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UNITED STATES INTERNATIONAL TRADE COMMISSION
Washington, D.C.

Invéstigation No. 104-TAA-7

SUGAR FROM THE EUROPEAN COMMUNITIES

Determination

revoked. 2/

Background
On March 28, 1980, the U. n 8 al

iigggglssion received a
&
.mulssioﬂgiié> European Communities for

de Agreements Act of 1979.

request from the Delegatiorp
an investigation under c
On September (23, 19

the Dep Commerce published a notice in

the Federal Begister of final s of its first annual review of the

net amouégégigiéﬁ sub31dy<§§§§§§§§gg to sugar from the European Communities.

fﬁ sec. 207.2(j) of the Commission's Rules of
CFR 207.2(3)).
ners Ecke Frank, and Haggart determine that an industry in the

if the order were to be revoked. Chairman Alberger, Vice Chairman
Calhoun, and Commissioner Stern find that an industry in the United States
would not be materially injured, or threatened with material injury, nor would
the establishment of an industry in the United States be materially retarded,
by reason of imports of sugar from the European Communities covered by
countervailing duty order 78-253, if the order were to be revoked. Section
771(11) of the Tariff Act of 1930, as amended, provides, in part, that if the
Commissioners voting on section 104 investigations "are evenly divided as to -
whether the determination of the Commission shall be affirmative or negative,
the Commission shall be deemed to have made an affirmative determination.”




Subsequent to that determination by Commerce, the U.S. International Trade
Commission, pursuant to section 104(b)(2) of the Trade Agreements Act, on

January 27, 1962, instituted investigation No. 104-TAA-7 on Sugar from the

European Comrunities, which currently enters under item 155.2C andtem 155.30
of the Tariff Schedules of the United States, to determine whetlle

in the United States would te materially injured or t

injury, or the estatlishment of an industry in the
materially retarded, ty reason of imports of s r covere

countervailing duty order if the order were to ked.

Notice of the institution of the Coéﬁiégisn's sti d of a
@;;Eb Cffice of the

public hearing was given ty postin coo t@ noti

Secretary, U.S. Internaticnal Tra C 354 Was ngilﬁy L.C. 20436, ard
by publishing the notice in t @\R iste o:ilary 3, 1682 (40 F.K.
505¢). The hearing was h g;>>p\Q;:Q, ashington, D.C., and all

persons who reques rtunity itted to appear in person or by

d the o
counsel. The €ommission vote on thfg§§§§§ vas held in pultlic session on

May 6, 158 S

-




VIEWS OF COMMISSIONERS ECKES, FRANK, AND HAGGART

Imports of sugar from the European Community'(EC) ha been subject to a

countervailing duty order 1/ since July 31, 1978. gy Based\o he record

developed in this investigation, we conclude that jon of this
countervailing duty order would result in eat erial injury to the

sugar industry in the United States.

In making this determination, we particularly on the FC sugar

policy, the large surplus of EC su availableé for\exporty and the volatility

of the domestic and intern iorgarket@
The Domestic Industry <:;izf$ ‘
Our initial co @ g ] th@%ﬁion of the relevant domestic

industry ag he/ jmpac Q;§z§5 subject imports must be assessed.
Section 771(%)(A) of Tar <§§§§}Df 1930 defines the term "industry” as:
a

whgle of a like product, or those producers whose
S !

product constitutes a ma jor proportion of the
n of that product.” The term "like product” is, in
tion 771(10) as meaning: "A product which is like, or in
the absence of like, most similar in characteristics and uses with, the
article subject to an investigation under this title.”

The scope of the outstanding countervailing duty order under

consideration covers generally "sugar from the EC."” Sugar is derived from the

1/ T.D. 78-253.
2/ 43 F.R. 33237.



juice of sugar cane or sugar beets. The refined sugar product derived from
sugar beets is not distinguishable from that of sugar cane inasmuch as both

are virtually chemically pure sugar. 3/ We conclude that the like product for

purposes of this investigation consists of both beet and cane sug

countervailing duty order. Therefore, we have dete "industry”

for purposes of section 771(4)(A) should include growers, ocessors, and

\ N

S s--éﬁ’some mp ent since the

refiners. ﬁf

Present Condition of the U.S. Industry

gar im s« U.S. sugar

g;;§}regularly since 1979.
A r@§§§§j and sugar beet processors
Dur %@ 4d 1978, U.S. producers held

eclined through 1981.

Capacity utilization

increased from 1979 to 1981.

President is authorized to impose under section éz of the Agricultural

3/ Report A-3.

E] Commissioners Eckes and Frank refer to the discussion of the appropriate
industry in the Majority Opinion in Lamb Meat from New Zealand, Inv. No.
701-TA-80, p. 6-10. -

5/ Report A-25.




Ad justment Act of 1933 (as amended). Title IX of the Agriculture and Food Act

of 1981 established the most recent price support loan program for sugar. 6/

Recent Developmenté in International Sugar Trade

EC policy and the sugar surplus—--The current world mark for sugar is

characterized by surpluses and depressed prices. declined

since October 1980. 7/ A major contribution to t s sugar from

the European Community. 8/

The EC's Common Agricultural Policy ) with r ect to sugar is one

ﬁhich, through guaranteed prices, encourag hereby creating
large sugar surpluses. These surplus are e he> benefit of
subsidies. 9/ The EC productie designates three
categories of internal sugar ay~—B" quota, and "C”
sugar. The "A" or basic supposedly set to meet

internal EC consumpt

negotiations, ey usua e bat levels greater than

consumptjion. TAX and " quot§g§§3¥5 er constitute approximately 128.5

percent of aphual EC suga mption. &9/ To the extent that subsidized "A"
ét:jﬁg\\ r encour tivation of "C" sugar, it, too, is suhsidized.

@ / vé\;ggf A-5. N\
/ Report A-35.
E] Report A-17.

The EC's subsidies on sugar exports are-currently being challenged under
the Subsidies Code as a result of a petition filed pursuant to section 301 of
the Trade Act of 1974, as amended. In addition, Australia and Brazil, along
with ten other countries, have filed a complaint under Article ¥XIIT of the
General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade (GATT) because of the EC's failures to
respond to a previous panel determination that the EC's subsidies violate GATT
Article XVI(1l).

10/ Report A-2.



While "A" and "B" sﬁgar may either be sold domestically or exported, "C" sugar
.Jmust be exported by the close of the calendar year or the producers run the

risk of losing a portion of their subsidies. 11/

For the crop year 1981/82, the intervention price for "A" "B" sugar

was increased by 8.5 percent and for the 1982/83 crop, p{gli p cussions

t > s gﬂb >~y has
ose in>recent

has bee eferred to as the

indicated an additional 9 percent increase. The res

been a "mountain of sugar” which the EC has had t

years. This has led to the development of wha

EC's common export policy tor sugar. The exces f\EC sugar production over

ons year since

EC sugar consumption was more than 3 mi on met
1976/77 and nearly 5 million metric t r %81/82.
h ed o&@f
<

xcesses coincide

with a large world surplus of suga - the "sugar

tiizgiaonal trade in sugar, avoid

adequate sugar supplies, the

ugar negotiated the International

e Uriited States is a member of the ISA; but

nder the current terms of the ISA, the United States is permitted to
!

import 5,109 metric tons of sugar from nonmember countries, which includes the

EC. The council of the International Sugar Organization established by the

11/ A detailed discussion of the EC's CAP with respect to sugar is found in
the Report, pp.A-2-3, A-14-18, and A-34-36,
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Agreement is charged with monitoring imports and exports from member and
nonmember countries and periodically adjusts quotas according to changes in
world supplies and prices. The Council's quota restrictions for the United

States in recent periods are shown in Appendix D of the

In addition to this international effort, the United

|

imposed antidumping duties on imports of sugar from ge Ei> ember states.
On May 16, 1979, the U.S. International Trad mﬁ§§§$§§% orted to the
Secretary of the Treasury its unanimous determination that an industry in the

the importation of sugar from
Belgium, France, and West Germani§§¥§§;: 3 partm the Treasury had
determined was being, or was 1li t e, sold a than fair value

<§2§§§?§s deterSQZgE}on, Treasury imposed

dumping duties on any LTKV : orts %’countries in question,

(LTFV). As a result of the

entered on or atter 197%{;:55
Finall plu g§§3§9 ugar prices which threatened the U.S.
sugar price upport ram, resident recently imposed a sugar import
<§§§§§%e period between May 11, 1982, and June 30,

th 22 other countries and areas, was allocated a
ual to 5.9 percent. The other FC countries received

quota may be modified at any time.

12/ The President took this action pursuant to Headnote 2 of Subpart A of
Part 10 of schedule 1 of the Tariff Schedules of the United States. Pursuant
to Section 22 of the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1933, the President
simultaneously modified the fee system implemented by Proclamation 4887 of

Dec. 23, 1981, so as to make it compatible with the quotas.



Likely Effect of Removal of the Countervailing Duty Order

- In a section 104 review investigation, the Commission is to assess the impact
that revoking an existing countervailing duty order will have on the

appropriate domestic industry. In explaining the reasons for includ
section 104, the Committee on Finance report notes: &
Under section 701 of the Tariff Act of 1930 .
x fr
that t

satisfied. Countervailing duty ordersg effect on
effective date of new section 701 of tl Lff Act with

respect to products from a country to which t mater
injury test of new section 701 wfi%iggbap\ ere

u
. Se
104 of the bill provides for a wNof these o @Q r
the purpose of making an i rmif3tion _3/
: the ng f subsidized
o e future impact of

o so, we conclude that if

Therefore, Congress intended the I

imports and to make a material
these imports if the order
the order were revoked, subsi ed EC impar 1d present a "real and

imminent"” threa f ma al igjury té§;§5§gomestic industry.

As discu d ve, both t gion of the domestic industry and the

eflect t dictable and volatile nature of trade in

remedial measures. In contrast, the program

d certain. There is nothing in the regord of this investigation

which suggests that the EC will deviate from this policy in the future. 14/

13/ S. Rept. No. 96-249, p. 198. .

14/ The EC requested this review investigation, but did not participate in
the hearing. Recent changes in the Community's sugar program were outlined in
a letter to the Commission. (See Appendix C to the Report). The Department
of Commerce is charged with the responsibility of determining the impact of
these changes on its determination of subsidy practices by the FC.



Without the protection of the countervailing duty order, the domestic
industry would be threatened with material injury in light of FC subsidization
and aggressive sugar production. Presently, the EC will have over 5 million

short tons of sugar available for export from the 1981-82 c - 15/ This

amount alone almost equals total U.S. imports for l9§%; Soviet
Union, the United States is the largest importer of s i world lﬁ/ and
most assﬁredly would be a market targeted by t > fo al f its surplus in

/4

the absence of a countervailing duty orde
Importantly, the legislative history ing the definition of the term
"material injury” indicates that Coéﬁis§§>an ted ial problems in
determining whether an industry p an agric ommodity is

<
7

materially injured. 17/ Secti ) indicat hat the Commission shall

consider in the case of agr ncreased burden on

pro;éé%i}b e demonstrated instability

and volatility h rac zes stic sugar commodity market point

to the certain verse)\ impact Qg§§§§§§§ﬁall amounts of subsidized imported
the U.S. su program for sugar as well as on domestic

here er factors which would affect future levels of

government income or pri

éd’ sugar imports from the EC, reliance on these factors to restrain

5/ According to the submission made by the Department of Agriculture, the
EC's share of the free world market has increased from 3.4 percent in 1975 to
over 18 percent in 1981.

16/ Report A-21.
17/ S. Rept. No. 96-249 p. 88.
18/ Report p. A-33.
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such imports cannot be justified in this case. One of these factors is the
outstanding antidumping order; but, the existence of this order does not
provide sufficient assurance regarding future levels of imports. Most

importantly, the antidumping order fails to cover seven of the EC member

states. Those countries not covered by the antidumping dier ally

have demonstrated the capacity to produce significant.amg §§§§§§> for
export. 19/ '

The countervailing duty order and the a

and distinct unfair trade practices. It is appd

Congress envisioned situations

q§§i£9 ies would be

required. 20/
The statemen rom<§§§§§> roduc {3 Appendix C of the report
ints

(referenced above) a secoand or affecting future levels of

©)

ISA nonmember quota. Reliance on this

native o e fmport levels is unsound, however. The quota
t’any time, and has been altered significantly in

esponse to changes in the world sugar market. Indeed, as

!
suspended completely. Subsequently, the quota was reinstated and

19/ Report p. A-23 & 24; tables 7-10
20/ Taritf Act of 1930, as amended § 772(d)(1) (D).

10
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adjusted. 21/ Further, even though legislation has been introduced to extend
U.S. membership in the ISA, future membership beyond 1982 remains uncertain.
If the United States were not a member, EC sugar imports would no longer be

subject to the nonmember quota.

world sugar market. The intent of the Subsidies

assessment of the impact 3 fro considerations which
underlie such agreements re51dentié§§§§§§§:§ under the Headnote
authority. This process <§;§§i§9 afford(gi;ég ties with predictability
in that assessment. Rel ¢ ®ain amount and duration to

sugar imports is misplaced. To
i and exporting countries alike with an
which is less than Congress clearly

%giisghts future trade relationships in this

<
ertainty and policy considerations which our

eliminate. Therefore, the uncertainty of these
scope of the antidumping order preclude us from relying
on them in assessing the impact revocation of the countervailing duty order

would have on the domestic industry.

21/ See "Outline of Quotas, Duties, and Fees on Sugar,” in Appendix D of the
Report. Since Jan. 1, 1980, the quota for nonmembers has been 93,816 short
tons, suspended for over a year, reinstated at 74,384 short tons, adjusted to
5,987 metric tons, and further adjusted to the current level of 5,109 metric
tons.

