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PLACE: Board Room, Second Floor,
Federal Housing Finance Board, 1777 F
Street, N.W., Washington, D.C. 20006.
STATUS: The entire meeting will be open
to the public.
MATTERS TO BE CONSIDERED DURING
PORTIONS OPEN TO THE PUBLIC:
• Federal Home Loan Bank of Dallas

Proposal to Certify the Texas
Department of Housing and
Community Affairs as a Nonmember
Mortgagee.

• Discussion of Federal Home Loan
Bank System Legislation.

CONTACT PERSON FOR MORE INFORMATION:
Elaine L. Baker, Secretary to the Board,
(202) 408–2837.
Rita I. Fair,
Managing Director.
[FR Doc. 96–10479 Filed 4–24–96; 10:36 am]
BILLING CODE 6725–01–P

FEDERAL RESERVE SYSTEM

Formations of, Acquisitions by, and
Mergers of Bank Holding Companies

The companies listed in this notice
have applied to the Board for approval,
pursuant to the Bank Holding Company
Act of 1956 (12 U.S.C. 1841 et seq.)
(BHC Act), Regulation Y (12 CFR part
225), and all other applicable statutes
and regulations to become a bank
holding company and/or to acquire the
assets or the ownership of, control of, or
the power to vote shares of a bank or
bank holding company and all of the
banks and nonbanking companies
owned by the bank holding company,
including the companies listed below.

The applications listed below, as well
as other related filings required by the
Board, are available for immediate
inspection at the Federal Reserve Bank
indicated. Once the application has
been accepted for processing, it will also
be available for inspection at the offices
of the Board of Governors. Interested
persons may express their views in
writing on the standards enumerated in
the BHC Act (12 U.S.C. 1842(c)). If the
proposal also involves the acquisition of
a nonbanking company, the review also
includes whether the acquisition of the
nonbanking company complies with the
standards in section 4 of the BHC Act,
including whether the acquisition of the
nonbanking company can ‘‘reasonably
be expected to produce benefits to the
public, such as greater convenience,
increased competition, or gains in
efficiency, that outweigh possible
adverse effects, such as undue
concentration of resources, decreased or
unfair competition, conflicts of
interests, or unsound banking practices’’

(12 U.S.C. 1843). Any request for
a hearing must be accompanied by a
statement of the reasons a written
presentation would not suffice in lieu of
a hearing, identifying specifically any
questions of fact that are in dispute,
summarizing the evidence that would
be presented at a hearing, and indicating
how the party commenting would be
aggrieved by approval of the proposal.
Unless otherwise noted, nonbanking
activities will be conducted throughout
the United States.

Unless otherwise noted, comments
regarding each of these applications
must be received at the Reserve Bank
indicated or the offices of the Board of
Governors not later than May 20, 1996.

A. Federal Reserve Bank of Cleveland
(John J. Wixted, Jr., Vice President) 1455
East Sixth Street, Cleveland, Ohio
44101:

1. Security Banc Corporation,
Springfield, Ohio; to acquire 100
percent of the voting shares of CitNat
Bancorp, Inc., Urbana, Ohio, and
thereby indirectly acquire Citizens
National Bank of Urbana, Urbana, Ohio.

Board of Governors of the Federal Reserve
System, April 22, 1996.
Jennifer J. Johnson,
Deputy Secretary of the Board.
[FR Doc. 96–10301 Filed 4–25–96; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 6210–01–F

Sunshine Act Meeting

AGENCY HOLDING THE MEETING: Board of
Governors of the Federal Reserve
System.
TIME AND DATE: 10:00 a.m., Wednesday,
May 1, 1996.
PLACE: Marriner S. Eccles Federal
Reserve Board Building, C Street
entrance between 20th and 2lst Streets,
NW., Washington, DC 20551.
STATUS: Closed.

MATTERS TO BE CONSIDERED:

1. Personnel actions (appointments,
promotions, assignments,
reassignments, and salary actions)
involving individual Federal Reserve
System employees.

2. Any items carried forward from a
previously announced meeting.
CONTACT PERSON FOR MORE INFORMATION:
Mr. Joseph R. Coyne, Assistant to the
Board; (202) 452–3204. You may call
(202) 452–3207, beginning at
approximately 5 p.m. two business days
before this meeting, for a recorded
announcement of bank and bank
holding company applications
scheduled for the meeting.

