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PREFACE

The Commission instituted the present investigation on December 15, 1986,
following the receipt of a request therefor on October 16, 1986, the U.S.
Senate Committee on Finance. The investigation was conducted under section
332(g) of the Tariff Act of 1930 (19 U.S.C. 1332(g)) for the purpose of
gathering and presenting information on the competitive position.of Canadian
live cattle and beef in U.S. markets. 1/ Specifically, the Commission was
asked to:

o Describe the U.S. and Canadian live cattle and beef industries;.

o Describe the U.S. and Canadian markets - in .terms of consumption
levels and trends, production cycles, and both import and export
levels and trends;

o Describe in detail the trade in caftle between the United States and
- Canada;

o Describe the effect on trade in live cattle of U.S. and Canadian
_Government policies;

o Identify Federal, Stafe, and Provincial government assistance programs
that are available to the cattle growing and processing industries;

0 Discuss other competitive factors, including product prices and
transportation costs.

Public notice of the investigation was given by posting copies of the
notice at the Office of the Secretary, U.S. International Trade Commission,
Washington, DC, and by publishing the notice in the Federal Register of
December 29, 1986 (51 F.R. 46942). 2/

The information presented in this report was obtained from fieldwork,
private individuals and organizations, the international agencies, State and
Federal Government sources in the United States, Federal and Provincial
Government sources in .Canada, and other sources. 3/

Public notice of the hearing was given by posting copies of the notice at
the Office of the Secretary, U.S.. International Trade Commission, Washington,
DC, and by publishing the notice in the Federal Register of February 19, 1987
(52 F.R. 5199). 4/ . '

1/ The request from the United States Senate Committee on Finance is
.reproduced in appendix A. _

2/ A copy of the notice of the Commission's investigation is reproduced in
appendix B.

3/ A list of witnesses appearing at the hearing is presented in Appendix D.
4/ A copy of the notice of the Commission's hearing is reproduced in
Appendix C.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The present investigation was made at the request of the United States
Senate Committee on Finance for an evaluation of the competitive position of
Canadian live cattle and beef in U.S. markets. Specifically, the Commission
was asked to describe the U.S. and Canadian live cattle and beef industries,
markets, trade and trade policies, government assistance programs, as well as
any other factors affecting competitive positions, including product prices
and transportation costs. ‘

The principal findings are as follows:

Conditions of Competition

o Prices for cattle and beef in the United States and Canadian markets
are very similar and track each other closely.

The leadihg market force for cattle prices is the expected wholesale
market price of beef. Among the wide array of beef products, boneless
manufacturing beef is considered to be the price leader.

Comparable prices for U.S. and Canadian cattle and beef followed similar
patterns over the period. Neither U.S. nor Canadian prices showed a
consistent price premium for cattle or beef.

As an example, prices for 50 chemical lean (CL) frozen boneless
‘manufacturing beef (fbmb) from U.S. sources, delivered Chicago, trended
downward 10 percent from 1983 to 1986, from 54.3 cents per pound in 1983 to
48.8 cents per pound in 1986, and then increased to 53.0 cents per pound
during January-March 1987, declining 2 percent overall. Prices for the
comparable Canadian.product rose 2 percent overall but also trended downward
by 9 percent from 1983 to 1986, from 54.0 cents per pound in 1983 to
49.4 cents per pound in 1986, rebounding in the first quarter of 1987 to
55.3 cents per pound. '

The effect of declining beef prices apparently influenced cattle prices.
Prices received for four selected types of cattle, at both U.S. and Canadian
auctions declined during 1980-85/86. During 1980-86, annual average prices
received for feeder cattle fell 17 and 14 percent at U.S. and Canadian
auctions, respectively; for slaughter cattle, prices fell 14 and 16 percent,
respectively; for cull cattle, prices fell 19 and 20 percent, respectively;
and for veal calves, prices declined 18 and 23 percent, respectively. Prices
for all of the aforementioned products were noticeably higher during

January-March 1987 than for the 1986 averages, mostly as a result of tight -
supplies. '



xiv
r

o Expenses for cattle feedlot operators were higher in the United
States than in Canada.

Comparable data for U.S. and Canadian feedlot operations indicated that
for similar regions (United States Great Plains versus Canada West and United
States Corn Belt versus Canada East) total expenses were generally higher in
the United States than in Canada. Feedlot expenses in both the United States
and Canada declined during 1980-86.

o According to published data, feedlot operations in both the United
States and Canada had; on average, negative net margins (losses) per
animal during the 1980-86 period.

In each year 1980-86, it was reportedly unprofitable to produce fad
cattle in the U.S. Great Plains and Corn Belt. During 1980-86, the Canada
West and the Canada East each had positive net margins in only 2 of 7 years.
Quarterly net margins for cattle-feeding operations in both Canada East and
the Corn Belt closely tracked each other during 1980-83; however, during
1984-86 the Canadian operators were more likely to have positive net margins
than their U.S. counterparts.

o Exchange rates have had a minimal effect on trade during the entire
period 1980-86.

The U.S.-Canadian currency exchange rates from 1980 to 1986 appear to
have had only a minimal effect on cattle and beef trade. The value of the
Canadian dollar, when compared with that of the U.S. dollar dropped by
16 percent (nominal exchange rate) from January-March 1980 through
July-September 1986, but, if the nominal exchange rate is adjusted by the
relative inflation rates for each country, the value of the Canadian dollar
has depreciated by only 2 percent during the same period. The total value of
U.S. imports of live cattle and beef from Canada decllned from $299 million in
1982 to $277 million in 1986.

o U.S. meatpackers in general probably have a competitive advantage over
Canadian meatpackers because of economies of scale and lower worker

wage rates.

Studies by various groups show that large-volume packing plants (those
that slaughter 500,000 or more cattle per year) tend to have an -economic
advantage over lower volume packing plants. In part because total Canadian
cattle slaughter amounts to less than 4 million animals annually, compared
with 35 million animals or more annually in the United States, Canadian
packers are inherently unable to achieve volumes comparable with those of the
large-volume U.S. plants. Also many U.S. packers (including large-volume
ones) have worker wage rates significantly below the rates paid workers in
Canada.
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o Levels of technology in the U.S and Caﬁadian catﬁlé-raising
ahd meatpacking industries are, overall, closely comparable.

The variation in the level of technology employed by different cattlemen
meatpackers, and processors in the United States and Canada probably exceeds
the variation in the composite level of technology employed in the two
countries in general

o U.S. and imported Canadian cattle and beef tend to be closely
comparable in g;gllty

Live cattle imported into the Unlted States from Canada ‘are typically
closely comparable with domestic cattle of the same class. Under the Canadian
grading and marketing system for cattle and beef, the grades that receive the
premium price, Al and A2, are leaner than the U.S. Department of Agriculture
(USDA) premium price grades, Prime and Choice.

However, most fed cattle destined for the U.S. market are finished to the
specifications for USDA.Prime and Choice. The great bulk of Canadian beef
imported into the United States is meat for manufacturing closely comparable
to domestic meat.

The U.S. Industry 1/

o Cattle are of major economic significance in the United States.

Cattle and calves are the most commonly kept farm animals in the United
‘States. The 1982 Census of Agriculture reported that of 2.2 million farms and
ranches in the United States some 1.4 million kept cattle and calves. The
January 1, 1987, inventory.of cattle and calves was valued at $41.5 billion.
Cash receipts from sales of cattle and calves averaged nearly $29 billion
annually during 1982-86, or 20 percent overall of U.S. cash receipts from
farming. : . . :

o The U.S. caétle-inventory~has declined in recent years.

The January 1, 1987, inventory of.cattle and calves in the United States,
at 102 million animals, was down 1l percent from the 115.0 million animals as
of January 1, 1983.

1/ Table A'presents an industry and market profile for 1982-1986.



Table A.
Profile of the U.S. livz :tattle and beef market, 1982-86

Absolute
change,

Percentage

1986 from change, 1986

ltem : s 1982 1983 1984 1983 1986 1982

from 1982

Live cattle:
Apparent consumption: 1/

Quantity (1,000 animals)..... 39,264 40,136 41,259 39,674 40,699 1,435
Value (willion dollars)...... 2/ 2 2/ 2/ 2/ r
Production:
Quantity (1,000 animals)..... 44,200 43,925 42,5 - 41,048 41,201 -2,999
Value (million dollars)....... . 2/ 2/. 2/ 2/ 2/ 2/
Imports:
Quantity (1,000 animals):
From Canada................ 495 359 363 359 247 -248
Total......covviiinnnns e 1,005 = 921 753 835 1,334 329
Value (million dollars): -
From Canada................ 182.2 173.4 188.3 180.9 - 142.9 -39.3
Total......ovvenennrennanns 297, 312.6 285.8 306.5 426.0 120.3

Imports-to-consumption ratio
(quantity) percent:

From Canada.........cco0nuuv. . 1.3 0.9 0.9 0.9 0.6 -0.7
Total......coiiineenniennennn 2.6 2.3 1.8 2.1 3.3 0.7
Exports:
Quantity (1,000 animals):
Canada 3/......cc0neeenennnn 86 90 a7 58 71 -15
Total....coneeveennncanns e 122 131 102 173 156 34
Value (million dollars):
Canada 3/......ccivveennn . 57.4 59.9 28.0 7.}y 2/ e/
Total...:uveerenninneeennnns 97.1 96.4 17.5 154.2 2/ Y
Exports-to-production ratio
(quantity) percent:
Canada..... reteneaas cereresee 37/ -7 5/ 5/ S/ s/
TOtBl..ovviererennnnanaananas s/ S/ s/ s/ s/ s/
Cash receipts from sales of
cattle and calves (million - : : ‘ .
dollars)......voennvvenneeses 29,813 28,685 30,664 28,74) 3/ &/
Beef and veal: ) .
Apparent consumption:
Quantity (million pounds).... -24,456 25,167 25,403 25,869 26,084 1,628
Value (million dollars)...... -2/ . 2/ 2/ 2/ 2 2/
Production: . ]
Quantity (million pounds).... 22,984 23,696 24,093 24,243 23,631 64?7
Value (million dollars)...... 2/ 2/ 2/ . 2 7/ ¥ 1
Imports: .
Quantity:
From Canada..... e, 160 166 212 240 © 168 8
Total....ovvunnennvnnananns 2,033 1,992 1,847 2,091 2,147 114
Value (million dollars): . .
Prom Canada................ 116.6 118.7 145.0 153.7 133.3 16.7
Total......coovcevnnnnnn ... 1,388.3 1,388.0 1,251.0 1,303.4 1,270.1 -118.2
Imports-to-consumption ratio
(quantity) percent:
From Canada............. e 0.7 0.7 0.8 0.9 0.6 -0.1
Total.....ccoivimenneennnen .. 8.3 1.9 7.3 8.1 8.2 -0.1
Exports: o
Quantity: o
Csnada A/........ Cehiee e 26 28 60 57 © 83 27
Total.......iiiiivnnnnanans . 262 287 363 364 545 283
Value (million dollars): :
Oohado 47.....0cvvvniennnnn, 59.0 69.4 141.4 141.2 2/ Y
TotBLl....iivrennnnssnnnnas 425.4 451.0 576.5 590.9 2/ 2/
Exports-to-production ratio
(quantity) percent:
Canada.....ociivinieniannns - LA 3/ 57 5/ - 3/
Total........... AP e 1.1 1.2 1.5 1.5 2.3 1.2

-50.1
2.2

-21.6
43.1

-53.8
26.9

-17.4
27.9

-14.3
-1.2

103.8
108.0

1/ Commercial slaughter. 2/ Hot available. 3/ Compiled from official statistics of Statistics

Canada. 4/ Estimated by staff of USITC. 5/ Less than 0.5 percent,

Source: Apparent consumption, production, and cash receipts from sales of cattle and calves
derived from official statistics of the U.S. Department of Agriculture. Imports and exports

derived from official statistics of the U.S. Department of Comnerce sxcept as noted.



o The basic segments of the U.S. live cattle and beef industry are cow-
calf operations, feedlots, dairy operations, and meatpackers and

processors.

The basic types of businesses associated with cattle and beef in the
United States are as follows:

(1) cow-calf operations, that maintain herds of beef cows for the
production of calves destined for feedlots;

(2) feedlots, that raise the cattle and calves to slaﬁghter weights;

(3) dairy operations, that maintain herds of dairy cows to produce milk;
and, . ’ ) o

(4) meatpacking plants.
o The U.S. cattle and beef industry is composed of family-owned cattle

farms, ranches, and feedlots, and meatpacking companies that are
mostly large businesses. '

Most cow-calf operations in the United States are family-owned
businesses, and the cow-calf sector is the least concentrated sector of the
cattle and beef industry.  The feedlot sector is more concentrated than the
cow-calf sector. Meatpacking and meatprocessing is the most concentrated
sector. Most of the cattle slaughter in the United States is accounted for by
large-volume businesses that include publicly owned corporations, subsidiaries
of large corporations, and privately owned companies. Vertical integration
between cattle raising, meat packing, and retail meat sales is limited by law.

o The U.S. cattle and beef industry is concentrated in the -
Corn Belt, the Western Rangelands, and the Southeastern States.

Whereas beef cattle are kept and beef is processed in all of the
50 States, production is concentrated in the Corn Belt, the Western
Rangelands, and the Southeastern States. Dairy cattle are concentrated in the
Great Lake States of Wisconsin, Minnesota, and Michigan; in New York and
Pennsylvania; and in California. In the Corn Belt States and the Southeastern
States, cattle raising operations are more often part of general farming
operations whereas in the Western Rangelands, sales of cattle and calves often
account for all or nearly all of a ranch's return from sales of agricultural
products. ' o
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The Canadian Industry

‘o Cattle are important to the Canadian economy.

Cattle and .calves are commonly kept farm animals in Canada and are
important to Canadian agriculture. In 1981, the most recent year for which
data are available, there were 185,000 Canadian farms and ranches with cattle
and calves. 1In 1986, cash receipts from sales of cattle and calves amounted
to Can$3.6 billion, equal to 18 percent of cash receipts from sales of all
Canadian agricultural products. In parts of Canada, cattle and calves are
even more important; in Alberta, for example, cash receipts from sales of
cattle and calves in 1986 amounted to Can$l.2 billion, equal to almost
one-third of cash receipts from sales of all agricultural products in the
Province.

o The Canadian cattle industry has declined in recent years.

) The January 1, 1987, inventory of cattle and calves in Canada, at
10.5 million animals, was down from 11.6 million animals as of
January 1,71983. 1In most years, the Canadian cattle inventory has been about
10 percent as large as the U.S. inventory, but recently, Canadian beef and
veal production has been only 8 percent to about 9 percent as large as that of
the United. States.

o The Canadian live cattle and beef industry is, in many respects, quite
similar to that in the United States.

In terms of management practices, the Canadian live cattle and beef
1ndustry is, in most respects, very similar to that in contiguous parts of the
United States.

o The Canadian live cattle and beef industry is concentrated in the
Prairie Provinces and in Ontario and Quebec.

. While cattle.are kept and beef is processed in each of Canada’s
10 Provinces, production is concentrated in the Prairie Provinces of Alberta,
Saskatchewan, and Manitoba and in Ontario and Quebec. The Prairie Provinces
are associated with beef-type -cattle. Traditionally there has been a movement
of live cattle (both for slaughter and feeding) and beef from the Prairie
Provinces to ‘Ontario and Quebec however, in recent years, there has been a
reduction in such movements, :
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The U.S. Market

o The cattle Aycle is a period of approx1matoly 10 years during which
the number of cattle on farms alternately expands and contracts for
several consecutive years in response to both b1010g1ca1 and
economic factors.

- U.s. céttle inventories peaked at 132.0 million as of January 1, 1975, an
increase in inventory of 23.0 million animals from 109.0 million animals as of
January 1, 1965. U.S. cattle inventories have generally declined from the

- 132.0 million -animals in 1975 to 102.0 million animals as of January 1, 1987.

A similar trend existed in U.S. beef cow inventories. Industry sources
believe that the liquidation phase of the cattle cycle is nearing an end
- because beef cow herds increased slightly in 1987.

o U.S. production of live cattle (calf crop) declined, and U.S. produc-
' tion of beef and veal (number of cattle slaughtered) increased
_ durlng 1982-86.

Calf production decreased from 44.2 million animals in 1982 ‘to
41.2 million animals in 1986. Beef and veal production increased from
23.0 billion pounds in 1982 to 24.9 billion pounds in 1986.

o U.S. beef and vealﬁconsumption rose by 8 percent during 1982- 86,
i - while, poultryﬁconsumption rose by 18 percent and pork rose by

3 percent.

During 1982, the share of U.S. civilian consumption of meat, poultry, and
fish accounted for by beef and veal was about 43 percent; pork and poultry
-each accounted for approximately 25 percent and 26 percent respectively; and
fish accounted for approximately 5 percent. Whereas beef and veal consumption
rose 8 percent, from 24.5 billion pounds to 26.4 billion pounds, during
1982-86, poultry consumption rose from 14.7 billion pounds to 17.4 billion
pounds, or by 18 percent .and pork consumption rose from 14.4 billion pounds to
14.9 billion pounds, or by 3 percent. These changes in consumption caused
beef and veal’s share to drop by one percentage point to 42 percent in 1986;
poultry’s share to rise two percentage points to 28 percent in 1986 and pork's
share to drop one percentage point to 24 percent in 1986.

u. S Imports

o U.S. i@ports of live cattle and calves amounted to about 1 million
animals annually dur1ng11982 -86 and came from Canada and Mexico.

Total U.S. imports of live cattle and calves during 1982-86, ranged from
753,000 animals, valued at $286 million in 1984, to 1.3 million animals,
valued at $426 million in 1986. Canada and Mexico were virtually the only
sources. : ' . : . :
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Canada's share of total U.S. imports in terms of quantity ranged from
49 percent in 1982 to 19 percent in 1986. In terms of value, the share
supplied by Canada ranged from 66 percent ($188 million) in 1984 to 34 percent
($143 m11110n) in 1986.

U.s. 1mports of live cattle and calves from all sources were equal to
2 percent to 3 percent of U.S. production (the calf crop) and consumption
(commercial slaughter) annually during 1982-86.

o U.S: imports of beef and veal averaged about 2 billion pounds annually
during 1982-86. : ) .

Total U.S. imports of beef and veal during 1982-86 ranged from 1.8 billion
pounds, valued at $1.3 billion, in 1984 to 2.1 billion pounds, valued at
$1.3 billion in 1986. The leading suppliers were Australia, New Zealand,
Argentina, and Canada.

Canada’'s share of total U.S. imports incfeased,from'about.S percent of
quantity and value in 1982 and 1983 to about 12 percent in 1984.and 1985 and
amounted to 10 percent in 1986.

U.S. imports of beef and veal from all sources were equal to about

8 percent of U.S. consumption annually during 1982-86.

‘o U.S. imports of live cattle and calves from Canada declined during
1982-86 but imports of beef and veal increased.

U.S. imports of live cattle and calves from Canada declined by one-half
during 1982-86--from 495,000 animals, valued at $182 million, in 1982 to
247,000 animals, valued at $143 million, in 1986. Imports of beef and veal
from Canada increased from 160 million pounds (carcass wéight equivalent),-’
valued at $117 million, in 1982 to 212 million pounds, valued at $134 million,
in 1986, although during 1982-86 imports were highest in 1985 when they"
amounted to 240 million pounds, valued at $156 million. Imports of live
cattle and calves as well as beef and veal from Canada were equal to 1 percent
or less of U.S. production and consumption during 1982-86. -

o U.S. imports of live cattle and calves from Canada include a wide
variety of animals.

U.S. imports of live cattle and calves from Canada represent a wide
variety of animals. The mix of imports varies from year to year depending on
Canadian health and sanitary regulatlons weather, and U.S. and Canadian
Government ‘programs. :
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o The Corn Belt States, and the New England and Mid-Atlantic States
accounted for a significant but declining share of U.S. imports of
live cattle and calves annually during 1984-86, whereas the share
accounted for by the Western Rangeland States increased.

Among import regions of the United States, entries into the New England
and Mid-Atlantic States declined from 122,000 animals, about one-third of the
U.S. total in 1984, to 58,000 animals, about one-fourth of the U.S. total in
1986.

Imports into the Corn Belt States declined from about 95,000 animals,
about one-fourth of the U.S. total, in 1984 to about 50,000 animals, about
one-fifth of the U.S. total in 1986. Imports into the Western Rangeland
States declined from about 150,000 animals in 1984 to about 131,000 in 1986,
but as imports into the other regions declined relatively more the share of
U.S. imports accounted for by this region increased from about 40 percent in
1984 to more than 50 percent in 1986. A large share of the fed cattle and
veal calves were destined for Washington State.

o U.S. imports of beef and veal from Canada consist primarily of meat
for manufacturing entering contiguous parts of the United States.

U.S. imports of beef and veal from Canada consist primarily of boneless
beef and trimmings, or meat for manufacturing into products such as sausages
and hamburgers. During 1982-86, Canada accounted for between 9 percent (1982)
and 15 percent (1984) of U.S. imports of fresh, chilled, or frozen beef and
veal (quota-type meats).

The Canadian Market :

o The Canadian cattle industry is subject to a cattle cycle that is
similar to the cattle cycle in the United States. '

The Canadian cattle industry is subject to the same type of cycle as is
the U.S. cattle industry. Indeed, in part because of the relative free flow
of live cattle and beef between the two countries, developments in the much
larger U.S. cattle industry strongly influence the Canadian cycle. Also,
inasmuch as most cattle in Canada are raised within 200 miles of the U.S.
border and weather is often the same in contiguous parts of the two countries,
the same weather often affects the industries in both countries. However, in
part because the Canadian industry is more geographically concentrated, the
same weather may have a relatively greater impact in Canada than in the United
States. ‘

The Canadian cattle industry has undergone a contraction phase that lasted
from 1975, when cattle inventories peaked at 14.3 million animals to 1986,
when cattle inventories totaled 10.6 million. Although total inventories as
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of January 1, 1987, were below year-earlier levels, beef cow inventories were
marginally higher, indicating that the contraction in the cattle industry may
have culminated in 1986.

o Canadian cattle and éalf consumption (commercial slaughter) declined
slightly during 1982-86 but beef consumption remained about stable.

During 1982-86, cattle and calf consumption. (commercial slaughter)
declined from 3.8 million animals in 1982 to 3.7 million animals in 1986.
During 1982-86, beef and veal consumption in Canada ranged from 2.2 billion
pounds to 2.3 billion pounds annually and averaged 2.26 billion pounds
annually. Imports and exports did not significantly impact Canadian beef and
veal consumption during 1982-86 because the difference between a:.nual imports
and exports amounted to 1 percent or less of consumption annually.

Beef and veal account for only a part of Canadian red meat consumption.
In Canada, as in the United States, poultry meat consumption has incre=ased in
recent years, rising from 1.2 billion pounds in 1982 to 1.5 billion pounds in
1986.

o The United States accounted for virtually all of Canada’s imports of
live cattle and table beef during 1982-86, but New Zealard,
Australia, and the EC accounted for the great bulk of imports of
beef for manufacturing. '

During 1982-86, Canadian imports of live cattle and calves ranged from an
estimated 95,000 animals in 1983 to an estimated 52,000 in 1984; in 1986
imports amounted to an estimated 75,000. The United States supplied virtually
all of the imports. From 82 percent to 99 percent annually of the imports
consisted of fed steers and heifers for immediate slaughter. Many of such
cattle are reportedly slaughtered in Eastern Canada. Imports were equal to
less than 2 percent of the annual Canadian calf crop during 1982-86. As a
share of consumption (commercial slaughter), Canadian imports of cattle and
calves declined from about 2.5 percent in 1982-83 to 2 percent or less during
1984-86.

Canadian imports of beef and veal increased from 183 million pounds in
1982 to about 254 million pounds in 1984 and 1985 but declined to 249 million
pounds in 1986. Canadian imports of beef and veal, as a share of Canadian
production and consumption, rose from about 8 percent in 1982 to about
11 percent in 1986. The great bulk of Canadian imports consist of fresh,
chilled, or frozen beef, with that from the United States being table beef and
that from other suppliers (New Zealand, Australia, and the EC) being beef for
manufacturing.
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U.S. Customs Treatment

o U.S. imports of cattle and beef are subjeét to import duties and
health and sanitary regulations, and certain beef and veal is
subject to quantitative limitations.

~ Imports of certain purebred cattle for breeding purposes and cows for
*dairy purposes enter the United States duty free. Virtually all other imports
of live cattle and calves, including those from Canada, are dutiable at 1l¢ per
pound.  U.S. imports of fresh, chilled, or frozen beef and veal, which
accounts for virtually all U.S. imports of beef and veal from-Canada, are
dutiable at 2¢ per pound.

U.S. imports of certain meats, including beef and veal,.are limited to
those from countries and plants that the U.S. Secretary of Agriculture has
found to have health and sanitary standards at least equal to U.S. Federal
Standards. Most meatpacking and meat processing plants in Canada have been
approved to ship meat to the United States.

U.S. imports of certain beef and veal, ‘including the fresh, chilled, or
frozen beef and veal that accounts for the great bulk of U.S. imports of beef
and veal from Canada, are subject to quotas imposed under authority of the Meat
Import Act of 1979 and to voluntary restraint agreements (VRA's) negotiated
under the authority of the Agricultural Act of 1956. U.S. imports from Canada
have not been subject to quantitative limitations since 1983, when the
Governments of Canada and the United States negotiated an agreement to limit
Canadian exports to the United States to 130 million pounds (product
weight); 1/ actual imports amounted to 128 million pounds. No quantitative
" limitations are anticipated for 1987. '

Canadian Customs Treatment
o Canadian imports of live cattle and beef are subject to import duties

and health and sanitary regulations, and certain beef is subject to
quantitative limitations.

Imports of certain purebred cattle for breeding purposes enter Canada
duty free and virtually all other imports of live cattle and calves, including
those from the United States, are dutiable at CAN¢1.0 per pound. Canadian
imports of fresh, chilled, or frozen beef, which account for virtually all
Canadian imports of beef and veal from the United States, are dutiable at
CANgZ2 per pound. Based on exchange rates in effect as of April 1987, the
Canadian rates are about one-quarter less than U.S: rates on similar products.

.

1/ Data in table A are carcass weight equivalent.
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Health and safety regulations are administered by Agriculture Canada to
ensure a dependable supply of safe, nutritious, and accurately labeled
agricultural food products, and to protect the Canadian industry. Canadian
imports of meats, including beef and veal, are limited to those from countries
and plants in those countries that have been approved by Agriculture Canada.
Most U.S. plants, about 6,500 as of April 1987, are authorized to ship meat to
Canada. ' :

Canadian imports of live cattle and calves, except those for immediate
slaughter, are subject to tests to ensure that the animals are not afflicted
with tuberculosis, anaplasmosis, or bluetongue diseases. The regulations with
respect to bluetongue have been a source of controversy and negotiations for
several years. Some U.S. interests contend that the regulations have been
used to unfairly restrict U.S. exports of cattle and calves to Canada.
However, Canadian interests contend that they want to seé this issue resolved
so long as there is no impairment to the health of the Canadian herd. The
Canadian regulations with respect to bluetongue were being negotiated by the
U.S. and Canadian Governments as of April 1987, and negotiators indicate that
they think less severe restrictions will be agreed to.

