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November 13, 2008

Mr. Matt Priest, Chairman

Committee for the Implementation of
   Textile Agreements
U.S. Department of Commerce
14th Street & Constitution Avenue, N.W.
Room H3001A
Washington, DC  20230

Dear Mr. Priest:

On behalf of Swift Galey, AM&S would like to offer the following rebuttal to claims made by Mount Vernon Mills, Inc. in its letter to you (undated) regarding the request filed by AM&S for Swift Galey for a short supply designation for certain liquid ammonia treated fabrics (96.2008.10.23.Fabric).  

Swift Galey contacted Mr. Richard Turner, President, Apparel Division, Mount Vernon Mills, by email shortly after learning of the letter described above. A copy of that email dated November 6, 2008 and Mr. Turner’s reply email, dated November 10, 2008 is shown in Exhibit A.  

A summary of those emails shows that Mr. Gary Bird, VP, Manufacturing & Operations, Swift Galey, provided Mr. Turner with specifications for greige twill fabric and with performance specifications that Swift Galey required for liquid ammonia treated fabric.  Mr. Bird supplied this information in response to Mount Vernon’s claim that it could meet the performance specifications using conventional mercerizing and asked Mr. Turner to supply a sample fabric and Mount Vernon’s test results within 72 hours.  Mr. Bird explained that Swift Galey was trying to meet a tight customer deadline with liquid ammonia treated fabric and needed to evaluate the Mount Vernon sample as soon as possible.  In addition, Swift Galey was required to respond to the Mount Vernon letter by close of business on November 13. 

Mr. Turner replied by the email shown in Exhibit A with a short message that Mount Vernon would let Swift Galey “know when we have samples”.  Mr. Bird replied to Mr. Turner on November 12 and asked when the sample might arrive at Swift Galey.  Mount Vernon has not responded by close of business, November 12.

Swift Galey believes that Mount Vernon has demonstrated that it is not able to produce a substitute fabric in a timely manner.  In addition, Mount Vernon has not provided Swift Galey with a sample or any analysis to show that it can, in fact, meet the performance specifications required with conventional mercerization.

Swift Galey would also like to address the other claims made by Mount Vernon in its response to AM&S’s request on behalf of Swift Galey.  Each of Mount Vernon’s claims is addressed below.

Mount Vernon quotes a 1996 book by Cotton Incorporated and earlier works going back to 1968 in an attempt to demonstrate the similarity of fabric treated by mercerization and liquid ammonia.  In the AM&S request, no claim was made that liquid ammonia treatment was a new process and it is widely known in the textile industry that several US mills used the process some years ago for certain fabrics.  However, Mount Vernon fails to acknowledge more recent work by Cotton Incorporated in 2004 that was cited in the request by AM&S on behalf of Swift Galey.

That research was published in 2004 in Cotton Incorporated Technical Report (TCR04-12) of June 2004 titled Plant and Laboratory Mercerized Versus Liquid Ammonia Treatment for Durable Press. In the report, the investigators examined cotton twill fabrics and quantitatively measured the effects of mercerizing and liquid ammonia treatments on that fabric.  Cotton Incorporated was then able to compare the treatments for a number of key performance specifications.  This report is more recent, more on point in that both plant and laboratory processes are evaluated, and analyzes the different treatments on cotton twill fabric, which is the type of fabric in the request.

Regarding its claim that liquid ammonia treatment offers “no discernable advantage” over mercerization, Mount Vernon fails to produce any test results or samples that Swift Galey could verify that would offer evidence of its claim.  Instead, it states that the two processes are “quite” comparable and provide “essentially” the same fabric performance.  Unfortunately, “quite” comparable and “essentially” the same do not indicate that the performance specifications demanded by Swift Galey’s customers will be met.  In fact, it was Swift Galey’s efforts to meet those customer requirements that led it to consider liquid ammonia treatment.  Exhaustive attempts to meet its customers’ demands were carried out by Swift Galey using several types of mercerization as is reported in the short supply request.  Only liquid ammonia treatment was found to produce the desired fabric specifications.