11
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Conclusion
Our determination i;~based primarily on our assessment that the EC will
coﬁtinﬁe to subsidize exports and that the resulting enormous surplus would
have serious effects in already unsettled U.S. and international sugar

markets. We find that a revocation of the countervailing duty ordex \will

threaten material injury to the U.S. sugar industry. <><§££i§§ii}i>

12
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VIEWS OF CHAIRMAN ALBERGER, VICE CHAIRMAN CALHOUN, AND COMMISSIONER STERN

Imports of sugar from the Furopean Community (EC) have been subject to a
countervailing duty order since July 31, 1978. 1/ That order before us for

review pursuant to section 104(P) of the Trade Agreemefits 9. Based

on the record developed in this investigation, we n )& revocation

of this countervailing duty (CVD) order would n ult material injury or

the threat of material injury to, or in t terial r rdation of, an
industry in ‘the United States. Wjij%;;§§>

In arriving at this decision, W;Q%§¥§>con ed stich\maxket factors as

§:>iap025§ froﬂiﬁfg%ig’ Belgium, and West
s and duti ur t to Presidential
N

sugar quota osed pursuant to the
International Sugar < &) and §§;§§§nt to Presidential Proclamation
4941, as well theA&fa orsn the performance of the domestic
industry. ec ined)effect §g§§§5

fees, a quotas insures v.s. industry will not be adversely affected

the existence of antidumping duki

Germany, the existence of impo

Proclamation 4940, the existe

ntidumping duties, import duties and

b ow- c EC sugar order is revoked.

Q’ﬂw Do Industry 2
Our initial consideration is the definition of the relevant domestic

industry against which the impact of the subject imports must he assessed.

Section 771(4)(A) of the Tariff Act of 1930 defines the term "industry” as

1/ T.D. 78-253, 43 FR 33237.

2/ It is the view of Vice Chairman Calhoun that, since this case arises
under section 104 of the Trade Agreements Act of 1979, the task before the
Commission is to determine whether a domestic industry would be materially

(Footnote Continued)
13
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The domestic producers as a whole of a like product, or
those producers whose collective output of the like
product constitutes a major proportion of the total
domestic production of that product.

The term "like product” is, in turn, defined in section 771(10) meaning

subject to an investigation under this title

The scope of the outstanding CVD order under

generally all sugar from the EC whether derived—£from suga eet or sugar

ets is not

market place. 3/ We conclude ther

like the imported sugar is sugar d

production. With beet su
beets to refined s
ugar cane raw sugar before it is sold to
uce nd, product, refined sugar. Other sugar

hooprocess the cane into raw sugar and who in

Commission determines whether a domestic indusitry is materially injured or
threatened with material injury by reason of the imported merchandise under
investigation. Since no standards or guidance is given for section 104
determinations, he has in prior cases used the standards and analytical
methodology employed in our Title VII cases for guidance in determining what
would happen if duties were to be revoked. In this case, the standards and
methodology of Title VII are particularly useful as there have been no duties
imposed in the past year, making data from that period especially helpful in
predicting what would occur without the duty. Thus, when Title VII language
and theories arise in this opinion it is, for his purposes, based on the above
rationale. ) 14
3/ Report A-3.
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turn sell it to refiners."lhus the structure of the system for producing
sugar is highly interdependent. Naturally, then, any impact of imports on the

processors and refiners would be directly felt by the growers, a situation

which is not unusual in the agricultural sector. Because this degree of

interdependence and integration among growers, proczgsor; finers, we
|

have determined that the producers of the like produ re

sugar cane and sugar beets and those who pro anggisgga then
Consequently the "industry"” for purposes of sectio 71(%4) (A) should include
growers and processors and refiners. é/<§§2::ii>

Present Condition of the U.S. Indu&% I@

The U.S. industry has b recent period. Today

antidumping duties and quot3 p du (Egéé%ees, as well as

countervailing duties, from the European Community

(EC).
U.S. sugar produ on
p ncr ed

ly
, whit%%n crop year 1979/80 to 5.77 million

ch\yeaw since, reaching 6.51 million short tons in

%h for both cane sugar refiners and beet sugar

gince.™ From 1978 to 1981, the U.S. sugar processing industry became
ycreasingly profitable. 1In particular, for the beet sugar processing
industry, the net operating margin increased from a negative 2.0 percent in

1978, to 1l4.4 percent in 198l. Similarly, the net operating margin of cane

4/ Report A-8-11
5/ Report A-28.
6/ Report A-25.

15
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sugar refiners increased from 3.1 percent in 1978 to 5.3 percent in 1981. For
those processors that are cooperatives similar trends are evident for their
operations. 7/ 1In sum, since 1978 the performance of both U.S. sugar-beet

processors and sugar cane refiners has been improving.

<
Likely Effect of Removal of the Countervailing Duty Order
re Co

In a section 104 review investigation, the task ssion is

to assess the impact the revocation of an existing counter ling¥duty order

will have on the domestic industry.A

U.S. imports of sugar from the EC incr ed s g;;j) fro ort tonms,

raw value, in 1974 to 83,426 short tons, (¥ ' , in 197§§§i§3 owing the

imposition of anti-dumping duties on<§;§3§§£§: ] g;;%%um and the

Federal Republic of Germany,'coun; v n tie g;%gpé%gar and the

imposition of quotas on EC s gé%%éizil to giZeg%\ational Sugar Agreement

(ISA) imports from t fe s in .1l short tons, rose to 71
to

short tons in 1980 and\fell a

ons in 1981. Since 1974 such
t2> 1 percent of domestic consumption.
ledged that imports from the EC are a

rket. However, these producers maintain

which is in turn reflected in the U.S. price. 8/ Even accepting, arguendo,
that EC world exports impact adversely on U.S. market prices, we do not think
this argument is relevant to the case before the Commission. ‘In a section 104

review, the Commission's task is to determine the impact of imports on U.S.

7/ Report A-30-A-33.
8/ Hearing transcript p. 8.

16
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producers if the countervaiiing duty order is revoked. Thus, the effect on
U.S. producers of EC exports to the world market rather than to just the U.S.

market is irrelevant to our determination under section 104. Moreover if the

impact of EC sugar is through its worldwide marketing we fa to understand
how a countervailing duty ordqr affecting exports tothe
have remedial effect. Revocation of the order weyl

the world market nor their impact on world p

direct impact of EC subsidized expor T igégg%?@ only indirectly
on U.S. prices, we do not thiank al 3 ?iiﬁ§ tion in this case
3 atu
<
from(the ver the past 3 years

ition of the antidumping duties on
i the Federal Republic of Germany on

&

stble imports of EC sugar. Under the ISA quota

could be defended within the

on of the ISA quota regime on January 1,

rts to the U.S.--including those from the
eed 5,109 metric tons a year. Compared to total
mports 6f 5,013,704 short tons raw value in 1981, this is a minimal amount

ch, even if sold at well below the prevailing market price, would not

materially affect the U.S. industry. 9/

9/ In a previous ITC report on sugar, Investigation 22-41, April 1978&, the
pr?be elasticity of demand was found to be inelastic. MNevertheless, a small
increase in the quantity of sugar available to the market, such as 5,000 toms,
would be unlikely to have a significant effect on a daily price quote, and
would have negligible lasting effect on the price over any period of time.
Staff briefing of Commission at meeting, May 6, 1982.

17
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Today the U.S. sugér industry is further protected by quotas imposed by
Presidential Proclamation 4941. As of May 11, 1982, only France of the FC

member states may export sugar to the United States, and its quota allocation

other countries. From May 11, 1982, to June 30, 1982, thg>
mere 220,000 short tons, raw value, compared to an

approximately 10 million short tons.

protection to the domestic industry.

EC originate in the three countries to wh As

dditional

ordge rgprovi%
the @g%iﬁfbAct of 1930, as
@9

the larger of the

Proclamdtion are subject to modification. However, it is specifically
provided that quotas proclaimed pursuant to the Presidential Proclamation will
be in accordance with the ISA. Modification of the ISA quotas are a function

of the prevailing world price, quotas falling only as the price rises, thereby

10/ Staff briefing of Commission at meeting, May 6, 1982.
18
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ensuring continued protection of the domestic industry. As to the possibility

that the EC may join the ISA and thereby no longer be subject to the

non-member quota, we note the letter from the EC to the Commission dated

imports which would adverse
of the Commission in a se on to forecast the effect of

revocation of the counte he domestic industry. 1In so

doing, we must co & a whi t the condition of the industry as
they exist the ti of the dete tion. Mere conjecture as to future
ot

eventsis n propriate even f a threat of material injury argument. It

is n ou Tre speculation as to what future market

ll/ "In determining whether an industry in the United States is threatened
with material injury, the ITC will consider the likelihood of actual material
injury occurring. It will consider any economic factors it deems relevant,
and consider the existing and potential situation with respect to such
factors. An ITC affirmative determination with respect to threat of material
injury must be based upon information showing that the threat is real and
injury is imminent, not a mere supposition or conjecture. The 'threat of
material injury' standard is intended to permit import relief under the
countervailing duty and antidumping laws before actual injury occurs and

(Footnote Continued)
19
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Having considered‘the current healthy state of the U.S. sugar industry
and the existence of other forms of protection against EC sugar imports, we
determine that revocation of the countervailing duty order will not result in

material injury or threat of material injury to the U.S. sugar ind ry.

&\%

(Footnote Continued) ; : .
should be administered in a manner .so as to prevent actual injury from
occurring. Relief should not be delayed if sufficient evidence exists for
concluding that the threat of injury is real and injury is imminent.” S.

Rept. No. 96-249 at 88-89Y.

20



INFORMATION OBTAINED IN THE INVESTIGATION

Introduction

) published in
determined
m bounties

On July 31, 1978, the U.S. Department of Treasury (Trea
the Federal Register (43 F.R. 33237) a notice stating that

Accordingly, imports into the United States of s i_the EC,
currently provided for under items 155.20 and 1ff Schedules
of the United States, were subject to counter The net amount
of such bounties or grants was determined to be 10. per pound of sugar.

In January 1980, the provisions of t\{itle rade Agreements Act of
1979 became effective, and the authority f ] the countervailing
duty statute was transfered from Treasury to\k ent of Commerce
(Commerce). As required by section 7
Commerce has conducted its first ay

ministratiy iew of the
countervailing duty order on
preliminarily determined that

3 jJult, Commerce,
gié%ifonferred on such sugar

during the period July 1, 1976 . 19805 was 3.5 cents per pound
of sugar and that that rate(wouyld 3 é%imated duty deposit rate
on any entries until comple strative review, and that
liquidation of such ent On September 23, 1981, a

oY dtrative review on sugar from the
EC was publishg F.R. 46984). Commerce's final
determination pinary determination. 1/ Therefore
Ly rom the EC, or entered or withdrawn
after September 23, 1981, is subject to a
of sugar.

fion 104(b) of the Trade Agreements Act of 1979 with
T N e EC. The Trade Agreements Act of 1979, subsection
Commission, in the case of a countervailing duty order

svernment or group of exporters of merchandise covered by the order, to
conduct an investigation to determine whether an industry in the United States
would be materially injured, or threatened with material injury, or whether
the establishment of such industry would be materially retarded, if the order
were to be revoked. On January 27, 1982, the Commission instituted
investigation No. 104-TAA-7 on sugar from the EC. Notice of the institution
of the Commission's investigation and of a public hearing to be held in
connection therewith was duly given by posting copies of the notice in the
office of the Secretary, U.S. International Trade Commission, Washington, D:C.,
and by publishing the notice in the Federal Register.on February 3, 1982 (40
F.R. 5058) 2/ The hearing was held on April 5, 1982. The final action--i.e.,

notification of Commerce of the Commission's determination--is scheduled for
A-1

l/ Copies of Commerce's notices are presented in app. A.
2/ A copy of the Commission's notice of investigation and hearing is shown
in app. B.



May 14, 1982. However, the statutory deadline is 3 years from the date of
receipt of the request for investigation by the delegation of the Commission
of the European Communities, or, in this case, by March 28, 1983.

Nature and Extent of Subsidies Being Provided
<
]

The Department of Commerce's administrative review o e
duty order on sugar from the EC covered the period J 1 s
in
d
) o

axvailing
ough June

ermination
rantee fund,

the EC. After

, Commerce decided

30, 1980. The countervailable program cited in Co
is export restitution payments made under the guidanc
which is operated under the Common Agriculture Policy
reviewing comments received during its admin
that no change should be made to the estimat
per pound of sugar) as published in the
noted that export restitution payments
movement in world sugar market prices.
Commerce's review, export restitution

pound. The rate calculated by Co ‘

subsidy given to all sugar exporte r the) EC duringl\the review period.
s uga gﬁ in the European

which Qggtg hree accounting

1

Community are subsidized under

categories or designations f the duced in the EC. The first
two categories, labeled and” "B ounts for which exports are
subsidized, and t rd,\labe "C, "D ss production over the quotas
for which exports are not T , "B", and "C" sugars are

completely fungible\ and

speg§§2§§> gnations are for accounting

quota equx §>105 percent of annual human sugar

e EC, and quota equals 23.5 percent of the "A"
"A" and Ny equal about 128.5 percent of annual EC
Al11<sug produced in excess of "A" and "B" quotas is "C"

gar is §§«= allly about 10 percent of EC sugar production,

gar the level of "C" sugar is much higher than
the CAP, a marketing year runs from October 1 to the following
The harvest of sugar beets in the EC begins in early October
generally completed sometime in February. The exact amount of excess
"C" sugar is not known until October of the following year. "A" and "B" sugar
may be sold domestically or exported. However, all "C" sugar must be exported
by December 31 of the given year, or the producer may lose part of his
subsidy. The subsidies are paid to producers after the end of the marketing
year and are based on annual EC human sugar consumption.