Canadian imports of fresh, chilled, or frozen beef are subject to quanti-
tative limitations under authority of the Meat Import Act, which was signed
into law in February 1983. Since ‘then, quotas have been imposed only once--on
January 1, 1985, for the 1985 calendar year. Following complaints from the
U.S. Government, Canada excluded high quality U.S. beef, which accounts for
the great bulk of U.S. exports of beef to Canada, from the quota beginning
May 27, 1985.

The quotas expired at the end of 1985 and, at least through May 1987,
there have been no quantitative restrictions in place. Officials of
Agriculture Canada predict that there will be no restrictions during the
remainder of 1987 and none are anticipated for 1988.

Canadian imports of certain beef from the EC were the subject of a
countervailing duty complaint filed originally on May 15, 1984. Final
countervailing duties were imposed on June 12, 1986, on imports from Denmark
and Ireland.

U.S., Government Programs

o U.S. Government programs available to cattlemen and beef processors
often directly benefit other types of producers as well.

A wide variety of U.S. Government programs exist that aid U.S. cattlemen
and beef processors by providing for Government purchases of only
U.S.-produced goods, providing export assistance, and providing domestic
marketing assistance. Many such Government programs aid other types of
agricultural producers as well. Additionally, the dairy termination program
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(DTP), has provided an outlet for U.S. dairymen to exit the business more
advantageously than before. The DTP, however, was intended to reduce .the cost
of the Govermnment’'s milk price support program.

o U.S. cattlemen; like farmers in a number of agricultural pursuits, .are
subject to certain special provisions in the U.S. tax laws. Most of
these tax provisions were preserved in the recently enacted Tax
Reform Act of 1986. :

Under the Tax Reform Act of 1986, cattlemen may continue to use cash
accounting rather than accrual accounting; however, more restrictions now
apply to their use of cash accounting.

Changes in depreciation rules and rates combined with the repeal of the
investment tax credit have adversely affected cattlemen, as well as most other
businessmen. The USDA estimates that the net effect of these two changes will
raise the cost of farm capital about 10 percent.

The Act also repealed the special tax treatment of capital gains
effective after December 31, 1986, depriving the cattle-breeding industry,
among others, of one of its more important tax advantages. It is unknown what
the net effect of loss of capital gains treatment has had on the industry.

Canadian Government Programs
o The Canadian Federal and Provincial Governments have a long history of

assisting Canadian agricultural producers and food processors,
including cattlemen and beef processors.

The Tri-Partite Program for red meat producers which became effective
January 1, 1986, is an insurance type program funded equally by contributions
from the Canadian Federal Government, participating Provincial governments,
and participating producers.

Since the plan became effective and through July 1987, payments have been
made only once--for slaughter cattle marketed during the second quarter of
1986. The payment, which was announced August 15, 1986, totaled
Can$3.2 million and was shared among 2,379 producers. Officials of the CCA
report that producers’ payments into the program since its inception and
through April 1987, amounted to Can$l4.4 million for the slaughter cattle
program and over $6 million for the feeder calves (cow-calf) program. A
number of Provinces operate insurance-type programs that are, in some ways,
similar to the Tri-Partite.

The Canadian Federal Government operates a number of other programs, most
of which are administered by Agriculture Canada, including research and
development programs and health and safety programs. Included is the Record
of Performance program that assists in developing desirable animals for
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breeding purposes, and a Sire Loan Program. The Federal Govermment is also
involved in programs that affect Canadian animal feed prices.

In addition to the aforementioned programs, Provincial governments
operate a large number of other programs that may be of assistance to
cattlemen and meat processors.



THE U.S. INDUSTRY
Description and Uses

This investigation includes all live cattle (Bos tarus and Bos indicus)
regardless of age, sex, size, breed, or purpose for which they are kept. -Not
included are American Bison (buffalo) or animals that are part American Bison
(beefalo). Also included in this investigation is meat of cattle (beef) and
calves (veal) fit for human consumption, whether fresh, chilled, or frozen, or
prepared or preserved. 1/

Cattle are four-legged ruminant animals that generally weigh about 1,000
to 3,000 pounds at maturity, depending on sex and breed. They may be black,
white, dark red, brown, or any combination depending on their breed or
combination of breeds in their genetic makeup. )

Beef is the edible muscle of cattle. Beef is red in color; generally
"brighter red is associated with younger animals and fresher meat and darker
red with older animals and less-fresh meat. Beef carcasses have fat coverings
of various thicknesses and beef cuts have intermuscular fat deposits referred
to as marbling. Veal is derived from young calves and is light pink in color.

Live cattle

In the United States, most cattle are beef-type animals kept for the
production of meat, and the remainder are dairy-type animals kept for the
production of milk for human consumption. When cattle are no longer efficient
in the production of calves or milk, they are slaughtered for beef; such
animals are referred to as cull cattle. In addition, when slaughtered, cattle
yield valuable by-products such as hides 2/ that are tanned into leather, fat
used to make tallow, 3/ and internal organs that are used for various purposess
including food for humans, pet food, and medicines (e.g., pancreases used to
produce insulin for human diabetics). The value of the hide and tallow derived
from the carcass varies with market conditions. As of May 1987, the market
price for cattle hides was about 85 cents per pound. The market price for
inedible tallow was about 16 cents per pound and for edible tallow about 17
cents per pound.

1/ The terms "fresh, chilled, or frozen" and "prepared or preserved" are .
defined in headnote 1, to subpart B of part 2 to schedule 1 of the TSUS.

2/ The average cattle hide weighs about 60 pounds.

3/ The average cattle carcass yields about 13 pounds of edible tallow and
45 pounds of inedible tallow.



The cattle industry in the United States is composed of several types of
businesses including the following; (1) enterprises that specialize in the
raising of cattle for breeding purposes, (2) dairy farms that maintain cows
for the production of milk for human consumption, (3) cow-calf operations that
keep herds of beef cows for the production of feeder calves, (4) backgrounders
that prepare cattle and calves for placement into feedlots by raising them
from young ages and light weights on low-energy diets, and (5) feedlots that
grow feeder cattle and calves or backgrounded cattle and calves to slaughter
weights by feeding them high energy diets, typically corn.

While individuals are free to operate more than one type of cattle
business, most stay in one specialty. Indeed, most cattle-raising enterprises
in the United States are family-owned businesses and, in part, because of the
high cost of entry, degree of skill, and commitment necessary to successfully

operate them, cattle enterprises tend to be handed down from generation to
generation.

Only a small share of cattle enterprises in the United States specialize
in the raising of animals for breeding purposes, but they are more important
than their numbers would suggest. The vast majority of cattle in the United
States, while not registered purebreds, 1/ are descended from purebred stock,
and most cattlemen consider bloodlines to be extremely important.

Most cattlemen, (both beef and dairy) retain the best heifers (young
females) from the calf crops as replacements for their cows (mature females)
or to build up their herds. Many beef cattlemen, however, purchase bulls
(mature males) from outside their own herds, both to prevent inbreeding and to
obtain the best animals available. Cattlemen are often willing to pay many
thousands of dollars for the best bulls because such bulls can breed 20 to
30 cows per year and contribute to the genetic make-up of every calf in the
herd, whereas the females contribute only to their own calves.

Three so-called British breeds of cattle--Hereford, Angus, and to a
lesser extent Shorthorn--are the basic beef breeds in the United States,
except in the Southern United States. Brahman cattle, so-called Zebu or
humpback cattle, are common in the Southern United States because they are
more heat tolerant and somewhat more resistant to external parasites than the
British breeds. They are distinguishable by the prominent hump at the tops of
their shoulders, their large pendulous ears, and skin folds on the undersides
of their bodies. Meat packers pay somewhat less for Brahman cattle because
they have a lower meat to body weight ratio. Also they are less docile than
other beef breeds; therefore, they are less commonly kept in the Northern
United States. Brahman cattle have been crossed with other breeds of beef
cattle in an attempt to produce breeds that incorporate the desirable
characteristics of both type of cattle. Resultant breeds, found commonly in
the Southern United States include Santa Gertrudis, Brangas, and Beefmaster,
as well as many others.

1/ I.e., listed in the official book of registry of the breed association.



So-called continental breeds of cattle (developed in France, Switzerland,
Italy, and other European countries) have become important in the United
States beef cattle industry in the last 20 to 30 years both as purebreds and
for crossbreeding with other beef breeds, including Brahman cattle. The
continental breeds, including Charolais, Limousin, Simental, and Chiani, as
well as many others, are generally larger, more heavily muscled, and leaner
than the British breeds.

The most common dairy breed by far is the Holstein, with Jersey,
Guernsey, and Ayrshire accounting for the great bulk of the remainder.:
Whereas many dairy cows are not registered purebreds, cross breeding is much
less common in dairy cattle than in beef cattle. Most dairy bulls are kept by
cooperatives, with only a.small share of the dairy farms maintaining their own
bulls. Dairy bulls are rather expensive and somewhat dangerous to keep. The
cooperatives collect semen from the bulls they maintain and the semen is made
available for the artificial insemination of dairy cows. The artificial
insemination process allows for one bull to impregnate literally thousands of
cows; also the semen can be stored and even used years after the bull has
died. Artificial insemination has been less successful with beef cows in part
because it is more difficult to detect their fertile periods and they are '
typically less docile and, therefore, more difficult to artificially
inseminate than dairy cows. Although animals that are kept for breeding
purposes are normally slaughtered for beef at the end of their useful lives,
such animals account for only a small share of total beef production.

Recent technological developments with respect to embryos have made it
possible to obtain much more genetic material from superior females. It is
now possible to stimulate the female animal to produce a large number of eggs
each month, remove the eggs surgically, fertilize them artificially with semen
from superior male animals, and implant the fertile embryos into common
females. The resultant offspring incorporates the genetic superiority of its
natural parents. -

Dairy cows that are kept for the production of milk for human consumption
accounted for 10 percent (10.5 million animals) of the total U.S. cattle
inventory as of January 1, 1987. Dairy cattle are typically less heavily
muscled than beef cattle and are less blocky in conformation. Dairy cows
weigh from 800 to 1,200 pounds (and sometimes more) at maturity and begin to
produce milk when they are about 2 years of age, after the birth of their
first calf. Dairy cows may be kept for milk production for 10 years, and
sometimes 'longer. Many dairy calves are slaughtered for veal when they are a
few days old, or at most a few weeks old, but steers (males that have been
castrated at a young age) may be raised to maturity for the production of
beef. Beef calves may be used for veal but are most often raised to maturity
before slaughter.

Whereas dairy animals are used for beef and veal production as described
above, beef cows are not suitable for the production of milk for human
consumption since they do not produce milk in sufficient quantities to be .
practical dairy animals, and they are not normally docile enough to be milked
by humans.



The most common type of cattle-raising enterprise in the United States is
the cow-calf operation. Such enterprises maintain herds of beef cows,
so-called brood cows for the production of beef calves, and so-called feeder
calves. Feeder calves are those that are destined to be raised to slaughter
weights on high energy rations in confined areas. Beef cow herds are normally

kept in fenced pastures and sometimes on the open range in the Western United
States. Beef cows receive the great bulk, and sometimes all, of their

nutrition from pasture or, in winter, from hay and other roughage. They may
be fed concentrates, primarily grains and protein supplements (primarily
soybean meal) depending on the price of such feeds and the quality and
quantity of pasture and other roughage available. At times of severe cold
weather, farmers may supply concentrates to their animals, especially if such
concentrates are grown on the farm and are readily available.

Cow-calf operations are operated in many different ways throughout the
United States. Calves, which are born after a 9 to 10 month gestation period,
are raised with their mothers until they are weaned at 6 to 9 months of age,
at which time they weigh 300 to 400 pounds. After weaning, the calves are fed
roughage and often some grain and protein supplements until they are about
l-year old and weigh about 650 pounds. During the period after weaning, such
animals are referred to as stocker cattle and calves and the management they
receive is referred to as "backgrounding.” Most of such animals are then
ready to be placed in feedlots. However, some steers and heifers, about 5
percent of those slaughtered in 1986 for example, are sent to slaughter never
having been in feedlots. Such animals are so-called nonfed or grass-fed
steers and heifers.

Feedlot operators may purchase the animals they need either directly from
cow-calf operations or from auction markets. In some feedlots, cattle are fed .
on consignment in return for a fee paid to the feedlot operator. Animals on
consignment may be owned by the cow-calf operators who supplied them or by
outside investors who purchase them. This type of business operation is
referred to as custom feeding or custom feedlots. Some feedlots are the
property of absentee owners and are operated by hired managers. Outside
ownership is usually associated with larger volume feedlots.

In cattle feedlots, stocker/feeder animals, which weigh about 650 pounds
and are about 1 year old, are kept in confined areas and are fed on
concentrates, typically corn and protein supplements, and some roughage for
about 6 months at which time the animals weigh about 1,100 pounds and are
about 18 to 20 months old. Such animals are then ready for slaughter for meat
inasmuch as they have reached muscular maturity, and additional weight gains
will consist of fat. Fat takes more energy to deposit and inasmuch as excess
fat is undesirable, overly fat animals sell for less per pound than properly
finished animals. For the same reasons, mature cattle are not usually placed
in feedlots. The mature, fed steers and heifers marketed from the feedlots
are referred to as fed cattle and supply a large share of the table beef 1/
consumed in the United States. .

1/ Table beef is beef that is ready for cooking and consumption without
further processing.



Beef and veal

Fed cattle, as well as veal calves and cull cattle, are sold either
directly or through brokers or auction markets to slaughterers (meatpackers).
Carcasses of the slaughtered animals are made ready for consumption by meat
processors, some of whom are also meatpackers. :

The sex, age, and manner in which cattle are fed influence the character
of the meat derived from them. Cattle are graded primarily to predict, the
characteristics of the meat they will yield. Some companies operate their own .
" grading systems, and the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) will grade
animals upon request for a fee. The USDA grading system is voluntary'and is
entirely different from the health and sanitary inspection described in the
part of this report entitled "U.S. Customs Treatment.” The official USDA
grades for cattle and beef carcasses and primal cuts are. Pr1me Choice, Good,
Standard, Commercial, Utility, Cutter, and Canner. Cattle and carcasses are
also evaluated in terms of conformation and percent of usablé meat cuts,
so-called yield grades. The official USDA yleld grades are 1 2, 3,.4, and 5,
with 1 being the hlghest and 5, the lowest.

Most steers and helfers that are finished in feedlots grade Prime and
Ch01ce, and yield carcasses of the same grades. .Some cull cows grade Good and
y1e1d ‘Good -carcasses. Prime, Choice, and Good beef is’ assoclated with
so-called table beef. Beef from Standard and Commercial grade cattle may be
used for table beef, depending on market conditions, or may be used for
manufacturing beef. Manufacturing beef is further processed by various means
to improve its palatability. Beef from Utility, Cutter, and Canner anlmals
and carcasses is assoclated with manufacturlng beef : :

, Regardless of grade, certaln parts of beef carcasses generally have
particular outlets. For example, neeks, shanks, plates, and trimmings, even
those from Choice carcasses, usuallyare used for manufacturlng meat. Steaks
and roasts even from Utility carcasses may be used for table beef. Flanks and
briskets’'may be consumed as table beef or manufacturing beef depending on
market .demand. - Figures 1 and 2 provide information on how processors normally
divide cattle carcasses for marketlng, and flgures 3 and 4 prov1de similar
1nformat10n on calf carcasses. z :
As can be determined from flgure S the welght of the carcass (650 pounds)
from an average steer (1,050 pounds):is equal to about 62 percent of the weight
of the live animal, and the weight of retail meat ultimately derived -
(448.8 pounds) is equal to about 43 percent of the weight of the animal. The
rest of the weight is accounted for by the viscera, blood fat, and other
byproducts

In the slaughtering operation, cattle are stunned, bled, eviscerated,
skinned, and decapitated. The animal's carcass is then generally split in
half along the spinal column and chilled; the carcasses of veal calves usually
are not skinned or split until the final stages of processing.

The carcass may be partially or fully processed at the meatpacking plant,
or it may be shipped to another meat plant or to a retail outlet for
processing. There has been a trend toward more processing being done at the
packer level. Meatpackers have been using so-called boxed beef to market an



Figure l.--Wholesale cuts of beef

PRIMAL (WHOLESALE) CUTS AND BONE STRUCTURE OF BEEF

Sirioin 81
Chuck, Sq. Cut Rib. Regular Short Loin Top Sirloin Round
Chuck, Blade Halt 10" x 10" Regular 10" Bottom Sirloin Rump
Chuck, Blade Portion Ribs 3 x 4 Short Loin 3 x 4 Hait Tip Shank
Chuck. Arm Half Short Ribs Tenderloin . Tenderioin Haif Tip
CHUCK RIB (SHORT LOIN) LOIN (SIRLOIN) ROUND

PLATE

Shank. Center

SHANK BRISKET FLANK" . TIP
Shank Brisket, Bl Plate Flank Meat Tip
Shank. Trmd. Brisket, Bnis. Shor Ribs Flank Steak_

National Live Stock and Meat Board

COUNTING .RIBS IN
A BEEF FOREQUARTER: : -

In this manual. the method usea
to count ribs in the beef forequarter
(Fig. 2) is to start at the front
(chuck) and count:toward the rear
(1 to 12). The primat chuck contains
five ribs (1-5). The primal rib con-
tains seven ribs (6-12).

Some retailers reverse the count-
ing process in the primal rib. They
number ribs 6-12 instead by start-
ing at the loin end, and numbering
1-7 from rear to front.

Source: Reproduced with permission of the National Live Stock and Meat Board.



Figure 2.--Retail cutsof beef

—— RETAILCUTS OF BEEF ——

WHERE THEY COME FROM AND HOW TO COOK THEM
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Source: Reproduced with permission of the National Live Stock and Meat Board.



Figure 3.--Wholesale cuts of veal

PRIMAL (WHOLESALE) CUTS AND BONE STRUCTURE OF VEAL

SHOULDER ‘ RIB LOIN SIRLOIN LEG (ROUND)

SHANK BREAST [ FLANK

VEAL RETAIL NAMES

in the case of.veal, carcass size determines
the method of cutting primal and subprimali
cuts. Larger carcasses are usually halved and
then quartered while smaller carcasses are
divided into foresaddle (unsplit front half) and
hindsaddle (unsplit rear half). The cutting
method and system of nomenclature for pri-
mal and subprimal veal cuts referred to in this ~
manual are shown in Figure 1.

After removal of shank and breast. the
shoulder is separated from the rib by cutting
between the 5th and 6th ribs. :

The rib contains ribs 6-12.

The loin includes the 13th rib to the tip of

the hip bone. -
The leg includes both the sirloin and the
leg.

Source: Reproduced with permission of the National Live Stock and Meat Board.




Figure 4.--Retail cuts of veal

Source:

— RETAILCUTS OF VEAL

WHERE THEY COME FROM AND HOW TO COOK THEM
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Figure 5.--Steer carcass yield

Retzil Other Carcass
Best Products Total
(Lbs) (Lbs) (Lbs)
ROUND (1478 Ibs)
Topround . ............. 2.5
Bottommund ........... 21.7
LI - P 14.0
RUMP ...ovviiieiannns 5.1
Stewing beef, ground beef,
BlC. . ..t 26.3
Fat.bone .............. 58.0
Total .............. .. 898 58.0 1476
LOIN (1105 Ibs) .
Portherhouse steak ...... 195
Tbonesteak ............ 9.9
Top loinsteak ........... 5.4
Sirdoinsteak ............ 43.2
Groundbeef . ........... 3.0
Fat.bone .............. 29.5 .
Total ................ 81.0 295 110.5
FLANK (37.1 Ibs)
Flanksteak .. ........... 37
Groundgbeef . ........... 13.8
Fat.....oo.lccienennns 19.6
Total ........cc0vnnnn 175 19.6 37.1
RIB (620 Ibs)
Ribroast............ ... 254
Ribsteak. .............. 13.0
Shortribs .............. 49
Braising beef,
ground beef........ . 6.5
Fat,bone .............. 12.2
Total ..........cconn 49.8 12.2 62.0
PLATE (540 Ibs) .
Plate. stew, shortribs . .. .. 43.2
Fat, bone .............. 10.8
Totat ................ 43.2 10.8 54.0
CHUCK (1768 1bs)
Bladeroast .. ........... 63.6
Armpotroast ....... ... 239
Cross rib pot roast ....... 221
Stew. ground beet ....... 344
Fat.bone " .............. 32.8
Total ..........cc.on. 144.0 328 176.8
BRISKET (273 ibs)
Boneless brisket . . ....... 11.0
Fat.bone .............. 16.3
Totah ........ccc0nnnn 11.0 16.3 273
FORESHANK (189 ibs)
Shankmeat ............ 9.0
BONE ......ocveiin 9.9
Totad ... 9.0 99 = 189
MISCELLANEQUS
(158 Ibs) .
Kidney, hanging tenger . .. 3.7
Fat, suet. shrink and loss.. ____ _121
Yotal ................ 37 12.1 15.8
TOTAL . .ovcvveivnnenns 448.8 201.2 650.0

Source: Reproduced with permission of the American Meat Institute.
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increasing share of their output. Preparing boxed beef involves the division
of the carcass into primal or subprimal cuts and coarse grinding the trimmings
(for final use as hamburger) at the meatpacking plant and packaging the cuts
and grindings in plastic-lined paperboard boxes. These boxes of beef (usually
weighing 50-80 pounds) are then shipped to retail and institutional outlets
for final cutting and grinding. Marketing boxed beef improves work
productivity at the processing plant, reduces transportation costs because
excess bone and fat are removed before shipment, reduces weight loss because
of improved packaging, and allows for semiskilled labor to handle the meat at
the retail level. :

The preparation of boxed beef is a development of the past two decades.
The larger, more efficient, meatpackers utilize modern assembly-line
techniques, often employing scores of people in a single phase of the
operation. Such types of automation are followed through all the marketing .
channels, including the retail distribution of the beef by fast food outlets.
Meatpackers tend to be more labor than capital intensive. Labor generally is
under contract and represented by unions. Some boxed beef packing-house
workers have wage rates significantly below wage rates of other packing house
workers. :

The ownership of meatpacking companies in the United States varies
widely. Some meatpackers are large publicly owned businesses whose stocks
trade on major exchanges. Some are subsidiaries of major publicly owned
companies, some are subsidiaries of privately owned companies, and a few are
cooperatives owned by cattlemen. The ownership pattern has changed in recent
years and is discussed in the section of this report entitled "Industry
Concentration.”

Meat processors do not slaughter cattle but process carcasses and cuts
into consumer products. Meat processors range from major large-volume
businesses to small-volume enterprises such as specialty sausage makers.

Economic Significance of Cattle and Beef

Cattle and calves are, by far, the most commonly kept farm animals. The
1982 Census of Agriculture reported that of 2.2 million farms and ranches in
the United States, some 1.4 million kept cattle and calves, with 277,762 of
the 1.4 million keeping dairy cattle. Officials of the National Cattlemen's
Association (NCA), an industry organization representing cattle raisers,
estimates that several million Americans depend on cattle for all or part of
~ their livelihoods.

The 1982 Census also reported that of 987 million acres of land in farms,
some 526 million acres, or 53 percent, consisted of land that was pastured or
grazed. Cattle and calves, alone or in combination or rotation with horses,
sheep, and goats, are kept on virtually all such pasture or grazing land and
cattle and calves are estimated to account for 90 percent or more of all
forages consumed by farm animals on such land. In addition, cattle and calves
are estimated to consume 90 percent or more of the hay harvested in the United
States. The 1982 Census reported that hay was harvested from nearly 57 million
acres in the United States. 1In addition to their consumption of pasture and
hay, cattle and calves consume a large share of the grains and oilseed meal
produced in the United States.
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Cattle and calves represent a significant share of the value of farmers'
assets in the United States. The value of the cattle and calf inventory, as
of January 1, for various years, as compiled from the USDA, is shown in the
following tabulation:

Value of inventory

Period .Million dollars
1983. ... .00ttt i RN . 46,708
3 2 . 45,119
1985..... et Ceeeeae 44,139
1986 . ... veeneerennneonnns . 41,280
1987 .. it ittt ienrennneans ... 41,492

The decline in the value of inventory reflects lower cattle numbers as well as
decreasing unit values.

As shown in table E-1, 1/ cash receipts from the sales of live cattle and
calves averaged nearly $29 billion annually during 1982-86, and, as can be
determined from that table, cash receipts from the sale of cattle and calves
accounted for about 20 percent annually of all cash receipts from farming in
the United States. The table also shows that cash receipts from dairy
products (virtually all cow's milk) averaged $18 billion annually, or about
12 percent of all cash receipts from farming in the United States.

Whereas cattle and calves averaged 20 percent overall of U.S. cash
receipts from farming, the percentage varies significantly among States and
individual farming enterprises. In large areas of the West, the most suitable
agricultural crop is forage, and the most economically rational use for the
forage is as feed for ruminant animals, such as cattle. Many of these areas
lack populations large enough to support dairy industries; and, hence, most of
the cattle are kept for the production of beef. In Wyoming, for example, cash
receipts from the sale of cattle and calves accounted for 70 percent of all
cash receipts from farming (excluding Government payments) in 1985, the
highest of any State, followed by Montana, the second highest, with
57 percent. Sales of cattle and calves also account for a large share of cash
receipts from farming in those States that have large-volume feedlots. For
example, sales of cattle and calves accounted for slightly more than one-half
of cash receipts from farming (excluding Government payments) in Colorado and
Oklahoma during 1985, and nearly one-half of such receipts in Kansas,
Nebraska, New Mexico, Texas, and South Dakota. For many farms and ranches,
sales of cattle and calves account for all, or nearly all of the sales of farm
products, whereas dairy-product sales are important in some regions.

1/ Statistical tables are in appendix E.
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In some parts of the Corn Belt, cash receipts from the sale of cattle and
calves exceed the level of sales of some of the Western States, but, because
the Corn Belt also has large receipts from the sale of swine, dairy products,
‘grains, and oilseeds, sales of cattle and calves account for @ smaller share
of cash receipts from the sale of all agricultural products. For example,
cash receipts from sales of cattle and calves in Iowa amounted to $1.7 billion
in 1985 compared to $414 million in Wyoming, but sales of cattle and calves
.accounted for only 19 percent of the sales of all agricultural products in
Iowa. In Illinois, sales of cattle and calves amounted to $668 million but
accounted for only 9 percent of cash receipts from sales of all agricultural
products.

