compared with 8,879 million pounds (revised figure) in 1958.
The most important individual products in this group are benzene,
toluene, xylene, naphthalene, and creosote oil. The output of crude
products from petroleum and natural gas in 1959 was 24,422 million
pounds, compared with 20,903 million pounds in 1958. Included in
this group are benzene, toluene, xylene, and other cyclic products, and
aliphatic hydrocarbons such as ethylene, propane, and 1,3-butadiene,
the latter being one of the basic raw materials for the manufacture
of S-type synthetic rubbers.

Production of cyclic intermediates, which is covered in the second
section of the report, amounted to 8,459 million pounds in 1959, or
27.3 percent more than the 6,643 million pounds reported for 1958.
As in earlier years, about 60 percent of the output of cyclic interme-
diates in 1959 was used by the original manufacturers to produce more
advanced products. The remainder was sold to other companies for
further processing.

The rest of the second section of the report deals with finished syn-
thetic organic chemicals and chemical products. The total output of
such products amounted to 41,856 million pounds in 1959, compared
with 36,603 million pounds in 1958. Of this total, cyclic finished prod-
ucts accounted for 7,913 million pounds, and acyclic products, for
33,943 million pounds. All the 11 groups of finished synthetic organic
products were produced in greater quantities in 1959 than in 1958.
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The groups for which the greatest increases were shown were plastics
and resin materials (29.8 percent), plasticizers (28.9 percent), elas-
tomers (28.3 percent), rubber-processing chemicals (24.4 percent),
dyes (21.1 percent), and toners and lakes (20.6 percent).

Specified synthetic organic chemicals: Monthly releases on production

During 1961 the Tariff Commission continued to conduct a monthly
survey of U.S. production of a selected list of synthetic organic chem-
icals. The statistics, which are collected from about 160 companies,
cover approximately 80 different chemical items. Upon request, the
Commission furnishes the Business and Defense Services Administra-
tion with reported data that are necessary to its operations. The
releases on production of selected synthetic organic chemicals, desig-
nated as Facts for Industry Series 6-2 and published jointly with
those on production and sales of plastics and resins described below
are obtainable from the Superintendent of Documents, U.S. Govern-
ment Printing Office, on a subscription basis.

Synthetic plastics and resin materials: Monthly releases on production and
sales

During 1961 the Tariff Commission also continued to issue monthly
reports on U.S. production and sales of synthetic plastics and resin
materials. This monthly report, Facts for Industry Series 6-10,
which is issued in conjunction with the above-mentioned report on
production of specified synthetic organic chemicals, covers produc-
tion and sales of synthetic plastics and resins grouped according to
chemical composition and broad end uses. The chemical classes for
which statistics are given include cellulose plastics, phenolic and
other tar-acid resins, styrene resins, urea and melamine resins, alkyd
resins, vinyl resins, polyester resins, polyethylene resins, and miscel-
laneous plastics and resins. Some of the end uses covered in the
monthly report are molding, extruding, casting, textile treating, and
paper treating. Synthetic plastics and resins are also used for sheet-
ing and film, adhesives, and protective coatings.

Imports of coal-tar products, 1959

In July 1960 the Tariff Commission released its annual report on
U.S. imports of coal-tar intermediates entered under paragraph 27 of
the Tariff Act of 1930, and on coal-tar dyes, medicinals, pharma-
ceuticals, flavor and perfume materials, and other coal-tar products
entered under paragraph 28.° The data in the report, which covers
imports through all U.S. customs districts, were obtained from in-
voice analyses, the larger part of which were made by the Commis-
sion’s New York office.

The report shows that general imports of coal-tar chemicals
entered under paragraph 27 in 1959 totaled 28.8 million pounds, with
a foreign invoice value of $14.0 million, compared with imports of
14.4 million pounds, valued at $10.7 million, in 1958. Most of the

*U.S. Tariff Commission, Imports of Coal-Tar Proddcts, 1959, 1960 [proc-
essed].
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coal-tar chemicals imported in 1959 were declared to be competitive
(duty based on “American selling price”). Almost half of the total
imports of these products in 1959 came from West Germany ; imports
from that country amounted to 10.8 million pounds, compared with
6.9 million pounds in 1958. Imports from Italy in 1959 amounted to
5.1 million pounds, compared with 1.7 million pounds in 1958. Im-
ports from France totaled 2.7 million pounds in 1959, compared with
567,000 pounds in 1958, and imports from the United Kingdom
amounted to 2.4 million pounds in 1959, compared with 1.2 million
pounds in 1958. In 1959 sizable quantities of products that are
dutiable under paragraph 27 also were imported from Canada
(1,377,000 pounds), the Netherlands (1,375,000 pounds), Belgium
(1,350,000 pounds), Switzerland (1,227,000 pounds), Japan (782,000
pounds), Denmark (764,000 pounds), Spain (864,000 pounds),
Sweden (199,000 pounds), the Union of South Africa (165,000
pounds), and Norway (123,000 pounds). Smaller quantities came
from Austria (66,000 pounds) and Australia (14,000 pounds).

Imports in 1959 of all finished coal-tar products that are dutiable
under paragraph 28 comprised 1,968 items, with a total weight of
11.3 million pounds and a foreign invoice value of $21.9 million. In
1958, imports consisted of 1,636 items, with a total weight of 7.1
million pounds and a foreign invoice value of $15.8 million. In
1959, as in 1957 and 1958, medicinals and pharmaceuticals were the
most important group of finished coal-tar products imported. Im-
ports of medicinals and pharmaceuticals amounted to $10.7 million
(foreign invoice value), or 49 percent of the total value of all imports
under paragraph 28. In 1958, imports of medicinals and pharma-
ceuticals amounted to $7.2 million (foreign invoice value), or 46
percent of the total value of all imports under paragraph 28.