On July 1, 1981, the EC instituted a new program, under which quota sugar
became subject to levies. Ideally, the levies exacted from producers would be
sufficient to offset export restitution payments in a given year. However,
the levies do not apply to quantities of exported sugar equivalent to
preferential imports, nor can they exceed certain levels. Because of A-2



A-3

surpluses and depressed prices in the current world market, it is unlikely
that the levies for the 1981/82 crop year will cover export refunds. Under
these circumstances, the deficit is added to the amount to be covered by the
levy in the following year. A copy of a statement by the delegation of the
Commission of the European Communities explaining this program is provided
in appendix C.

I &
The Produc <§§§§§>
Description and uses

Four products constitute the bulk—of the su , sirups, and molasses
provided for in items 155.20 and 15530 of the Tariff Schedules of the United
: quid sugar, and invert sugar sirup.

Refined, 1.e., pure sugar,
sucrose, which is derived eit f
or the processing of sugar be
plants, usually grown in to avoid disease and pest
problems from growing two y)in the same field). The

&€ successi

United States, Canada, (g accounr ¢lrtually all sugar made from
sugar beets. Sugar cane 1$"%g ' (S Q‘Lpﬂcal plant. Unlike most sugar
beets, which are cg 2 ned sugar in a single operation,
sugar cane 1is fi C termediate product, raw sugar, by one

’ 7R d to pure sugar by another (refining).
ygar cane is grown; refining is done close
gar, consisting of large sucrose crystals
ipal sugar shipped in world trade and
S. sugar imports in 1981. Since 1975, most
\ave originated in Canada. Refined sugar is usually
powdered form; however, for some uses, primarily in

s dissolved in water and sold as a liquid (liquid
irup).

institutional users, and two-thirds, to industrial users, where it is used to
sweeten commercially sold products. The consumption of sugar, by types of
uses, is shown in table 1.

U.S. tariff treatment

The TSUS does not attempt to separately identify sugars, sirups, and
molasses by name for classification purposes. Rather, products of this
description are classified in accordance with their physical and chemical
properties, regardless of the name by which a particular product may be
called. Under the description, "sugars, sirups, and molasses, derived from
sugar cane or sugar beets, principally of crystalline structure or Aim dry
amorphous form" (TSUS item 155.20) are classified all the solid sugars of
commerce, including raw and refined sugar. Under the description "sugars,
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sirups, and molasses, derived from sugar cane or sugar beets, not principally
of crystalline structure and not in dry amorphous form, containing soluble non
sugar solids (excluding any foreign substance that may have been added or
developed in the product) equal to 6 percent or less by wei of the total
soluble solids” (TSUS item 155.30) are classified liquid suga nd invert
sugar sirup.

Since 1934, the primary objective of U.S. tariff §> d to TSUS
items 155.20 and 155.30 has been to stabilize suga v
fluctuating frequently and radically, often thre 3 of the U.S.
sugar industry. Since 1977, the U.S. Governme to stabilize
sugar prices through a series of price-support loan s, protected by (1)

duties and quotas, which the President is aut} roclaim under
headnote 2 of subpart A, part 10, schedul ; and (2) fees, which
the President is authorized to impose unde n 22 of the Agricultural

Ad justment Act of 1933. A review of ams on sugar and
on of “thése prgrams\yhrough quotas,

duties, and fees are presented in appendix D. Q§§2§
Title IX of the Agricultur ) :é? f 1981 blished the most

r. The ke ovisions of title IX
<:2: &

cessed from domestically

t¥: beginning with the date of
h March 31, 1982, the Secretary
<%§§§§h ocessed products thereof, support

n u level as the Secretary determines
q approxfggzizg aw sugar price of 16.75 cents per
of

o

are as follows:

(1) Effective vy
grown sugar
enactme

ar beets at such level as the Secretary
¢ reasonable in relation to the support

r 1, 1982, the Secretary shall support the price
grown sugar cane through nonrecourse loans at such
ecretary determines appropriate but not less than 17
ents per pound for raw cane sugar for the 1982 crop, 17.5 cents per
pound for the 1983 crop, 17.75 cents per pound for the 1984 crop,
and 18 cents per pound for the 1985 crop. Effective October 1,
1982, the Secretary shall support the price of domestically grown
sugar beets through nonrecourse loans at such level as the Secretary
determines to be fair and reasonable in relation to the level of
loans for sugar cane. The Secretary shall announce the loan rate to
be applicable during any fiscal year as far in advance of the
beginning of that fiscal year as practicable consistent with the
purposes of the subsection. Loans during any such fiscal year shall
be made available not earlier than the beginning of the-fiscal year
and shall mature before the end of that fiscal year.

A-5
Provision (1) above provided for an interim purchase agreement program to be
implemented pending the execution of the loan programs provided for in
provision (2). In order to protect these price-support programs, the



President, on December 23, 1981, issued Proclamations Nos. 4887 and 4888,
which imposed import fees and modified tariffs on imports, respectively.

Import duties

On December 23, 1981, the President signed Proclamatiéﬁ
pursuant to headnote 2, subpart A, part 10, schedule 1, of

value. 2/ The former rate of duty is the lowest rate wh the President can
proclaim, and the latter is the highest rate. 3 The colu 2 ﬁ] rate of duty
statutory rate
e 4 to the TSUSA. 5/

1/ Column 1 rates of duty kgéigsir N) rates and are
appllcable to imported pro coun cept those communist

countries and areas iqg eral e 3(f) of the TSUSA.

However, these rate to p of developing countries where
such articles are e efer ff treatment provided under
ef¥ences\o r the "LDDC" rate of duty column.

Q are assessed by a rate formula (2.98125
ent\ per’ pound for each degree under 100
porportion) but not less than 1.9265625
~:r in item 155.30 are assessed based on
degrees, a measure of purity, are determined
, of therate formula based on degrees of purity
duty per pound of recoverable sucrose content

Duties are generally quoted on 96-degree raw
sugar, as such sugar constitutes the bulk of world trade.

2/ Headnote 2 fixes the column 1 rate of duty in effect Jan. 1, 1968, 0.625
cent per pound, raw value, as the floor below which the President cannot
reduce the duty. Sec. 201(a) (2) of the Trade Expansion Act of 1962
establishes the ceiling rate, which is to be no more than 50 percent above the
rate existing on July 1, 1934 (1.875 cents per pound, raw value).

4/ The column 2 rates of duty apply to imported products from those
communist countries and areas enumerated in general headnote 3(f) of the TSUSA.

5/ These Increased rates of duty were effective for articles entered, or
withdrawn from warehouse for consumption, after 12:01 a.m. (e.s.t.) on Dec.

24, 1981, except for sugar entered before Jan. 1, 1982, which was imported to
fulfill forward contracts that were entered into prior to June 1, 1981,
between (a) an exporter and an end user, or (b) an importer, broker, or
operator and an end user of such articles. Virtually all sugar imports
between Dec. 24, 1981, and Jan. 1, 1982, are believed to have qualified for
this exception.

A-6
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of Preferences (GSP) 1/ except for those countries excluded under the
competitive-need criterion, Argentina, Brazil, Colombia, the Dominican
Republic, Guatemala, Panama, the Philippines, Swaziland, d Thailand. All
imports under item 155.30 are eligible for GSP.

Section 22 import fees |

amdfYion No. 4887,
22 th ricultural
dditional import fees

Also, on December 23, 1981, the President
which pursuant to emergency provisions of se
Ad justment Act, provided a system for the imposi

to protect the price-support operations r sugar e and sugar beets
mandated by the Agriculture and Food Act of 1981. effective date of these
import fees was the same as that for th cation of the tariff on sugar
previously discussed.

Under Proclamation No. 4887, i§§§§§§retary of cultlre is provided
authority to establish import fed aNquarterl sowhich are ‘
automatically adjusted if su igz?s dgk from(t ket stabilization

nd \foy )10 conse e market days. The

price by more than 1 cent per
S e detrgyn ed necessary to protect the

rcha agrgement program and the price-
;§§;§§required to discourage
forfeiture of sugar ent t is calculated by adding to the
price-support

agreement pr ed 3 : gportation costs (welghted average of

support loan program,

r handling), interest costs, if applicable
¢ a greement program), an amount adequate to
:ﬂméz value of duty reductions to be granted under the

Y :Ewnnr, as determined by the Secretary (0.5 cent per
~!~a\§?ctor of 0.2 cent per pound. These additions to the
1§3§\?e ish a market stabilization price of 19.08 cents per

Q\“§;\ October 1, 1982, when the loan program will take

the suppotrt price will increase to 17.00 cents per pound.
hereafter, the market stabilization price will be adjusted on a fiscal year
sis, in accordance with the prescribed increases in the price-support level.

Under the current fee system, the fee for raw sugar (sugar to be further
refined or improved in quality) is the difference between the market
stabilization price and the sum of (1) the average world spot price (number 11
spot price) for the 20 consecutive market days immediately preceding the 20th
day of the month preceding the calendar quarter; (2) the duty; and (3) the
"attributed cost"” of importing raw sugar from Caribbean ports to the north

1/ The GSP, enacted as title V of the Trade Act of 1974, provides duty-free
treatment for specified eligible articles imported directly from desi ed
beneficiary developing countries. GSP, implemented by Executive Order No.
11888 of Nov. 24, 1975, applies to merchandise imported on or after Jan. 1,
1976, and is scheduled to remain in effect until Jan. 4, 1985.
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Atlantic coast, including freight, stevedoring, financing, weighing, sampling,
and International Sugar Agreement fees. During January-March of 1982, the
President proclaimed the import fees to be 2.1418 cents per pound for raw cane
sugar (sugar to be further refined or improved in quality). For r
(not to be further refined or improved in quality), the President pr
an import fee equivalent to that for raw sugar plus 15 percent of th
by which the applicable market stabilization price exceeds the 20
of the daily spot (world) price for raw sugar. On April 2, 19
Secretary of Agriculture gave notice that the section 22
April-June 1982 will be 3.0703 cents per pound for raw
per pound for refined sugar. The fees were increased
pound on April 21, 1982, because sugar prices were below th
stabilization price by more than 1 cent per pound for 10 cons
days.

Antidumping duties op sugar imports from Beiggﬁm, France
and West Germany <:;;>
On May 16, 1979, the U.S. Internatidn ra <%ommisgg§§® ported to the
ermi io
3 e i

Secretary of the Treasury its unanimeus t industry in the

United States was being injured by tidn of sugar provided
for in TSUS items 155.20 and 155
which the Department of the Tre
to be, sold at less than fai

giu an and West Germany,

m

being, or was likely

i ally all imports of sugar
ies.

<§;§§§ion, Treasury imposed dumping

duties on any LT g t ntries in question, entered on or
N average dumping margins found by

\ ffom 102 to 121 percent. These

ce, ot subject to both countervailing

The importer is only required to

Treasury for t
margins are

The Domestic Industry

About 55 percent of the sugar consumed annuaily in the United States
comes from domestic sources (30 percent from sugar beets and 25 percent from
sugar cane) and 45 percent from foreign sources (nearly all cane except for
that imported from the European Community and Canada).

U.S. sugar beet growers and beet sugar processors

Sugar beets are currently produced in 15 States. The number of farms
producing sugar beets in 1981/82 is likely to have decreased from the 10,500
farms producing sugar beets in 1977/78 (the last year for which official A-8
statistics are available). For 1981/82, estimated U.S. sugar beet acreage was
1,229,800 acres, up from 1,189,500 acres in 1979/80 (table 2). Sugar beets
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are grown by farmers under contract to beet sugar processors. The contracts
generally call for growers to deliver beets from a given acreage to processors
and for processors to reimburse the growers on a basis which includes a
percentage of the return processors receive from the sale of the refined
sugar. In 1979, there were 44 beet sugar factories, owned by 13 companies or
cooperatives, scattered throughout the sugar-beet-producing regio in the
United States.
<

Hawalian sugar cane growers and millers <§§§§§g

Hawaii is noted for having the highest yields ar e pPer acre in
the world. There were more than 300 farms in Hawaii, hax¥westing 99,000 acres
of sugar cane in 1978. About one-half the acfeage is irrigated, and it

often called the five factors, 1/ account for mo han 95 percent of the
acreage and production of Hawaiian sugar e thro eir sidiary
a

producing and/or milling companies.
More than 95 percent of the r ~ produced i is refined on
the U.S. mainland by the California dwaiian Sugar\Co C&H), a
cooperative agricultural marketing a ation. efining company is owned
1111 ies, but it also
serves as the refiner and mark ey fo d dent nonmember sugar
cane farmers in Hawaii. Qgiifb
Mainland sugar cané?éiiLZégiéﬂd miller§;§§§§i}j

Qﬁ;;ihe principal mainland States producing
N dustry takes sugarcane from growers

Becduse 1t rapidly becomes more difficult to

by 16 Hawaiian raw-sugar-produci :

bayo (mostly streams in the Mississippi River Delta). The acreage that can
be deveted to sugarcane in Louisiana is limited, and any expansion of
production will probably be accomplished by increasing yields. The number of
farms producing cane has probably declined from about 1,100 in 1977/78 (the
last year for which official statistics are available). More than one-half of
the Louisiana crop is grown by owners of processing mills.