In general, where dairy, fruit, vegetable, and other crop production are
more significant, cattle and calves account for a smaller share of cash
receipts from farming, and a significant share of the sales of cattle and
calves consist of cull dairy cows and dairy veal calves. In most New England
States and in New York, for example, sales of cattle and calves accounted for
about 6 percent of cash receipts from farmlng (excluding Government payments)
in 1985.

Beef and veal accounted for 24.1 million pounds, or 62 percent, of the
© 39.4 billion pounds of red meat handled by the nearly 220,QOO‘emplojees-of the
U.S. ‘meatpacking and processing industries in 1985. These employees earned

: nearly $4 billion in wages during that year. Many meatpacking companies,

. -including several of those with the largest volume, are exclusively, or almost

exclusively, cattle processors. In general, meatpacking companies in the
United States tend to process only one species of animal and most plants are
'phys1ca11y 11m1ted to one specles of animal. ' :

Durlng 1986, consumer expenditures for beef averaged $184.10 per caplta
or 1.49 percent of personal income. Expenditures for beef accounted for
nearly two-thirds of the annual $288.65 per capita expenditures for red meat
and 53 percent of the $350.42 per-capita expenditures for red meat and poultry.

Structure of the U.S. Industry

Number of producers

‘As shown in the following tabulation, (compiled from official statistics
of the USDA) there was a steady decline in the number of operations 1/ with
cattle in the United States during 1982-86:

Number of operations

Period with cattle
1982, .0ttt it it .. 1,612,090
1983. .. iieeiiinerenosneses 1,585,200
1984. .. ..c0tvveenennseeaness 1,543,490
1985....cciveiiereencannans, 1,493,880
1986.....c00000eveevieeeeces 1,449,730

1/ An operation is any place having one or more head of cattle on hand at
anytime during the year.
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The 10 percent decline in the number of cattle operations from 1982 to 1986
apparently reflects, in part, unacceptable financial experiences for
cattlemen. Also, there has been some consolidation within the industry as
smaller volume operators exit the industry and large volume operators expand.

The number of operations with milk cows, (included in the number of
operations with cattle) in the United States also declined steadily during

1982-86 as shown in the following tabulation which was compiled from official
statistics of the USDA: ) '

Number of operations

Period with milk cows
1982, . ittt 312,100
1983...... 000 Ceec e 303,710
1984. ... .ttt L. 284,740
1985. ... ittt vesees. 271,920
1986........ B 254,760

The 18-percent decline in operations with milk cows from 1982 to 1986 accounted
for one-third of the decline in total U.S. operations with cattle. The decline
in the number of operations with milk cows reflects, in part, consolidation
into larger volume enterprises. The Dairy Termination Program (DTP) discussed
in the section of this report entitled "U.S. Government programs" contributed
to a decline in the number of operations with milk cows since April 1986. -

Table E-2 shows that the number of feedlots in five major cattle-feeding
States of the Corn Belt (Illinois, Iowa, Kansas, Minnesota, and Nebraska)
declined from 59,000 in 1982 to 38,600 in 1986, representing a decline of
35 percent. Whereas the number of feedlots with a capacity of less than
1,000 animals declined by 35 percent, from 57,648 to 37,222, the number with a
capacity of 1,000 or more increased by 5 percent}'ﬁrom’1,31§ to 1,378.

Table E-3 shows that the number of feedlots in eight major cattle-feeding
States of the Western Rangelands (Arizona, California, Colorado, Idaho,
Oklahoma, South Dakota, Texas, and Washington) declined from 7,757 in 1982 to
5,992 in 1986, or by 23 percent. The number of cattle marketed by the feedlots

in those States increased, however, from 10.0 million in 1982 to 11.1 million
in 1986.

As with other segments of the U.S. cattle industry, the cattle and calf
slaughtering sector has been consolidated, thus reducing the number of plants
as shown in the following tabulation:

Number of cattle- Number of calf-

slaughtering slaughtering
Period plants plants
1982......... 1,506 836
1983......... 1,502 - 817
1984......... 1,500 854
1985......... 1,451 ’ 831

1986......... 1,380 792
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The number of firms slaughtering cattle and calves in the United States
is smaller than the number of slaughtering plants because many firms operate
more than one plant, and the largest volume firms operate several. The number’
of firms slaughtering all classes of cattle declined by 20 percent during
1981-85 (from 599 in 1981 to 481 in 1985) (the most recent 5-year period for
which data are available), as shown in table E-4. The number of firms
slaughtering calves declined by 16 percent (from 262 in 1981 to 219 in 1985).

During 1982-86 beef and veal accounted for about two-thirds of the red
meat handled by meat packers and processors. The total number of employees in
the red meat packing and processing industries has been as follows:

(1,000 employees)

1981......... 226.1
1982......... 218.1
1983......... 215.8
1984......... 219.4
1985......... 221.8

Cattle inventory

Data concerning the U.S. cattle inventory are shown in table E-5. The
table shows that the total number of cattle in the United States declined
steadily, from 115.0 million on January 1, 1983, to 102 million on
January 1, 1987, representing a drop of 11 percent and reflecting the cattle
cycle described later in this report. Many U.S. cattlemen contend that the
decline in cattle in the United States reflects adverse financial conditions
in the business.

For mature cows, there was an ll-percent decline in beef cows, from
37.9 million as of January 1, 1983, to 33.9 million as of January 1, 1987, and
a 5-percent drop in milk cows from 11.0 million to 10.5 million during the
same interval. However, an increase in beef cows being kept for replacement,
from 5.1 million on January 1, 1986, to 5.2 million on January 1, 1987, and an
increase in the number of beef cows that have calved, from 33.6 million to
33.9 million, suggests that cattlemen may be becoming more positive about the
industry.

Industry concentration

Live cattle and calves.--Among enterprises that specialize in the raising
of purebred animals for breeding, the only significant concentration appears
to be in the raising of dairy bulls. As previously described, most dairy
bulls are raised and maintained by cooperatives. Among other cattle, for
breeding purposes, no producer or small group of producers is known to account
for a significant share of total production; however, there are probably only
a few suppliers for certain exotic breeds of cattle.
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The cow-calf sector is probably the least concentrated sector of the U.S.
live-cattle industry. Whereas there are some cow-calf operations that are

much larger than average, even the largest firms combined probably account for
only a small share of the total. Data on concentration in the feedlot sector

of the U.S. cattle industry are discussed in the section of this report
entitled "Geographic Distribution.”

Beef and veal.--There has been a trend toward fewer and larger volume
beef packing and processing plants and firms in the United States based, in
part, on developments in beef packing that occurred several years ago. During
the 1970's, the previously described procedure for boxed beef became a major
processing and marketing technique in the United States.

While boxed beef production expanded significantly during the early and
mid-1970's, total cattle slaughter generally expanded also providing animals
for both the newer boxed beef companies and the old-line traditional packers
as well. During the late 1970's, however, total cattle slaughter declined,
resulting in excess slaughtering capacity. In general, the newer boxed beef
companies were able to bid cattle away from the old-line packers, because
boxed beef companies were lower cost producers. In addition to the previously
described production efficiencies, the boxed beef producers generally had the
advantage of having newer, more efficient plants that incorporated
efficiencies of size. Also, the boxed beef plants were.located in the areas
where cattle feeding was concentrated. By 1982, the four leading steer and
heifer slaughtering firms, (in alphabetical order) were Excel Corporation; IBP
Inc.; Land-o-Lakes, Inc. (which had acquired Spencer Beef); and Swift
Independent Packing Company (SIPCO). Among the top four, there were no
representatives from the so-called "big five" (in alphabetical order, Armour,
Cudahy, Morris, Swift, and Wilson) which had dominated meat packing in the
1920's. :

Many domestic interests, including U.S. cattlemen, have expressed concern
about increased concentration in the U.S. cattle slaughtering industry. They
contend that such concentration puts small-volume packers and the diffuse
cattlemen at an unfair disadvantage by limiting the number of market outlets

" and competition for cattle sales. Further, they contend that many

large-volume packers will not deal with small lots of cattle and limit buying
at auction markets, preferring to obtain large volumes of cattle directly from
large-volume feedlots with which they may maintain long-term agreements. They
contend that such practices have an added disadvantage of limiting market
intelligence concerning price data and price changes.

Some U.S. cattlemen contend that many large-volume meat packers are able
to operate at low levels of profitability for long periods of time because
they are subsidiaries of very large companies. As a result, independent
packers may be forced to exit the industry, driving out competition for cattle
purchasers.
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Table E-6 shows that whereas most of the 1,500 or so cattle slaughtering
plants in the United States slaughter fewer than 1,000 animals per year, these
plants accounted for only about 1 percent (319,000 to 350,000 animals) of
commercial cattle slaughter annually during 1982-86. The number of plants
that slaughtered 500,000 or more animals per year (very-large-volume plants)
increased from 12 in 1982 to 19 in 1986. As recently as 1972, there were only
3 plants that slaughtered 500,000 or more animals annually. Cattle slaughter
in the very-large-volume plants increased from 9.4 million animals (26 percent
of commercial slaughter) in 1982 to 16.8 million animals (45 percent) in
1986. These very-large-volume plants appear to be capturing market share from
plants that slaughter 50,000 to 499,999 animals annually, and to a lesser
extent from plants slaughtering 10,000 to 49,999 annually. As described in
the section of this report entitled "Conditions of Competition,” larger volume
plants appear to have an economic advantage over smaller volume ones.

Calf slaughter is more concentrated than cattle slaughter as shown in
table E-7. 1In 1982, a total of 836 plants slaughtered 2.7 million calves, but
55 of these slaughtered 2.5 million calves, or 82 percent of the commercial
slaughter. By 1986, 64 plants slaughtered 2.9 million calves, or 89 percent .
of the total. ' o

Table E-8 shows that the concentration, as measured by the share of total
U.S. slaughter accounted for by the 4, 8, and 12 largest firms, generally
increased during 1980-84. Concentration in the steer and heifer slaughter
sector increased steadily at all levels, with the share of slaughter accounted
for by the 12 largest firms increasing from 63 percent in 1980 to 72 percent
in 1984. Concentration in the cow and bull slaughter sector increased
irregularly at all levels. - The share of the-cow and bull slaughter sector
accounted for by the 12 largest firms increased from 27 percent in 1980 to
28 percent in 1984. Concentration in the cow and bull slaughter sector is
much less than in the steer and heifer sector in part because cow-calf herds
are widely dispersed across the United States, whereas feedlot operations tend
to concentrate the steers and heifers. The same firms and the same plants are
not necessarily among the largest year after year.

For livestock slaughter, concentration generally changes as product
definition (type of cattle being considered) is more narrowly defined. For
example, although the plants that slaughtered 500,000 or more cattle per year
accounted for 26 percent of commercial cattle slaughter in 1982, these plants
accounted for 36 percent of the steer and heifer slaughter, but less than
14 percent of the cow and bull slaughter. Data concerning shares of the steer
and heifer slaughter or the cow and bull slaughter for other years are not
available; however, inasmuch-as the cow and bull slaughter is known to be
dispersed and the steer and heifer slaughter is known to be centralized, the
concentration ratios shown in table E-6é understate the concentration for the
steer and heifer slaughter and overstate the concentration for the cow and
bull slaughter. :

Also, for livestock slaughter, concentration ratios increase as
geographic area considered is reduced. As shown in table E-9, in several:
States, the top four firms accounted for all or nearly all of cattle slaughter
in 1982, the most recent year for which such data are available. The table
also shows that, in almost every instance, concentration increased from 1972
to 1982.
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Geographic distribution

Although cattle are raised and beef is processed in each of the fifty
States, different aspects of the U.S. cattle industry are concentrated in
various parts of the country. In general, however, cattle raising and beef

processing are concentrated in the Corn Belt, 1/ the Western Rangeland
States, 2/ and the Southeastern States 3/ (see fig. 6). The distribution of

dairy cattle is a special circumstance.

The Corn Belt.--The Corn Belt is a highly productive agricultural area,
well suited to the growing of grasses and legumes for pasture for cow-calf
herds as well as grains (primarily corn) and protein supplements (primarily
meal derived from soybeans) for raising feeder animals to slaughter weights in
cattle feedlots. Many of the enterprises in the Corn Belt are general farms,
deriving their income, or having the option of deriving their income, from
different types of livestock (such as beef cattle, dairy.cattle, or swine),
cash grain (most often corn), or vegetable oilseeds (primarily soybeans) (see
fig. 7 and 8). Although some farms in the Corn Belt are only a few acres in
size and some are a few thousand acres, they typically are about 400 to 500
acres in size. Few farmers in the Corn Belt States depend on sales of cattle
as their sole source of income; cattle herds may consist of only a small
number of animals, and herds seldom number more than a few hundred. 1In 1986,
the average cattle herd in the Corn Belt was 69 animals.

There were 503,000 operations with cattle in the Corn Belt States in
1986, (representing 35 percent of the U.S. total of almost 1.5 million), down
from 571,000 (35 percent of the U.S. total of 1.6 million) in 1982. The.
January 1, 1987, inventory or census of cattle in the Corn Belt States was
34.9 million animals, representing 34 percent of the U.S. inventory of
102.0 million--down from the 37.9 million cattle, accounting for 33 percent of
the January 1, 1983, U.S. inventory of 115.0 million cattle.

In part because the Corn Belt grow large quantities of grain and protein
supplements, the region accounts for a large share of U.S. cattle finishing
and has a large share of U.S. cattle feedlots (fig. 9). The Corn Belt States
of Illinois, Iowa, Kansas, Minnesota, and Nebraska had a total of 38,600 beef
cattle feedlots in 1986 (table E-2) and those feedlots marketed.a total of
11.7 million animals, equal to 45 percent of the 26.0 million fed steers and
heifers slaughtered in the United States during that year. In 1982, there
were 59,000 cattle feedlots in the aforementioned States, and those feedlots
marketed 11.8 million animals, equal to 43 percent of the 24.9 million fed
steers and heifers slaughtered in the United States during that year.

1/ The Corn Belt is associated with the States of Illinois, Indiana, Iowa,
Kansas, Michigan, Minnesota, Missouri, Nebraska, Ohio, and Wisconsin.

2/ The Western Rangelands are associated with the States of Arizona,
California, Colorado, Idaho, Montana, Nevada, New Mexico, North Dakota,
Oklahoma, Oregon, South Dakota, Texas, Utah, Washington, and Wyoming.

3/ The Southeastern States are Alabama, Arkansas, Florida, Georgia, Kentucky,
Louisiana, Mississippi, North Carolina, South Carolina, Tennessee, Virginia,
and West Virginia).
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Figure 6.--Beef cattle feedlots: Location in the United States, 1982

- Beef Cattie Feediots (Industry 0211): 1882

Source: U.S. Departmént of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, 1982 Cénsus of
Agriculture, Graphic Summary. '
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Figure 7 --—Corn farms: Location in the United States, 1982

Corn Farms (Industry 0115): 1982

1 Oot = 100 Farme

U.3. Oeomranent of Coremarce
Surewy of ¥y .

Source: U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of ‘the Censds, 1982 Census
of Agriculture, Graphic Summary. '
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Figure §g.--Soybean farms: .Loc':ation in the United States, 1982

Soybsan Farms (Industry 0116): 1982

Source: U.S. Department of Commerce Bureau of the Census, 1982 Census of
Agriculture, Graphic Summary.
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Figure 9 .--Beef cattle farms: Location in the United.States, 1982

Beef Cattle Farms, Except Feedlots (Industry 0212): 1982

Source: U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, 1982
Agriculture, Graphic Summary.

‘Census of
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Nearly 97 percent of the feedlots in the region had a capacity of fewer
than 1,000 animals in 1986, and these plants marketed 3.7 million animals
(14 percent of the U.S. total) compared with 4.3 million animals (16 percent)
in 1982. The 3 percent of the feedlots in the region with a capacity of
1,000 animals or more marketed 8.1 million animals in 1986 (31 percent of the
U.S. total) compared with 7.5 million animals (27 percent) in 1982, :

Although detailed statistics are not available, the Corn Belt States
appear to have a large share of the cattle- and calf-slaughtering and
meat-processing plants in the United States. Cattle slaughter in the Corn
Belt States amounted to 19.6 million animals during 1986, equal to 52 percent
of the U.S. total of 37.3 million animals compared with 18.6 million animals,
or 52 percent of the U.S. total cattle slaughter of 35.8 million in 1982.
Calf slaughter in the region amounted to 1.1 million animals in 1986 ..
(32 percent of the U.S. total of 3.4 million animals in that year), compared
with 804,900 in 1982, or 27 percent of the U.S. total of 3.0 million animals
in that year. The relatively small share of U.S. calf slaughter in the Corn
Belt States reflects the small share of dairy cows in the region; a large
share of calf slaughter is derived from dairy calves.

The Western Rangelands.--The States associated with the Western
Rangelands have large areas with limited rainfall or rough topography that
restrict the growing of row crops. The region does, however, have large areas
well suited to grazing, and because cattle are hardy animals that can adapt to
this environment and have been a source of valuable products, the region has
historically been a major cattle-raising area. Many agricultural enterprises
in the Western Rangelands derive all or nearly all of their cash income from
the sale of cattle and calves. A large share of the cattle enterprises are
cow-calf operations. Cattle enterprises in the Western Rangelands often cover
several thousand acres, and herds tend to be larger than those in the Corn
Belt. In 1986, cattle herds in the Western Rangelands averaged 104 animals
each compared with the previously mentioned 69 per herd in the Corn Belt.

In 1986, there were 413,300 operations with cattle in the Western
Rangeland States (accounting for 24 percent of the U.S. total), compared with
444,900 operations (28 percent) in 1982. The January 1, 1987, inventory of
cattle in the Western Rangelands states was 43.1 million animals, or
42 percent of the U.S. total, down from 48.0 million animals, or 42 percent
on January 1, 1982.

The Western Rangeland States of Arizona, California, Colorado, Idaho,
Oklahoma, South Dakota, Texas, and Washington had a total of 6,352 feedlots in
1986. These feedlots marketed 11.1 million animals, equal to 43 percent of
the 26.0 million fed steers and heifers slaughtered in the United States in
that year. In 1982 in those States, there were 7,757 feedlots that marketed
10.0 million animals, equal to:40 percent of the 24:9 million fed steers and
heifers slaughtered in the United States during the year. While detailed
statistics are not available, it appears that about 10 percent of the feedlots
in the Western Rangelands had a capacity of 1,000 animals or more, and ,
operations in those States marketed an estimated 10.7 million animals in 1986,

_equal to about 41 percent of U.S. slaughter in that year. The 90 percent or
so of feedlots that had a capacity of fewer than 1,000 animals marketed
probably less than 500,000 animals in 1986 (2 percent of the U.S. total).
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The Western Rangelands also appear to account for a large share of the
cattle- and calf-slaughtering and meat-processing plants in the United
States. Cattle slaughter in the Western Rangelands states amounted to
14.0 million animals in 1986, equal to 38 percent of the U.S. total of
37.3 million animals. The 1982 cattle slaughter in the Western Rangelands
states amounted to 13.4 million animals, or 37 percent of the U.S. total of
35.8 million animals. The calf slaughter amounted to 711,900 animals in 1986,
equal to 21 percent of the U.S. total of 3.4 million animals, up from 535,700,
equal to 18 percent of the U.S. total of 3.0 million animals, in 1982.

The Southeastern States.--The Southeastern States in general have more
abundant rainfall to support vegetation than do the Western Rangelands and
have a longer growing Season and less severe winter weather than the Corn Belt
States. Land prices in the Southeastern States are generally lower than in
the Corn Belt but generally higher than in the Western Rangelands. Summer
weather in many of the Southeastern States is more severe than in the Corn
Belt and animal parasites are often more of a problem. Much of the soil in
the Southeastern States i; naturally less fertile than that of the Corn Belt .

As in the Corn Belt, cattle operations in the Southeastern States are
often parts of general fdarms that may produce several types of agricultural
products. Few farms in the region depend on sales of cattle and calves as
their sole source of income. Most cattle operations in the Southeastern
States are cow-calf operations that raise feeder calves, a large share of
which are sold to feedlots in the Western Rangelands and Corn Belt. Cattle
herds in the Southeastern States tend to have fewer animals than those in
either the Western Rangelands or the Corn Belt. 1In 1986, cattle herds in the
Southeastern States averaged 45 animals each.

In 1986, there were4417.000 operations with cattle in the Southeastern
States, 29 percent of the U.S. total of 1.5 million operations, down from
487,000 operations (30 percent) in 1982. The January 1, 1987, inventory of
cattle in the region was 18.9 million animals, (18 percent of the U.S. total
of 102.0 million)--down from the January 1, 1983, inventory of 20.7 million
animals, (18 percent of. the U.S. total of 115.0 million).

There are few feedlots in the Southeastern States in part because a large
share of the calves raised in the area are shipped to feedlots in other
regions, particularly the Corn Belt, where parasites and hot, humid weather
are less of a problem.

) The Southeastern States apparently have a small number of U.S. cattle-
slaughtering and beef-processing plants in relation to the Corn Belt and
Western Rangelands. The cattle slaughter in the Southeastern States amounted
to about 2 million animals in 1986, 5 percent of the U.S. total of

.37.3 million. 1In 1982, the slaughter was 2.3 million animals, 6 percent of
the U.S. total of 35.8 million. The calf slaughter in the Southeastern States
amounted to 382,200 animals in 1986, (11 percent of the U.S. total of

3.4 million) compared with 384,200 animals in 1982 (13 percent of the U.S.
total of 3.0 million). The relatively larger share of U.S. calf slaughter
than cattle slaughter reflects the number of dairy cattle in the region.
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Dairy cattle.--Although dairy cattle are kept in each of the 50 States,
their geographic concentration in the United States differs from that of beef
cattle (fig. 10). In general, there is an economic incentive for dairy cattle
to be kept near where the human population is concentrated. Although milk can
be processed into products (such as cheese and butter) that can be
economically stored and transported, the most profitable use for milk in the
United States is the fluid market (i.e., used for drinking purposes). Because .
fluid milk is bulky, perishable, and rather expensive to transport, the
. industry has generally found it more profitable to locate dairy animals near
the preferred markets. Also, local health .and sanitary regulations have had
the general effect of discouraging movement of milk over long distances.

Beyond the general concentration near human population centers, dairy
cattle tend to be concentrated in Wisconsin, Minnesota, and Michigan, as
described below. The January 1, 1987, cattle inventory showed that of milk
cows that have calved, 3.1 million, or 29 percent of the U.S. total of
10.5 million, were located in Wisconsin, Minnesota, and Michigan. The three
States combined also accounted for 72,500 operations with dairy cattle, or
27 percent of the U.S. total of 271,920.. The January 1, 1983, inventory
showed that the three States combined accounted for 3.1 million milk cows that
had calved, or 28. percent of the U.S. total of 11.0 million, and 78,000 dairy
cattle operatlons, 26 percent of the U.S. total of 303,710.

Parts of the Wisconsin, Minnesota, and Michigan reglon are well suited to
the raising of dairy cattle. While the growing season is shorter and the
soils generally are not as naturally fertile in these parts as in the
remainder of the.Corn Belt, they are such that grasses and legumes can be
grown“for- pasture -and hay, and corn can be grown for silage and to some extent
for grain. A profitable use for these crops is as feed for dairy cattle.

Many of the dairy operations in the region are located near major population
centers such as Minneapolis, Detroit, and Chicago. However, many of the dairy
operations are located farther away from ‘these centers, especially in
Wisconsin. Large quantities of dairy products, such as cheese, milk powder,
and butter, are manufactured from the milk produced in these operations.

" 'Dairy production is also concentrated in New York and Pennsylvania. The
January 1, 1987, inventory of dairy cows that calved in those two States
combined was 1.7 million animals, 15 percent of the U.S. total, and the number
of dairy operations was 35,300, 14 percent of the U.S. total. The
January 1, 1983, inventory of cows was 1.7 million an1mals and 15 percent of
the U.S. total. The dairy concentration in the two’ States reflects both’ the
large human populations and the climate and soil conditions in parts of the
States similar to those of Wisconsin, Minnesota, and Michigan. Like much of _.
the milk in those States, much of the milk produced in New York and
Pennsylvania is manufactured into dairy products.

California is another area of concentrated milk production in the United
States. The January 1, 1987, California inventory of milk cows that had
calved was 1.0 million, 9 percent of the U.S. total, and the number of dairy
operations totaled 5,200, only 2 percent of the U.S. total, reflecting the
fact that dairy operations in California tend to be large-volume enterprises.
The January 1, 1983, inventory was 940,000 cows, also 9 percent of the U.S.
total, and the number of operations was 5,500, again 2 percent of the U.S.

total. The dairy:concentration in California reflects that State' s large
human population. ,
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Figure 10.--Dairy farms: Location in the United States, 1982

Dairy Farms (Industry Group 024): 1982
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Source: U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, 1982 Census of
Agriculture, Graphic Summary.
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THE CANADIAN INDUSTRY
Descripﬁion and Uses and Economic Significance of Cattle and Beef

The Canadian cattle and beef industry is, in most respects, very similar
to that part of the cattle and beef industry in the United States that is in
close geographic proximity. Also, U.S. and Canadian cattle of the same type
(beef or dairy) are very similar.

Live cattle

In Canada, as in the United States, most cattle are beef-type animals
kept for the production of meat and the remainder are dairy-type animals kept
for the production of milk for human consumption. In addition, when
slaughtered, the cattle yield valuable byproducts. 1/ The cattle industry in
Canada is composed of the same types of businesses or specialties as in the
United States. Officials of Agriculture Canada report that the so-called
"backgrounding" specialty has been a growing sector of the industry. Cattle
feedlot operators in Eastern Canada 2/ normally raise their animals on corn,
which is the most common cattle feed in the United States. In Western
Canada 3/, however, feedlot operators normally raise their animals on barley.
In Western Canada, cattlemen discuss the beef steer-barley price ratio,
whereas in Eastern Canada and the United States cattlemen discuss the beef
steer corn price ratio. Because of soils and climate, especially the short
length of the growing season and limited rainfall in Western Canada, it is
more efficient to grow barley than corn. In recent years, however, development
of faster maturing varieties of corn has made it practical to grow corn for
silage in the Prairie Provinces.

Cattle-raising enterprises in Canada are typically family-owned with many
of the same characteristics as those in the United States, however, Provincial
government controls in Canada virtually bar persons not already in the dairy
cattle business from entering by imposing supply controls on milk production.
‘Officials of Agriculture Canada report that the general effect of the supply
controls is to limit new entrants into the dairy industry to those that
purschase existing operations.