Dated: April 24, 1996.
Jennifer J. Johnson,
Deputy Secretary of the Board.
[FR Doc. 96–10478 Filed 4–24–96; 9:48 am]
BILLING CODE 6210–01–P

FEDERAL TRADE COMMISSION

Extension of Time; Comprehensive
Review of ‘‘Made in USA’’ Claims

AGENCY: Federal Trade Commission.
ACTION: Extension of time for filing
public comments.

SUMMARY: The Federal Trade
Commission (‘‘Commission’’ or ‘‘FTC’’)
is conducting a comprehensive review
of ‘‘Made in USA’’ claims in product
advertising and labeling. As part of its
review, the Commission invited
representatives of consumers, industry,
government agencies, and other groups
to attend a public workshop to exchange
views. On December 19, 1995, the
Commission announced that the public
workshop would be held on March 26
and 27, 1996, and invited interested
parties to file requests to participate in
the workshop. The Commission stated
that it would hold the record of the
proceeding open until April 30, 1996, to
allow participants and other interested
parties to submit clarifying or rebuttal
information. The Commission
conducted the public workshop on
March 26 and 27, 1996. In response to
requests by participants during the
workshop, the Commission extends the
period for submitting clarifying or
rebuttal information.
DATES: Written comments will be
accepted until June 30, 1996.
ADDRESSES: Six paper copies of each
written comment should be submitted
to the Office of the Secretary, Federal
Trade Commission, Room 159, Sixth
and Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W.,
Washington, D.C. 20580. To encourage
prompt and efficient review and
dissemination of the comments to the
public, all comments also should be
submitted, if possible, in electronic
form, on either a 51⁄4 or a 31⁄2 inch
computer diskette, with a label on the
diskette stating the name of the
commenter and the name and version of
the word processing program used to
create the document. (Programs based
on DOS are preferred. Files from other
operating systems should be submitted
in ASCII text format to be accepted.)
Individuals filing comments need not
submit multiple copies or comments in
electronic form. Submissions should be
captioned: ‘‘Made in USA Policy
Comment,’’ FTC File No. P894219.



18601Federal Register / Vol. 61, No. 82 / Friday, April 26, 1996 / Notices

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: Beth
Grossman, Attorney, Division of
Advertising Practices, Bureau of
Consumer Protection, Federal Trade
Commission, Washington, DC 20580,
telephone 202–326–3019, or Kent C.
Howerton, Attorney, Division of
Enforcement, Bureau of Consumer
Protection, Federal Trade Commission,
Washington, DC 20580, telephone 202–
326–3013.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:

I. Introduction

As part of a comprehensive review of
its legal standard regarding the use of
unqualified ‘‘Made in USA’’ claims in
product advertising and labeling, on
October 18, 1995, the Commission
published a notice soliciting public
comments. The notice also stated that
the Commission would hold a public
workshop at a date to be announced in
a later notice. 60 FR 53922. On
December 19, 1995, the Commission
announced that the public workshop
would be held on March 26 and 27,
1996, and that the Commission would
hold the record of the proceeding open
until April 30, 1996 for workshop
participants and other interested parties
to submit clarifying or rebuttal
comments on the issues discussed at the
workshop.

The workshop was conducted at the
Commission’s headquarters building in
Washington, DC on March 26 and 27,
1996. At the conclusion of the
workshop, several participants
requested that the Commission extend
the deadline for submission of clarifying
and rebuttal comments to allow
participants to work together on joint
comments, feedback, and possible
proposals.

In light of the complexities of the
issues presented, the Commission has
determined that an extension of the
comment period is appropriate.
Therefore, to allow all interested parties
the opportunity to supply the
Commission with additional written
data, views and arguments, the
Commission grants an extension of the
comment period to June 30, 1996.