Florida.--In Florida, sugar cane production has been increasing. 1In 1977
and 1978, there were 153 farms producing sugar cane (the last year for which
official statistics are available), but the bulk of production comes from a
few large farms. The land devoted to sugar cane in Florida is concentrated in

A-10

1/ The five factors are C. Brewer & Co., Ltd.; Castle & Cooke, Inc.; Amfac,
Inc.; Alexander & Baldwin, Inc.; and Theodore H. Davies & Co., Inc.
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the vicinity of Lake Okeechobee, where the soil consists of organic materials
deposited over the centuries. As sugar cane is grown on this high-yielding
base, the level of organic material drops because of exposure to the air.
Eventually, when the organic material runs out, sugar cane production methods
will have to be revised. Most of the sugar cane in Florida is produced by
owners of cane sugar mills, of which there were eight in 75/76. One company
in Florida that is both a processor and grower, the Unite ates Sugar Corp.,
is the largest grower of su%ar cane in the United<§}at=

farms producing sugar cane (the last year
available). It is likely that the number o

Puerto Rico sugar cane growers and miggib
N
In the last decade, there ha een a e de e\din the number of
farms producing sugar cane in Puert ico, and a gar cane production
on that island. The number of clined £ in 1973/74 to 1,425
offfeial s@ag s are available). The

in 1977/78 (the last year
bulk of the sugar cane acre r-cane-processing mills are
Cayp. of Puerto Rico, a

owned, leased, or contrag
quasi-Governmental corpoxka seven mills processed sugar
con g\to decline. ‘

cane, and the number

Cane sugar ﬁ;;gger

f coasts. The 21 cane sugar refineries are
s and 1 cooperative. Traditionally, cane

cane sugar refiners produced over 6 million short
Cane sugar refiners process domestic raw sugar and
sers of imports of raw sugar.

U.S. Importers and Sugar Operators

Besides the cane sugar refiners, which contract for the bulk of U.S.
sugar imports, other importers and sugar operators are involved in the
importation of raw, semirefined, or refined sugar. They import sugar and
arrange for the sale and delivery of the commodity to buyers (mostly cane
sugar refiners). The needs for the importers' and sugar operators' services
arise because producers cannot always find refiners willing to buy at the
times and locations that producers have sugar to sell and vice-versa. The
importers' and sugar operators' services consist of financing the transaction,
chartering the transportation, arranging for loading, import and export
documentation, delivery to the buyers' docks, and taking the risk of price
changes while these procedures are being undertaken. The operators[€+fo
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engage in significant trading in sugar futures markets and may operate in the
world sugar trade outside the U.S. market. In 1974, there were at least 16
sugar operators dealing in raw sugar and an unknown number of importers
dealing in refined sugar for direct consumption sales.

Alternative Sweeteners

The principal alternatives to sugar in sweetener markets
corn starch. Most cornstarch derivatives, including gl
and dextrose, are seldom used as direct substitutes fo
recently developed corn-based product, high-fructose
grown rapidly in sales and has been increasingly purchase

for certain applications, especially those for h liqui
Figure 1, which shows U.S. per capita consumpti of sugar an
sweeteners from 1971 to 1981, shows the extent substitution. HFCS
could eventually substitute for most sweetémer us do no ecifically
require dry crystals. 1/ €3§§§§h

HFCS was first introduced commerciaf u:% 1967. The
first HFCS product was composed of 4 Eru @ approximately
90 percent of the sweetness of suga ew /| oduets) developed in the

¢ Percent and 90
percent, making HFCS equivalent to\sug 8 s even sweeter than

sugar. @
estimét?i to 30 percent of total

in so tb-artant segments of the
nt position. The most notable
as attained a 50-percent share of

In 1981, HFCS's g
industrial sweetener

‘;»S;¥ngs in dairy products, baking, canning,
est\ but many industry observers think that

F of industrial sweetener needs (about
ly goes to industrial sweeteners).

Corn sweetener sales for 1978-81, as reported by the 10
respondents to the Commission's 1982 questionnaires, are shown in table 3.

.S. sales of all corn sweeteners increased steadily during

1978-81. However, sales of HFCS, which more than doubled during the period to
2.7 million short tons, accounted for almost all of the growth. Production of
glucose, dextrose, and glucose sirup all increased moderately during the
period.

1/ Even where liquid sweeteners are possible, HFCS may not always be a
feasible alternative. 1In ice cream, for example, the HFCS molecular structure
lowers the product's freezing point, a condition that makes storage and
handling more difficult.

CA-12
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Table 3.-—C6rn sweeteners: Shipments by 10 corn sweetener
producers, by types, 1978-81

Type 1978 P 1979 P 1980\ fo1981
f Quantity (short togg}\\
: : : N :
HFCS : 1,208,000 : 1,674,500 : O<i> ,672,000
Glucose-- ---: 2,010,000 : 2,015,000 « ¢/ 2,044,500
Dextrose : 552,000 : 586,0 : : 579,000
Glucose sirup : 63,000 : 60,500 00 : 68,000

3 %ﬁ;ifmillion lars)

HFCS : 255 : 1,120

Glucose : 301 : 611

Dextrose : 156 17 : . 294
' 25

Glucose sirup : : 29

Source: Compiled from data submiétéEiiiz:gé onse to ﬁpgékionnaires of the

U.S. International Trade Commiss
ﬁg;ég%?gzcultural

and the United Kingdom, and Greece
;}%erally net exporters of sugar to
to prevent any substantial sugar

Before the ad
to the EC, the ori
the world, 3
imports.

iJ that the United Kingdom, which had long
the Commonwealth Sugar Agreement, would
plus production. However, in the negotiations
ngdom to the EC, it was necessary to deal with
commonwealth suppliers; the result was the Lomé

One of the most important preferences was quotas for
mports into the EC at guarantead prices. Hence, the expanded EC was to
become™an importer of sugar but still have substantial surpluses of sugar that
had to be exported with the benefit of subsidies.

Production controls

The production control system of the CAP for sugar designated three
categories of internal EC sugar production: "A" quota, "B" quota, and "C."
The "A" or basic quota aims to meet internal EC consumption, but since "A"
quota levels are set by political negotiations, they have usually been fixed
at levels greater than consumption.."A" quotas are allocated to each membe<A14
state. Each member state, in turn, allocates specified shares of its total
national quota to domestic sugar refiners and processors on the basis of their
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past production levels. Refiners and processors are guaranteed a basic
intervention (support) price for their share of "A" quota production. Growers
are guaranteed a minimum price for sugar beets as well.

The "B" quota sugar production is fixed prior to: each\market year by

political negotiation among EC member states. The "B" quota\level is
determined as a percentage of the basic quota ("A" quota) 1975, when
sugar was in short supply, thF "B" quota was equival@ht i pexeent of the
"A" quota, but for 1976/77 and 1977/78, this was redu percent. For
1978/79, the "B" quota was reduced to 27.5 perc : iota, and this
percentage was further reduced to 23.5 percen ota for 1981/82.
The "B" quota sugar is guaranteed the same inter ice as "A" quota

production, but a production levy of up to 30 perc e intervention
B For 1981/82, an

icient to support
h

quota sugar will be assessed if the
export restitutions in 1981/82. The ' ared by growers
a

and manufacturers at a predetermi N

intended to help meet the cos tiﬁg>"B“Ag§ZE§;" If the disposal
costs exceed the revenue from ie the C réasury must absorb the
additional costs. Together A’ B

the maximum quota. From 197
18.2 million to 11.8 m

produced in a factory in excess
"C" production is undertaken at the
es. Normally "C" sugar must be

e§§§§§§§§§titutions are made for such sugar. The
e,

producers’' ri

exported from
tion of "C" sugar are Belgium, France, and

en sugar has been in short supply in the

The CAP sugar production quota svstem is based on a system of guaranteed
ces. The "basic intervention price” is the price at which the member
states' National Intervention Boards will purchase maximum quota ("A" and "B")
sugar if no other buyer can be found at the price. The basic intervention
price represents a floor price for sugar in the EC.

Intervention prices are determined for both raw and refined sugar and for
different areas in the EC. The prices are quoted in "units of account per 100
kilograms” (u.a./100 kg). Units of account are known as "Green curvency,”-and
it is somewhat difficult to establish conversion rates for units of account.
However, Commission staff estimates were made for the intervention price of
raw beet sugar in France, Belgium, and West Germany. In 1976/77, the
intervention price was 28.15 u.a./100 kg, or 17.35 cents per pound. Trl5
1977/78, the intervention price was 27.25 u.a./100 kg, or an average of 17.30
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cents per pound for the whole year. Because of exchange-rate changes, the
1977/78 intervention price amounted to about 18.54 cents per pound. The
intervention price for 1981/82 is set at 46.95 u.a./100 kg, or approximately
23.2 cents per pound. In addition to the basic intervention price, a "minimum
beet price” is set which is the lowest price a manufacturer may offer a farmer
for "A" quota beets of a standard quality.

The EC also fixes a "target price” which is set at 5 pé€xce
intervention price. The target price supposedly represents t
which would prevail if supply and demand within the EC
"threshold price” is the minimum price at which nonpr
imported into the EC. The threshold price is derive
price the cost of transporting sugar from the greatest su
to the greatest deficit area within the EC (from Lgon, Fran
Sicily). The threshold price is the basis for tl ariable le&vy applied to

for sugar in the internal market. The cur tt
set at 58.51 u.a./100 kg. The difference between the
price and the threshold price for sugar
about 6.02 cents per pound for raw s
that the threshold price will be over

is estimated

Import controls

@é Q

3 ro om the world market by a

evies ct when the world price of
p§§§§§%h are calculated by deducting
u t

the "most favorable"” , e threshold price. The levies
are common to a o take into account monetary
fluctuations n world prices exceed the threshold

price, expor s{dies are put into effect.

The EC price and quota (8ys
system of variable le

o“the EC not affected by the variable
ingdom into the EC, a commitment was made

ese countries are generally referred to as the
Caribbean, and Pacific (ACP) countries. All the former members of

onwealth Sugar Agreement became ACP countries. Additional agreements

imilar status for India and some countﬁies associated with France.

The EC is committed to import 1.3 million metric tons of sugar annually
from the ACP countries, and the ACP countries are committed to shipping that
amount to the EC. The ACP countries are guaranteed a price, set annually by
the EC with consultation with ACP countries. The ACP guaranteed prices are
linked to internal EC prices and are generally set at about the level of the
basic intervention price.

High-fructose sirup

A-16
The EC, like the United States, has its sugar policy problems complicated
by the introduction of HFCS (called "isoglucose sirup” in Europe). When intro-
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duced in Europe, HFCS immediately began to capture part of the overall
"sweetener” market from sugar. The CAP reacted to the problem by placing a
production levy on HFCS similar to that on "B" quota sugar. However, a Dutch
producer took the imposition of the levy to the European Court of Justice,
which ruled that the imposition of the B—quota-type levy om(00 percent of the
production of HFCS while such production levies applied to o
production of sugar represented 1llegal discrimination agajr e manu-
facturers of HFCS. Currently, the CAP policy for HFCS app
on production similar to that for sugar, and levies wild\ be
on the over—-quota production of HFCS.

The European Community's "sugar mountain"”

During the period of short sugar su
were raised rapidly, and efforts were aimed
the Common Agricultural Policy. Thentry o
(and the accompanying Lomé Convention ports
stimulated production, quickly res mountlng surpluses. The
introduction of HFCS added to thi dis more sugar from
anticipated internal consumpti o h some e problems could
probably have been anticipatg ical pressures to keep

s in 1974/95, intervention prices

Unite dom into the EC
s artificially

raising the prices for suga in p 42, has many small sugar
beet producers which benef CAP for r, and these producers are
an important political ; 74/75 to 1977/78, the
intervention price fo Qse paxcent per year. Not until
regulations we f s rate of increase slowed to only

ear 1981/82, the intervention price
e 1982/83 crop year, preliminary
ncreased again by 9 percent. The

a 2-percent ri
was increased
discussi
result
@xcess of EC sugar production over EC sugar
ion metric tons in each year since 1976/77 and
or 1981/82, coinciding with a large world sur-
sal of the "sugar mountain” especially difficult.

posal 0f surplus sugar

Removal of surpluses under the CAP for sugar can take place through three
different ways: intervention, compulsory stocks, or export restitution.

Intervention.--When no other buyer can be found at or above the inter-
vention price, a manufacturer or trader may sell sugar to the local
intervention board. The sugar obtained by the intervention boards is then
resold at or above the intervention prices on the authorization of the
European Commission. Very little of the sugar surplus has been marketed
through direct intervention in recent years. 1In 1976/77, about 150,000 metric
tons were absorbed by direct intervention, and in 1977/78, only 3,000 tons
were taken off the market this way. The EC tends to avoid direct intervention
as a means of drawing off internal surpluses. A-17
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A Export restitution.--Direct intervention is avoided by the alternative
use of export promotion through subsidization. During 1977/78, the EC
subsidized the export of an average of 50,000 metric tons per week at rates
approximating 14 cents per pound. Most export subsidization is\granted via
tenders submitted by sugar traders. An invitation to tender is“published
several weeks prior to bidding. Traders wishing to export subm

authorities who send the information forward (without the
European Commission. The European Commission examin
maximum level of subsidy to be granted, taking into
conditions and the level of exports required to r
avoid direct intervention). When the maximum amount o
tenderer who has bid at or below the maximum su
level of subsidy. Except for the subsidy on (a quantity o
to perferential imports of ACP sugar, which is

program is financed through the production le
levy, cannot exceed 2 percent of the in ventio e on(™¥4 ota sugar or
more than 39.5 percent of the interventi sugar. Because

of extremely low prices for sugar in grnarket 2ge periods, the
estim ’ ed that subsidies will

EC has had to absorb significant
by levy receipts. For 1981/82, i
Yok
reg s¢\ includes a mechanism for
S, 1 to 10 percent of the

equal nearly 500 million E.C.U
levels, this compulsory carry-
t ons of refined sugar. The EC
i

on tons of sugar be withheld

juota suga However, the

(=]
o
el
o
T
o
[a W
[y
®
[/}
=]
o]
ct
(]
(o]
<
o
[a]
®
[« %

compulsory stocks to be
basic production qu

from the world max}
market. stock 3\million tons of "C" sugar, with the
remaind oming from—"RB L2, jugal The EC, however, has no legal "
authority : s\ to stockpile "C" sugar.

ipated in the negotiations for the International
Ag; did not become a member because of dissatisfaction
the exXport quota which would have been assigned to it. The export quota
have been much too small to accommodate the sugar surplus in the EC.
has continued negotiations in an effort to find an "equivalent
discipline™ to export quotas which would be satisfactory to the members of the
International Sugar Agreement, but has had little success with this approach.
Because of the restrictions on imports from nonmembers required for importing
members of the agreement, the markets in which the EC can dispose of its.sugar
surplus have been largely limited to nonmember countries.. Currently, the
maximum amount of sugar the U.S. can import from nonmember countries is 5,109
metric tons annually. The Council of the International Sugar Organizatiom,
established by the Agreement, is charged with monitoring imports and exports
from member and nonmember countries and may periodically adjust quota
restrictions on member countries according to changes in world prices. (The
changes in the Council's quota restriction for the United States in recentp. |3
periods is shown in appendix D). The United States is required by the
Agreement to provide the Council with data on imports from member and non-
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member countries. The U.S. Customs Service is charged with monitoring imports
to insure that quotas are not exceeded.