In Canada, only a relatively few enterprises specialize in the raising of
animals for breeding purposes, but such enterprises are considered important
to the industry. The so-called British breeds, Hereford, Angus, and
Shorthorn, have been the basic beef breeds in Canada. The heat and insect
tolerance of Brahman cattle is not a significant advantage in Canada; and,
consequently, such cattle have contributed less to the genetic make-up of the

1/ In its posthearing submission the Canadian Cattlemen’s Association (CCA)
presented statistical information concerning Canada’s imports, exports and
trade balance in cattle and calf hides, tallow, animal grease, and animal oil

~and fat (nes) with the United States and the EC. Those data are reproduced in

Appendix E.

2/ Includes Ontario, Quebec, and the Atlantic- Provinces.

3/ Includes the Prairie Provinces and British Columbia.
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Canadian herd. Canadian cattlemen report that the haircoats of the Brahman
are too light for the Canadian climate. In general, cross-bred cattle in
Canada are limited to about 25 percent Brahman ancestry. Also, as in the
United States, so-called Continental breeds have become increasingly popular
in the last 20 to 25 years.

The most common dairy breed in Canada is, by far, the Holstein, with
Aryshire, Guernsey, and Jersey accounting for most of the remainder. Whereas
the Canadian cattle industry, in general, is in most respects very similar to
the cattle industry in the United States, the Canadian dairy industry is even
more similar, except for the previously discussed Provincial supply controls.
Sources in both the United States and Canada agree that U.S. and Canadian
dairy cattle are virtually indistinguishable. Canadian veal calves, while
initially indistinguishable from U.S. veal calves, are handled somewhat
differently as described in the section entitled "U.S. imports."

As in the United States, the most common type of cattle-raising
enterprise in Canada is the cow-calf operation. Because of the generally
colder climate in Canada, beef-cow herds must be provided with more shelter
and supplemental feed, especially in severe weather. In general the growing
season is of shorter duration in Canada than in the United States, but because
of the more northerly latitudes, daylight periods are longer in the summer
than in the United States. Because a large share of vegetative growth in
Canada occurs in a rather short time span of long daylight periods, Canadian
cattlemen must store a larger share of such vegetation (normally in the form
of hay) than must U.S. farmers.

Feedlot operations in the United States and Canada are basically the same, .
differing only in details such as the previously discussed use of barley as
the normal feed in Western Canada. Also, virtually all steers and heifers in
Canada are finished in feedlots, while, as previously discussed, some in the
United States are sent to slaughter directly from pastures. Steers and heifers
in Canada are considered ready for slaughter when they are somewhat leaner
than steers and heifers in the United States that are considered ready for
slaughter.

Beef and veal

Live cattle, beef carcasses, and primal cuts in Canada are graded by
officials of the Livestock and Poultry Division of the Food Production and
“"Inspection Branch of Agriculture Canada under a system similar to the T
previously described U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) grading system.
The official grades are Al, A2, A3, A4, Bl, B2, B3, B4, Cl1l, €2, D1, D2, D3,
D4, D5, and E. -

Canadian grades Al and A2 are similar in most respects to USDA grades,
Prime and Choice. The major difference is that the Canadian grading system
imposes a penalty on "over-fat" carcasses with the result that Al and A2 are
leaner (having less fat cover and less marbling than Prime or Choice).
However, other characteristics (age of the animal at the time of slaughter and
color of the meat) are similar. In 1985, Al and A2 accounted for 65 percent
of all carcasses graded in Canada. Al and A2 are associated with fed steers
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and heifers and meat from such animals and carcasses is usually used for table
beef. However, trimmings and some cuts from Al and A2 carcasses may be used
for manufacturing meat. Canadian C and D grades (which account for the bulk
of the remainder of the carcasses) are associated with cull cows and bulls,
both beef-type and dairy-type. The great bulk of the meat from C and D
carcasses is used for manufacturing. Industry sources in both the United
States and Canada report that cull cattle in both countries, including both
beef types, and as mentioned earlier, dairy types, are comparable and yield
carcasses and meat that are comparable. : '

The basic cattle slaughtering and meat processing operations in Canada
are the same as in the United States. In Canada, a large share of meat
packing and processing is accounted for by privately owned companies.

However, the company generally acknowledged as the largest volume packer
Canada Packers Inc., is a publicly owned company whose stock trades on major
Canadian and U.S. stock exchanges. Also, Canada has a smaller share of o
slaughter accounted for by large-volume plants. ' ' '

Cattle and calves are kept on most farms in Canada and account for a
significant share of Canadian farmers'’ cash receipts from all of agriculture.
In large areas of Canada, especially Western Canada, the most suitable
agricultural crop is forage and the most economlcally rat10na1 use for the
forage is as a feed for ruminant animals, especially cattle. Officials of the
CCA report that about 15 percent of the beef cows in Canada are kept on farms
and ranches where cattle account for all or nearly all ‘'of cash receipts from
agriculture. Table E-10 shows that cash receipts from sales of cattle and
calves amounted to Can$3.6 billion in 1986, accounting for 36 percent of cash
receipts from sales of all animals and animal products. Among Prov1nces cash
receipts from cattle and calves were highest in Alberta, where they amounted
to Can$l.2 billion, or 64 percent of cash receipts from sales of all animals . -
and products. Cash receipts from cattle and calves in Ontario amounted to.
‘Can$l.1 billion, or 34 percent of cash recelpts from sales of all animals and
products. Cash receipts from cattle and calves were lowest in Newfoundland
where they amounted to Can$l.3 million, or 3 percent of cash receipts from
sales of all animals and products. The most recent official data:of _
Statistics Canada valued the Canadian cattle inventory at Can$7.1 b11110n as
of 1 July 1985. The January 1987 value of inventory was Can$5. 9 b1111on
assuming Canadian and U.S. cattle have the same value per head.

Structure of the Canadian Industry

Number of producers and industry concentration
The most recent data concerning the number of operations in Canada with

cattle and calves are from the 1981 Census of Canada, Agrlculture Livestock

~and Poultry and are shown in the following tabulation: :
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Number of operations

Operations with-- as of June 1, 1981

Beef cows............ 114,141

‘Dairy cows........ . 67,899

Other 1/............. 3,033
Total............ 185,073

1/ Includes unspecified cattle operations and
operations with both beef cows and dairy cows.

Officials of Agriculture Canada report that it is known that the number of
operations has declined substantially since the census.

Data on the average number of cattle and calves per Canadian farm are
available from the census and are shown in the following tabulation (by areas):

Type of animal West East All Canada
Beef cows.......... 39 15 31
Dairy cows......... 18 31 26
All cattle and
calves........... 88 56 73

Table E-11 indicates that the live-cattle industry in Canada is more
concentrated. than the average herd size shown in the previous tabulation
suggests. For example, the larger volume operations (those with 123 animals
or over) comprised 28 percent of all operations but accounted for 69 percent
of the total cattle inventory in 1981.

The Canadian Meat Council (CMC) reports 1/ that in 1985, there were
82 Federally inspected cattle slaughtering plants in Canada; 20 of the plants
slaughtered over 50,000 animals per year. The plants that slaughtered
50,000 animals or more annually had an average weekly kill of 2,400
animals--less than one-half of the 5,000 average weekly kill in U.S. plants 1/.

1/ Submission to the U.S. International Trade Commission, Respecting Conditions
of Competition Between U.S. and Canadian Cattle and Beef Industries,
Mar. 2, 1987, p. 3. ’ '



31

The Council also contends that, 1/ in contrast to the United States,
concentration in the meat industry in Canada has decreased in recent years, as
shown in the following tabulation:

Share of total shipments by--

Number of Value of 4 largest 8 largest

Year enterprises _ shipments firms firms
(Can§ million)  ------------ Percent------------
1978 437 5,515 44.0 53.2
1980 489 6,944 42.4 . 52.3 .
1982 426 7,927 : 39.8 52.3

Cattle inventory

Table E-12 shows that the total number of cattle in Canada declined
steadily, from-11.6 million animals on January 1, 1983, to 10.5 million
animals on January 1, 1987, representing a drop of 10 percent. Many Canadian
cattlemen contend that the decline reflects adverse financial conditions in
the industry. Beef cows dropped from 3.3 million animals on January 1, 1983,
.to 2.9 million animals on the corresponding date in 1986 but had increased
slightly by January 1, 1987. Such a drop in the breeding herd indicates that
cattlemen had been skeptical about the future of the industry but that the
cattle cycle may have bottomed out. Dairy cow numbers declined from - »
1.8 million on January 1, 1983, to 1.6 million on the corresponding date in -
1987, or by 7 percent. At the Commission’s public hearing on the
investigation, the CCA pointed out that the Canadian cattle 1ndustry is
approximately one-eleventh the size of the U.S. industry. 2/

Geographic Distribution

Cattle are raised in all Provinces in Canada. However, as shown in table
E-13, there are aspects of regional concentration associated with the
industry. In general, cattle raising is concentrated in the Prairie
Provinces, Ontario, and Quebec.

1/ Submission to the U.S. International Trade Commission, Respecting Conditions
of Competition Between U.S. and Canadian Cattle and Beef Industries,

Mar. 2, 1987, p. 3.

2/ Testimony of Mr. Stan Wilson at public hearlng, p. 180 and hearlng
statement of CCA at p. 2.
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Prairie Provinces 1/.--The Prairie Provinces have large areas with
limited rainfall and short growing seasons that restrict the raising of row
crops. Many of these areas are, however, well suited to the growing of
grasses and legumes for pastures and hay for cow-calf herds. Also, parts of
the region are suited to the growing of grain, primarily barley, and protein
supplements, primarily rapeseed (also known as canola), for animal feeds.

Many of the farming enterprises in the Prairie Provinces, especially those
where row crops are less suited, derive all or nearly all of their income from
sales of cattle and calves.

The January 1, 1986, inventory of beef and dairy-type cattle and calves
in the Prairie Provinces was 5.7 million animals, or 54 percent of the Canadian
total of 10.6 million animals. In contrast, the region accounted for
4.42 million or 18 percent of the Canadian human population of 25.2 million as
of January 1, 1984. 1In part because the relatively small human population
does not support a large dairy industry, the Prairie Provinces are associated
largely with beef-cattle raising. The region accounted for 5.4 million
animals or 60 percent of Canada’s total beef cattle and calf population of
8.9 million animals as of January 1, 1986, and an even larger share of the
beef cow population--2.2 million animals or 76 percent of Canada's total of
2.9 million animals. The relatively higher share of beef cows than all beef
cattle and calves located in the region reflects the fact that many Prairie-

‘Provinces-raised feeder calves are shipped to feedlots in Ontario for

finishing. Beef cattle and calves accounted for 95 percent of the total
cattle in the Prairie Provinces, with dairy cows accounting for only 307,000,
or the remaining 5 percent.

The Prairie Provinces accounted for slightly less than 60 percent of
Canadian cattle slaughter during 1982-86. 1In 1986 total slaughter in the
region amounted to 1.8 million animals, or 55 percent of the Canadian total of
3.2 million. 1In contrast, the region accounted for less than 5 percent of
calf slaughter in every year during 1982-86, reflecting, in part, a small
dairy industry. 1In 1986, calf slaughter in the region amounted to about
11,000 animals, or 2.3 percent of the Canadian total of 455,000.

Ontario.--Ontario has a large share of Canada’'s most productive
agricultural land, with climate and soils suitable for growing grasses and
legumes for pasture for cow-calf herds and grains, primarily corn, for animal
feeds. Although parts of Ontario are efficient in growing forages, because of
relatively higher land prices, there are fewer extensive grazing regions in
Ontario than in the Prairie Provinces. Because of the suitability of raising
alternative agriculture crops in Ontario, a smaller share of farms in the
Province depend on cattle for all or most of their cash receipts from farming.
Swine, poultry, cash grain, and specialty crop production are all important
alternatives in Ontario.

The January 1, 1986, inventory of cattle and calves in Ontario was
2.5 million animals, or 24 percent of the Canadian total. As of
January 1, 1984, the Province accounted for 6.56 million, or 26 percent of the

1/ Alberta, Manitoba, and Saskatchewan.
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Canadian human population. The Province accounted for nearly 2.0 million
animals, or 22 percent of Canada’s total beef cattle and calf population as’of
January 1, 1986, but only 325,000 animals or 11 percent of the total beef cow
population. As mentioned earlier, feeder cattle are imported into Ontario,
both from the Prairie Provinces and from the United States. On

January 1, 1986, beef cattle and calves accounted for 79 percent of the total
cattle in the Province, and dairy cows accounted for 525,000 animals, or the .
remaining 21 percent. In part because of the rather large human population,
the Province supports a large dairy industry. The Ontario dairy cow inventory
on January 1, 1986, represented nearly one-third of the Canadian total of

- 1.7 million animals.

Ontario accounted for 27 to 30 percent of the Canadian cattle slaughter
during 1982-86. 1In 1986, total slaughter in the Province amounted to
935,000 animals, or 29 percent of the Canadian total; Ontario accounted for
about one-fourth of the Canadian calf slaughter annually during 1982-85; and
in 1986 such slaughter amounted to 144,000 animals.

Quebec.--The general agricultural situation in the Province of Quebec is
similar to that described for Ontario. The January 1, 1986, inventory of
cattle and calves in the Province was 1.5 million animals, or 14 percent of
the Canadian total. . The Province accounted for 6.32 million, or 25 percent of
the human population as of January 1, 1984. Quebec accounted for
795,000 animals, or 9 percent of the total beef cattle and calf inventory as
of January 1, 1986, and 172,000 animals, or 6 percent of the beef cow
population. Beef cattle and calves accounted for 54 percent of the total
cattle in the Province, and dairy cows accounted for 665,000, or 46 percent.
The Quebec dairy cow inventory represented 40 percent of the Canadian total.

Quebec accounted for about 10 percent of the annual Canadian cattle
slaughter annually during 1982-85; in 1986 such slaughter amounted to
321,000 animals. Quebec accounted for two-thirds or more of the Canadian calf
slaughter annually during 1982-86; in 1986 such slaughter amounted to
306,000 animals.

- Other Provinces.--Large parts of British Columbia have topography and
climate not conducive to agricultural production. However, parts such as
river valleys are well suited and the rather large human population supports
both beef and dairy industries.

The January 1, 1986, inventory of cattle and_ calves in British Columbia
was 610,000 animals, or 6 percent of the Canadian total. The Province
accounted for 2.88 million, or 11 percent of the Canadian human population as
of January 1, 1984. On that date beef cattle and calves accounted for
522,000 or 86 percent of the total cattle and calves in the Province and dairy
cows and calves accounted for 88,000 or 14 percent. The Province accounted
for less than 5 percent of Canadian cattle and calf slaughter annually during
1982-86.

Much of the Atlantic Provinces 1/ are not well suited to the raising of
cattle because of soil and climate. The January 1, 1986, inventory of cattle
and calves in the region was 338,000 animals, or 3 percent of the Canadian

1/ Nova Scotia, Prince Edward Island, Newfoundland, and New Brunswick.
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total. The region accounted for 2.29 million, or 9 percent of the Canadian
human population as of January 1, 1984. Beef cattle and calves accounted for
248,000, or 74 percent of the total cattle and calves in these Provinces, with
dairy cows accounting for 89,000, or 26 percent. 'The region accounted for less
than 2 percent of the Canadian cattle and calf slaughter annually during
1982-86.

Movement of live cattle and calves from Western Canada to Eastern Canada

As mentioned earlier, there has traditionally been a movement of live
cattle and calves from Western Canada to Eastern Canada. The movement reflects
both the larger human population and resultant higher beef demand in Eastern
Canada, and the availability of grain for feeder cattle and calves in Eastern
Canada. .

Table E-14 shows that the total of cattle and calves for all purposes
shipped from Western Canada to Eastern Canada declined from 541,000 animals in
1982 to 417,000 animals in 1986, or by 124,000 animals. Cattle and calves for
slaughter shipped east declined from 39,000 in 1982 to 36,000 in 1986, whereas
the number of feeders shipped east declined from 502,000 to 381,000. A decline
in the cattle and calves shipped to the East by rail, from 259,000 in 1982 to
50,000 in 1986 more than offset an increase in those shipped by truck, which
rose from 282,000 to 367,000. The decline in those shipped to the East by rail
apparently reflects, in part, a reaction to increasing transportation rates
charged by the railroads. :

The great bulk of the cattle and calves shipped east are destined for-
Ontario. 1In 1984, 1985, and 1986 for example, Ontario accounted for 513,000,
470,000, and 401,000 respectively, or.95 percent of the .shipments of live
cattle and calves from Western Canada to Eastern Canada the Province of Quebec
accounted for nearly all of the remainder. ’

Among Western Canadian Provinces supplying the cattle and calves shipped
east, Saskatchewan accounted for slightly over 40 percent in both 1984 and
1985, Alberta for about 33 percent, and Manitoba for slightly less than 25
percent; In 1986 Saskatchewan supplied 38 percent, Alberta 32 percent, Manitoba
28 percent and British Columbia 2 percent.
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THE U.S. MARKET

Cattle Cycle

The U.S. beef cattle industry is subject to a business cycle commonly
referred to as the "cattle cycle." This cycle is an approximate 10-year
period in which the number of beef cattle in the United States is alternately
expanded and reduced for several consecutive years in response to changes in
the profitability or perceived potential profitability of cattle production.
Because of inherent biological factors described below and the nature of the
disposition of excess production units (i.e. female animals are slaughtered
for beef), production decisions are effective only after a lag. Indeed, as
described below, the immediate effect of a production decision is the opposite
of the intended effect. '

The basis for beef production, cow-calf production, includes any
cattle-breeding enterprise operated primarily for the production of young
cattle ultimately placed in pastures or rangelands and feedlots to condition
for slaughter. This production process takes an average of 2 1/2 years
between the breeding of beef cows and heifers and the time when the resulting
beef is available for retail sale (fig. 11). If a producer decides to expand
production by saving more breeding stock, an additional 2 years (total
of 4 1/2 years) will be necessary before the additional beef production is
available for retail sale. Choosing to expand production by retaining cows
and by holding back heifers (that would have been available for slaughter if
no expansion in production were. attempted) initially reduces supplies of beef
available for slaughter, and higher prices normally follow. Producers
typically respond to the higher prices by saving even more breeding stock. At
some point beef production expands and supplies become too large to clear the
market at prevailing prices. Prices decline and cattlemen, to reduce
production, begin to cull breeding stock. The eulled breeding stock
immediately adds to the already substantial meat production. Young animals
that would normally go to feedlots or breeding herds are also sold for
slaughter, resulting in additional supplies of meat. 1/ As more and more
meat supplies enter the market, prices and profits become more depressed. At .
some point supplies are sufficiently reduced and prices begin to rise. The )
industry is then poised. for another expansion phase of the cycle.

Methods used to measure developments in the cattle cycle ‘include
analyzing the number of all cattle on farms as of January 1 of a given year
and the number of beef cows on farms as of January 1 of a given year.
The number of all cattle on farms and the number of beef cows on farms as of
January 1, 1965-87, according to statistics of USDA, are shown in flgure 12
and the following tabulatlon (in thousands of animals):

1/ Gilliam, Jr., The U.S. Beef Cow-Calf Industry, USDA, Washlngton DC
‘September 1984 pp 1-3.




All cattle

1965---109,000.

1966---108,862
1967---108,783
1968---109,371
1969---110,015
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Beef cows

1965---33,400
1966---33,500
1967---33,770
1968---34,570
1969---35,490

1970---112,369
1971---114,578
1972---117,862
1973---121,539
1974---127,788
1975---132,028
1976---127,980
1977---122,810
1978---116,375
1979---110,864
1980---111,242
1981---114,351
1982---115,444
1983---115,001
1984---113,700
1985---109,749
1986---105,468
1987---102,031

1970---36,689
1971---37,878
1972---38,810
1973---40,932
1974---43,182
1975---45,712
1976---43,901
1977---41,443
1978---38,738
1979---37,062
1980---37,086
1981---38,726
1982---39,319
1983---38,079
1984---37,660
1985---35,370
1986---33,666
' 1987---33,910

U.S. cattle inventories peaked at 132.0 million animals in 1975, an
increase in inventory of 23.0 million animals from 109.0 million animals in
1965. U.S. cattle inventories have generally declined, from 132.0 million in
1975 to 102.0 million animals in 1987. U.S. cattle inventories appeared to be
entering an expansion phase in 1980, when inventories rose from 111.2 million
animals to 115.4 million animals in 1982. Inventories remained virtually
unchanged at 115.0 million animals in 1983. However, the expansion phase was
aborted and inventories continued their earlier downward trend totaling
102.0 million animals as of January 1, 1987. Between January 1, 1975, and
January 1, 1987, U.S. inventories declined by 30.0 million animals, or by
23 percent.

This same trend in the reduction of cattle inventories can be traced by
analyzing beef cow inventories. Beef cattle inventories peaked at
45.7 million animals on January 1, 1975, and declined to 37.1 million animals
in 1979 and 1980. Inventories then rose, reaching 39.3 million animals in
1982. However, this upswing in inventories was aborted and the number of beef
cows declined to 33.7 million animals on January 1, 1986, a decline of
12.0 million animals, or 26 percent from its peak in 1975. Beef cows
increased slightly to 33.9 million animals on January 1, 1987, or 1 percent
over the 1986 inventory, and the first increase in inventory since 1982.

Many factors contribute to the expansion and contraction of the cattle
cycle. The President of the National Cattlemen's Association (NCA), testified
at the hearing in Billings, Montana, that two factors affected the expansion
and contraction of the cattle herd: "feed supply and the price. Drought has
an effect on what they do to the herd, and how much you decrease it or expand
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Figure 11.--Typical beef production schedule

Typical Beef Production Schedule Beef processing

and distribution

Months :
54— | 1,050-pound fed <
' steer slaughtered .
Feedlot finish
48 L 650-pound yearling
feeder Stocker-
feeder
growout
L 425-pound calf
e weaned
Nursing
calf
386 - |
Yy - 75-pound calf born
- ] v . processing . .
% 1,050-pound fed =T and : Breeding and
steer slaughtered o . distribution gestatl?n
Feedlot finish
650-pound '
24 | yearling feeder 850-pound heifer
bred Ex ion heif.
pansion heifer
Stocker-feeder growout growout
: 425-pound caif )
19— weaned 425-pound calf
weaned
Nursing calt Nursing calf
10 |- 75pound calf born= 75-pound calf born
Breeding and gestation | . Breeding and gestation
Cow-calf operator Cow-calf operator
0 L decision: Produce -decision: Expand

Source: The U.S. Beef Cow-Calf Industry, U.S. Department of Agriculture.
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Figure 12.--Cattle and beef cows on farms, 1965-87
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it. Also, the price has a very definite effect." 1/ During the late 1960's
and early 1970's a number of factors encouraged expansion in the U.S. cattle
industry. Low grain prices, growth in consumers’ income, and restrained
inflation were favorable signs for cattle producers to expand beef

production. From 1975 to 1979, however, cattle inventories were sharply
reduced--declining from 132.0 million animals to 110.9 million animals, or by
16 percent. Because of reduced inventories, U.S. producers were able to get
record high prices during 1979/80. Consequently, .producers began to build up
their herds--increasing to 115.4 million animals in 1982. - However, "a severe
drought (which reduced forage supplies) was experienced in parts of the
western rangelands and the Corn Belt region as well as in the Eastern United
States in 1983-84. The drought forced producers to liquidate their cattle
rather than hold them for expansion. On mixed livestock-crop operations,. poor
livestock returns, lower grain prices, and falling land-values continued to:
force herd liquidation to improve cash .flow and reduce debt. Also during this
period, the U.S. cattle industry was -competing against expanding pork and ...
poultry production: S :

Industry sources report that the liquidation phase of the cattle cycle is
nearing an end. Favorable forage conditions and lower grain prices during
most of 1985-86, except in parts.of the Southeastern United States, have
helped stabilize beef cattle numbers. Industry sources contend that the
" expansion phase will. be at a much slower pace than-previous cycles since many
producers have exited the beef sector because of financial problems and will
not have the finances necessary to reestablish a beef herd in the
foreseeable future. ' : :

Production Leveis'and Trends

U.S. production of live cattle is measured in terms of the annual calf
crop (the number of calves born in a year). Production of beef and veal is
measured in terms of commercial cattle slaughter (carcass weight equivalent).
The 1982-86 production levels reflect occurrences described in the preceding
section entitled the "cattle cycle."

U.S. production of live cattle, as measured in terms of the annual calf
crop, declined from 44.2 million animals in 1982 to 41.2 million animals in
1986 (table E-15), or by 7 percent. The decline reflected, in large measure,
the decline in the number of beef cows in the United States. Liquidation of
beef cows means fewer cows left for breeding purposes. Also, adverse weather,
particularly the extended drought-and high temperatures in the Southeastern
United States during much of 1985, contributed to poor conception rates,
abortions, and an increase in the number of calves that were born dead or -
died immediately after birth. These calves are not counted in the calf crop.

During 1982-86, U.S. production of beef and veal increased from
23.0 billion pounds (carcass weight equivalent) in 1982 to 24.9 billion
pounds in 1986, an increase of 8 percent (table E-16). Many U.S. cattlemen
contend that rather than reflecting rising demand for beef and veal, - the

1/ Testimony of Mr. Jack Dahl, transcript of the hearing, p. 50.-
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general increase in U.S. production during 1982-86 reflects the fact that
cattlemen, dissatisfied with economic conditions, have exited the industry and
sold off their breeding animals for slaughter. They point to declining cattle
inventories, (described previously in this report) as support for their
contention.

During 1982-86, U.S. production of red meat (beef, veal, pork, and lamb
and mutton) increased from 37.6 billion pounds (carcass-weight equivalent) in
1982 to a peak of 39.4 billion in 1985; production in 1986 remained virtually
unchanged at 39.3 billion pounds, 5 percent more than in 1982 (table E-17).
Poultry meat production increased steadily from 15.4 billion pounds in 1982 to
18.2 billion in 1986 or by 18 percent.

During 1982-86, U.S. imports of live cattle were equivalent to about
2 percent of U.S. production. Imports of beef and veal accounted for between
8 and 9 percent of U.S. production during this period. Exports of live cattle
have been equivalent to less than 1 percent of U.S. production and exports of
beef and veal accounted for between 1 and 2 percent of U.S. production during
1982-86.

Some observers contend that in assessing the effect of imports from
Canada on the U.S. industry, the import penetration ratio for beef and veal
from Canada should include imports of beef and veal plus meat derived from
imported live cattle and calves. The following tabulation shows the estimated
carcass weight equivalent of meat obtained from imported live cattle and
calves (derived by multiplying the pounds of imported live cattle by the
estimated dressed weight yield of 59 percent and by multiplying the pounds of
imported live calves by the estimated dressed weight yield of 57 percent), the
carcass weight equivalent of U.S. imports of beef and veal from Canada, U.S.
production of beef and veal from U.S. cattle and calves and U.S. imports from
Canada as a percent of U.S. production.