Mount Vernon also dismisses the claims for liquid ammonia treatment made by Lafer S.P.A. a “major manufacturer” (Mount Vernon’s description).  Swift Galey also identifies Lafer as a well-known major manufacturer of this equipment, but believes, however, that Lafer’s claims are credible exactly because Lafer is such a major manufacturer and has liquid ammonia treatment equipment operating in a number of countries.  If Lafer were to be exaggerating its claims, customers would hardly be using its equipment.

Mount Vernon also claims that the U.S. Harmonized Tariff Schedule (HTS) does not differentiate between mercerized fabric and liquid ammonia treated fabric.  This argument reveals a lack of knowledge about the Tariff Schedule.  Countless examples can be given that show a lack of differentiation.  For example, Chapter 55 of the HTS, which covers fabrics of man-made fibers, shows no tariff line differentiation between unbleached and bleached fabrics.  A similar situation pertains to corduroy.  Nonetheless, if the U.S. authorities believe tariff lines for liquid ammonia treated fabric are necessary to assist in identifying imports of liquid ammonia treated fabrics, it can create 10-digit tariff lines as it has done in other cases.

Mount Vernon expresses concern over safety issues associated with use of liquid ammonia.  Liquid ammonia is a chemical that must be rigorously controlled in industrial use and the U.S. regulatory authorities have established necessary safety requirements. It has done the same for caustic soda, a chemical used in conventional mercerization that poses potential safety risks.

Mount Vernon's has commented, "We wonder how Swift Galey will effectively ship twill fabric prepped and pretreated with liquid ammonia successfully?"  Swift Galey has been working with three potential overseas suppliers, running extensive trials on imported ammonia treated fabrics, including scale-up yardage with great success and with no evidence of deterioration of fabric performance.  Swift Galey has also developed a prescreen certification process with selected mills requiring quantifiable test data prior to release of shipments, ensuring a consistent product for dyeing/finishing at Swift Galey’s Society Hill plant.

Mount Vernon accuses Swift Galey of engaging in a “subterfuge to get greige goods into Swift Galey’s Society Hill plant duty free and quota free”. Apart from the facts that quotas on twill fabrics no longer exist and the U.S. imposes duties on twill fabrics imported from Asia, Mount Vernon has made a very serious accusation that is without merit and completely unsupported by any evidence.  It is a shabby and obvious attempt to smear the reputation of Swift Galey who is a major competitor of Mount Vernon and it is insulting to Swift Galey and out of place in U.S. short supply procedures.  This unsupported accusation is subject to the due diligence certification made by Mr. Edward Cochrane and should be further investigated immediately by the Committee to Implement Textile Agreements (CITA).   

On behalf of Swift Galey, AM&S respectfully requests that CITA reject Mount Vernon’s claims and designate the fabrics described in the request to be in short supply.








Sincerely,








Carlos Moore

CM:jct
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Commercial Availability Request

Liquid Ammonia Treated Fabrics

INTERESTED PARTY’S DUE DILIGENCE CERTIFICATION

I, Gary Bird, Vice President, Manufacturing, Swift Galey, certify that:

· I have read the attached submission, and

· The information contained in the submission is, to the best of my knowledge, complete and accurate.

Signed:

Gary Bird

Date:  November 13, 2008

Commercial Availability Request

Liquid Ammonia Treated Fabrics
Consultant's Due Diligence Certification

I, Carlos Moore, of AM&S Trade Services, LLC, consultant to Swift Galey, certify that:

· I have read the attached submission, and

· Based on the information made available to me by Gary Bird, I have no reason to believe that this submission contains any material misrepresentation or omission of fact.

Signed:  

Carlos Moore

Date: November 13, 2008

Affiliated with Adduci, Mastriani & Schaumberg, L.L.P.