Generalized Agreement on Tariffs and Trade
European Sugar Subsidies

obligations of member states of the EC under
Tariffs and Trade (GATT). It was charged t
Community exporters having more than an equitab
trade in sugar in terms of GATT Article
complaints by the EC, the complaint was pat before anel under GATT Article
XXIII. The panel found the EC in violaktion of GATT Article XVI(1l). Australia
and Brazil, however, allege that the EC % respo d adequately to the
for e

panel's determination and have th , t hex with 10 other
N
aint by |the Grea tern Sugar Co.

countries, under GATT Article XXIII.
<
Grea est g Co. filed a petition with the
= P t

e under section 301 of the
imination or reduction of the
sugar exports and requesting that
hts secured by articles VIII and X
esident 1s currently considering asking

e

Section 301 Co

On August 19, 1981,
Office of the United A8ta
Trade Act of 1974, as
practice of t
the United

ted States (table 4), together accounting for over 53
wction in 1981. However, since most of the world's sugar

that were also net exporters were the EC, Brazil, and Cuba. The leading
exporters are Cuba, the EC, Australia, Brazil, and the Philippines, which
ogether accounted for 64 percent of world exports in 1981 (table 5).

Leading world consumers of sugar are the U.S.S.R., the EC, the United
States, India, Brazil, China, Mexico, Japan, and Indonesia, which together
accounted for about 63 percent of world consumption in 1981. Leading
importing countries include the U.S.S.R., the United States, Japan, the EC,
Canada, and Iran, which together accounted for about 52 percent of world _
imports in that year. ' '

A-19



A-20
Table 4.--Sugar: World production by leading producers, and world consumption
by leading consumers, crop years 1975/76 through 1980/81 1/

.

(Théusands of short tons, raw value)
Area " 1975/76 1 1976/77 P 1977/78 © 1978/79 $1979/80 ®

1980/81

Production

European Community--: 11,575 : 11,998 : 13,668 :
Brazil-——————=———————: 6,834 : 8,267 : 9,770 :
U.S.S.R : 8,488 : 8,102 : 9,728 :
India : : 6,023 : 6,661 : 9,040 :
Cuba - : 6,834 : 6,724 : 7,937 :
United States———-=—--: 7,204 : 6,872 : 5,992 :
Australig—-———————e——: 3,294 3,753 : :

China—-=-—-—==—==mmm-- : 2,547 : 2,373 :
Mexico “— : 2,974 2,972 :
Philippines—=—====—-: 3,169 : 3,035 :
Argenting—--—-—————=—- : 1,487 : 1,755
Republic of : oo :
South Africa-—---- : 1,986 :
Thailand-——-===—==—-=: 1,809 :
Indonesig——————====- : 1,135 :
Colombia-———m—eeeu——: 1,064 :

Poland : 2,050 :
Dominican Republic—-: 1,377 :

: : 123 :
. @ H
3 1,2 2 :

Spain - . 1,0 s ggi;% .

Turkey —— 1 &::> 1 : <i§§3§b :

All other—---——————=m: 1Q§gs ¥ 19),406 :(39,5Q0°: 19,170 : 19,214 :

Total, world-—£-% 90,036 95,135 % 102,012 : 100,519 : 92,855 : 95,716

§<\\3\>\Cénsumpt ion
> ,

13,140 : 13,558 : 13,779 : 13,558
11,484 : 11,412 : 11,655 : 11,428
10,882 : 10,749 : 10,493 : 10,050
6,860 : 8,190 : 7,276 : 7,038
5,965 : 6,008 : 6,063 : 6,283
3,665 : 4,032 : 4,079 : 3,968
3,197 : 3,395 : 3,445 : 3,583
3,408 : 3,486 : 3,506 : 2,995

: 1,630 : 1,954 : 2,114 : 2,058
: 1,?84 : 1,155 : 1,236 : 1,480
: 1,763 : 1,864 : 1,799 : 1,432

Republic of : : : : : :

South Africa——-=--: 1,160 : 1,348 : 1,232 : 1,315 : 1,276 : 1,362
Spain —-— —— 1,120 : 1,243 : 1,179 : 1,202 : 1,243 : 1,342
Iran : : 1,268 : 1,411 : 1,444 : 1,543 : 1,433 : 1,323
Canada-—--===—=—=====: 1,127 : 1,154 : 1,268 : 1,171 : 1,187 : 1,202
Philippines—======—=: 926 : 972 : 1,167 : 1,219 ¢+ 1,269 : 1,182
Argentina----------—-: 1,121 : 1,069 : 1,008 : 1,146 : 1,134 : 1,146
Turkey : 1,136 : 1,227 : 1,287 : 1,326 : 1,269 : 1,142
Colombia-————==m==m=: 888 : 924 : 987 : 937 : 965 : 992
All other---—--====——-: 20,076 : 20,919 : 22,336 : 23,157 : 23,458 : 23,85%

Total, world----: 87,255 : 90,290 : 94,986 : 98,819 : 98,679 : 97,417

1/ Crop year ending in year shown.

Source: Compiled from official statistics of the U.S. Department of

At mind +r1ma TPAamad o Amcad mceV deca o O 2
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Table 5.--Sugar: Imports by leading importers and exports by leading
exporters, crop years 1975/76 through 1980/81

(Thousands of short tons, raw value)

Area *1975/76 © 1976/77 P 1977/78 © 1978/79 11979/80 © 1980/81
; | Imports <& (§i>
U.S.S.R-~- : 4,144 : 5,265 : 4,403 ; 7 (§;é§}>: 6,129

United Stateg~———=—— : 4,661 : 5,832 : 4,69 : ,190 : 5,121

Japan : 2,770 : 3,074 : 2,573 : 2,167
European Community--: 2,291 : 1,910 : 1,577 : 1,323
Canada - : 1,037 : 1,233 : 1,000 : 992
Iran : 284 546 : 865 : 772
Mexico : 0 : : 839 : 672
China : 691 : 1,84%§§§>41, 8 1,0 : ,043 : 661
All other————-——————-: 8,298 : 10,538 : 0,388 7 1 : ,691 : 11,925

World total—-———- : 24,176 @ 29,797~3\ 27,422 : 27\ 608> 29,269 : 29,762

: \ii/ 4;><%xport YE:U
£ S : : :
1Q§i1> 3 <§£§;)<§,943 s 4,767 : . 5,512

European Community--:

Cuba : 876 : 710y 8,013 : 6,825 : 6,834
Brazil : : 2 : 2,141 : 2,934 : 2,425
Australia-————==——>=: 38X : : 7 : 2,208 : 2,658 : 2,976
Philippines——-—- : 2,8 Qiii}b,zs9 : 1,276 : 1,976 : 1,653
United States-—-- : : 22 15 : 647 : 1,046
Thailand : : , 1,134 : 1,335 : 507 : 1,102
Dominican Républic- : ) 1,033 : 1,141 874 : 926
All other~F————==———-: 8 3 : 7,919 : 8,518 : 8,272 : 7,839

World : N3Y,330 ¢ 27,598 ¢ 28,590 : 29,460 : 30,313

: N\ : : : :
led fro al statistics of the U.S. Department of
oreign ral Service and the International Sugar

The Question of Material Injury

U.S. production, exports, and imports

Between 1970 and 1981, U.S. production of sugar fluctuated between a high
of 7.1 million short tons (raw value) in 1976 and a low of 5.8 million short
tons in 1978 (table 6). To some extent, the changes in production reflect
changes in prices. The decline in U.S. sugar production from the peak in 1976
followed the lower prices received by domestic producers after the high prices
of 1974 and early 1975. Because of high prices in late 1980 and early 1981,
production in 1981 increased to 6 million short tons. ’

A-21



A-22

Table 6.--Sugar: U.S. production, imports, exports, ending stocks, and
consumption, 1960-81

(In short tons, raw value)

Year f Production f Imports

5,038,633 :

oo |ee o

+ ¢+ Ending :
Exports . stocks//ﬁ;fbsgéumption

1960--——-———==—-: 4,884,560 :
1961 ~—————==——=: 5,397,880 : 4,406,543 :
1962-——~——-—-—-: 5,419,839 : 4,682,470 :
1963 --————=———-: 5,878,621 : 4,593,667 : 10,193,038
1964——————————-: 6,595,417 : 3,633,327 : 9,909,889
1965-——=-—==——-: 6,273,736 : 4,027,061 : 10,274,144
1966——————————- : 6,177,087 : 4,494,636 : 10,604,773
1967 -—--—====—=: 6,122,034 : 4,803,966 : 10,679,399
1968-——————=——-~: 6,281,698 : 5,130,168 11,226,880
1969-~————————— : 5,973,247 : 10,939,231
1970-——~—=~——-- : 6,339,001 : 11,613,649
1971--———===——-: 6,138,957 : 11,589,300
1972-——---——---: 6,318,411 : : 11,699,670
1973 -—==—==—=—— : 6,324,049 : : %3 5,268 : 11,765,311
1974--—--—=-=—-: 5,963,296 : 2,879,310 : 11,472,252
----------- : 6,610,673 ; 2,902,874 : 10,176,189

: 3,512,563 : 11,100,636
: 4,554,450 : 11,419,058
: 3,895,790 : 11,089,385
: 3,909,107 : 10,989,772
: 3,264,509 : 10,386,572
9,927,575

661,282
1,165,526 : 3,536,351 :

. . .
. .

A

partment of Agriculture, Statistical

remaining at less than 3 percent of production since 1970, exports

d to 11 percent of production in 1980 and to more than 18 percent of
in 1981. The 1increase in 2xports in,1980 and 1981 was primarily an
aberration, due to a drawback provision available to U.S. refiners.

U.S. imports of sugar on a crop-year basis (beginning Oct. 1) rose to a
peak in 1977/78 and generally declined thereafter (table 7). Crop-year data
on imports tend to eliminate the distortions in import patterns that have
occurred because of import duty changes late in the calendar year for several
recent years. U.S. imports on a calendar-year basis have shown a fluctuating
trend because of these distorting effects (table 8).
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Table 7.--Sugar: U.S. imports, by sources, crop years (beginning Cct. 1) 1974/75-1980/81

(Quantity in short toms, raw value)

Source Po1974/75 1 1975/76 (1 1976/77 G 1977/78 P 1978/79 ' 1979/80 1/°1980/81 1/
Brazil : . 566,756 : 0: 183,287 : 756,087 : 1,233,503 : 860,861 : 877,911
Dominican Republic~-——-: 737,007 : 707,683 : 1,137,583 : 869,724 : 765,894 621,288 : 716,348
Australia————--—-—-=---: 433,919 : 333,563 : 468,014 : 400,859 : 111,244 : 283,737 : 662,670
Argentina==—m=—==m===== ;138,038 : 129,343 : 122,792 : 300,776 : s 127,127 ¢ 457,695
Philippineg——=——==-——==-= : 570,469 : 733,290 : 1,127,117 : 1,105,438 : 439,896 : 317,950
Guatemala-========w== : 60,606 : 240,096 : 376,534 : 153,469 : 239,074 @ 219,260
Colombia=——===-——-—---: 130,604 : 125,923 : 28,185 : 100,129 : 151,371 : 207,786
Thailand——==———=——————— : 45,525 : 148,046 : 0 : 154900 : 66,180 : 193,328

943436 : 171,735 : 156,638

172,481 : 137,932

Swaziland—~==————-—=———: 61,333 ; 17,002 : 456,461 :
Panama————————==-——=—=: 91,421 : 103,754 : 124,213
0 :

Hondurag———=-—=——-———-: 9,740 : 28,117 : 88,908 : 100,227
Costa Riea———————-———=: 54,017 : 59,953 : 103,532 82,441 98,630
Malawi : 36,859 : 0 : : 63,534 90,0i5
Guyana : 2/ : 2/ : 6,930 61,350 : 85,262
Nicaragua———=———-==——- : 70,358 : 153,328 : 121,640 69,234 80,089
Zimbabwe~———=—————————: 0 : 0 : 0 : 12,3585 77,666
Mozambique : 15,090 : 11,979 54,068 : 102,756 : 69,4857
Belize—————————m——r—m— : 60,096 : 14,349 55,077 72,034 ¢ 61,0067
Ecuador : : 97,9€9 : 49,872 : 50,299 °
Fiji - 97,476 97,638 : 47,438
El Salvador——————————- : 6,350 : 90,899 39,058
Barbadog———=—======—-—} 6,473 80,588 : 28,01¢
St. Kittg———==—==————= : 23,995 : 20,726 : 22,772
Paraguay-———-——-—————— : 0 : 3,588 21,288