U.S. beef
Beef and and veal pro- Ratio of
veal from . Beef and ' duction from imports from
live cattle veal from U.S. cattle Canada to U.S.
Period and calves 1/ Canada Total and calves production
------------------- Million pounds------------------- Percent
1982 167 160 327 22,984 1.4 i
1983 170 166 336 23,696 1.4
1984 191 _ 212 403 24,093 1.7
1985 157 240 " 397 24,242 1.6
1986 151 2/ 168 319 2/ 24,726 1.3

1/ Carcass weight equivalent of U.S. beef and veal from U.S. imports of live
cattle and calves.
2/ Projected.
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Consumption Levels and Trends

During 1982-86, the consumption of live cattle and calves (commercial-
slaughter) ranged from 38.9 million animals in 1982 to 40.9 million animals in
1984 (table E-18). The slaughter of fed steers and heifers accounted for -
between 63 and 66 percent of total slaughter during 1982-86. Most of the
remainder consisted of cows, bulls, stags (males that have been castrated
after sexual maturity), and nonfed steers and heifers. Domestic production
supplles virtually all U.S. consumption. '

During 1982 86, beef and veal accounted for approximately 40 percent of
the red meat (1nc1udes beef, veal, pork, lamb and mutton), poultry, and fish
consumed in the United States. U.S. civilian consumption of meat, poultry,
and fish increased steadily, from 56.8 billion pounds in 1982 to 62.5 billion
pounds in 1986 (table E-19), or by 10 percent. The share of U.S. civilian
consumption of meat, poultry, and fish accounted for by beef and veal
(virtually all beef) was about 43 percent during the period; pork and poultry
each accounted for approximately 25 percent; and fish accounted for
approximately 5 percent. ' :

During 1982-86, beef and veal accounted for over 60 percent of the U.S.
consumption of red meat., U.S. beef and veal consumption rose from
24.4 billion pounds in 1982 to 26.4 billion pounds in 1986, or by 8 percent.
The share of consumption of red meat supplied by beef and véal, however,
remained fairly stable, accounting for between 61 and 63 percent during the
period. Pork consumption rose from 14.4 billion pounds in 1982 to
15.6 billion pounds in 1985 (8 percent) before falling to 14.9 billion pounds
in 1986, a decline of 5 percent from 1985.

Per capita consumption of meat, poultry, and fish rose from 246.8 pounds
in 1982 to 261.2 pounds in .1986 or by 6 percent. U.S. per capita beef and
- veal consumption increased from 106.3 pounds during 1982 to 110.1 pounds in
1986, or by 4 percent. U.S. per capita consumption of poultry showed the
greatest increase during the period--rising from 63.9 pounds to 72.5 pounds in
1986, or by 13 percent.

During 1982-86, U.S. imports supplied an average of about 2 percent of
U.S. live cattle consumption and between 8 and 9 percent of U.S. beef (and
veal) consumption. Imports are subject to the provisions of the Meat Import
Act of 1979 as well as the health and sanitary regulations of the USDA.

Per capita disposable income and per capita expenditures for red meat and
poultry are shown in table E-20." The share of per capita disposable income
expended for beef has steadily declined, from 2.0 percent in 1982 to
1.49 percent in 1986. During 1986, consumer expenditures for beef, not
including expenditures for beef consumed outside the home, averaged $184.10 or-
1.49 percent of disposable income. Expenditures for beef accounted for nearly
two-thirds of the $288.65 per capita expenditure for .red meat and 53 percent
of the $350.42 per capita expenditures for red meat and poultry in 1986. °
During 1982-86, consumer expenditures for poultry rose from $44.11 per capita
in 1982 to $61.70 per capita in 1986, an increase of 40 percent.
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U.S. Exports of Live Cattle and Beef and Veal

U.S. exports of live cattle and beef and veal are relatively small
compared with U.S. production. During 1982-86, exports of live cattle were
equivalent to less than 1 percent of U.S. production, and exports of beef and
veal accounted for between 1 and 2 percent of U.S. annual production.

U.S. exports of live cattle

The principal U.S. export markets for live cattle are Canada and Mexico.
Such exports consist primarily of cattle for slaughter and cattle for breeding
purposes.

U.S. exports of live cattle to Canada consist primarily of fed steers and
heifers for slaughter, feeder cattle and calves, and slaughter calves (table
E-21). During 1982-86, U.S. exports of live cattle and calves fluctuated,
declining from a high of nearly 90,000 animals in 1983 to a low of 47,480 in
1984 before recovering to 71,388 in 1986. Strikes by packing house workers in
Canada during 1984 apparently contributed to the unusually low level of U.S.
exports in that year. Exports of cattle for slaughter (almost all fed steers
and heifers) declined from an average of about 70,000 animals annually in 1982
and 1983, about 80 percent of U.S. exports of all cattle and calves to Canada
to fewer than 20,000 (38 percent) in 1984 before recovering to an average of
about 46,000 animals in 1985 and 1986, (80 percent and 68 percent
respectively). U.S. exports of feeder cattle and calves fluctuated from fewer
than 1,000 animals in 1982 (about 1 percent of U.S. exports of all cattle and
calves in that year) to a high of 12,456 animals (17 percent) in 1986. The
higher level of exports in 1986 apparently reflect a number of factors
including reduced feeder animal supplies in Canada, and restrained animal feed
costs that encourage feeding. Cattle for slaughter traditionally have moved
mainly from the North Central United States to the Province of Ontario.

Feeder cattle and calves traditionally have moved from the Eastern States
destined for Ontario. Recently, feeders have also entered the Province of
Alberta from the Northwestern States. Slaughter calves, which accounted for
14 percent of U.S. exports of live cattle to Canada in 1986, moved largely
from the Eastern States, mainly New York and Pennsylvania, to Ontario.

U.S. exports of live cattle to Mexico consist mainly of cattle for
breeding purposes (table E-22). During 1986, two-thirds of the U.S. live
cattle exports to Mexico were animals for breeding purposes. Dairy animals
for breeding purposes accounted for 63 percent of these exports. The bulk of
these were female animals.

U.S. exports of beef and veal

U.S. exports of beef and veal consist primarily of fresh, chilled, or
frozen meat and manufactured meat. Japan and Canada have traditionally been
the most -important export markets for U.S. beef and veal; however, exports to
Brazil were significant in 1986 (table E-23). U.S. exports of beef and veal
increased from $425 million in 1982 to $755 million in 1986.
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Japan was the largest market for U.S. exports of beef and veal during
1982-86. Such exports to Japan increased from 165 million pounds in 1982 to
352 million pounds in 1986, or by 114 percent. 'The bulk of U.S. exports to
Japan consist of fresh, chilled, or frozen beef (high-value cuts of beef, used
~ in restaurants). U.S. suppliers of meat to Japan are primarily U.S. e

meatpackers. Japan's purchases of beef and veal are administered by that ¥
country's Livestock Industry Promotion Corporation (LIPC). Imports of beef %
and veal are subject to quantitative restrictions imposed by the Japanese
Government. The Director of Industry Affairs of the NCA testified before the
Commission that U.S. exports of beef to Japan are far short of potential _
demand from Japanese consumers because of the Japanese import restrictions. 1/

U.S. exports of beef and veal to Canada ranged from a low of 26 million
pounds in 1982 to a high of 60 million pounds in 1984. Such exports consisted
primarily of Prime and Choice grades of table beef for the hotel, restaurant,
and institutional trade. USDA officials estimate that the United States
accounts for nearly all Canadian imports of table beef. Officials of
Agriculture Canada report that whereas the demand for such beef in Canada has
been declining in general, it is still preferred in some restaurants. As a
result of Canadian grading systems and marketing, there is very limited
production of such beef in Canada for the Canadian market. The bulk of U.S.
exports of beef that do not consist of Prime or Choice table beef reportedly
consists primarily of hamburger.

U.S. exports of beef. and veal to Brazil were minimal during 1982-85;
however, such exports rose to 89.8 million pounds in 1986. Such exports to

Brazil are associated with the Dairy Termination Program (as described in the
section of this report entitled U.S. Government Programs).

U.S. exports of hides, tallow, and offal

The principal cattle byproducts exported from the United States are hides
and tallow, the rendered fat of cattle. U.S. exports of cattle hides
increased from 22.8 million hides, valued at $694.3 million, in 1982 to
26.5 million hides, valued at $1.2 billion, in 1986. During the period, Japan
was the principal export market except in 1986, when Korea was the leading
export market. Other important markets include Taiwan, Italy, and Mexico.

U.S. exports of tallow consist of edible and inedible tallow, with
inedible tallow accounting for most of the U.S. exports U.S. exports of
inedible tallow declined from 2.9 billion pounds in 1982 to 2. 5 billion pounds
in 1986, or by 15 percent. However, the value of such exports fell from
$572.3 million in 1982 to $350.4 million in 1986, or by 39 percent. The
decline in U.S. exports of inedible tallow is due in part to the availability
of substitutes such as vegetable o0ils and petroleum products. Substitution of
palm oil for soap, and a gradual trend from tallow-based bar soaps to

1/ Testimony of Mr. Tom Cook, transcript of the hearing, p. 50.°
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petroleum-based detergénts, have combined to depress international tallow and
vegetable oll prices. 1/ The major U.S. export markets for inedible tallow
have been Egypt, Mexico, Spain, Netherlands and Pakistan.

The U.S. exports beef and veal offals which include tongues, livers,
hearts, kidneys, and other products for human consumption. U.S. exports
increased from 351 million pounds, valued at $247 million in 1982 to
440 million pounds, valued at $286 million in 1986. The leading markets were
the EC, Japan, Mexico, and Egypt.

1/ Congress of the United States, Office of Technology Assessment, A Review of

U.S. Competitiveness in Agricultural Trade--A Technical Memorandum, Oct 1986,
p- 85-86. ’
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U.S. IMPORTS
Live Cattle and Calves - . T

Canada and Mexico account for virtually all U.S. imports of live cattle
and calves, with the remainder consisting of high-value animals for breeding
purposes. Imports from Canada consist of a variety of animals but the great
bulk of those from Mexico consist of feeders.

The following information concerning imports of live cattle and calves
was collected from a wide variety of sources. Statistical data reporting U.S.
imports of certain purebred animals for breeding purposes (TSUS item No.
100.01 (pt.), certain cows imported specially for dairy purposes (TSUS item
No. 100.50), and all other cattle by weight ranges (those under 200 pounds
each (TSUS item Nos. 100.40-43), those 200 pounds or more each but under
700 pounds (TSUS item No. 100.45), and those 700 pounds or more each (TSUS-
item Nos. 100.53-55)) were collected from the U.S. Department of Commerce.
Statistical data concerning U.S. imports by reported intended uses of the
cattle and calves (purebred for free entry; breeding or dairy; feeding or
grazing; slaughter; and, other purposes) were compiled from documents
maintained by the Animal and Plant Health Inspection Service (APHIS) of the
U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA). The documents- (ANH Form 17-30D,
Feb. 1972, entitled "Quarterly Recap of Import Animals Inspected") are
compiled at all Canadian and Mexican border points of entry and are maintained
for 3 years; thus, data were available for 1984-86. 1/ - The time periods
covered are: January-March, April-June, July-September, and October-December.

The APHIS documents also report the destination, by State (or foreign
country for animals being transhipped), of the imported cattle. The
destination shows the total number of all cattle and calves entering the State
but does not show the reported intended use, by destination. U.S. imports of
live - cattle and calves by State destination are shown. in Appendix F. Sample
‘documents are shown in Appendix G. Statistical data collected from
Agriculture Canada, a Canadian Federal Government Agency, reported a very
large sample of the mix of cattle (steers, heifers, cows, and bulls, and
‘calves) for slaughter exported to the United States. Changes in the mix of
animals for slaughter imported from Canada suggest developments occurring in
the Canadian cattle cycle. For example, an increasing share of imported cows

1/ Careful analysis shows that statistical data from the U.S. Department of
Commerce are closely consistent with the data from the USDA. Some apparent
differences reflect the different responsibilites of the two agencies. The U.S.
Customs Service, which collects the data that are compiled and published by the
U.S. Department of Commerce, is primarily charged with monitoring imports for
the collection of import tariffs. The USDA is charged primarily with
monitoring imports to protect the health and safety of the U.S. industry and
U.S. population. U.S. Department of Commerce data contained in this report .
reflect imports for consumption and do not include animals in transit to other
countries or animals for exhibitions, such as agricultural fairs included in
the USDA data. The great-bulk of imports reported by USDA as animals for -
"other purposes" are such animals. When animals for "other purposes" are
excluded, USDA and U.S. Department of Commerce import data match closely.
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and bulls suggests that the Canadian industry may be experiencing a
contraction phase in the cattle cycle and, after the culmination of the
contraction phase imports of such animals might be expected to decline.

Interviews were conducted with USDA veterinarians and U.S. Customs
Service officers at all major border ports of entry. Interviews were conducted
with packers that accounted for an estimated 50 percent of the Canadian cattle
and calves imported for slaughter during 1986, including most large volume
packers and many small volume ones. Interviews were also conducted with
officials of Agriculture Canada, the Canadian Meat Council (CMC) and the
Canadian Cattlemen’s Association (CCA).

U.S. imports of live cattle and calves from Canada

‘U.S. Department of Commerce statistics show that U.S. imports of live
cattle and calves from Canada declined irregularly, from 495,000 animals,
valued at $182 million, in 1982, to 247,000 animals, valued at $143 million,
in 1986 (table E-24). -

U.S. imports of live .cattle and calves from Canada represent a wide -
variety of animals including dairy and beef animals for breeding purposes,
dairy animals for milk production, cull cattle and fed steers and heifers for
slaughter for beef, feeder cattle and calves to be placed in U.S. feedlots,
and young calves to be slaughtered for veal. The mix of imports may vary
significantly depending on the time of year and the import region of the
United States being considered; also, the mix of the U.S. imports may vary
significantly from year to year as shown in figure 13.

U.S. imports of live cattle and calves from Canada, U.S. exports of live
cattle and calves to Canada, and the trade balance are shown in the following
tabulation (1 000 animals): : :

U.S. imports U.S. Exports

from Canada to Canada . Balance |
1982........... 495 86 . -409
1983........... 359 90 . -269
1984........... 363 47 : -316
1985........... 359 57 - =302
1986........... 247 . 71 : -176

Importer profile.--Importers of live cattle and calves from Canada
represent a wide variety of entrepreneurs including cattle farmers and
ranchers, dairymen, cattle feedlot operators, packinghouse operators, and
cattle dealers, all ranging from those that are among the largest volume
businesses in the United States to those that are among the smallest. Both
U.S. and Canadian entrepreneurs are involved in shipping cattle and calves
from Canada to the United States.
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Figure 13.-~Live cattle and calves: U.S. imports from Canada,
by intended uses, 1984-86 <
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Source: Compiléd ffom Quarterly Recap of Import Animals Inspected, Animal
-and Plant Health Inspection Service, U.S. Department of Agriculture.
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Almost all cattle and calves entering the United States from Canada are
transported by livestock trucks. Semi-tractor-trailor loads of cattle for
slaughter typically consist of 30-35 animals; other shipments of cattle or
calves may consist of only a few or even one animal transported in a pickup
truck.

Virtually all Canadian cattle and calves imported into the United States
are reportedly purchased in Canada by U.S. entrepreneurs or by Canadian agents
for U.S. entrepreneurs. The cattle are purchased at public auctions, directly
from Canadian cattlemen; or through dealers who may buy the animals at auction
or directly from Canadian cattlemen.

Some of the cattle imported into the United States from Canada for
slaughter are purchased on a grade and yield basis, i.e., the farmers and
ranchers receive a previously agreed to price-per-pound for the carcass
derived for the live animal they ship to the U.S. packer, with a premium being
paid for more desirable ¢arcasses and a penalty being applied for defective
carcasses. Some packets pay a previously agreed to price-per-pound for the
live animals based on the weight of the animal at the time of delivery to the
packing plant. Under both of the previously described agreements, trans-
portation costs and import duties typically accrue to the Canadian (or U.S.)
suppliers who deliver the animals to the plants.

Some Canadian cattle are supplied to U.S. packers under long-term
contractual agreements: Some packers operating in the Western Rangeland and
the Corn Belt report that they enter into such long-term contractual
agreements. Typically under the agreements the packers contract to pay a
specific price for cattle meeting contract specifications delivered at an
agreed-to future date, often 6 months ahead. The specific contract price is
often based on the futures price being quoted on the Chicago Mercantile
Exchange at the time the packer-cattleman agreement is entered into. Some
packers report that they offset risks by entering into futures contracts to
deliver meat at the same time they enter into contracts to buy the cattle.
Some packers report that they prefer to enter contractual agreements with the
same cattlemen year after year because the packers and cattlemen develop
mutual trust and confidence based on long-term business dealings. One packer
reports that when he contracts with a cattleman for the first time, he
contracts for only a small shipment of cattle and only gradually increases the
number of cattle he will contract for until he has confidence in the ability
of the cattleman to deliver. He also reported that if he is dissatisfied with
the first shipment of cattle he will not enter into a second agreement with
the cattleman. Payment is typically made when the cattle are delivered with
the supplier being responsible for transportation costs and any import duties.

The packers that buy on a carcass grade and yield basis, those that buy
on the basis of a delivered price, and those that buy on a contractual
agreement basis, all report that the same terms apply to U.S. and Canadian
farmers. Many packers report that they are indifferent to where the cattle
are raised and more concerned with the quality of the animals they receive.

U.S. import levels and trends, by class of animal.--Data collected from
the U.S. Department of Commerce show that U.S. imports of certain purebred
animals for breeding purposes (TSUS item No. 100.01 (pt.)) from Canada during
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1982-86 ranged from a high of 9,352 animals, valued at $11.1 million, 1ni1983
to a low of 4,765 animals, valued at $3 9 million in 1986 (table E-25). ‘ihe
bulk of the imports consisted of female animals, both dairy and beef’ types.

Fluctuations in import levels of purebred cattle for breeding purposes
apparently reflect decisions by individual cattlemen.. The bulk of the imports
reportedly consist of specific animals that cattlemen have selected for traits
that they want to 1ncorporate into the bloodlines .of thelr herds

U.S. Department of Commerce data also show that U.S. 1mports of cows"
imported specially for dairy purposes (item 100.50) from Canada during 1982-86
ranged from a high of 15,000 animals, valued at .$10.6 million, in 1986 to a
low of 8,000 animals in 1982 and 1984, valued at $7.0 million and $5.7 m11110n,
respectlvely (table E-26).

Data from the previously descrlbed Quarterly Recap of Import Anlmals
Inspected documents of APHIS concerning U.S. imports from Canada of all cattle
and calves for breeding and dairy purposes (including imports-of certain
purebred animals for breeding purposes classifiable under. item 100.01, -
purebred animals for breeding purposes not classifiable under item 100. 01
animals for breeding purposes, which are not purebred cows imported specially
for dairy purposes (item 100.50) and heifers and other animals :imported for
dairy purposes) are shown in Table E-27. The table shows that such imports
increased from about 27,000 animals in 1984 (the earliest year for whlch data
are available) to 28,000 animals in-1985; in 1986 imports amounted to‘

31,000 animals. : ' . ' : ‘

U.S. Department of Commerce data show that during 1982-86, U.S. imports
from Canada of animals weighing 200 pounds: or more but under 700 pounds: each
(item 100.45), the great bulk of which in most years reportedly consists of
feeder cattle and calves, declined from 97,000 animals, valued at
$29.7 million, in 1982 to 18,000 animals, valued at $6.5 million, in 1984, but
rose to 107,000 animals, valued at $38.2 million, in 1985; in 1986, . imports
amounted to 20,000 animals, valued at $7.2 million (table E-28).

The sharp increase in U.S. imports of feeder cattle and.calves: in 1985
reportedly reflected, in part, drought in the ‘Prairie Provinces of Canada *,
during late 1984 and early 1985 that resulted in reduced feed supplles and
consequent high feed prices in Canada. S

Data from the Quarterly Racap-of Import.Animals Inspected :show that U.S.
imports from Canada of all cattle and calves for feeding or grazing (which
includes feeder cattle and calves classifiable under item: TSUS 100.45 and '
cattle for feeding or grazing weighing 700. pounds or more each (classifiable
under items 100.53 and 100.55)) increased from about 24,000. animals in 1984 to
. almost 125,000 animals in 1985; in 1986 such imports amounted to
- 10,000 animals (table E-27). R e o

Data from the U.S. Department of Commerce show that, during 1982-86, UZS.
imports from Canada of calves weighing under 200 pounds each (TSUS items -
100.40 and 100.43) declined from 158,000 animals, valued at $9.6 million, in
1982, to 18,000 animals, valued at $1.5 million in 1986 (table E-29). The
decline in imports, which reportedly consisted almost exclusively of dairy
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calves to be slaughtered for veal, is discussed in a later part of this
section of the report whére imports of live cattle and calves into New England
and the Mid-Atlantic States are discussed.

U.S. Department of Commerce data show that during 1982-86 U.S. imports
from Canada of cattle weighing 700 pounds or more each (items 100.53 and
100.55) fluctuated, ranging from a high of 254,000 animals, valued at-
$164.7 million, in 1984 to a low of 189,000 animals, valued at $119.7 million,

in 1986 (table E-30). The bulk of the imports apparently consisted of cattle
for slaughter. : -

The decline in imports of cattle weighing 700 pounds or more each are
from 1984 to 1985, and the previously discussed increase in imports of cattle
and calves for feeding or grazing suggest that at least some animals that
would otherwise have been raised to slaughter weights in Canada during 1985
were instead raised to slaughter weights in the United States. :

Data from the Quarterly Recap of Import Animals Inspected show that U.S.
imports from Canada of all cattle and calves for slaughter including veal
calves, steers, heifers, cows and bulls, declined from 312,000 ariimals in 1984

to 207,000 animals in 1985; in 1986 such imports amounted to 200,000 animals
(table E-27).

The mix of animals for slaughter imported into the United States from
Canada, as calculated from a large statistical sample collected by Agriculture
Canada, is shown in the.following tabulation:

Steers and heifers Cows and bulls Calves
1,000 . 1,000 . 1,000
Period ) Percent animals Percent animals Percent animals
1984.......... " 34.6 108,077 = 46.2 144,311 19.2 59,974
1985.......... 24.3 50,229 = 62.2 128,569 13.5 27,905
1986.......... 55.5 111,158 33.8 ' 67,696 10.7 21,430

Table E-31 shows U.S. imports of all cattle and calves from Canada, by
month, from January 1982 until the most recent month for which data are
available. Imports ranged from a high of 68,000 animals in November 1982 to a
low of 9,000 animals in December 1986. 1In general, imports tend to be higher
in the spring, when seasonally high levels of veal calves are available, and
in the late fall, when fed supplies are reduced and herds of breeding animals
tend to be culled. Other important factors contributing to monthly
fluctuations in the level of U.S. imports from Canada are labor disruptions in
packinghouses in either country, weather, health and sanitary problems that
cause temporary disruptions, and a number of other factors.

Table E-28 shows that on a monthly basis U.S. imports from Canada of
cattle weighing 200 pounds or more, but under 700 pounds each, ranged from a
low of fewer than 500 animals in August 1984 (and 1,000 animals in several
months during 1984-86) to a high of 31,000 animals in March 1985 (and 30,000
in April 1985).
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Table E-29 shows that U.S. imports of calves weighing under 200 pounds
each (veal calves) from Canada ranged from a high of 25,000 animals in both
April and May of 1982 to less than 500 animals in August and December 1986
(and 1,000 animals in several months in 1985 and 1986).

s

Table E-30 shows that monthly variations in U.S. imports of cattle
weighing 700 pounds or more each from Canada ranged from a low of
6,000 animals in December 1986 (and 7,000 animals in October 1986) to a high
of 36,000 animals in November 1982 and 32,000 animals in both August and
September 1984, Canadian exports of cattle for slaughter were unusually hlgh
during June-October 1984, in part, because of packing-house workers’ strikes
at several major Canadian meat-packing companies during the period.

Magnitude of imports of live cattle and calves from Canada in relation to
imports from other major sources.--Live cattle and calves are rather expensive
and impractical to transport long distances. Also, U.S. imports of live .
cattle and calves are subject to stringent USDA health and sanitary
regulations as. well as humane treatment regulations. Health and sanitary
regulations are discussed in the section of this report -entitled "U.S. Customs
Treatment”. As a result, Canada and Mexico account for nearly all U.S.
imports of live cattle and calves, with the remainder .consisting of high-value
animals imported for breeding purposes.

As can be determined from table E-24, the share of the total quantity of
U.S. imports of cattle and calves supplied by Canada, as reported by the U.S.
Department of Commerce, ranged from a high of 49 percent (495,000 animals) in
1982 to a low of 19 percent (247,000 animals) in 1986. In terms. of value, the
share supplied by Canada ranged from a high of 66 percent ($188 million) in
1984 to a low of 34 percent ($143 million) in 1986. The higher share of the
value supplied by Canada reflects the fact that the great bulk of imports from
Mexico consisted of lower priced feeder cattle and calves. U.S. imports of
live cattle and calves from Mexico are discussed later in this section . The
share of U.S. imports of live cattle and calves supplied by Canada varies with
the class of animal being considered.

As can be determined from table E-25, Canada accounted for 97 percent or..
more of the quantity and 85 percent or more of the value annually of U.S.
imports of certain purebred cattle for breeding purposes during 1982-86. The
higher share of the quantity than of the value accounted for by Canada,
reflects the fact that some of the imports from other countries consisted of
very high-valued animals.

Table E-26 shows that Canada accounts for virtually all U.S. imports of
cows entered specifically for dairy purposes. In general, Canada’'s dairy
industry is more highly developed than is the dairy industry of Mexico--the
only other practical source of U.S. imports of dairy cows. Also, Canada's
dairy industry is concentrated in close geographic proximity to major dairy
regions of the United States.

Table E-32 (based on the statistics of the U.S. Department of Commerce
and the Quarterly Recap of Import Animals Inspected) shows that Mexico is by.
- far the leading source of imports of cattle and calves for feeding and grazing
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but that the share supplied by Canada increased from 6 percent in 1984 to -
21 percent in 1985. 1In 1986 the share supplied by Canada declined to
1 percent.

Canada accounts for virtually all U.S. imports of veal calves. The
highly developed Canadian dairy industry explains, in part, why Canada
accounts for virtually all U.S. imports of veal calves. Veterinary officials
of the USDA report that virtually all U.S. imports from Canada of calves
weighing under 200 pounds each consist of Holstein calves destined for
slaughter for veal. They further report that very few calves from Canada
destined to be slaughtered for veal weigh 200 pounds or more each. 1In
addition, they report that virtually no calves for slaughter for veal were
imported from Mexico during 1982-86.