Imports of coal-tar dyes, the next most important group of prod-
ucts entered under paragraph 28 in 1959, were 22 percent larger in
that year than in 1958 and 47 percent larger than in 1957. In 1959,
imports of dyes (excluding synthetic organic pigments) were valued
at $7.9 million (foreign invoice value), or 36 percent of total imports
under paragraph 28. In 1958, imports of dyes (excluding synthetic
organic pigments) were valued at $6.5 million, or 41 percent of total
imports under paragraph 28. TIn 1959, imports of synthetic organic
pigments (toners and lakes) were valued at $401,000, compared with
$286,000 in 1958. Imports of perfume and flavor materials in 1959
($865,000) were 42 percent greater than in 1958. In 1959, imports
of other coal-tar products entered under paragraph 28 (chiefly syn-
thetic resins) were valued at $2.1 million, or 69 percent greater than
in 1958.

Report on Reapplication of Reduced Rates of Duty to Imports
From Poland

In February 1961 the Tariff Commission published a summary of
tariff and trade data relating to the reapplication of trade-agreement
reduced rates of duty to imports from Poland, which became effective
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December 16, 1960.* The compilation was prepared under the pro-
visions of section 332 of the Tariff Act of 1930, which—among other
things—directs the Commission to report on tariff relations between
the United States and foreign countries.

Between January 5, 1952, and December 16, 1960, imports from
Poland and areas under the provisional administration of Poland of
commodities on which the United States had granted reductions in
duty pursuant to trade agreements were dutiable at the full U.S.
tariff rates as a result of Presidential action under section 5 of the
Trade Agreements Extension Act of 1951. Certain commodities im-
ported from Poland (such as canned ham, the most important com-
modity imported from that country) have not been the subject of
trade-agreement concessions.

The report, which lists the principal U.S. imports from Poland in
1959, indicates those commodities to which the reduced rates of duty
apply, the value of imports of such commodities, and the applicable
rates of duty. It also includes a table showing total imports and
imports of ham and other pork from Poland during the period 1950
59, as well as other tables showing, for 1959, Poland’s exports to all
countries, by principal commodities and commodity groups, and U.S.
exports to Poland, by principal commodities.

Study of Changes in the Prices of Copper

Public Law 38 (82d Cong.),* as amended by Public Law 91 (84th
Cong.),® suspended certain import taxes on copper until June 30, 1958.
It provided, however, that the President must revoke the suspension
of such taxes at an earlier date if the Tariff Commission determined
that the average market price of electrolytic copper in standard shapes
and sizes (delivered Connecticut Valley) had been below 24 cents per
pound for any one calendar month during the period. When the
market condition occurred the Commission was required to advise the
President within 15 days after the conclusion of such calendar month,
and the President was required to reimpose the taxes not later than 20
days after the Commission had so advised him. In 1951, upon the
enactment of Public Law 38, the Commission established the necessary
procedure for carrying out its responsibilities under the law.

Public Law 38 expired on June 30, 1958. Effective July 1, 1958,
therefore, copper again became subject to import taxes. However,
in granting a further reduction in the import taxes on copper at the
1956 Geneva negotiations, it was provided that the reductions were
to be effective only when the average price of electrolytic copper is
24 cents per pound or more, under a formula similar to that contained
in Public Law 38. Under the provisions of a note to item 4541 of
the 1956 U.S. schedule of concessions under the General Agreement

‘U.S. Tariff Commission, Reapplication of Trade-Agreement Reductions in
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on Tariffs and Trade, the Tariff Commission is required to advise
the Secretary of the Treasury of changes in the prices of copper in
the same manner that it advised the President under Public Law 38.
During 1961, as in previous years, the Commission kept informed on
current copper prices and competitive conditions. Inasmuch as the
price of copper did not fall below 24 cents per pound during the year,
the Commission had no occasion to make a report to the Secretary of
the Treasury.

Compilations of Information on Status of Investigations

During 1961 the Commission continued to issue a series of compila-
tions showing the outcome or current status of the various investiga-
tions that the Commission is directed by law to conduct. These com-
pilations, which are brought up to date from time to time, are as
follows:

(1) Investigations Under the “Escape Clause” of Trade
Agreements;

(2) Investigations Under the “Peril Point” Provisions;

(3) Investigations Under Section 22 of the Agricultural Adjust-
ment Act, As Amended;

(4) Investigations Under Section 332 of the Tariff Act of 1930;

(5) Investigations Under Section 336 of the Tariff Act of 1930;

(6) Inveitigations Under Section 337 of the Tariff Act of 1930;
an

(7) Injury Determinations Under the Antidumping Act.

Trade-Agreement Activities

Not only is the Tariff Commission the agency directed to conduct
peril-point and escape-clause investigations under the provisions of
the Trade Agreements Extension Act of 1951, as amended, and Execu-
tive Order 10401, but it is also one of the agencies from which the
President seeks information before concluding trade agreements with
foreign countries. Executive Order 10082, of October 5, 1949, requires
the Commission to supply to the Interdepartmental Committee on
Trade Agreements factual data concerning the production and con-
sumption of, and trade in, all articles on which the United States
proposes to consider granting concessions in trade agreements. When
trade-agreement negotiations are in progress the Commission fur-
nishes such information to the Trade Agreements Committee and to
its “country” committees. The Chairman of the Tariff Commission
serves as a member of the Trade Agreements Committee, and also
as chairman of the interdepartmental Committee for Reciprocity
Information; the Vice Chairman of the Tariff Commission serves as
his alternate on both Committees.

It is a matter of Commission policy that the Tariff Commission
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