II. Alternative Standards Addressed
During the Public Workshop

Participants in the workshop were
invited to discuss the Commission’s
current legal standard regarding the use
of unqualified ‘‘Made in USA’’ claims,
alternatives to the current legal
standard, and how domestic content
claims should be measured under any
future standard. The heart of the
workshop was the participants’
discussion of three primary options that

emerged for standards regarding
unqualified ‘‘Made in USA’’ claims: (1)
the All or Virtually All Standard; (2) a
Percentage Content Standard (e.g.,
50%); (3) and the Substantial
Transformation Standard.

Under the ‘‘all or virtually all’’
standard, sellers may label their
products ‘‘Made in USA’’ only if all or
virtually all of the component parts of
their goods were made in the United
States and all or virtually all of the labor
in assembling their goods was
performed in the United States. A
‘‘percentage content’’ standard is a cost-
based or value-added standard that
focuses on the percent of domestic
content and labor of a particular good.
Under this type of standard, a product
could be labeled ‘‘Made in USA’’ if it
was made, for example, with at least
50% domestic parts and labor. The
‘‘substantial transformation’’ standard is
based on the U.S. Customs Service’s test
for the marking of foreign goods.
Substantial transformation occurs when,
as a result of processes performed in a
particular country, a new article
emerges with a new name, use and
character. Once the Customs Service
considers an article to be substantially
transformed in the United States, the
article need not be marked with a
country of origin.

III. Supplemental Questions for
Comment

During the extended period for
submitting written clarifying or rebuttal
information, the Commission invites
interested parties also to comment on
the following supplemental questions.
The Commission appreciates that, in
response to its October 18, 1995 notice,
a number of commenters submitted
evidence of consumer perceptions in
support of their comments. In
commenting on particular standards,
definitions, or approaches to ‘‘Made in
USA’’ claims and on terms that might be
used to denote a lesser or different level
of domestic content than a broad ‘‘Made
in USA’’ claim, comments should
explain how such standards,
definitions, approaches, or terms relate
to consumer perceptions.

1. All or Virtually All Standard
A. At the workshop, some

participants suggested that for the ‘‘all
or virtually all standard’’ to be practical,
it would have to be more clearly
defined. One possible definition of ‘‘all
or virtually all’’ that was suggested
would require that marketers look only
one step (or two steps) back in the
manufacturing process to determine the
origin of the components of a product,
and would exclude raw materials.

Would that formulation be appropriate
and practical? Would it provide
adequate guidance to marketers? What
are the advantages and disadvantages of
such a circumscribed standard
compared with simply requiring that all
or virtually all of the components and
subcomponents of a product be made in
the U.S.? Are there other formulations
that the Commission should consider?

B. How far back in the manufacturing
process is it appropriate to look to
determine the origin of the components
or materials comprising the product?

i. What constitutes a ‘‘step’’ back in
the manufacturing process?

ii. Is there a single definition of a step
back that can be used across products or
industries?

iii. Is the nature of a step back
different for products that are comprised
of separate components than for
products that do not have separate parts
but instead go through stages of
processing?

iv. Does how far back it is appropriate
to look depend upon the nature of the
product, e.g., whether the product is
simple or complex?

v. If the Commission were to adopt an
‘‘all or virtually all’’ standard, would it
be appropriate to permit marketers to
look only one step back in determining
the origin of components? Are there
products for which this approach would
mask a significant amount of foreign
content? If so, what products or types of
products? Alternatively, is there a point
in the production process, e.g., one step,
two steps, or further back, at which
most of the domestic content of a
product would be included?

vi. What would it cost firms to
support an ‘‘all or virtually all’’ standard
if they were only required to look back
one step in the manufacturing process?
What would the cost be with a two step
back approach or one that required the
producer to look even further back in
the manufacturing process?

C. Should raw materials be excluded
in calculating domestic content?

i. If so, how should ‘‘raw material’’ be
defined? Should it include only those
items that are naturally occurring? Is
steel, for example, a raw material, or
only iron ore? How about leather versus
a tanned cow hide versus a raw hide?

ii. Does it matter if the raw materials
constitute a significant percentage of the
product’s value?

D. Should ‘‘virtually all’’ be further
defined? One alternative would be to
quantify it as a percentage of the
product (e.g., 90% or 95%). Another
alternative would be to consider it
equivalent to ‘‘de minimis’’ foreign
content. Which approach is preferable?
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Are there other alternatives that should
be considered?