9,724 : 20,435 : 12,312

Malagasy Republic———--:
C : 23,082 ¢ T 12,236

Ivory Coast——=—=—=—=-=1 : : : :
Jamaica———=—==——————mm : 2, : 2 : 50,657 : 66,5358 10,724
Bolivia==—=======————— : : ; 56 1 64,89% : 104,504 8,091

Cameroon——======—=—=-— : : : ) : 0 : . 0 : 5,775
Canada 2 : 131,484 @ 110,996 : 8,905 : 1,477
Mexico : : : 186 : 113,052 : 183 : 175
Netherlands———————————}; : : 0: 7 : 2 : 132
Chinra 3 5 5 0 : 0 34 117
Hong Kong——--—(-y‘{}z-: 3: 0 9 55
India N : 57 : 15 18 ¢ 42
Belgium--—————--r¢x-—-——-: 25,890 : 0 : 0 22
United dom=—x-x=~~: : 43 : 0 : 36 = 14
Peru : 266,667 : 269,406 : 212,904 : 78,641 : 4
West, Gg(many --------- 3 904 : 0 : 36,445 : 0 : 2 : 4
Franc : <]}‘L,OQS : 16,871 : 56,374 : 1 0 3
n : 1: -3 3: 2 : 2 v 2
134,602 : 237,539 : 55,543 : 66,671 228,467 0
0 : 70,622 : 82,151 : 87,807 : 129,830 : 0
6,218 : 0: 5,757 : 11,287 10,044 : 0
0: 0 : 0 : 0 : 7,544 0
0 : 0 : 0 : 0 7,152 : 0
: 0: 0 : 1 0 110 : - 0
116,287 : 138,467 : 86,047 : 56,594 28,200 0 : 0
2/ : 2/ : 2/ : 49,050 : 23,791 0 : 0
Romania———————=—=————= : 0 : 0 : 0 : 0 : 13,209 : 0 : 0
Republic of Korea——---: 30 : 11,362 : 451 : 1,038 : 354 : 0 : 0
Ireland—————————=——w——; 0 : 0 : 0 : 0 : 2 : 0 : 0
Uruguay : 0 : 5,229 : 0 : 8,220 : 0 : 0 : 0
West Indies—--—-----—-: 208,867 : 252,825 : 182,317 : 3/ 6,293 : 3/ : 3/ : 3/
Denmark-———————==—————: 2 : 0 : 963 : 2,136 : 0 : 0 : 0
Switzerland——=——====———: 0: 745 : 0 : 0 : 0 : 0 : 0
Netherlands Antilles—-—: 1,279 : 17 : 0 : 0 : 0 : 0 : 0
Austrig——————=———————— : 10 : 16 : 0: 0: 0 : e : 0
Venezuela——————-———==— : 24 0 : 0 : 0 : 0 : 0 : 0
Total-—----—~-----: 4,262,911 : 4,3€4,289 : 5,210,192 : 5,418,952 : 5,025,877 : 4,716,348 : 4,869,961

1/ Preliminary. ]
2/ Not separately reported before 1978. , A-23
_3‘/ See imports of Guyana, Barbados, St. Kitts, Jamaica, and Trinidad. 3

Source: Ccmpiled from official statistics of the U.S. Depariment of Agriculture.
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Table 8.~-Sugar: U.S. imports, by sources, 1975-81

(Short tons, raw value)

Source T 1975 1976 ooo19717 1978 1979 1980 1981 1/
Brazil-—=——————m———m— : 197,131 0 : ' 660,633 : 500,684 ¢ 1,202,358 845,948 : 1,099,351
Dominican Republic-—-: 775,147 971,084 : 974,788 : 733,530 : 816,967 : 615,362 : 761,007
Australia———-----—=-= 479,163 = 469,534 494,225 165,493 : 107,715 350,881 : 715,126
Argentina-——-—--—-—--—: 112,318 : 86,729 : 266,968 271,019 : 234,820 : 197,172 : 443,95C
Thoiland=-=r-==—-==—==: 123,512 70,059 : 0 : 64,761 9,436 : 262,059
Philippines—~ -—————-—: 413,034 : 913,781 : 1,442,991 : 33,341 : 413,191 239,043
Guatemala—==—=- === : 60,606 : 330,578 : 300,938 : 156,033 : 170,869 : 224,213
Swaziland=———- --—m=mm : 35,795 : 45,923 : 61,855 : $2,456 : 102,072 : 191,869
Colembig========--===: 159,065 : 84,289 : 14,249 113,410 : 2 166,321
Panama———=—m=mm—- ————g 98,250 : 95,631 : 131,162 : 123,003 : 103,958
Hondurag=—====-==—===—=} 6,073 : 7,483 : 20,634 : : 94,528
Zimbabwe==-——=-rmm—m : 0 : 0 : 0 : 92,119
Malawi—r=r-m==rmemmmmm—e 26,585 : 17,659 : 38,358 : 87,627
Costa Rica—————---~~=: 56,240 : 65,076 : 95,365 : 81,513
Nicaragvua——-—-—---- - 57,962 : 165,710 : 80,089
Guyana———==-==—====—} 2/ : : 74,737
Belize——==-- Bttt : 46,155 : 56,290
Ecuadot—==—-- S : 46,770 : 2 : 54,0673
E1l Salvador—--—-r--==--= : 107,466 : 161,077 : 46,4937
{ozambiqua=—--—=r—-— : 15,090 : 98,139 40,006
Fiji-——————mmmo : 1: 120,2 23,822
St. Kittg———-——=——==—=: 2/ 18,637
FParaguay-——=—=—=—=-=m—= H 3,328 : 16,100
Malagagy—————=-—=-~==1 13,022 = 12,274
Barbadog======r====-= : 2/ : 10,918
Bolivia————————mm—m: 3,507 : 8,090
Cameroon—————————--==} : 5,775
Canada—=———=—-=—~——-=; 2,597
China 152
Mexico~——==—=—r—m=m—; 107
Hong Kong=—==-—==---—-: 58
India 42
Belgium——=-——-———==-~ : 23
United Kingdom————--—: 6
France : 3
Japan : 2
Sweden : 2
Republic of : :

South Africa-—~—>»=-: : 60,100 : 88,779 : 0
Jamaica===—=—==E=girmmy 2/ : 43,856 : 47,846 : 0
Mauritius———--- \_\__. %7,363 : 112,212 : 115,808 : 0
Peru H 314,186 :- 225,241 : 188,630 : L0
Ivory C?a{(z—"" N 0: 0: 0: 0
Haiti 0: 5,757 : 11,287 0

0: 0 : 0: 0

0 : 0: 0: 0

0 : 7 : 0 : 0

19,906 : 16,539 : 2 0

86,055 : 56,585 : 28,200 : .0

2/ : 109{050 : 23,791 : 0

288 : 1,036 : 354 : 0 : 0

Romaniga———=—-————=——=; : : 0: 13,209 : 0: 0: 0

Uruguay-————=-~-—=-=-= : 0 : 8,220 : 0: 0 : Y

Ireland—————-=—-—-—-=: 0 : 0 : 0: 2 : 0 : 0 : 0
West Indies——----———- t 237,537 : 243,978 : 159,744 : 3/ : 3/ : 3/ d 3/

Dennmark : 2 : 0: 3,099 : 0 : 0-: 0 : 0

Switzerland—~———-————: 0 : 745 : 0: 0: 0: 0 : 0

Austria———==—==——-—-——: 0 : 16 : 0: 0: 0: 0 : 0

Netherlands Antilles—¢ 1,296 : 0: 0 : 0: 0: 0: 0

Venezuela————-———~=—- : 24 0 : 0 : 0 : 0 : 0 : 0

Total——————————— : 3,882,580 : 4,658,039 : 6,138,048 : 4,682,900 : 5,026,746 : 4,494,688 : 5,013,704

1/ Preliminary. 2/ Included under West Indies.

3/ See Barbados, Guyana, Jamaica, St. Kitts, and Trinidad. A-24

Source: Coupiled from official statistics of the U.S. Department of Agriculture.
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The United States has been the largest open market for sugar imports in
the world since 1974, when Sugar Act quotas expired. Leading sources of U.S.
imports in 1980/81‘were Brazil, the Dominican Republic, Australia, Argentina,
the Philippines, Guatemala, Colombia, Thailand, Swaziland, and Panama, which
together accounted for 81 percent of U.S. imports. Most U. imports are raw
sugar. Only 5,062 short tons of the 5 million short tomns of‘\sugar imports in
1981 were refined sugar (table 9).

S

million) in 1978 (table 10). Following the imp
on imports from Belgium, France, and West Germ
1979 to 2.1 short tons (valued at $1,591). Imports
short tons in 1980 and fell to 46 short t in 1981.
imports of sugar from the EC during 1981 were
consumption. In 1981, west coast ports a

imports. <§§§§§>

Capacity and capacity utilizatjon S

3 dep ent n crop size, crop

Because capacity to produce
quality, and other widely f aria timates of capacity and
porate eYatively number of assumptions and

capacity utilization inco

i o twithstanding these
\4 firms, representing over 75
timated annual capacity on the

ays for the production of sugar
of employment. More revealing than
nds. Despite several plant closings
rocess sugar beets remained constant, and
amelincreased by about 5 percent. The ability
oduction reflects increased productivity. On

entories

U.Se. stocks of sugar, by type of producer and by month, for January 1977-
December 1981 are shown in table 11, The table shows hich levels of
inventories for processors and refiners through Januarv 1979 and declining
inventory levels thereafter. The high inventory level reflects large sugar
holdings as collateral for price=-support loans and record levels of imports in
the last two months of 1977 to avoid paying higher duties effective January.l;
1978, After the early 1979 peak, inventories held by U.S. producers fell
rapidlv to much lower levels. ' Higher sucar prices and interest rates during
most of 19°0-21 made holdine larece sucar stocks more exnensive,
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U.S. imports, by sources, 1972-1980

9.--Refined sugar:

(Short tons, raw value)
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U.S. employment and wages

Table 12 shows the average number of production and related workers,
man-hours, and wages associated with the manufacture of refined sugar. The
average number of production and related workers producing s r decreased
from 15,045 in 1978 to 14,465 in 1979, before increasing stead to 14,969 in
1981. The trend in man-hours is similar. Wages paid to sugdtw ers,
however, increased steadily during the period. <&

nt roducing
ers ‘producing sugar
related workers

Table 12.--Average number of employees in U.S. e
refined sugar, total and production and relat
and man-hours worked and wages paid to production a
producing sugar, 1978-81

Item 980 ' 1981

Average number of employees:
All persons
Production and related

workers producing sugar—-—

Man-hours worked by productio
and related workers produ : :
cing sugar-—---- 1,000 ho : ] : 30,906 : 31,441

Wages paid to product . : :
related worke

19,294 : 1/ 19,453

14,616 : 14,969

233,530 : 247,389 : 267,427

average hourly-earnings of production and related workers engaged in
ugar were consistently higher throughout 1978-81 than average hourly

Ining

wages received by workers in all manufacturing as shown in the following
tabulation
(per hour)
Ttem 1978 ¢ 1979 Y 1980 P 1981
Production workers employed
in-—- : : : :
All manufacturing-—————-———: $6.17 : $7.27 $7.07 : 1/
Sugar refining - : 6.87 : 7.59 : 8.00 : $8.51
1/ Not available. A9

Source: Data relating to establishments in which sugar was processed
compiled from responses to questionnaires of the U.S. International Trade
Commission; other data compiled from official statistics of the U.S.
Department of Labor.
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Financial experience of U.S. producers of refined sugar

The financial performance of beet sugar processors and cane sugar
refiners for 1978-81 are shown in tables 13 and 14, respectively. Because the
accounting methods of corporations and cooperatives differ significantly, the
data for these two types of organizations are shown separately i he tables.
The data represent at least 95 percent of sales of U.S.-produce
processed from sugar beets and at least 85 percent of U.S.-p
refined from sugar cane. Included in the sales data are
principally molasses, associated with sugar product
Government price-support payments, although these

ec ed

months ranging from March to December; however erevis no
correlation between accounting year and deg 0f profitability, the data were
aggregated on a calendar year basis. Although general U.S. beet sugar
processors were more profitable than were cane
1981, the performance of both, at least the
Aggregate net sales on beet sug cessing oper-ﬂ!ii. y corporations
increased by over 100 percent, f S
1981, primarily because of increa

111£0n in 8\t0)$1.6 billion in
ices (tahle)ll3). Cost of goods

rom

9.0 percent in the
share of net sales,
om 10.8 percent in 1978
ting expenses were

ng\prices, aggregate net operating
881" A net operating loss of $14.6
operating profit of $18.8 million
million in 1981. The trend in net
operating profit to net sales,
g profit. From a negative 2.0 percent
increased to a postive 2.2 percent in 1979,
0, and then doubled to 14.4 percent in 1981.
ased from a negative $17.1 million in 1978 to a
81. Similar trends are evident for the operations
atives; however, * * *,

to 6.7 percent in 1981.
proportionately les

million took plac
in 1979, $84.3 mi
operating
closely
in 1978,

or thé most part, the data for the cane sugar refiners reflect that for
th eet sugar processors; however, there are notable differences (table 14).
Although the trend, for example, in net operatiing margin for the cane sugar
refiners increased during 1978-81, it remained at a lower level than that for
the beet sugar processors. Moreover, while all beet sugar processors reported
profits for 1981, two cane sugar refiners reported losses. * * *

In April 1981, the U.S. Department of Agriculture reléased a preliminary
comprehensive report on the cost of producing and processing sugar cane and
sugar beets in the United States. A complete copy of this study is shown in
appendix E. The study shows that for 1980/81 net costs, excluding land, were
21.4 cents per pound for cane sugar refiners and 23.5 cents per pound for beet

sugar processors. For 1981/82, the study projects that these costs will
A-30

1/ For each of the years from 1978 to 1981, annual price-support payments to

refined sugar producers were $58 million, $15 million, $3 million, and $2,000,
respectively.
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Table 13.--Profit—-and-loss experience of U.S. beet sugar processors on their
U.S. beet sugar processing operations, 1978-81 1/