Canada accounts for the great bulk of U.S. imports of cattle for
slaughter, including steers, heifers, cows, and bulls. U.S. imports from
Mexico, the only other supplier, are limited to a few thousand animals as
described later in this section. )

U.S. imports of live cattle and calves from Canada in relation to U.S.
production and consumption.--U.S. imports of live cattle and calves from
Canada were equal to 1.1 percent of U.S. production (the calf crop, or number
of calves born during the year) and 1.3 percent of consumption (commercial
cattle and calf slaughter) in 1982. During 1982-85, such imports were equal
to about 0.9 percent of U.S. production and consumption (table E-15). The
decline in shares from 1982 reflects the decline in imports from 495,000 in
1982 to 359,000 in 1983. U.S. production declined slightly while consumption
remained stable during 1983-85; imports from Canada also remained rather
stable, averaging 360,000 animals annually during 1983-85. During 1986,
imports from Canada were equal to 0.6 percent of production and 0.6 percent of
consumption, while imports declined to 247,000 animals and production and

~consumption increased slightly.

While detailed statistics are not available concerning the number of
purebred animals for breeding purposes of the type classifiable under item
100.01 (pt.), U.S. imports of such animals from Canada were doubtlessly less
than 0.5 percent of the U.S. inventory, production, or consumption during
1982-86.

Cows imported into the United States from Canada specially for dairy
purposes (item 100.50) during 1982-86 equaled much less than 0.5 percent of
the 10 million to 11 million January 1 inventory of milk cows in the United
States during the period.

During 1984-86, U.S. imports from Canada of all cattle and calves for
breeding or dairy purposes were equal to much less than 0.5 percent of the
January inventory of such animals in the United States. The January 1, U.S.
inventory of such animals ranged from 57 million to 62 million animals during
the period.

Table E-33 shows that during every quarter of 1984 and 1986 and the
quarters July-September and October-December 1985, imports from Canada of
cattle and calves for feeding or grazing were equal to less than 0.5 percent
of the number of cattle and calves placed on feed in 13 major cattle-feeding
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States of the United States during the same quarters. The ratio was highest
during January-March 1985, when 68,000 animals entered from Canada, equal to
1.3 percent of the 5.3 million animals placed on feed in the 13 State area in
that quarter. o -

Table E-34 shows that U.S. imports from Canada of cattle for slaughter,
during 1984-86, ranged from a high of .the equivalent of 1.0 percentof U.S.
commercial slaughter during the quarter July- September 1984 (when imports were
91,000 animals and commercial slaughter was 976 million animals) to a low of
the equivalent of less than 0.5 pércent during the quarters July-September
1985 and October-December 1986, when imports were an estimated 33,000 animals
and 26,000 animals, respectlvely, and commercial- slaugliter was 9.4 million
animals and 9.2 m11110n animals,’ respectlvely

Table E-35 shows that estlmated U.s. 1mports from Canada of veal calves.
ranged from a high of the equivalent of 9.3 percent of U.S. slaughter '
during the quarter April-June 1982 (when imports were an.estimated:

63,000 animals and commercial slaughter was 675,000 animals) to a léw of less
than 0.3 percent during the quarter October- December 1985 (when imports were-
an estimated 3,000. animals and commercial slaughter was 923,000 animals) and:
in three out of four quarters in 1986. Although imports were highest in the
quarter April-June of every year, the ratio of imports to commercial slaughter
generally declined during 1982-86, when the ratio is compared with the = ’
comparable quarter of previous years, S )

Destination of U.S. 1mports of live cattle and calves, by region.--The .
New England 1/ and Mid-Atlantic States 2/ accounted for only a small share of
U.S. cattle raising and processing but were the destination of a 51gn1f1cant
share of U.S. imports of live cattle and calves from Canada during 1984-86.

As shown in figure 14, imports destined for the region, as calculated from the
Quarterly Recap of Import Animals Inspected, declined from about

122,000 animals (one-third of total U.S. imports of cattle and calves from
Canada) in 1984 to about 85,000 (slightly less than one-fourth of the total).
in 1985. 1In 1986, imports amounted to 59,000, again sllghtly less than
one-fourth of the U.S. total.

Imports of 11ve cattle and calves from Canada through northeast ports
(those administered through Buffalo, New York; Ogdensburg, New York; Portland
Maine; and St. Albans, Vermont) were valued at $36.9 million in 1984,
$38.1 million in 1985, and $28.2 million in 1986, (table E-36).

Canada accounts for virtually all of the New England and Mid-Atlantic
States imports of live cattle and calves, with.other countries supplying only
a few animals for breeding purposes. The Provinces adjoining New England and
the Mid-Atlantic States (Quebec, Ontario, and the Atlantic Provinces) supply.
virtually all imports of Canadian cattle. entering the New England and
Mid-Atlantic States. In part because the Canadian dairy industry is
concentrated in the Provinces of Quebec, Ontario, and  the'Atlantic Provinces
the great bulk of Canadian exports into the region consists of dairy calves °
destined to be slaughtered for veal and cull dairy cattle.

1/ Maine, New Hampshire, Vermont, Massachdsetts, Connecticut, and Rhode Island.
2/ New York, New Jersey, Pennsylvania, Delaware, and, Maryland.



Flgure 14.--Live cattle and calves: U.S. imports, from Canada, by region, '1984-86.
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The Quarterly Recap of Import Animals- Inspected shows.that of the live
cattle and calves entering, the New England and Mid-Atlantic States from Canada
99 percent entered through northeast ports in Maine, Vermont, and New York. .:
In 1984, 95 percent, or 121,000 of the 128,000 live cattle and calves from
Canada entering the United States through northeast ports were destined for
the New England and Mid-Atlantic States. Port veterinarians of the USDA
report that most of the cattle entering through northeast ports in transit to
other regions in 1984 consisted of Holstein steers destined for feedlots in
Corn Belt; an additional 439 animals were destined .for foreign countries. 1In
1985, 98 percent, or almost 85,000 of the almost 87,000 animals were destined
for the New England and Mid-Atlantic States. : The .great bulk of the remainder
consisted of animals destined for Southeastern States and animals in transit
" to foreign countries. In 1986, 90 percent, or almost 59,000 animals, were
destined for the New England and Mid-Atlantic States of the total of slightly
over 65,000 cattle and calves from Canada entering through northeast ports;

4 percent, or 2,626 animals, were in transit to foreign countries; and
6 percent, or nearly 4,000 others, were destined for other States. '

Data from the Quarterly Recap of Import Animals Inspected indicates that
cattle and calves for slaughter account for the great bulk of live cattle and
calves entering from Canada through northeast ports (table E-27). Excluding
the animals for "other purposes” (those in transit to other countries, for
exhibition, and so-forth) cattle and calves for slaughter accounted for
105,000 or 83 percent of the 127,000.total entered through nértheast ports in
1984; 70,000, or 81 percent, of the 87,000 animals that entered through
northeast ports in 1985; and 41,000, or 68 percent, of the 60,000 animals
entered in 1986. ' ’

U.S. Department of Commerce statistics show that about 71,000 to 72,000
animals weighing under 200 pounds each (veal calves) entered through northeast
ports in 1984. Thus it appears that about two-thirds of the 105,000 animals
for slaughter consisted of veal calves. About 22,000-23,000 animals weighing
“under 200 pounds each entered through northeast ports in 1985, or about
one-third of the 70,000 animals for slaughter. In 1986:about 16,000 animals,
or 38 percent, of the 41,000 animals for slaughter appeared to be veal calves.

A number of factors contributed to the decline in U.S. imports of veal
calves from Canada. In recent years, the Quebec Provincial Government has
imposed more stringent regulations concerning drug residues. . The Quebec
regulations require that blood samples be taken from calves destined for
export for slaughter and the animals be withheld from export until the tests
show that the animals are in conformity with drug residue regulations. Such
tests require up to one week to complete and dealers are reluctant to hold
young calves for any such period of time because the animals are quite
sensitive and require close care.. Amnother factor contributing to the decline
in U.S. imports was the sharp decline in output of a major Kosher calf
processing plant in Maine in recent years. Also, growing demand for so-called
white veal (an alternative use for veal .calves) in the Montreal market reduced:
the supply of calves for export. For several years there has been a trend
away from having most calves born at the same time of year, thus reducing
seasonal oversupplies of calves that had been typical of the Canadian market.
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The remainder of animals for slaughter--an estimated 34,000 to
35,000 animals in 1984, 48,000 in 1985, and 25,000 in 1986--apparently
consisted mostly of cull dairy cows and bulls. Agriculture Canada statistics
indicate that exports of steers and heifers for slaughter from ports in Quebec
and Ontario are negligible.

The decline in U.S. imports of cull cows and bulls from an estimated
48,000 in 1985 to 25,000 in 1986 reflected, in part, the U.S. Dairy
Termination Program. Virtually every packer contacted during the course of-
the investigation reported that purchases of Canadian animals were reduced
because domestic supplies were higher as a result of the program. New England
and the Mid-Atlantic States accounted for an estimated 24 percent of U.S,
imports of cull cows and bulls in 1984, 37 percent in 1985, and 37 percent in
1986.

Within the New England and Mid-Atlantic States, the principal destinations
for the imports of live cattle and calves during 1984-86 were New York and
Pennsylvania; Maine was also a major destination for veal calves. Animals
entering through Maine and Vermont are almost all from the Province of Quebec,
and those entering through New York are mostly from Ontario with a few from
Quebec. ' '

USDA port veterinarians report that the great bulk of U.S. imports of
cull dairy cattle consist of Holstein cows and bulls that are closely
comparable with U.S. cull animals. Some USDA veterinarians report that the
Canadian veal calves are "better” or "in better condition" than U.S. veal
calves. They report that many veal calves in the United States are
slaughtered when they are only a few days old and the meat of such animals is
very immature. Canadian animals, by contrast, are slaughtered when they are
1 week old or older and the meat is more properly developed. Officials of
Agriculture Canada report that while there is no legal limit on the age at -
which Canadian calves may be slaughtered, Canadian regulations, including the
previously discussed export regulations with respect to indices of maturity
that must be shown before the animal may legally be slaughtered, have the
general effect of encouraging Canadian cattlemen to sell calves for slaughter
for veal only after the calves are 10 days to 2 weeks old.

U.S. imports from Canada of all cattle and calves for breeding or dairy
purposes through northeast ports amounted to about 13,000 animals in 1984 and
16,000 animals in 1985 and 17,000 in 1986. Some of such imports apparently
include animals for breeding purposes except purebred animals as well as some
dairy heifers.

U.S. imports from Canada of all cattle and calves for feeding or grazing
through northeast ports declined from 9,000 animals in 1984 to less than 1,000
animals in 1985. The great bulk of the animals imported in 1984 consisted of
the previously mentioned Holstein steers. 1In 1986, imports from Canada of all
cattle and calves for feeding and grazing through northeast ports amounted to
about 2,500 animals.

Dairy farmers in the New England and Mid-Atlantic States have apparently
accounted for the bulk of the animals that have been imported for dairy
purposes. Importers of Canadian cattle and calves for slaughter into the New
England and Mid-Atlantic States include firms that are among the region’s
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largest volume cull cattle slaughterers. The bulk of production of such -
“companies consists of hamburger and sausages or meat for manufacturing for
incorporation into meat containing products such as soups and stews. Other
importers include large-volume as well as small-volume calf slaughtering firms
in the region, including firms that produce kosher veal. The New England and
Mid-Atlantic States represent a major U.S. market for both beef for
manufacturing and kosher meats. ‘

The share of commercial calf slaughter in the New England and
Mid-Atlantic States accounted for by imports from Canada declined from an
estimated 6 percent in 1984 to an estimated 2 percent in 1985-and 1 percent in
1986; comparable figures for cattle slaughter were an estimated 2 percent in
1984, an estimated 3 percent in 1985, and about 2 percent in 1986.

Imports of live cattle and calves. into the‘region were equal to 4 to
5 percent of the annual calf crop in the region during 1984-86 and about
2 percent annually of the January 1, 1nventory in 1984-86.

As shown in figure 14, the Corn Belt States accounted for about
95,000 animals, or about 26 percent of all U.S. imports of live cattle and
calves from Canada, in 1984; about 92,000 animals, or 26 percent in 1985; and
50,000 animals, or 20 percent, in 1986 :

Detalled statistics concerning the value of imports into the Corn Belt
States are not available. However, during 1982-86, theé great bulk of. imports
of all live cattle and calves from Canada entering. through Detroit, Michigan
(which ranged from a high of $20.2 million in 1983, to a low of $11.1 million
in 1986), a significant share of the imports entering through Pembina, North
Dakota (which ranged from a high of $56.1 million in 1982 to a low of
$28.1 million in 1986), and some of the imports entering through Great Falls,
Montana (which ranged from a high of $65.1 million in 1984, to a low of .
$39.8 million in 1982 and amounted to $66.0 mllllon in 1986). were destined for
* the Corn Belt States (table E-36). ’

'While detailed statistics are not available, it appears that a variety of
live cattle from Canada have entered the Corn Belt States, including fed
cattle and cull cattle for slaughter, feeder cattle for placement into Corn
Belt feedlots and some animals for breeding purposes Imports of cattle for
dairy purposes and veal calves into the region have been negligible however.

Imports of cattle for slaughter appear to have accounted for the bulk. of
Canadian animals entering the Corn Belt States in 1984, but imports of feeder
cattle apparently accounted for a larger share of the total in 1985,
reflecting, in-part, the drought in the Prairie Provinces of Canada that
resulted in reduced feed supplies and consequently distress sales of feeder
calves and cattle. During 1986, cattle for slaughter apparently accounted for
the great bulk of all Canadian cattle entering the region. The decline in
imports of cattle for slaughter between 1984-1985, and the increase in imports
of cattle and calves for feeding or grazing suggest that the drought in Canada
contributed to a movement of animals to the United States that might otherw1se
have been raised to slaughter weights in Canada. ~

The previously discussed Agriculture Canada statistics, which show the
mix of cattle for slaughter (steers, heifers, cows, or bulls) exported from
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Canada to the United States suggest that in 1984, approximately 54 percent of
the cattle for slaughter destined for the Corn Belt States consisted of cows
and bulls and 46 percent consisted of steers and heifers. In 1985, however,
about 75 percent consisted of cows and bulls and 25 percent consisted of .
steers and heifers. In 1986, 42 percent consisted of cows and bulls and

58 percent consisted of steers and heifers.

The great bulk of the cull cows and bulls are beef breeds except those
entering Michigan, which reportedly consist mostly of Holsteins from Ontario
destined for slaughter in the Detroit area. Imports of fed steers and heifers
are mostly beef breeds, although some Holstein steers from Canadian feedlots
are imported into the Corn Belt States for slaughter. The beef animals are
often crossbreeds with the most common being crosses of the so-called British
breeds (Hereford, and to a lesser extent Angus) with the so-called continental
breeds, (most often Charolais). USDA port veterinarians report that the
Canadian cull cows and bulls entered through the Corn Belt ports are closely
comparable to U.S. cull cattle, and meat packers contacted during the course
of the investigation agree with that assessment; most, reportedly, are
comparable to the U.S. Utility grade.

Corn Belt port veterinarians report that many of the Canadian fed steers
and heifers entered are comparable with U.S. animals that grade "near the
bottom" of the U.S. Choice grade standards or "just into" the Choice grade
standards. The Canadian market typically pays a premium for animals that are
- considered slightly too lean for Prime or Choice U.S. grades. The Holstein
steers imported into the United States are sometimes grown to rather heavy
weights, such as 1,200 pounds or more; most such animals are reportedly
comparable to the Good grade under the U.S. Federal system.

The feeder animals entering the Corn Belt States typically are about
1 year old, weigh about 600 pounds, and are comparable to U.S. Choice
feeders. Some imports are reported to be lighter animals - 400 pounds or so -
and more comparable to the U.S. Good grade. The great bulk of the feeder
animals are reported to have the same blood lines as the beef types imported
for slaughter. In 1984 a few thousand Holstein steers from Ontario were
exported to the Corn Belt States through northeast U.S. ports.

Meat packing companies that import the fed steers and heifers and cull
cattle for slaughter include those that are among the largest packing
companies in the United States. Within the Corn Belt States, a large share of
cull cows and bulls for slaughter are destined for Minnesota and, as mentioned
earlier, Michigan. A large share of the animals destined for Minnesota were
reportedly cull beef cattle. A large share of the fed steers and heifers for
slaughter are destined for the general area where Iowa, Nebraska, and South
Dakota converge, a major animal slaughtering area of the United States.

Imports into the Corn Belt States of Canadian cattle for slaughter were
equal to less than 1 percent of commercial slaughter in the region in 1984-86
and imports of cattle and calves for feeding or grazing were apparently equal
to less than 1 percent of the animals placed on feed in the region during
1984-86. - Imports were equal to less than 1 percent of the calf crop, which
amounted to more than 12 million animals annually during 1984-86.



59

Figure 14 shows that imports of live cattle and calves from Canada
destined for the Western Rangeland States increased from about 150,000 animals
(41 percent of the total U.S. imports of live cattle and calves from Canada)
in 1982 to 172,000 (48 percent) in 1985; in 1986 imports amounted to
131,000 animals (54 percent). T

Although detailed statistics are not available on the value of imports
into the region, some data are available from table E-36. The great bulk of
imports through entry points administered through Seattle, Washington, are
reported to be destined for the Western Rangeland States. Imports through
Seattle declined irregularly, from $23.1 million in 1982 to $8.2 million in
1986. A large share of imports through entry points administered by Great
Falls, Montana, were destined for the Western Rangeland States; such imports
fluctuated from a low of $39.8 million in 1982 to a high of $66.0 million in
1986. '

Although exact data are not available, the mix of cattle entering the
Western Rangeland States can be approximated based on data available from the
Quarterly Recap of Import Animals Inspected and from contacts with meatpackers
in the region. Based on the Quarterly Recap of Import Animals Inspected, of
the approximate 150,000 cattle and calves that entered the Western Rangeland
States from Canada during 1984, at least 116,000 (but no more than 146,000)
consisted of cattle and calves for slaughter. Contacts with meat packers 'in
the region indicate that at least 10,000 additional animals entering the
region from Canada were for slaughter (in addition to the 116,000 minimum).

Of the remaining animals, the Quarterly Recap of Import Animals Inspected
shows that apparently more than 1,000 represented imports for breeding, dairy,
or other purposes, and apparently more than 3,000 were cattle and calves for
feeding or grazing. ’

Less precise data are available for 1985. The Quarterly Recap of Import
Animals Inspected suggests that of the 172,000 animals that entered the
Western Rangeland States from Canada, at least 69,000 cattle and calves were
for slaughter (but less than 109,000). Again, contacts with meat packers in
the region suggest that at least another 10,000 animals, in addition to the
previously mentioned 69,000, were entered for slaughter.- Imports of cattle
and calves for feeding or grazing as shown by the Quarterly Recap of Import
Animals Inspected, amounted to at least 62,000 (but less than 102,000). Also,
the imports for breeding, dairy, and other purposes exceeded 1,000 animals in
1985.

The Quarterly Recap of Import Animals Inspected suggests that in 1986
imports from Canada into the Western Rangeland States consisted primarily of
animals for slaughter. Of the approximate 131,000 animals entering the
region, at least 111,000 were for slaughter; fewer than 7,000 consisted of
animals for feeding or grazing. . Imports for breeding, dairy, and other
purposes apparently exceeded 1,000 animals.

Data are available from Agriculture Canada showing the mix of cattle for
slaughter exported through British Columbia and Alberta, the two Provinces
apparently accounting for the bulk of Canadian exports of live cattle and
calves for slaughter to the Western Rangeland States. The data indicate that .
in 1984, more than one-half of the exports consisted of steers and heifers,



60

slightly over 40 percent consisted of cows and bulls, and about 5 percent
consisted of calves. The data also indicate that in 1985 slightly less than
one-half of the exports consisted of steers and heifers, slightly less than
one-half consisted of cows and bulls and the remainder consisted of calves.
In 1986, 83 percent consisted of steers and heifers, 14 percent consisted of
cows and bulls and 3 percent were calves,

Meat packers and port veterinarians of the USDA report that the cows and
bulls for slaughter entering through Washington State include both dairy (from
the dairy industry around Vancouver, B.C.) and beef animals, and that both
types are closely comparable with U.S. cattle of the same types. The cows and
bulls entering through Montana were mostly beef breeds, typically crossbreeds
of English breeds and continental breeds.

The cattle for grazing entering through entry points in Western Rangeland
States are reported by USDA port veterinarians to be typically about
l-year-old weaned calves, weighing about 600 pounds each. Most were
reportedly crossbreeds of the same bloodlines as the slaughter cattle. Also,
most were, reportedly, comparable with USDA Choice feeders.

During 1984-86 imports were equal to less than 1 percent of commercial
cattle and calf slaughter in the Western Rangeland states. Imports of cattle
.and calves for feeding or grazing were equal to less than 0.5 percent of
placements of cattle on feed in the region during each quarter of 1984-86.
Imports into the region were equal to 1 percent or less of the calf crop in
the region annually during 1984-86. '

Importers of the cattle and calves for slaughter in the Western Rangeland
region include both companies that are among the largest meatpackers in the
United States as well as smaller volume companies. Importers of feeder calves
reportedly include both large-volume feed lots and small-volume ones.

Within the Western Rangeland States, major destinations for the imported
animals include the Dakotas, Montana, Idaho, Utah, Wyoming, Colorado and by
far the largest, Washington. Imports into Washington State amounted to
102,000 animals (two-thirds of the total into the Western Rangeland States and
slightly more than one-fourth of the total into the United States in 1984) in
1984; almost 79,000 animals (slightly less than one-half of the total into the
Western Rangeland States and about one-fifth of the total into the United
States) in 1985; and 88,000 animals (two-thirds of the total into the Western
Rangeland States and 35 percent of the United States total) in 1986. The
Quarterly Recap of Import Animals Inspected shows that the imports from Canada
into Washington State during 1984 included at least 97,000 animals for
slaughter (but fewer than 101,000) and at least 1,400 animals for feeding or
grazing (but fewer than 5,200). Less precise data are available for 1985,
when imports included at least 64,000 animals for slaughter (but fewer than
70,000) and at least 9,000 animals for feeding or grazing (but fewer than
15,000). 1In 1986, apparently nearly all of the 88,000 animals entering from
Canada were for slaughter.

Importers in Washington State are typical for those of the region, as
described previously. By far the great bulk of live cattle and calves from
Canada destined for Washington State enter through border ports of entry in
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Washington State and Idaho. Also, the great bulk of imports through

. Washington and Idaho ports are destined for Washington State rather than being
in transit to other States. Washington State and Idaho border the Canadian
Province of British Columbia, but officials of Agriculture Canada report that
a significant share of the Canadian exports entering Idaho, consist of fed
steers and heifers originating in the Province of Alberta. Agriculture Canada
data show that, in 1984, 53 percent of the cattle and calves exported through
British Colombia consisted of steers and heifers, 43 percent consisted of cows
‘and bulls, and 4 percent consisted of calves; in 1985, 44 percent consisted of
steers and heifers, 49 percent consisted of cows and bulls, and 7 percent
consisted of calves; in 1986, 79 percent consisted of steers and heifers,

17 percent consisted of cows and bulls, and 4 percent consisted of calves.

The fed steers and heifers reportedly are destined for two packing companies
in Eastern Washington State. Canadian officials also report that the bulk of
Canadian exports entering through Washington State ports (most of which enter
through ports in the western part of Washington State) consist primarily of
cull cows and bulls (both dairy and beef) and veal calves.

Imports into Washington State from Canada of cattle and calves for
slaughter apparently contributed slightly ‘less than 10 percent to the
commercial slaughter in that State during 1984, between 6 and 7 percent in
1985, and about 8 percent in 1986. Imports of cattle and calves for feeding
or grazing apparently amounted to 1 percent or less of placements on feed in
the State during 1984, 2 to 3 percent in 1985, and less than 1 percent in
.1986. Some of the imports for placement on feed reportedly consisted of
cattle that were considered ready for slaughter in Canada were considered
. slightly too light for Choice U.S. slaughter animals. Such animals were
~reportedly kept in feedlots in the United States for only a few weeks.

Imports from Canada were equal to nearly 20 percent of the Washington
State calf crop in 1984, about 14 percent in 1985, and about 16 percent in
1986. Imports from Canada during 1984 were equal to about 7 percent of the
January 1, 1985, Washington State cattle and calf inventory; during 1985,
imports were equal to 5 percent of the January 1, 1986, inventory, and during
1986, imports were equal to about 7 percent of the January 1, 1987, inventory.

The Southeastern States accounted for less than .2 percent of U.S. imports
of cattle and calves annually during 1984-86. A significant share of the
imports, which amounted to fewer than 5,000 animals annually, consisted of
animals for breeding.

U.S. imports of live cattle and calves from Mexico

The Mexican cattle that enter the United States are mainly from the
northern States of Sonora, Nuevo Leon, Tamaulipas, Zacatecas, Chihuahua and
south to Vera Cruz. The Mexican cattle are often crossbred with Brahman,
Hereford, and Angus.

During 1982-86, U.S. imports of live cattle from Mexico ranged from a low
of 390,000 animals, valued at $96 million, in 1984 to a high of 1.09 million
animals, valued at $282 million, in 1986 (table E-24). Cattle weighing '
200 pounds or more but under 700 pounds each (TSUS item 100.45) account for
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the bulk of live cattle imports from Mexico. These are referred to as feeders
and average about 450 pounds each. Such imports totaled 1.05 million animals
in 1986, or 97 percent of all imports. These imports are ultimately fed and
finished in the United States to weights of about 1,000 pounds before
slaughter. U.S. port veterinarians indicate that Mexican cattlemen are
producing better quality feeders than in the past. Imports of cattle weighing
700 pounds or more each (items 100.53 and 100.55) (referred to as slaughter
cattle) averaged from 1,000 to 2,000 animals per year during 1982-85; however,
such imports rose to 20,000 animals in 1986, or 2 percent of all imports.
Imports of calves weighing less than 200 pounds accounted for the bulk of the
remaining cattle imports during 1986. U.S. port veterinarians indicate that
these are feeder calves rather than veal calves. Although detailed
statistics of imports from Mexico of cattle for breeding are not available,
USDA port veterinarians report that there have been a few imports from time to
time. The sharp increase in U.S. imports of cattle since 1984 reflects a
number of factors including good grazing conditions in the Southwestern United
States and the declining value of the peso compared with the U.S. dollar,
which has made Mexican cattle prices attractive to U.S. cattle importers. 1In
addition, the increase in imports reflects a surplus of cattle in Mexico and a
decline in beef demand in that country because of a depressed economy.