2. Percentage Content Standard (e.g.
50%)

A. What specific percentage threshold
for domestic content should a product
have to meet to be considered ‘‘Made in
USA’’? What is the basis for choosing
that threshold? How does it relate to
consumer perception?

B. What costs should be included
(and which excluded) in calculating a
product’s domestic content?

C. Is the percentage of domestic
content of a product likely to fluctuate
significantly over time because of
currency fluctuations or because of
routine changes in sourcing for certain
inputs? If so, is there a way to address,
for marking purposes, any uncertainty
caused by such fluctuations? Does the
impact of such fluctuations change with
the level of permitted foreign content?
For example, is the impact of such
fluctuations greater or lesser if 50%
foreign content is permitted than if only
10% foreign content is permitted?

D. How should the computation
issues raised in Questions 1B and IC,
above, be resolved in the context of a
percentage content standard?

3. Substantial Transformation Standard
A. A substantial transformation

standard was extensively discussed at
the workshop. However, the exact form
of this standard that should be
considered was not resolved.

i. Should the FTC adopt an existing
form of this standard already applied by
the U.S. Customs Service—i.e., the
substantial transformation test that the
Customs Service generally applies or the
tariff classification shift rules that the
Customs Service uses for North
American Free Trade Agreement
(‘‘NAFTA’’) goods?

a. Which of these two Customs
Service approaches should the FTC
adopt? Why?

b. If the FTC chooses to adopt either
of the existing Customs approaches,
what are the implications if these
approaches are changed?

(1) What should the FTC do if the
World Trade Organization (‘‘WTO’’)
establishes (and Congress adopts) rules
for determining whether substantial
transformation has occurred that are
different than those applied by the
Customs Service?

(2) If the Commission chooses to
employ the Customs Service’s general
substantial transformation analysis, and
the Customs Service subsequently
chooses to apply the NAFTA tariff shift
approach to goods from all Most
Favored Nation (‘‘MFN’’) countries (as

has been proposed), should the FTC
then switch to this approach for
domestic origin claims?

ii. A number of participants at the
Commission’s workshop suggested that
the substantial transformation (or tariff
shift) test should be adopted, but with
minor alterations to assure that a
product labeled ‘‘Made in USA’’ in fact
had a meaningful amount of domestic
content. Should the FTC adopt a
modified version of the substantial
transformation test applied by the U.S.
Customs Service?

a. Are there certain products or types
of products for which application of a
substantial transformation standard is
unlikely to ensure that the product
contains a meaningful amount of
domestic content?

b. Some participants suggested that
the Customs Service’s substantial
transformation test be altered to exclude
transformations that amounted only to
‘‘simple assembly.’’ An alternative
proposal is that there be a supplemental
requirement that, to be promoted as
‘‘Made in USA,’’ a product not only be
substantially transformed in the U.S.,
but also contain a certain percentage of
domestic content or have certain of its
key components made in the U.S. What
are the advantages and disadvantages of
these approaches? Are there other
modifications to the substantial
transformation test that the Commission
should consider?

c. If the FTC were to adopt a modified
substantial transformation test, what
costs, if any, would result from the fact
that the FTC’s standard would not be
precisely consistent with that applied
by the Customs Service?

iii. Should the FTC adopt the
standard ultimately adopted by the
WTO for country-of-origin
determinations? Because the WTO
process is likely to take some time,
should the FTC adopt an interim
standard, and if so, what standard?

B. How does a substantial
transformation standard in any of the
variations discussed above relate to
consumer perceptions of ‘‘Made in
USA’’ claims? Does empirical evidence
suggest that consumers think about the
phrase ‘‘Made in USA’’ in terms of the
process by which parts or materials are
transformed into a finished product?
Does empirical evidence suggest that
consumers think the phrase ‘‘Made in
USA’’ refers both to the transformation
process and the origin of the parts and
materials themselves?

C. Is there evidence as to whether
consumers’ understanding of ‘‘Made in
USA’’ claims is the same or different
than their understanding of foreign
origin claims (e.g., ‘‘Made in Japan’’)? Is

there evidence as to whether claims of
foreign origin are as material to
consumers across all or most products
as are claims of domestic origin? Please
provide any supporting documentary
evidence or citations.