Item * 1978 ¢ 1979 . o 1980  © 1981
Net sales of sugar : 3
million pounds——: 3,728 : 3 4,558
Net sales————- 1,000 dollars———-: 738,012 : 848 : + 1,579,917
Of which, molasses--—---do———-: 20,993 : 38§§§i: : 52,488
Cost of good sold do : 673,224 ; 52 1,247,403
Gross profit - do : 64,788 : ,556Q$ 179,031 : 332,514
General, selling, and adminis- : : H : ‘
trative expenses : : :
1,000 dollars——--: 105,069
Net operating profit or :

(loss) do : 227,445
Interest expense do : 35,216
: 32,673

Other income (expense)---do—-—--;

Net profit (loss) before :
taxes -

Cash flow from operations

1,000 dolla,f

224,902

100,575 : 246,710

2.2 : 7.2 14.4

Y/ 6.8 : 14.2
2 : 0 : 0
2 : 1: 0

Operations of 2 U.S. cooperatives

K&k o Fkk o Kk o Kk
5 . kkk . ET T *kk . %k
Net proceeds resulting from : : : :
member and non-member : : : :
business after taxes : : : :
1,000 dollars——--: *kk . *kk . kkk o *kk
Net income (loss) from non-
member business 3/ : : : :
1,000 dollars———-: kkk *kk o Akk : o hkk
Ratio of net proceeds resulting: : :
from member and non member : : :
business to net sales : : : :
percent-—-:- dkk . dekk k% %%k

l/ The data do not include 1 small U.S. producer, the Southern Mi es ota
Beet Sugar Cooperative. A-31
2/ Defined as net profit (loss) before taxes plus depreciation and

amortization expense.
3/ % % %,
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Table 14.--Profit-and-loss experience of U.S. cane sugar refiners on their
. U.S. cane sugar refining operations, 1978-81 1/

1978 ° 1979 1 1980 <§;X 1981 2/

Net sales of sugar

million.pbunds-—--: 10,501 10,258 : 0, 651

ee oo ool ee

10,986

Net sales———--—- 1,000 dollars—-: 1,491,903 : 1,758,390 :2,5 0 050,635
O0f which, molasses--=--do----: 10,411 : 16,705 , 18,364
Cost of good sold-—-- do: : 1,328,222 ¢ 1,617,1 22,2 > ,767,753
Gross profit————-- do : 163,681 : 141,256 236\83> : 282,882

General selling and administra-:
tive expenses : :
1,000 dollars———-: 118,027 :

117,212 : 122,605
Net operating profit or : : :

(loss) . do : 45,654 160,277
Interest expense ~——do : 9,617 : 14, 9? : 19,096
Other income (expense)---do-—---: 3130 1,305 : 18,038
Net profit (loss) before :

taxes do

: Xi(gi:2> 12,873 Qgi;§3“%4s : 159,219

Cash flow from operations 3/ : : :
1,000 dollars—---: Q;§i9<>128 984 : 184,124

As a share of net sales—-~-——-- : : %iigg :

Net operating profit (loss : :
$ y 1.5 : 4.7 : 5.3
Net profit (loss) b : : : :
taxeg-——=——————— ? .7 4.2 : 5.2
Number of firms repor : : :
operating 3: 2 : 2
Number of fi : :
loss 4 2 : 2

‘ §i§ggégations of California & Hawaiian Sugar Co.

(a cooperative)

*kk o *kk o *kk o *ekk

kkk o k% . Rkk o *kk
kkk o kkk o *kk o Kok k
- !
for distribution to net sales: : s :
percent--: kkk o kkk o kkk o Sk k

1/ The data do not include the Colonial Sugar Co., Supreme Sugar Co,
Talisman Sugar Co., and Food Products Co.

2/ Data for the National Sugar Refining Company were not available due to
bankruptey proceedings filed on Sept. 3, 1981.

3/ Defined as net profit before taxes plus depreciation and amortization
expense.

A-32
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increase to 24.0 cents per pound and 25.3 cents per pound, respectively.
Agriculture's calculations for 1980/1981 closely approximate those which can
be made on the basis of information submitted in response to the Commission's
questionnaires.

The Question of the Threat of Material In}

| <&

corresponding price for these imports. Periodi
prices are endemic to the sugar industry and a
conditions. The EC has traditionally produced more
consumed. From 1976/77 to 1980/81, the excess of EC
consumption was more than 3 million metri
was nearly 5 million metric tons, coincid
The EC importation of sugar from de
Convention, adds to its chronic surpl
through direct intervention, the EC-p

, and that for 1981/82
excess supplies worldwide.
ired under the Lomé
ternal surplus
subsidization.
EC. 1Ideally, the
ce its export
un the amount of the
anly. Because of large
markets, levies are not
ent near future and large
for export. The EC, however,
Agreement. Under the current
'e United States is permitted to
ic tons from nonmembers annually.

EC's production levy on quota
restitution program. There
levy and on the amount of e
surpluses and exceedingly lo
likely to fully fund re
quantities of subsid

restrictions
import no mor

of>EC sugar, adjusted for customs duties,
; has been below the wholesale price in the
detailed discussion of prices is presented in

e Impact of the Revocation of the Countervailing
der on the Current Price-Support Program
of the U.S. Department of Agriculture

Section 771 of the Trade Agreements Act of 1979 requires the Commission,
in the case of agricultural products, to conslder any increased burden on
government income or price-support programs. Relatively small quantities of
imports, such as those which the United States is permitted to import from the
EC under the current terms of the International Sugar Agreement, can have
disproportionate repercussions in the industry. It is possible that shipments
sold at a distressed price at a certain time and location, for example, could
have a depressive effect on prices throughout a much larger area, which in ~
turn ‘could influence producers' decisions on whether or not to forfeit sugar
to the Commodity Credit Corporation.

A-33
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The Question of the Causal Relationship between
Imports and the Alleged Material Injury

Prices

Since 1974, very little sugar has been exported from the EC the United
States. Nonetheless, because the Community has recently become
supplier to the world market and because the U.S. price 1% cldse ted to
the world price derived from that market, exports of EC s e Wworld

market may indirectly affect the U.S. price.

74 the EC was a
19 the EC became
xporter from 1977

EC sugar exports and imports.--During the perio
net importer of sugar from the world market. However,
an important net exporter. The EC's promine

these subsidies. The quantity o
large. From April to December 198
exported from the EC with the
EC production, acreage, export

ns of sugar were
16 shows the level of
975-81.

ts and the ACP purchases.
growers and processors are

‘AT and "B" quota sugar exports. In
! y\market and price guarantees, another
i creased sugar imports from the signers

a\Lomé Convention, the EC is committed to
guaranteed prices even when the domestic
requirements. As a result of this agreement,
imports come from the preferential market

nkion countries. Beginning with the present crop

' processors are expected to pay for all the subsidy
\" and ¥B" quota sugar exports. This is to be accomplished by a system of
as which are applied to the intervention price of sugar whether the market
s above or below the intervention pricel When the market price is
above 105 percent of the intervention price, the EC will {impose levies on all
"A" and "B" quota sugar equal to the amount by which the market price exceeds
the intervention price plus 5 percent. When the market price falls below the
intervention price, the EC will impose a 2-percent levy on all "A" quota and
"B" quota sugar. If the amount collected by this 2-percent levy should not be
sufficient to cover the subsidy cost, then "B" quota sugar is levied an
additional 30 percent. Should the overall subsidy cost not be covered by
these levies on "A" and "B" sugar and any positive balance from a prior year's
production levy (i.e. when the market price exceeded the intervention price
plus 5 percent), then the 30-percent

[a]
=]
|
-
[

N
1/ Until the 1981-82 cro \§§b ,orly a E§§§§ﬁhe,subsidy was paid by the
EC sugar growers an s s, jand thqgﬁgifgn al treasury had to bear most
0 ,

A-34
(Continued)
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Table 16.--Eufopean‘Community sugar production, acreage, imports,
and exports, 1975-1981

. . . . . . ..
. .

. - Sugar . .

Crop year 1/ | produc- . Acreage 3/ | Imports 2/ . Exports 2/
tion 2/ : ; :

: 1,000 : 1,000 : :

: short tons : hectares : : t tons
1975/76—~———====— : - 11,664 : © 1,854 : 2,060
1976/77-=========: = 11,998 : 1,960 : 2,975
1977/78=====m=mmm : 13,668 : 1,898 : 3,931
1978/79===—====== : 13,856 : 1,799 : 3,943

1979/80~-——~=—==- : 14,394 1, : 4,767
1980/81——======== : 14,139 : 1,821\ 5,502
1/ Crop years from September to Au ust;<;;>
2/ Refined sugar equivalent.

§j One hectare equals 2.471 acres

Source: U.S. Department of Ag

reement guarantees EC

>’ free market where they

son, the effect of total EC
greater than data on the net

; minus imports) might indicate. One
eworld market is that its share of

to 21 percent during the 1976-81.

directly affect the ¥
exports on the
balance of EC
measure of t
exports t

(Continued)

maximum on the "B" quota sugar may be increased to 37.5 percent of the
intervention price for the following year.

The new EC levy program to recoup subsidy expenses does not mean that the
EC has completely ceased subsidizing its sugar exports. ACP sugar will
continue to be exported from the EC at a subsidized price when the market
price is less than the price for which the sugar can be purchased. Also, to
the extent "C" sugar cultivation is encouraged by "A" and "B" price support,
it might be concluded that "C" sugar is also subsidized. Finally, the program ;.
is new, and the question of how effectively the cost of subsidizing sugar can
be shifted from the EC treasury to the grower 1s yet to be answered.
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EC sugar exports and world prices.--The EC's rising supply of sugar to
the world market during 1977-79 coincided with, and probably contributed to, a
period of low prices on the world sugar market. 1In 1977, 1978, and 1979, the
average annual world price ranged between 7.8 and 9.6 cents per pound. These
low prices contrast with the record high prices of sugar in 4974 (40 cents per
pound), and reflect a frequently observed cyclical price pat
This cycle consists of about 1 year of high prices followed b
of low prices. The most recent complete cycle, with héghs and 1980,
is presented in figure 2. !

U.S. raw sugar prices.--After the quotas es
lapsed on December 31, 1974, the world sugar px

sugar price

, and import fees
separated the two formerly unrelated prices
been left completely free to fluctuate wit

sugar. When the world price of suga s
price and imports of world sugar at lo S
import fees are raised to bring the p of imports (e «S. support"
level. These fees are imposed thro the uthority of the
TSUS or section 22 of the Agric gﬁhent tj\h’ar example, in
December 1977, when the world ge c per pound, the
President raised the duty to m of 2.§§§i;§§nts per pound 1/ and

imposed additional fees unde ts per pound. These

import fees, added to th igh <§z%§purance, raised the price of
. P price of 13.5 cents per

imported sugar to the

pound. On the ¢ d, en,) as 1980, the world price was high,
the duty on ra reduced mum of 0.625 cent per pound, and
the section 22 ugar oved. Hence, when the world price is

£ re increased to raise the U.S. price
2 world price is high, however, the two prices ‘
gfe 3 shows this relationship during 1977-81,
e for sugar since 1974, adjusted for the
import fees. During the past year, the world
5 cents in January 1981 to 12 cents per pound in

lower than the

Non sugar sweeteners.—-In addition to the world sugar price and programs
to sdpport the U.S. price, another major influence on sugar prices is the
availability of substitute products. From 1971 to 1981, per.capita
consumption of all sweeteners remained essentially the same in each year.
However, per capita consumption of sugar fell in almost every year. Most of

this displacement is due to sales of HFCS.

u

1/ These duties were not applicable to all imports of sugar. Under the
Generalized System of Preferences, imports from designated countries ent_g the
United States duty free. Approximately 40 percent of imports in 1980 aﬁg Z6
percent in 1981 qualified for duty-free treatment under the GSP.
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Figure 4 and table 18 present monthly price data comparing refined sugar
with HFCS from 1977 through 1981. The data indicate that the primary impetus
for substituting HFCS for sugar is its lower price compared to refined sugar.
The figure also -demonstrates the strong correlation between refined sugar
prices and HFCS prices; HFCS prices are usually about 20 30 percent below
prices for sugar.

HFCS's fluctuating prices reflect problems with, pla
expansions. Because HFCS préducing plants begin oper

overcapacity during the last decade. This co 5
the unstable price of sugar. When, for exa ce increases; the
demand to substitute HFCS for sugar also increase rice of HFCS will

Data on the present and esti ~ ‘ a , compiled from
data submitted to the Commission, a ted Ilgwing tabulation.