U.S. imports of cattle weighing 200 pounds or more but under 700 pounds
each from Mexico by months from January 1982 to December 1986 ranged from a
low of less than 500 animals in August 1984 to a high of 264,000 animals in
December 1986 (table E-37). 1In general, imports tend to be higher in the
months of November, December, and January and at their lowest in the month of
October. A number of factors contribute to the relatively large shipments in
November, December, and January. Because of delays in U.S. Department of
Commerce data collection and reporting, reported shipments may not always
exactly correspond with actual shipments. Technical factors also influence
import patterns. A large share of the calves are born in the spring and by
the fall of the year are ready to be weaned and placed on pasture or
feedlots. A large share of the animals imported are grazed in winter wheat
fields, and the wheat fields are suitable for grazing during the months of
November, December, and January. The cattle generally are placed in wheat
fields until their weight increases to 650-800 pounds at which time they are
transported to feedlots. The cattle operations that use the Mexican feeder
calves are located largely in Texas, Oklahoma, Kansas, Arizona, New Mexico,
and California. '

Table E-36 shows U.S. live cattle imports (feeders) from Mexico, by
customs district, during 1982-86. Virtually all U.S. cattle imports from
Mexico in those years entered through the customs districts of El1 Paso, Texas;
Laredo, Texas; and Nogales, Arizona. During 1986, these three districts
accounted for 46 percent, 26 percent, and 26 percent, respectively, of all
U.S. imports of feeder cattle from Mexico. Importers of feeder cattle from
Mexico are usually cattle dealers or brokers who frequently resell the cattle
to U.S. farmers and ranchers.

The Mexican Government establishes maximum export quotas for live cattle
in order to maintain sufficient supplies of beef for their domestic market.
The Mexican Government sets the quota based on the Confederacion Nacional
Ganadera'’'s (Cattlemen’s Association) estimate of production for a given year.
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The export quotas are usually set in the fall of the year for the next quota
year (Sept-Aug). Only northern Mexican States are authorized to export cattle
because of their geographical proximity to the United States and because of
the similarity of the cattle produced in the northern States to those produced
in the Southwestern United States.. :

The main concern.of the Mexican Government is to provide abundant
supplies of beef to the domestic market. If conditions aré favorable in the
southern Mexican States and the southern State cattlemen provide enough beef
for the domestic market, the Mexican export quota will be -large. However; if
unfavorable conditions exist in the- southern States, the cattlemen from the
northern States will have to provide beef to assist the southern States in
meeting domestic demand and the export quota will:be small. The following
tabulation shows the cattle export quotas authorized by the Mexican Government
for the 1980/81- 1986/87 quota years (in actual. anlmals) '

Authorlzed
. Mexican .cattle-
uota year : o export quota

.1980/81 ) ; 500 000
1981/82 . < .+ 468,000
1982/83 : 652,088
1983/84 . . 728,743
1984/85 ... . . 500,000
1985/86 o - 964,600 .
1986/87 . . » 1,070,000

Economic conditions in Mexico, grazing conditions, and the number of
cattle produced in a given year are among the leading factors relating to the
size of the Mexican export quota .and the share of the quota that is filled
each year. A surplus of cattle in both the northern and southern States
encouraged the Mexican Government to raise the export quota for the 1986/87
season, This increase in the number of cattle permitted to be exported
reflects the decline in beef demand in Mexico resulting from reduced consumer
purchasing power. In addition, the decline in world petroleum prices made it
necessary for the government of Mexico to look for alternate sources of
foreign exchange. 1/

On March 26, 1987, the Mexican Government suspended live cattle exports
to the United States reportedly -as a result of developing beef shortages.
However, on March 29, 1987, the Mexican Government reopened its borders to
exports of cattle to the United States.” No official statement has been
released regarding this reopening. ' oo :

l/ Report from U.S. Embassy, Mexico City, Jan. 8, 1987.
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Beef and Veal

U.S. imports of Beef and Veal from Canada

U.S. imports of all beef and veal from Canada increased from
159.8 million pounds (carcass weight equivalent), valued at $116.6 million, in
1982 to 240.4 million, valued at $155.7 million, in 1985; in 1986 imports
amounted to 212.6 million pounds, valued at $133.1 million (table E-38). U.S.
imports of fresh, chilled, or frozen beef and veal, increased from
158.9 million pounds, (carcass weight equivalent), valued at $114.1 million,
in 1982 to 237.3 million pounds, valued at $151.2 million, in 1985; in 1986
imports amounted to 210.4 million pounds, valued at $129.8 million (table
E-39). Imports of fresh, chilled, or frozen beef on a product weight basis
are shown in table E~40.

Overall, an estimated 80 to 90 percent of U.S. imports of beef and veal
from Canada consisted of meat for manufacturing rather than table cuts; a
large share of U.S. imports of beef and veal from Canada are reported to be
destined for the hamburger and sausage market. The Canadian market pays a
premium for animals that are leaner than U.S. Choice and Prime, the type of
animals that traditionally have yielded table beef for the U.S. market.
Therefore, beef of Canadian origin tends to be at a disadvantage in the U.S.
table-beef market. Also, some Canadian interests contend that U.S. tariff
treatment favors the importation of meat for manufacturing and discourages the
importation of value-added products such as portion-control cuts and cuts made
ready for retail consumers.

The share of all U.S. imports of beef and veal from Canada accounted for
by various products, 1983-86, as calculated from data published by Agriculture
Canada, is shown in the following tabulation (in percent):

_ Share
Product : 1983 1984 1985 1986
Beef: .
Boneless................. 47 51 43 40
Carcasses (bone-in)...... 26 26 - 32 30
Trimmings................ 24 22 21 25
Other........oviivvvennns 2 2 3 4
Total beef............. 99 99 99 99
Veal......oiiiiieninnennnns 1 1 1 1
Total beef and veal.... 100 "~ 100 100 100

The great bulk of the imported carcasses were reported to have entered in
the form of quarters or boxed primal cuts rather than whole hanging
carcasses. The bulk of such imports are derived from cull cattle. Officials
of the CMC report that a large share of the carcasses and cuts are derived
from cull dairy cattle that are slaughtered in Ontario and Quebec and shipped
to the New England and Mid-Atlantic States. A higher share of the carcasses
and cuts imported into the Western Rangeland States and Corn Belt States are
derived from cull beef cattle slaughtered in the Prairie Provinces. Only a
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small share of carcasses and cuts imported into the United States from Canada
are from steers and heifers. Meat derived from the imported carcasses is
reportedly used for manufacturing products such as hamburgers and sausages.

The boneless beef and beef trimmings imported into the United States from
_ Canada are derived from both cull cattle and fed steers and heifers. Boneless
beef and beef trimmings from cull cattle typically have a higher ratio of lean
meat to fat. The ratio of lean meat to fat is expressed in terms of percent
chemical lean (CL). In normal commercial practice, the buyer and seller agree
on the percent CL on the basis of visual observation, but in the event of a
dispute the percent CL can be determined by quantitative chemical ana1y51s
.thus the term chemical lean..

Differences can exist between shipments of beef with the same CL
content. Shipments that consist of a homogeneous mix of lean and fat are
generally preferred to shipments that contain large chunks of fat or lean.
Also, the bacteria content of shipments with the same CL content can vary
significantly. 1In addition to actual differences in shipments of beef that
have the same CL content, differences exist among suppliers. Some suppliers
have a reputation for delivering shipments that consistently meet the
advertized CL contents; conversely some suppliers have a reputation for
delivering shipments that contain individual boxes of beef that do not meet
the advertized CL content, or even whole shipments that do not meet the
advertized CL content.

Imported boneless beef and beef trimmings from cull cattle are typically
85 CL; the product is often mixed with higher fat content trimmings from fed
steers and heifers to yield a product that has an.acceptable CL content to
produce hamburgers and sausages. Boneless beef and trimmings with an
intermediate CL content, such as 60 CL to 65 CL are used to produce canned
beef and products such as soups and stews, .Boneless beef from fed steers and
heifers is typically 50 CL and is mixed with lower fat content products.

Officials of Agriculture Canada report that in most recent years about 70
to 80 percent of the boneless beef and trimmings exported to the United States
- were derived from cull cows and bulls with the remainder derived from fed

.steers and heifers. During 1986, however, an unusually high share of the
exports from Canada to the United States con51sted of boneless beef and
trimmings from fed steers and heifers. The officials contend that there was
increased demand in the United States for higher fat content boneless beef and
trimmings to mix with higher lean content beef and trimmings that were derived
from dairy cows slaughtered under the United States Dairy Termination Program
(DTP). The DTP is discussed in the part of this report entitled "U.S.
Government Programs." .

Virtually all U.S. imports of veal from Canada during 1982-86 consisted
of bone-in carcasses.” Beef sausages (except in airtight containers) and
canned beef (except corned beef) accounted for the great bulk of U.S. imports
of prepared or preserved beef during 1982-86.

Veterinary officials of_the USDA responsible for inspecting the imports
to assure that they meet health and sanitary regulations report that a large
share of U.S. imports of beef and veal are accounted for by small-volume meat
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processors, typically sausage and hamburger producers. Often such processors
are located nearer to Canadian meat packing plants than to U.S. plants. Some
of the U.S. processors received small lots, 50 to 60 pounds of Canadian beef,
four to five times per week. Some of the entries consisted of larger volume

shipments, up to 2,000 pounds, of chilled beef in so-called combo-bins. U.S.
companies that use the Canadian beef also often use domestic beef and mix the
two together in their processing. Their resulting products are often sold on
the local market, but may be sold throughout the United States.

The Canadian beef imported into the United States is purchased on the
Canadian market by U.S. business people or by agents for U.S. business people.
During the course of the investigation virtually every official contacted
reported that he knew of no instance of Canadian beef being imported into the
United States and then offered for sale. Virtually all imports are
transported in refrigerated trucks.

U.S. plants that process Canadian beef carcasses are typically
small-volume businesses located near the U.S.-Canadian border. Such
businesses typically specialize in producing boneless beef from cull cattle
and are referred to as boning plants. They typically sell their products to
meat processors locally or in other regions of the .United States. Some of the
Canadian carcasses are used by large volume meat processors.

Table E-41 shows U.S. imports of all beef and veal from Canada during
1982-86, on a product-weight basis, entered through selected U.S. Customs
Districts. As previously discussed, a large share of the imports from Canada
consist of meat for manufacturing. The resulting products are often marketed
throughout the United States. In general, the U.S. market for meat is
considered a national market; however, regional markets reportedly account for
a large share of U.S. imports from Canada.

As can be determined from table E-41, Ogdensburg, New York and Buffalo,
New York accounted for more than one-half of all U.S. imports of beef and veal
from Canada during 1982-84, 42 percent in 1985, -and 40 percent in 1986.
Representatives of Canadian meat packers report that the area bounded by
Buffalo; New York City; and Boston, Massachusetts, referred to as the
triangle, accounts for a large share of the consumption of U.S. imports of
beef and veal from Canada. They contend that their product is well suited to
the production of specialty-type sausages popular with the large share of the
population in the area, particularly the Buffalo, New York, area, which is
ethnically Eastern European. A large share of imports into the region
reportedly consist of small-volume shipments, often 50 pounds to 60 pounds,
destined for small-volume processors that produce distinctive sausages. Such
processors typically purchase several small shipments per week and Canadian
meat packers contend that, in part, because they are close to such markets,
the Buffalo market in particular, they have a competitive advantage in
supplying the market. This appears to be consistent with the previously
described analysis offered by USDA veterinary officials.

A large share of U.S. imports of beef and veal through Detroit, Michigan,
and Pembina, North Dakota, are reportedly consumed in the Great Lakes Region,
including Chicago, Illinois. Part of the imports through Great Falls, Montana,
and Seattle, Washington are consumed in Washington State and part are
transshipped to other regions, including California.
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U.S. imports of all beef and veal from Canada, by months, ranged from a
low of 382,000 pounds (carcass weight equivalent), valued at $387,000, in
December 1982 to a high of 26.8 million pounds, valued at $16.6 million, in.
February 1986 (table E-42). In most months during 1982-86, imports were
between 12 million and 20 million pounds; however, imports exceeded
26.5 million pounds in 3 out of 4 months from November 1985 to February 1986.
U.S. imports amounted to 9.4 million pounds in November 1982 and, as mentioned
above, were at their lowest levels in December 1982; imports amounted to
8.2 million pounds, 6.5 million pounds, and 2.7 million pounds, respectively,
during the last 3 months of 1983. During the periods of relatively low levels
of monthly imports in 1982 and 1983, imports were subject to U.S.-Canadian
Government actions, as described in the section of this report entitled "U.S.
Customs Treatment." :

.Some observers contend that live cattle imports increase when
restrictions on U.S. imports of beef and veal are in effect. Imports of live
cattle and calves from Canada were somewhat higher during the last quarter of
1982 than in the first 3 quarters of the year, with 154,000 animals or nearly
one-third of the year’s total of 495,000 animals being imported during -
October-December (table E-31). However, during the last quarter of 1983,
about 81,000 animals,. or less than one-quarter of the year’s total of
359,000 animals, were imported. Imports of live cattle and calves did not
show any significant correlation with imports of beef and veal from November
1985 to February 1986, the previously discussed higher level of imports of
beef and veal. Inasmuch as fresh, chilled, or frozen beef accounts for nearly
all of U.S. beef and veal from Canada, the monthly import pattern is very
similar to that of all beef and veal (tables E-42 and E-43). U.S. imports of
fresh, chilled, or frozen beef and veal from Canada, by month, on a
product-weight basis are shown in table E-44.

Table E-38 shows that Canada was the third leading source of U.S. imports
of all beef and veal in every year during 1982-86. The share of U.S. imports
supplied by Canada increased from about 8 percent in 1982 and 1983 to about
12 percent in 1984 and 1985 and amounted to 10 percent in 1986. The higher
share supplied by Canada in 1984-86 than in 1982-83 reflected an increase in
the quantity of imports from that country, which rose from 160 million pounds
(carcass-weight equivalent) in 1982 and 166 million pounds in 1983, to A
212 million pounds in 1984, and reached 240 million pounds in 1985. Imports
in 1986 totaled 213 million pounds. Also, slightly lower imports from other
sources contributed to Canada’s higher share in 1984, because total imports in
that year amounted to 1.8 billion pounds compared with 2.0 billion pounds
annually in 1982 and 1983 and 2.1 billion pounds annually in 1985 and 1986.
Imports were unusually low in 1984 as Australia and New Zealand reduced
exports of meat and built up herds following droughts.

Table E-39 shows that Canada was also the third leading source of U.S.
imports of fresh, chilled, or frozen beef and veal in every year during
1982-86. The share of U.S. imports supplied by Canada increased from about
9 percent in 1982 and 1983 to about 14 percent during 1984-85 and amounted to
11 percent in 1986. As with all beef and veal, the higher share supplied by .
Canada in 1984-85 reflected an increase in the quantity of imports from that
country. Also, slightly lower imports from other sources contributed to
Canada’s higher share in 1984, as total imports in that year amounted to
1.5 billion pounds compared with 1.8 billion pounds in 1982 and 1.7 billion
pounds in 1983. Imports on a product-weight basis are shown in table E-40.
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Table E-45 shows that Canada was only a minor source of U.S. imports of
prepared or preserved beef and veal during 1982-86. The share of U.S. imports
supplied by Canada fluctuated from a low of less than 1 percent in 1982, when
U.S. imports from that country amounted to 943,000 pounds, valued at
$2.5 million, to a high of 1.5 percent in 1983, when imports from Canada
amounted to 4.6 million pounds, valued at $6.4 million. Imports from all
sources increased from 232 million pounds, valued at $181.5 million, in 1982
to 343 million pounds, valued at $227 million, in 1985; in 1986 imports
amounted to 274 million pounds, valued at $193 million. The great bulk of
U.S. imports of prepared or preserved beef and veal comes from South American
countries that have not been found to be free of foot-and-mouth disease and
rinderpest by the U.S. Secretary of Agriculture and thus are not permitted to
ship fresh meat to the United States.

Canada was the third leading source of U.S. imports of quota-type meats
in every year during 1982-86 (table E-46). Quotas are discussed in the
section of this report entitled "U.S. Customs Treatment." The share supplied
by Canada increased from about 9 percent, 124.7 million pounds (product
weight) in 1982 to 15 percent, 166.2 million pounds in 1984; during 1985 and
1986, Canada'’'s share was 14 percent, 187.8 million pounds and 169.8 million
pounds, respectively. U.S. imports from all sources declined from 1.3 billion
pounds in 1982 to 1.1 billion pounds in 1984 but rebounded to 1.3 billion
pounds in 1985 and totaled 1.2 billion pounds in 1986. :

U.S. imports of all beef and veal from Canada increased from the
equivalent of 0.7 percent, 160 million pounds, of U.S. consumption of
24.5 billion pounds in 1982 to the equivalent of 0.9 percent, 240 million
pounds, of U.S. consumption of 25.9 billion pounds in 1985 (table E-16). In
1986 imports were the equivalent of 0.8 percent, 213 million pounds, of U.S.
consumption of 26.4 billion pounds. In terms of production, U.S. imports from
Canada increased from the equivalent of 0.7 percent of the U.S. total of
23.0 billion pounds in 1982 to 1.0 percent of the U.S. total of 24.2 billion
pounds in 1985. 1In 1986, imports were the equivalent of 0.9 percent of U.S.
production of 24.9 billion pounds.

U.S. imports of beef and veal from Mexico

Subsequent to February 15, 1984, Mexican beef and veal have been denied
entry into the United States because they do not meet health and sanitary
regulations administered by the USDA. The USDA evaluates country controls in
seven basic risk areas: residues, disease, misuse of food additives, gross
contamination, microscopic contamination, economic fraud, and product
integrity. Mexico failed to comply with USDA’s controls; therefore, its
eligibility to export to the United States was denied. 1/ Attorneys for™
Mexican interests indicated that Mexican veterinary officials are currently
negotiating with USDA officials and expect authorization to export beef in the
foreseeable future. o

1/ Meat and Poultry Inspection, 1984, Report of the Secretary of Agriculture
to the U.S. Congress, USDA Food Safety and Inspection Service, p43.
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THE CANADIAN MARKET

The Canadian cattle and beef market is in many respects similar to that
of the United States. The Canadian market is subject to the cattle cycle, and
the cycles in Canada and the United States have been similar, with numbers . .
peaking in 1975, declining until the ‘late 1970’'s, expanding briefly, and then
again continuing to contract. Also, there is evidence that both countries
experienced a culmination of the contraction phase in 1986. . Beef accounts for
only part of meat consumption in both markets, with poultry meat becoming
" strongly competitive in recent years. Both the United States and Canada
import beef from Australia and New Zealand for manufacturing. Canada is more
export oriented than the United States, with cattle exports being equal to
about 10 percent of the calf crop in some recent years and beef exports being
equal to about 11 percent of production.

- The Canadian Cattle Cycle

The Canadian cattle and beef industries are subject to the same type of
business cycle, the so-called cattle cycle, as are the cattle and beef
industries in the United States. Indeed, in part because of the rather free
flow of cattle and beef between the two  countries, developments in the much

-larger U.S. industries strongly influence developments in the Canadian
industries. Also inasmuch as most cattle in Canada are raised within 200
miles of the U.S. border and weather is often the same in contiguous parts of
Canada and the United States, the same weather often affects the industries in
both countries (see figure 15). However, because the cattle and beef
industries are more geographically concentrated in Canada than those in the
United States, the same weather can have a more significant impact in Canada
than in the United States. For example, the Canadian Cattlemen’s Association
(CCA) contends that drought in Western Canada played a major role in the more
rapid rate of herd reduction in  Canada than in the United States in the
1980’'s. The CCA maintains that the drought dlso occurred in the northern tier
States of the United States but that the drought in Canada involved a much

-higher proportion of the beef-cow population. 1/

In addition to impacting cattle and beef production and consumption in
Canada, the cattle cyéle is one of the factors than impacts Canadian exports
. of cattle and beef. Cattle and calf numbers, as measured by the January 1
inventory, are the most commonly quoted figures used in discussions of the
cattle cycle. : S

1/ Prehearing brief of the CCA, p. 13.
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Canadian cattle and calf numbers expanded during the early 1970's and
reached a peak on January 1, 1975, as shown in the following tabulation (in
thousands) :

Year Inventory Year Inventory
1971..... . 11,985 -1979...... - 11,996
1972...... 12,324 1980...... 12,126
1973...... 12,847 1981...... 12,166
1974...... 13,481 1982......°12,088
1975...... 014,278 - - 1983...... 11,618
1976...... 14,048 1984. . ... *. 11,360
1977...... 13,362 .1985...... 10,980
1978...... 12,526 1986...... 10,591

' 1987...... - 10,493

Some researchers contend that a better measure of developments in the
cattle cycle is the inventory of beef cows since the total inventory of all
cattle and calves may reflect developments in the dairy segment and feedlot
segment that may not be a direct result of the cattle cycle. Canadian beef-
cow numbers, as measured by the January 1 1nventory, are ‘shown in the
following tabulatlon (in thousands)

Year a Inventory Year ' Inventory

1971...... . 3,208 1979..... . 3,463
1972...... 3,454 1980....". 3,462
1973...... 3,766 1981...... 3,467
1974, ..... 4,152 1982...... 3,454
1975...... 4,492 1983...... 3,281
1976...... 4,401 1984...... 3,236
1977...... 3,891 1985...... 3,065
1978...... 3,650 1986...... 2,948
. 1987...... 2,975

The tabulation shows that beef-cow numbers also expanded during the early
1970's, and reached a peak in 1975. By January 1, 1975, beef-cow numbers were
40 percent greater than on January 1, 1971.

Economists of Agriculture Canada contend that the 1960’s and early 1970's
(until the first "oil crisis" of 1973-74) were conducive to expansion in the
cattle industry. During the decade between 1961 and 1971, Canada’'s population
increased from 18.2 million persons to 21.6 million (reflecting both
relatively high fertility rates and high immigration levels), increasing
demand for beef inasmuch as total population size is one of the most important
determinants to total beef demand. The median age of the population was '
decreasing during the decade, also contributing to rising beef demand 1nasmuch’
as meat consumption levels tend to be hlgher among populations with a
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declining median age than among aging populations. Consumer incomes were
generally rising during the period and the work force expanded, especially as
a rising share of the female population entered the wage-earning labor force.

However, during the 1970's, a number of developments, including
developments outside of Canada, significantly altered the Canadian economy and
ultimately led to a contraction in the cattle cycle. 1In 1971, the U.S. corn
crop was significantly reduced by Southern Corn Leaf Blight. The reduced crop
and subsequent lower U.S. inventories put upward pressure on U.S. and
subsequently world prices for corn and other animal feeds. Reduced grain
crops and sharply higher imports in the USSR during the mid-1970’s put sharply
higher upward pressure on all animal feed prices worldwide. Also, a so-called
"El Nino" off the coast of South America resulted in reduced supplies of fish
protein supplements for animal feeds and higher costs. As animal feed prices
rose and cattlemen’s profitability fell, Canadian farmers shifted more land
into the production of grain and bid up prices for land that could be used
either for pasture for cattle or for grain growing, putting even more economic
pressure on cattlemen.

As costs to cattlemen rose, a number of factors acted to restrain demand
for beef. The rate of population growth in Canada slowed. The Canadian
population rose from 21.6 million in 1971 to 24.3 million in 1981,
significantly less than in the decade earlier as immigration and fertility
rates declined. Also, the median age rose during the decade. Economists of
Agriculture Canada also contend that rapidly rising oil prices during the
1973-74 caused an immediate sharp regression in beef demand. Although
Canadian cattlemen faced adverse economic conditions, cattle numbers continued
to expand through January 1, 1975. The expansion reflects, in part, time lags
that result from biological factors associated with cattle production as
described in the U.S. Industry section of this report.

Large cattle inventories, and consequent large calf crops contributed to
higher levels of beef production during the mid-1970’s. The higher levels of
production and previously discussed restraints on beef demand contributed to
lower beef prices and subsequently lower cattle prices during 1975-77.
Cattlemen responded to the higher costs of production and lower returns by
selling off animals for slaughter, and thus expanding beef supplies and
putting even more downward pressure on prices. By January 1, 1979, the total
cattle and calf inventory at 12.0 million animals was down by 16 percent from
the January 1, 1975, peak of 14.3 million animals, and beef-cow numbers at
3.5 million animals, were down from the January 1, 1975, peak of 4.5 million
animals. By 1979, cattle inventories and consequently beef production had
been. reduced by enough that prices began to rise, and cattlemen responded by
building up inventories.. By January 1, 1981 the total inventory was
12.2 million -animals and the beef cow inventory was 3.5 million. The
expansion in the cattle industry proved to be quite limited however.

Officials of Agriculture Canada contend that the so-called second oil shock in
1979 contributed to another regression in beef demand and that high interest
rates subsequent to 1979 adversely affected both cattlemen’s profitability and
consumer demand for beef. The Agriculture Canada officials report that during
the 1980's beef demand has been restrained by relatively high interest rates
that limit disposable consumer income, historically high unemployment rates,
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a population with an increasing median age, and a population growth rate lower
than in the 1970's. By January 1, 1986, thé total cattle and calf inventory
in Canada, at 10.6 million, was down 13 percent from January 1, 1981, and the
beef-cow inventory, at 2.9 million, was down 15. percent from January 1, 1981.

As previously indicated, officials of ‘the. CCA report that drought in the
Prairie Provinces contributed to a more rapid rate of herd reduction than
might otherwise have occurred. They report that the drought in the Prairie
Provinces was "bad" in 1984 and the situation was - "desperate" in 1985,

There are some 1ndications that the contractionvphase of the. Canadian
cattle cycle may have terminated during 1986. Although the total inventory of
cattle and calves as of January 1, 1987, was below year earlier levels, the
beef-cow inventory was marginally higher than year earlier levels. Canadian
meat packers, especially in Alberta, reported that during the first 3 months of
1987, the ratio of steer to heifer slaughter indicates-that heifers were not
being sold for slaughter but instead may have been retained to build up cattle
herds. The packers also report that traditional price spreads between heifers
and steers, which may be as much as CAN10 .cents per pound because heifers are

"~ less desirable for slaughter because they can have ‘a lower carcass yield,

narrowed to-as little as CAN2 cents.per pound, or even zero during the first

3 months of 1987. The CCA indicates that the Canadian cow herd in terms. of,

numbers, appears to have stabilized, and the cow kill has dropped sharply. 1/
Consﬁmption-L

Live cattle'and calves

During 1982-86, cattle and calf consumption (Federally inspected and

. Provincially inspected slaughter) declined from 3.8 million animals in 1982 to
3.7 million in 1986 (table E-47). Table E-48 shows tﬁe_eomposition of
slaughter during the period. Cow slaughter, which rose from 717,000 animals
in 1982 to 825,000 in 1985 before declining to 740,000 in 1986, reflects, in
part, the previously discussed cattle cycle and suggests that the contraction
phase .of the cycle may have culminated in 1986

As can be determined from the table, the share of total cattle slaughter
accounted for by cow slaughter rose from 21 percent in 1982 to 25 percent in
1985 before declining to 23 percent in 1986, percentages consistent with the
analysis that the cattle industry was going through a contraction phase that
may have ended in 1986. Also, the share of total cattle slaughter accounted
for by the combination of cow slaughter and heifer slaughter showed a similar
pattern, rising from 51 percent in 1982 and 1983 to 52 percent in 1984-86.