D. Are there process-oriented
standards other than substantial
transformation that the Commission
should consider adopting?

E. What are the country-of-origin
marking requirements of other
countries, including the United States’
major trading partners? (For the
questions below, supporting
documentary evidence or citations
would be particularly helpful.)

i. Do other countries require that all
imported goods be marked? Which
countries? For countries that do not
have universal marking requirements,
are there specific categories of goods
that are required to be marked?

ii. Where goods are required to be
marked with their country of origin,
what standards do other countries use to
determine that country of origin?

iii. To what extent do (or would) other
countries permit alternative or qualified
country-of-origin labels on imported
goods—i.e., not simply ‘‘Made in USA,’’
but, for example, ‘‘Product of USA,’’
‘‘Assembled in USA,’’ ‘‘Assembled in
USA of domestic and imported
components,’’ or ‘‘80% Made in USA’’?

iv. What are other countries’
standards for their own domestic origin
claims (e.g., France’s requirements for
‘‘Made in France’’ claims)? Do these
standards differ from those countries’
standards for foreign origin claims?

4. Other Issues
A. Are there other standards or

approaches not encompassed by the
three alternatives set forth above that
the Commission should consider?

B. Are there terms that are, or can be,
used to denote some lesser or different
level of domestic content than a broad
‘‘Made in USA’’ claim, e.g., ‘‘Assembled
in USA,’’ ‘‘Product of USA,’’ ‘‘Processed
in USA,’’ etc. What are the costs and
benefits of using such alternative terms
to label products that would not meet a
standard for ‘‘Made in USA’’ claims but
nonetheless involve some significant
domestic inputs?

C. Some participants at the workshop
suggested consumers interpret the
absence of country of origin labeling as
an indication that a product is made in
the United States. Historically, the
Commission has employed a rebuttable
presumption that goods that were not
labeled with any country of origin
would be understood by consumers to
be made in the United States. As a
result, the Commission traditionally
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1 A deceptive act or practice is one that is likely
to mislead consumers acting reasonably under the
circumstances. See Cliffdale Associates, Inc., 103
F.T.C. 110 (1984), reprinting as an appendix letter
dated Oct. 14, 1983, from the Commission to the
Honorable John D. Dingell, Chairman, Committee
on Energy and Commerce, U.S. House of
Representatives (‘‘Deception Statement’’). The
Commission considers a claim deceptive if even a
‘‘significant minority’’ of consumers are misled.
‘‘An interpretation may be reasonable even though
it is not shared by a majority of consumers in the
relevant class, or by particularly sophisticated
consumers. A material practice that misleads a
significant minority of reasonable consumers is
deceptive.’’ Kraft, Inc., 114 F.T.C. 40, 122 (1991),
aff’d 970 F.2d 311 (7th Cir. 1992), cert. denied, 507
U.S. 909 (1993).

2 Commissioner Starek dissented for reasons
previously stated. See 60 FR 53930 (1995).

required that foreign origin be disclosed
if unmarked goods contained a
significant amount of foreign content.

i. Do consumers generally believe that
unlabeled products are domestic? Does
consumer perception of the origin of
unlabeled products vary by type of
product?

ii. Is a failure to disclose foreign
origin for unmarked goods that contain
a significant amount of foreign content
material to consumers? Does the
materiality vary by type of product?

Commenters are urged to limit their
additional comments to clarifying or
rebuttal information, to the
supplemental questions, or to specific
new proposals, and not merely to
resubmitting views or information
previously submitted or expressed
during the workshop. Comments
proposing or addressing a particular
standard should address how it protects
consumers against deception 1 and why
adopting a particular standard is in the
public interest. All written comments
submitted will be available for public
inspection in accordance with the
Freedom of Information Act, 5 U.S.C.
552, and Commission regulations, on
normal business days between the hours
of 8:30 a.m. to 5:00 p.m. at the Public
Reference Room 130, Federal Trade
Commission, 6th and Pennsylvania
Ave., N.W., Washington, D.C. 20580.

In addition, the Commission will
make this notice and, to the extent
technically possible, all comments
received in response to this notice
available to the public through the
Commission’s Home Page on the
Internet. Interested parties can access
the Commission’s Home Page on the
World Wide Web at the following
address: http://www.ftc.gov.