Under 50 percent
. fructose
(1,000 pounds dry basis)

2,886,228
2,956,081
3,091,081
3,091,081
3,091,081
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Table 17.--Réfined.sugar:
by months January 1975-December 1981-Continued

Component parts of U.S. wholesale price,

(In cents per pound)

: : : : : : : U.S. : : :
fngzid EPremiug :Forei§n fggzzggif Isa : f Sect. fprice, fszzzngg iSpread f W:Zi:

Period 'f.o.b. dor SUP™ % gpd SA Duty 5/ 22 X duty i fter ° for- . price,
‘Carib- ° is= :pliers Yinsur- fee : = :import : pa :refining:refin * North—

: : t 2/:price 3/: : :fee 6/ : Ne : : ing 9/:
bean 1/ €0URt /¢ = *ance 4/ =y loss 8/ = ‘east 10/
: = : : — : :York 7 = : =

1975 : | : : : : : :
Jan——: 38.33 -1.47 : 36.86 0.85 : : 11.55 : 52.95
Feb—-: 33.69 .88 : 34.57 .87 : : 10.01 : 48.96
Mar--: 26.50 .53 : 27.03 .87 : 9.69 : 40.50
Apr——: 24.15 42 1 24.58 .87 : 8.85 : 37.01
May--: 17.38 46 ¢ 17.84 .80 : : 11.42 32.23
Jun--: 13.83 .72 : 14.54 .79 : : 8.33 : 25.57
Jul--: 17.07 1.41 : 18.47 .79 5.41 : 26.89
Aug—-: 18.73 1.02 : 19.74 .74 4,25 27.05
Sep-—: 15.45 : .55 : 16.00 77 4.51 : 23.30
Oct--: 14.09 : - .04 : 14.05 .78 : 4.47 21.15
Nov——: 13.40 : .01 : 13.41 .78 : 4.84 20.84
Dec—--: 13.29 - .06 : 13.23 .78 4.72 : 20.53
----- 7.35 : 31.43
4.65 : 21.31
4.62 : 20.86
4.63 22.20
4.59 : 21.41
4.63 : 21.87
4.67 : 20.22
4.70 : 20.46
4.82 : 17.04
5.27 : 15.85
5.40 : 16.90
4.99 : 16.28
4,93 : 15.97
4.82 : 19.21
: : : : 4.87 : 16.70
: : 1.8750 : - :11.06 : 11.94 5.00 : 16.94
.04 - : 1.8750 : - : 11.66 : 12.60 4.85 : 17.45
.18 - : 1.8750 : - : 12.57 + 13.57 4.95 : 18.52
24 - : 1.8750 : - : 11.34 12.25 5.27 : 17.52
: - : 1.8750 : - :10.28 : 11.10 5.30 : 16.40
.18 : - : 1.8750 : - :10.15 : 10.97 5.16 : 16.13
: : : - : 1.8750 : - : 11.21 : 12.10 5.28 : 17.38
: . .51 : 7.81 : .73 - : 1.8750 : -+ 10.41 ¢ 11.25 5.32 : 16.57
Oct--: 7.08 : .51 7.59 : .78 : - : 1.8750 : - :10.24 : 11.06 5.29 : 16.35
Nov—-: 7.07 : .15 7.22 : .86 : - : 2.4716 ¢ 1.58 : 12.13 13.10 5.40 : 18.50
Dec--: 8.09 : - 8.09 : .86 : - :2.8125 : 1.74 : 13.50 14.58 4.30 : 18.88
Ave-—--: 8.10 : .13 : 8.23 : .78 : - : 2.0020 : .28 : 11.30 12.20 5.09 : 17.29

Note.——See footnotes at end of table.
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Table 17.--Refined sugar: Component parts of U.S. wholesale price,
by months January 1975-December 1981--Continued

(In cents per pound)

ER : : : : : U.S. : :
: W?rld :Premium :Foreign °COSt Of : ¢ Sect.:price, :COSF to :Spread : Whole=
_prlce . frelght refiner ale
Period ‘f.o.b. ° or : sup~ @ and ISA : Duty 5/ 22 : duty @ after : for : price
: _ ¢ dis- :pliers' : _: fee : timport : paid, : :refin- : ’
‘Carib N 2/ ice 3/: ‘insur : : f 6/ N ‘refi : ing 9/: North~-
‘bean l/ icoun pr ce ,ance 4/ : ee Yor§w7/°loss 8AX ng ~ east 10/
1978 : : : : : :
Jan—-—: 8.77 : - 8.77 : 0.77 : - : 2.8125 : 19.85
Feb——: 8.48 : - 8.48 : .81 : - : 2.8125 : 20.54
Mar——: 7.74 : - 7.74 .81 : - : 2.8125 : 20.03
Apr—-: 7.59 : - 7.59 : .81 : - : 2.8125 : 20.18
May--: 7.33 : - 7.33 : .79 : - : 2.8125 : 20.31
Jun——-: 7.23 : - 7.23 : .81 : - : 2.8125 : 20.13
Jul--: 6.43 : - 6.43 : .79 : - : 2.8125 19.90
Aug--: 7.08 : - 7.08 : .78 : - : 2.8125 3 20.70
Sep——: 8.17 : - 8.17 : .79 : - : 2.8125 : : 21.83
: : : : : : 22.65
: 22.05
: 22.27
: 20.87
1 5 15.74 6.53 : 22.27
. 16.44 6.00 : 22.44
16.85 5.69 : 22.54
4 . 42 ¢ 15.57 6.78 : 22.35
14.58 : 15.75 : 6.78 : 22.53
14.87 : 16.06 : 6.65 : 22.71
: 15.82 : 17.09 : 5.87 : 22.96
: 15.85 ¢ 17.11 : 6.68 : 23.79
:+ 15.72 ¢ 16.98 : 6.52 : 23.50
: 15.93 ¢ 17.20 : 6.14 : 23.34
: 16.29 : 17.59 : 5.89 : 23.48
: : 18.30 : 19.76 : 6.71 : 26.47
Q>? 8125 : : 15.58 : 16.82 : 6.38 : 23.20
:‘2.8125 : - :19.66 : 21.23 : 6.28 : 27.51
<6250 : - : 24,69 : 26.66 : 8.34 : 35.00
6250 : - :21.28 : 22.88 : 6.60 : 29.48
06250 H -3 22.67 H 24048 M 7007 : 31055
<6250 : - :31.89 : 34.45 : 7.51 : 41.96
87 : 6250 : - : 32,10 : 34.67 : 8.86 : 43,53
-1.59 : : s .6250 : - : 28.75 : 31.05 : 8.87 : 39.92
-1.10 : 30.88 : 1.61 : .0227 : .6250 : - : 33.14 : 35.79 : 8.36 : 44.15
-1.28 : 33.84 : 1.54 : .0227 : .6250 : ! - : 36.03 : 38.91 : 9.14 : 48.05

H 41070 H 45.03 : 10.03 : 55.06
:39.28 @ 42.42 : 10.42 : 52.84
: 30.29 : 32.71 : 10.15 : 42.86
: 30.09 : 32.50 : 8.49 : 40.99

-1.79 ¢ 39.30 : 1.75 : .0227 : .6250 :
-1.03 : 36.93 : 1.70 : .0227 . : .6250 :
-1.00 : 27.97 : 1.67 : .0227 : .6250 :
-1.35 ¢+ 27.65 : 1.61 : .0227 : .8183 :

Note.--See footnotes at end of table.
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Table 17.--Refined sugar: Component parts of U.S. wholesale price,
by months January 1975-December 1981--Continued

(In cents per pound)
: : : U.S.

: World :Premium :Foreign :Cost of ; Sect.:price,
. price .

fCost to f f Whole-
freight .

.refiner |

. : ¢ or : sup- ) : ISA : ¢ 22 : duty : for :
Period :g;gi:: : dis- :pliers' 'ingﬂg— : fee : DUTY é/:import': paid, :refin- g:iﬁﬁ:
‘pean 1/°Count 2/:price g/:ance 4)¢ ifee 6/ : New oo ing g/:east 10/
: = : : — 3 : :York 7/ —

1981: : : : : ¢ (g, :
Jan-——: 28.01 : -0.73 : 27.28 : 1.64 :0.0227 : 9.86 : 41.80
Feb--: 24.27 : - .38 : 23.88 : 1.54 : .0227 9.31 : 37.47
Mar--: 21.77 : - .14 : 21.63 : 1.54 : .0227 9.79 : 35.51
Apr—-: 17.90 : - .13 : 17.77 : 1.50 : .0227 9.91 : 31.42
May--: 15.08 : .22 + 15.31 : 1.48 : .0227 9.08 : 22.90
Jun--=: 16.35 : .46 @ 16.80 : 1.50 : .0227 9.27 : 29.74
Jul--: 16.32 : .63 : 16.95 : 1.45 : .0748 9.34 : 29.96
Aug--: 14.76 : .60 : 15.36 : 1.36 : .0748 9.98 : 28.79
Sep——: 11.66 : 1.16 : 12.82 : 1.30: .0748 8.35 : 25.08
Oct--: 12.13 : - .13 : 12.01 : 1.43 : .0748 : 9.08 :  25.99
Nov—-: 11.96 : .84 : 12.80 : 1.25 : .0748 : : : 8 : 9.52 : 27.10
Dec—-: 12.96 : .00 : 12.96 : 1.34 : 0748 3°1.0417 : (TR0 : 8.97 :  27.40
Ave———-: 16.85 : 21 : 17.06 : -1.44 0491 3/ 465 : . . : 21.23 : 8.97 : 30.20

RN L S e MR

1/ Data are spot prices, Contract No.
Nov. 3, 1977, to Aug. 17, 1979, when da
Sugar Organization.

2/ Premium or discount assumed to hg 3 97

Yﬁsfégéffee ugar,—§/ Cocoa Exchange, except from
are daily world e{g determined by the International
o Aug. 17, 1979. '
y» and cost of insurance and freight,

Sy

4/ Cost of freight, ste port of sugar from Greater Caribbean ports
to U.S. ports north of [Ca

5/ Duty for 96-degree\ raw sugar 976, Nov. 11, 1977, and Dec. 24, 1981, and

6/ Sect. 22 i
and freight a
20, 1978.

7/ Data a

fevence between world price (plus cost of insurance
of 13.5 cents per pound from Nov. 11, 1977, to Jan.

Nov. 3, a“are daily world prices as determined by the International
Sugar O ance and freight and duties.

5. price, assuming that 108 pounds of 96~degree sugar are
red % e 3t “xefined sugar.

e refining costs and profits, if any, for cane sugar refiners. From
975, to~June 30, 1975, includes excise tax of 0.53 cent per pound.

a are wholesale list prices for refined sugar in 100-pound bags, Northeastern United States.
Source: “Compiled from official statistics of the U.S. Department of Agriculture.

Note.--Because of rounding, figures may not add to the totals shown.
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Federal Register / Vol 48, No. 122 [/ Thursday. June'25, 1981 / Notices

I AT R N T

on spirits frum Ireland. The review is
bused upon information for the period

January 11950 through December 31, -

1980. inlerested parties were given an -
opportunity to submit written or oral
coraments. We received ne comments.
As a result of this review, the
Department has determined to assess
countervailing duties of 6.004 Irish
pounds per liter of alcohol in plain
spirits und 0.098 irish pounds per litet of
alcohol in compounded spirits.
EFFECTIVE DATE: June 25, 1981,
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Paul J. McCarr. Office of Complianca,
Room 2803, International Trace
Administration, U.S, Department of
Commerce, Washirgton, D.C. 20230
(202-377-1167).
SUPPLENENTARY INFCRMATION:

Procedural Backgrourd

On May 25. 1914, in T.D. 34488, the
Department of the Treasury imposed
countervailing duties on certain classes
of spiriit imported directly or indirectly
from the Uniied Kingdom of Great
Britzin and Ireland. Gn June 20, 1935, in
T.D. 47753, the Department of the
Treasury stated that countervailing
duties continued to be applicable to
spirits from Ireland. notwithstanding the
esteblishment of the Irisi: Free Gl ate,

On April 3, 1830, the Intermaticnal

fied

nol

the Gepactment of Commerce (*“the
Department”) that an injury

determination had been requeste
section 104(b) of the Trade Agren

inder

shipments of spirits {ro
entered. or withdra :

On April 2
pub_lished

7 (48 FR

22632). The Degartment Has now

that countervalin

duty order.
Scepe of the Review

Imports covered by this review ace
plain spirits and compounded spirits
from the Republic of lrefand. These
imports are current!y classifiabie under
items 168.96, 166 .98, 169.19, 169.20, 159.48
and 169.47, Tariff Schedules of the
United States. The review is bused on
information for the perind January 1,
1930 throuph Becember 31, 1040, :

Interested parties were afforded an
opportunity to furnish orsl or writien
comments. The Pejpartment received no
such comments.

Fina! Results of the Review

Since we have received no comments,
the linal results of our review are the
‘same as those presented in the
preliminary results of the review. We
therefore determine that the net subsidy
conferred cn spirits from Ireland is 0.004
Irish pounds per liter of alcohol in plain
spirits and 0.008 Irish pounds per liter of
alcohol in compounded spirits for the
period Janury 1, 1980 through December
31, 1980. =

The U.S. Customs Service shall assess
countervailing duties at the rates stated
above on all unliquidated entries of thiz
merchandise entered. or withdrawn
from warehouse, for consumption prio
to April 3, 1880. In addition, should ti
ITC find that there is material injury or
likelihood of material injury to an

through Decemb

rurther, as
751(a){1) of th
Customs
deposit of 4

istrative
ent intends to

g instrative review and notice
darzcr: with section 751(a)(1)

iff Act of 1930 (18 U.S.C.

1)(1)) and § 355.41 of the Commerce

. B. ‘5'aring', Partridge, IIL,

Acting Deputy Aseistant Secretary for Import
Administration. !
June 22, 1981, =

[FR Dac. 81-18775 Filid 6-26-61. 2:45 am|

BILUNG CODE 3510-25-34

Sugar From the Europeaty
Communities; Preliminary Resulis of
Administrative Review of
Ceountervziling Duty Order

AGENCY: International Trade
Administration, Departient of
Commérce. )

ACTION: Notice of preliminary recults of
administeative review of countervailing
duty order,

sumMmMARY: The Department of
Commerce has conducied an
administrative review of the
countervailing duty order on sugar {rom
the European Communities ("the EC”).
The review is based upon information
for the period from July 1. 1979 through
june 30, 1980. As a result of this review
the Depariment has tentatively
determincd rate of net subsidy to bs
sugar. Interested

o comment on this

EFF
ON CONTACTS
ce of Compliance,
\ational Trade

.S. Departinent of
Yashington, D.C. 20230
7-17714).

78 a notice of “Final
uty Determination,”
T, as published in the
ister (43 FR 33237). The
o ted that the <ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>