Authority: 15 U.S.C. 41 et seq.
By direction of the Commission,

Commissioner Starek dissenting.2

Donald S. Clark,
Secretary.
[FR Doc. 96–10364 Filed 4–25–96; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 6750–01–P

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND
HUMAN SERVICES

Agency for Toxic Substances and
Disease Registry

[Announcement 607]

Program to Build Capacity to Conduct
Site-Specific Activities

Introduction

The Agency for Toxic Substances and
Disease Registry (ATSDR) announces
the availability of fiscal year (FY) 1996
funds for a cooperative agreement
program for State health agencies to
conduct site-specific health activities to
determine the public health impact of
human exposure to hazardous
substances at hazardous waste sites or
releases. Specifically, funds will be used
to build capacity to conduct ‘‘Core’’ site-
specific activities including public
health assessments, health
consultations, exposure investigations,
community involvement, and
preventive health education; and
‘‘Optional’’ follow-up health
investigations/studies. ATSDR
considers a site as consisting of the
actual boundaries of a release or facility
along with the resident community and
area impacted by the subject release or
facility.

ATSDR is committed to achieving the
health promotion and disease
prevention objectives of ‘‘Healthy
People 2000,’’ a national activity to
reduce morbidity and mortality and
improve the quality of life. This
announcement is related to the priority
area of Environmental Health. (For
ordering a copy of ‘‘Healthy People
2000,’’ see the section Where To Obtain
Additional Information.)

Authority

This program is authorized under
Sections 104(i) (1)(E), (4), (6), (7), (9),
(14) and (15) of the Comprehensive
Environmental Response,
Compensation, and Liability Act
(CERCLA) of 1980, as amended by the
Superfund Amendments and
Reauthorization Act (SARA) of 1986 [42
U.S.C. 9604(i)(1) (E), (4), (6), (7), (9), (14)
and (15)], and Section 3019 (b) and (c)
of the Resource Conservation and
Recovery Act (RCRA), as amended
(Hazardous and Solid Waste
Amendments of 1984) [42 U.S.C. 6939a
(b) and (c)].

Smoke-Free Workplace

ATSDR strongly encourages all grant
and cooperative agreement recipients to
provide a smoke-free workplace and
promote the non-use of all tobacco
products, and Public Law 103–227, the
Pro Children Act of 1994, prohibits
smoking in certain facilities that receive
Federal funds in which education,
library, day care, health care, and early
childhood development services are
provided to children.

Eligible Applicants

Participation is limited to official
public health agencies of States or their
bona fide agents or instrumentalities.
This includes the District of Columbia,
American Samoa, the Commonwealth of
Puerto Rico, the Virgin Islands, the
Federated States of Micronesia, Guam,
the Northern Mariana Islands, the
Republic of the Marshall Islands, the
Republic of Palau, and federally
recognized Indian tribal governments.
This program is comprised of Core
activities and Optional activities. All
applicants must compete for Core
Activities (Public Health Assessments/
Consultations, Exposure Investigations,
and Community Involvement and
Preventive Health Education). Site-
Specific Health Investigations/Studies
are considered Optional Activities to the
Core Activities award.

Availability of Funds

The government’s obligation under
this grant project is contingent upon the
availability of appropriated funds from
which payment for grant purposes can
be made. No legal liability on the part
of the government for any obligation
may arise until funds are made available
to the grantee through the formal award
of a cooperative agreement.

It is expected that approximately
$11,500,000 will be available in FY
1996 to fund an estimated 22 awards.
The average new award is expected to
be $300,000, ranging from $100,000 to
$500,000. It is expected that the awards
will begin on or about September 29,
1996, and will be made for a 12-month
budget period within a 5-year project
period. Funding estimates may vary and
are subject to change.

Approximately $10,000,000 of the
$11,500,000 will be available to fund an
estimated 22 Core Activities awards
(range $100,000 to $500,000). Personnel
funded under Core Activities should
include, at a minimum, 1–2 full time
employee (FTE) health assessors and 1–
2 FTE health educators/community
involvement specialists. Funds in the
amount of $1,000,000 will be available
for Optional Activities via the initial