1/ Ibid, at p. 31.
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Some observers -track developments in the cattle cycle by comparing cow
slaughter during the year with the January 1 cow inventory for that year. Cow
slaughter in Canada as a share of the January 1 inventory is shown in the
following tabulation (in percent):

Cow slaughter as a share of
Jan. 1, cow inventory

1982............ 13.7
1983............ 14.3
1984, . ... 15.2
1985............ 17.2

Inasmuch as Canadian exports of live .cattle and calves significantly
exceed imports, and a large share of the exports consist of animals destined
for immediate slaughter, Canadian slaughter is less than it presumably -
otherwise would be. Some Canadian interests contend that the .decline in
exports to the United States is another indication that the contraction phase
of the Canadian cattle cycle may have culminated in 1986.

Beef and veal

During 1982-86, beef and veal consumption in Canada ranged from
2.2 billion pounds to 2.3 billion pounds annually (table E-49), and averaged
2.26 billion pounds annually. Production, which closely parallels
consumption, was rather stable during the period. Foreign trade had only a
small impact on consumption; during 1982-86 the largest net difference between
imports and exports was in 1984, when imports were 23 million pounds more than
exports (equal to about 1 percent of consumption) and during 1986, when
exports were 20 million pounds more than imports, equal to .0.9 percent of
consumptlon : , :

Beef and veal account for only a part of Canadian meat consumption. As
shown in table E-50, pork consumption increased from 1.5 billion pounds in
1982 to 1.6 billion pounds in 1985 before declining to 1.5 billion pounds in
1986. Some Canadian cattlemen contend that certain Canadian Government
programs, both Federal and Provincial, have resulted in Canadian pork
production being larger than it otherwise would have been and that the
resulting . excess supplies of pork have reduced demand and prices for cattle
and beef. Some cattlemen, especially in the Prairie Provinces, contend that
Provincial programs in Eastern Canada that resulted in expanded pork
production led in turn to downward pressure on meat prices, including beef
prices, that have contributed to unusually wide price discrepancies between
cattle and beef in Eastern and Western Canada.

Table E-50 shows that poultry-meat consumption in Canada increased
steadily, from 1.2 billion pounds in 1982 to 1.5 billion pounds in 1986. Many
consumers perceive poultry meat to be a good economic value in relation to
other animal protein sources. Also, as in the United States, some consumers
in Canada perceive poultry meat as being more healthful than beef or pork. In
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addition, poultry processors have been active in marketing further processed

- poultry products through fast-food restaurants, an advantage in the Canadian
market (as well as the U.S. market) in recent years as a larger share of .
expenditures for food have been outside the home and a larger share of ‘the
Canadian female population has entered the wage-earning labor force. Canadian
poultry analysts report that the great bulk of poultry-meat consumption has
consisted of chicken, but that turkey-meat consumption has recently begun to
expand. They predict that turkey-meat consumption will continue to expand
during the next few years. ‘ :

Table E-51 shows that during 1982-86 per capita beef and veal consumption .
declined irregularly, from 92.9 pounds in 1982 to 88.6 pounds in 1986 and is
projected to decline further to 84.2 pounds in 1987. Pork consumption has
been volatile during the same period ranging from a high of 63.1 pounds in
1983 to a low of 60.9 pounds in 1986. Poultry consumption, in contrast, has
increased steadlly, from 49.9 pounds per capita in 1982 to 57.7 pounds per o
capita in 1986. ‘and is projected to increase to 60.3 pounds per capita in 7
1987. The share of beef, veal, pork, and poultry consumption accounted for by -
beef and veal declined from about 45 percent in 1982 to 43 percent in 1986 and

is prOJected to dec11ne to 41 percent in 1987. ;-

Production
Live cattle .

Canadian production of live cattle (the calf crop or the number of calves
born during the year) declined from 5.1 million animals in 1982 to 4.6 million
animals in 1986, representlng a drop of 8.7 percent (table E-47). The decline
in the calf crop apparently was caused primarily by a decline in cow numbers
during the period. -Also, calving rates were unusually low in 1985 poss1b1y
because drought in the Pralrle Provinces was stressful to breedlng animals
there.

Beef and veal

Canadian production of beef and veal remained about stable during .
1982-86, with the year of largest production during the period, 2,284 million
pounds in 1983, being only about 4 percent larger.than the year of lowest
production, 2,198 million pounds in 1984 (table E-49). Production remained at
such relatively stable levels even though live cattle production (the
previously discussed calf crop) was declining in large measure because of a
continued reduction in inventories, i.e., a continued sell-off of animals that
might otherwise have been kept for breedlng purposes. Indeed, as previously
described, the January 1 inventory of cattle and calves declined from
12.1 million animals in 1982 to 10.5 million in 1987. :
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‘Also contributing to the relative stability in beef production at a time
of declining calf crops and slaughter was an increase in the average dressed
weight of cattle carcasses during 1982-86, as shown in the following
tabulation (in pounds): ‘

Year Weight
1982............ 587
1983............ 604
1984............ 600
1985............ 614
1986............ 618

The increase in carcass weights shows both the effects of the introductior
of the larger so-called exotic breeds of cattle into the genetic pool in
recent years and the moderate animal feed prices during the period that
encouraged cattlemen to raise animals to heavier slaughter weights.

Beef and veal production in Canada is also influenced by the number of
live animals exported, particularly inasmuch as most of the animals are
exported to the United States for immediate slaughter and would otherwise
presumably be slaughtered in Canada, contributing to Canadian beef and veal
production. :

Canadian output of veal historically has been much more variable than
that of beef. During periods in which cattle prices (particularly feeder
prices) are strong, more dairy calves are retained for the production of
beef. On the other hand, when feeder stock prices are weak, these calves are
slaughtered Veal pxoduction therefore, demonstrates a strong inverse
relationship to feeder calf prices. As in the United States, the majority of
veal calves slaughtered in Canada are dairy calves and are, therefore, a
byproduct of milk production.

Imports

Live cattle and calves

During 1982-86, Canadian imports of live cattle and calves fluctuated,
ranging from a high of an estimated 95,000 in 1983 to a low of an estimated
52,000 in 1984 (table E-47). Imports of live cattle and calves were equal to
less than 2 percent of Canadian production in every year during 1982-86. As a
share of consumption, imports declined from over 2 percent in 1982 and 1983 to
2 percent or less during 1984-86.

The United States accounted for virtually all Canadian imports of live
cattle and calves during 1982-86, except for some high-value animals for
breeding purposes (table E-21). U.S. exports of live cattle and calves are
discussed in detail in the section of this report entitled "U.S. Exports"”.
Such exports, in terms of the importance to the Canadian market are described
below.
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While detailed statistics are not avallable 1mports of animals for
breeding purposes appear to be equal to only a small share of the Canadian
inventory of such animals. The share of the Canadian calf slaughter accounted
for by imports during 1982-86, all from the Unlted States ~1s shown in the
.follow1ng tabulation (in percent) ’ - :

Xear : Share
1982............ 3.1
1983............ 2.5
1984............. 3.3
1985............ 1.2

The fluctuatlon reflects both changes in Canadian calf slaughter and 1evels of
1mports - :

" The share of Canadian steer and heifer slaughter accounted for by imports
during 1982-86, also all from the United States, is shown in the following
tabulation (in percent): :

Year - ' Share
1982....5... ..., 2.7
1983............ 2.7
1984............ 0.7
1985............ 1.9
1986............ 1.9

The decline reflects primarily a decline in imports from the Unlted States
and the low level in 1984 reflects unusually low. imports in that year.,

: During'1982>86, Canadian 1mports of cows and bulls for slaughter, all
from the United States, were equal to less than 0.5 percent of Canadian
slaughter of such animals annually. Canadian imports.of feeder cattle and
.calves, also all from the United States, were. equal to less than.

0.5 pércent of the Canadian’calf ‘crop- annually during. 1982-86.

Beef and veal

" During 1982-86, Canadian imports of beef and veal increased from a low of
194-million pounds (carcass ‘weight equivalent)in 1982, to a high of
254 million pounds annually in 1984 ‘and 1985, representing a rise of
31 percent  (table E-49). 1In 1986, however, imports declined to 229 million
gpounds, down 10 peréént from the year earlier level. Imports were subject to
quotas in 1985, and imports of certain beef from the EC were.subject to
countervalling duties during 1986 and through at least April 1987. As a share
of production, imports rose from thé equ1va1ent of a low of 8.6 percent in
1982 to the equivalent of -a- high of 11.6 percent in 1984 before declining to
the equivalent of 10.2 percent in 1986. Imports as a share of consumption
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rose from a low of 8.5 percent in 1982 to a high of 11.4 percent in 1984
before declining to '10.2 percent in 1986. .

The great bulk of Canadian imports of beef and veal consist of fresh,
chilled, or frozen beef. Table E-52 shows that Canadian imports of fresh,
chilled, or frozen beef from all sources increased from 121.2 million pounds
(product weight basis), valued at Can$168.7 million in 1982 to 168.8 million
pounds, valued at Can$271.5 million, in 1984; in 1986, such imports amounted
to 163.1 million pounds, valued at Can$254.3 million.

Canadian imports of fresh, chilled, or frozen beef from the United States
increased from 19.4 million pounds, valued at Can$46.2 million, in 1982 to
42.9 million pounds, valued at Can$107.1 million, in 1985; in 1986, imports
amounted to 42.4 million pounds, valued at Can$104.6 million.: The share of
the .quantity of Canadian imports supplied by the United States increased from
16 percent in 1982 to 26 percent in 1986, and the share of the value increased
from 27 percent in 1982 to 41 percent in 1986. The larger share of the value
than quantity accounted for by imports from the United States reflects the
fact that the bulk {(the USDA estimates 85 percent) of Canadian imports from
the United States consisted of Prime and Choice table beef for the hotel,
restaurant, and institutional trade. The USDA officials estimate that the .
United States accounts for nearly all Canadian imports of table beef.
Officials of Agriculture Canada report that whereas the demand for such beef
in Canada has been declining in general, it is still preferred in some
restaurants. As a result of Canadian grading systems and marketing, there is
very limited production of such beef in Canada for the Canadian market. U.S.
exports of beef that do not consist of Prime and Ch01ce table beef reportedly
consist primarily of hamburger.

The bulk of Canadian imports.from suppliers other than the United States
is reported by officials of Agriculture Canada to consist of meat trimmings
for manufacturing into products such as hamburger, sausages, and stews. Also,
some of the imports, especially some from Australia and New Zealand, consist
of cuts, such as certain steak cuts that are tenderized by injections with
products such as papaya juice. The cuts are then sold in cafeteria steak
house chains that specialize in lower prlced meals

Canadian imports of fresh, chilled, or frozen beéf from the EC. increased
from 7.7 million- pounds, valued at Can$8.5 million, "'in 1982 .to 50.2 million
pounds, valued at Can$55.2 million, in 1984 before declining to 2.6 million _
pounds, valued at Can$2.6 million, in 1986. The share of Canadian imports
supplied by the EC increased from 6 percent of the quantity and 5. percent of
the value in 1982 to 30 percent of the quantity and 20 percent of the value in
1984 before declining to 2 percent of the quantity and 1 percent of the value
in 1986. The -bulk of the imports from the EC were reportedly destined for the
Montreal area. Importers include both meat brokers and processors.

A number of factors appear to have contributed to the increased imports:
of EC (mostly Irish) beef :into Canada from 1982 to 1984 and the decline from
1984 to 1986. As described in the section of this report entitled "Canadian
Customs Treatment", imports of certain live animals, including cattle and
calves, and certain fresh, chilled, or frozen meats, including beef and veal,
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from the EC are limited to those from the United Kingdom, Ireland, and Denmark
because of Canadian health and sanitary regulations with respect to rinderpest
and foot-and-mouth diseases. Additionally, Canadian imports from Denmark were
prohibited between March 12, 1982, and March 14, 1984, because of
foot-and-mouth disease problems in Denmark.

As a result of the income support measures for producers of beef
established under the Common Agricultural Policy (CAP) of the EC, the
production of beef in the EC has been stimulated far beyond the level of
domestic consumption. Additionally, the implementation of the EC milk super
levies in May 1984, (payments to be made by producers of milk if their
production was not reduced in accordance with their assigned quota levels),
combined with inadequate grazing and winter fodder in Ireland, raised 1984 cow
slaughter about 15 percent over the 1983 level. Cattle slaughter in Ireland
and the subsequent production of beef was further accelerated as a reflection '
of the continuing trend toward adding more value by the Irish beef-processing
industry at the expense of the traditional exports of live cattle. Largely as
a result of the above mentioned factors, the Community’s stocks of beef
increased by about 125 percent from the end of 1982 to the end of 1984, or
from 802 million pounds to 1.8 billion pounds--the latter being equivalent to
about 11 percent of the record level of EC beef production (16.3 billion
pounds) in 1984. The level of stocks remained at historically high levels
through the end of 1986. As the stocks of beef rose, the EC strengthened its
support measures, but commercial market prices fell to the lowest level since
the CAP for beef became effective in 1968. Sales of beef into the EC
commercial market from the stocks were generally restricted in order to avoid -
" pressure on the weak market. Also, according to information received from the
USDA, Ireland’s sales of beef to the USSR suffered in 1984, as the Soviet
Union’s self-sufficiency in beef increased.

In an effort to deal with its surplus of beef, the EC, particularly
Ireland, in 1984, expanded its exports into non-European markets, including
Canada. The USDA reported that the export restitutions authorized for beef
under the CAP, which are adjusted periodically to enable EC beef exports to
maintain a competitive position on the world market, greatly facilitated the
EC exports of beef. Officials at the Irish Embassy in the United States
reported that the export restitution system was the only Irish or EC export
assistance program to facilitate marketing EC beef abroad. The EC's export
restitutions authorized for beef destined to Canada decreased from 54 cents
per pound in mid-1981 to 35 cents per pound at the beginning of 1984, or a
decline of 35 percent, reflecting a narrowing of the price difference between -
EC and Canadian beef. Although the restitutions dropped further to about
28 cents per pound during 1984 (and to about 25 cents per pound as of
May 13, 1985) they were nonetheless equivalent to about a third of the average
-unit value of Irish beef imported into Canada during the last quarter of 1984
and the first quarter of 1985,

As described in the section of this report entitled "Canadian Customs
Treatment," Canadian imports of quota-type beef were subject to quotas
beginning January 1, 1985, and in addition, imports from the EC became subject
to countervailing duties beginning July 25, 1985. Subsequent to the
imposition of the countervailing duties, imports from the EC had been reduced.
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Canadian imports of fresh, chilled, or frozen beef and veal from New
Zealand declined irregularly, from 49.8 million pounds, valued at
Can$61.0 million, in 1982 to 37.2 million pounds, valued at Can$52 million, in
1984, whereas such imports from Australia declined from 43.8 million pounds,
valued at Can$51.8 million, in 1982 to 28.6 million pounds, valued at
Can$40.4 million, in 1984. The decline in Canadian imports from both
countries reflects reduced exportable supplies of beef resulting from reduced
cattle slaughter. Cattlemen in both countries were rebuilding their herds
following drought that had forced them to sell their animals for slaughter in
preceding years. As herds were rebuilt and Canadian imports from the EC
declined, imports from New Zealand increased to 45.4 million pounds, valued at
Can$57.4 million, in 1986 and those from Australia increased to 68.9 million
pounds, valued at Can$85.4 million.

The share of Canadian imports supplied by New Zealand declined from
41 percent of the quantity and 36 percent of the value in 1982 to 22 percent
of the quantity and 19 percent of the value in 1984 before recovering to
28 percent of the quantity and 23 percent of the value in 1986. The share of
the imports supplied by Australia declined from 36 percent of the quantity and
31 percent of the value in 1982 to 17 percent of the quantity and 15 percent
of the value in 1984 before recovering to 42 percent of the quantity and
34 percent of the value in 1986. A large share of the imports are reported to
have been moved through the United States in bond destined for the Toronto
area market, with much of the remainder going directly to the Vancouver market
on the west coast. ' :

Table E-53 shows that Canadian imports of fresh, chilled, or frozen veal
declined from 4 million pounds, valued at Can$7.2 million, in 1982 to
3.7 million pounds, valued at Can$5.9 million, in 1986. Australia accounted
for the bulk of the imports during the period, and the United States accounted
for nearly all the remainder.

Canada also imported limited quantities of cured beef, less than
0.5 million pounds, valued at Can$2 million to Can$3 million annually, during
1982-86 (table E-54). The great bulk of such imports, all of which were
supplied by the United States, was reported by officials of Agriculture Canada
to consist of very high unit value spicy or salty snack type items.

During 1982-86, Canadian imports of canned beef ranged from 9 million
pounds to 13 million pounds annually (table E-55). The bulk of such imports
consisted of canned corned beef. Brazil, Argentina, and Italy, which are
prohibited from shipping fresh, chilled, or frozen beef to Canada because of
Canadian health and sanitary regulations with respect to rinderpest and
foot-and-mouth diseases, accounted for the great bulk of Canadian imports and
Australia accounted for most of the remainder. U.S. exports of such beef to
Canada were negligible during the period.
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Exports

Live cattle and calves

Canadian exports of live.cattle and calves to all markets declined from .
514,000 animals in 1982 to 261,000 animals in 1986 (table.E-47). Exports were
equal to 10 percent or less of Canadian production (the calf crop) annually
during 1982-86." Exports were equal to 13 percent of consumption (Federally
inspected and Provincially inspected slaughter) in 1982 but declined to the
equivalent of 7 percent of consumption in 1986. Exports, as a share of the
-January 1 inventory declined from the equivalent of 4 percent in 1982 to
2 percent in 1986.

During 1982-86, Canadian exports of live cattle and. calves, except those °
to the United States, increased irregularly, from 18,762 animals, valued at
Can$32.0 million; in 1982, to 22,045 animals, valued at Can$35.7 million in
1985; in 1986 such exports amounted to 14,173 animals, valued at
Can$28.6‘million (table E-56). Canadian exports of live cattle and calves to
markets other than the United States were equal to about 0.5 percent or less
of production or consumption annually during 1982-86 and equal to much less
than 0.5 percent of the January 1 inventory during the period.

Dairy animals (both purebred and other) accounted for about 65 percent of
the quantity of the Canadian exports destined for markets other than the
United States during 1982 and 1983, and from 85 percent to 88 percent annually
during 1984-86. Purebred animals, except dairy animals, accounted for the
bulk of the remainder. Whereas these Canadian exports went to many countries
throughout the world, the larger markets included Japan, the Republic of
Korea, and Venezuela.

The United States accounted for by far the largest share of Canadian
exports of all live cattle and calves annually during 1982-86, as shown in the

‘_ following tabulation 1/

1982 1983 1984 1985 1986

Canadian exports of live cattle and calves to-- : -
The United States (1,000 animals)......... .. 495 359 363 359 247

All other markets (1,000 animals)........... 19 16 20 22 14
Total (1,000 animals)..................... 514 375 383 381 261
Exports to the United States as a share of

total exports (percent) ........ e e 96 96 95 94 95

1/ Canadian exports of live cattle and calvés, as well as beef and veal, to
the United States are discussed in greater detail. in the section of this
report entitled "U.S. Imports."
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Owing in large part to the cost and difficulties associated with shipping live
cattle and calves, the United States accounts for virtually all Canadian
exports except for high<value dairy animals and animals for breeding. In part
because of definitional and classification differences between the United
States and Canada, the share of Canadian exports of dairy animals and animals
for breeding accounted for by exports to the United States can only be
estimated; such estimates for 1984-86, the only years available, are shown in
the following tabulation:

1984 1985 1986

Estimated Canadian exports of cattle and calves for
breeding and dairy purposes to-- :

The United States (1,000 animals)..... e, 27 28 31

All other markets (1,000 animals).........covviveeenn.n. 20 22 14

Total (1,000 animals)....... N 47 50 45
Exports to the United States as a share of total

exports (percent)....l...............................;..ﬁ 57 56 69

Whereas details of exports are not available, Canadian exports of animals for
breeding and animals for dairy purposes to all markets are estimated to have
accounted for less than 1 percent of Canadian annual production or.

January 1 inventories during 1982-86. :

Beef and veai

During 1982-86, Canadian exports. of beef and veal to all markets
increased from 183 million pounds (carcass weight equivalent) in 1982 to
258 million pounds in- 1985 but declined to 249 million pounds in 1986. (table
E-49). Exports as a share of production increased from 8.1 percent in 1982 to
11.3 percent in 1985 but declined to 11.1 percent in 1986.

The United States accounted for by far the largest share of total
Canadian exports of fresh, chilled, or frozen beef annually during 1982- 86, as
shown in the following tabulation:

1982 1983 .1984 1985 1986

Canadian exports of fresh, chilled,
or frozen beef to--

The United States (1,000 pounds)....... 124.0 126.7 163.4 190.4 167.4
All other markets (1,000 pounds)....... 10.7 9.6 9.4 9.5 8.8
9.9 176.2

Total (1,000 pounds)................. 134.7 136.3 172.8 199.
Exports to the United States as a :
share of total exports (percent)....... 92 .93 95 95 95
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4.

The United StateS'alsotaccounfgd for by far the largest share of total
Canadian exports of fresh, chilled, or frozen veal annually during 1982-86, as
shown in the following tabulation:

1982 1983 1984 1985 1986

Canadian exports of fresh, chilled, or frozen

veal to-- ,
The United States (1,000 pounds)............ 0.9 1.7 3.7 2.9 5.1
All other markets (1,000 pounds)............ 0.2 1/ 1/ 0.1 0.1
Total (1,000 pounds)......ccvevvivvennnnnn. 1.1 1.7 3.7 3.0 5.2
Exports to the United States as a share of
total exports (percent)...... e et 82 100 100 97 98

1/ Less than 500 pounds.

In part because of definition and classification differences between the
United States and Canada, the share of Canadian exports of cured beef
accounted for by exports to the United States during 1982-86 is not
available. It appears, however, that the United States has been only a minor
market for Canadian exports of cured beef.

During 1982-86 Canadian exports of fresh, chilled, or frozen beef, to
markets other than the United States declined irregularly, from 10.7 million
pounds (product weight) valued at Can$l8.6 million, in 1982 to 8.8 million
pounds, valued at Can$18.1 million, in 1986 (table E-57). During the same
period, exports of cured beef declined from 4.4 million pounds, valued at
Can$3.1 million, in 1982 to 0.2 million pounds, valued at €an$283,000, in
1986. Canada also exported rather small quantities of veal during the
period. Canadian exports of all beef and veal to markets other than the
United States were equal to less than 2 percent of Canadian production or
consumption during the period.

For markets other than the United States, frozen boneless beef accounted
for 77 percent to 85 percent of Canadian exports of fresh, chilled, or frozen
beef during 1982-86. During the period, Japan accounted for the bulk of
Canadian exports of frozen beef that did not go to U.S. markets.

Canadian meat packers and officers of the CMC report that, in general,
Canadian meatpackers can not compete with Australia and New Zealand in the
world market for manufacturing beef. They also contend that they can not
compete with the EC because of EC Government assistance programs that promote
EC exports. They also report that South American countries, such as Brazil
and Argentina, have lower costs of production, (in part because of lower
worker wage rates) and thus a price advantage in the world market for canned
beef. In the Japanese market, Canada is reportedly at a disadvantage to the
United States because of Japanese specifications for grain fed beef that
closely correspond with those for U.S. Choice and Prime beef. As previously
described, the Canadian market discriminates against such beef.
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Canadian exports -of fresh, chilled, or frozen beef and veal as well as
cured beef that did not go to the United States or Japan during 1982-86 went
to a wide variety of markets, including the EC, the Middle East ,South
American countries, the Caribbean, and two small French islands off the coast
of Eastern Canada.
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U.S. CUSTOMS TREATMENT

u.s. imports of live cattle, live calves, beef, and veal are subject to

import duties (tariffs) as provided for under the Tariff Schedules of the
United States (TSUS). Also, such imports are included under health and

sanitary regulations administered by the USDA. 1In addition, U.S. imports of
certain beef and veal are subject to quantitative limitations imposed under
authority of the Meat Import Act of 1979 and to voluntary restraint agreements
negotiated under authority of Section 204 of the Agricultural Act of 1956.

‘U.S. Tariff Treatment
Live cattle 1/ and meat of cattle are provided for in parts 1 and 2 of
schedule 1 of the TSUS, which became effective on August 31, 1963. Appendix H
contains a copy of pertinent portions of the TSUS, including the rates of duty
applicable to U.S. imports of live cattle and meat of cattle, relevant
headnotes, and an explanation of the rates of duty.

.

. Appendix I shows the Tariff Act of 1930 statutory rates 2/ of duty,
pre-Multilateral Trade Negotiations (MIN) column 1 rates of duty, the staged
rates of duty (reductions) resulting from the Tokyo Round of the MTN, the
column 2 rates of duty, and the average ad valorem equivalents of the 1986
column 1 rates of duty applicable to U.S. imports of live cattle and meat of
cattle. The rates of duty in column 1 are most-favored-nation (MFN) rates.
Imports from Canada receive the column 1 rates. The rates of duty in column 2
apply to imported products from those Communist countries and areas enumerated
in general headnote 3(d) of the TSUS. 3/ :

The aforementioned rates do not apply to products of developing
countries, which are granted preferential tariff treatment under the
Generalized System of Preferences (GSP) and/or under the Caribbean Basin
Initiative (CBI). The GSP is a program of nonreciprocal tariff preferences
granted by the United States to developing countries (not including Canada) to
aid their economic development by encouraging greater diversification and
expansion of their production and exports. The GSP, implemented by Executive
Order No. 11888 of November 24, 1975, and extended by the Trade and Tariff Act
of 1984, applies to merchandise imported on or after January 1, 1976, and is
scheduled to remain in effect until July 4, 1993. It provides for duty-free
treatment of eligible articles imported directly from designated beneficiary
developing countries. Of the items covered by this investigation, sausages
(TSUS item 107.20 and 107.25) beef or veal cured or pickled (items 107.40 and
107.45), and corned beef in airtight containers (item 107.48) are eligible for
GSP treatment.

1/ For purposes of the TSUS, the term cattle refers to all such animals,
including calves and dairy animals, regardless of sex, age, or size.

2/ The term "statutory rates"” refers to the rates of duty set by Congress in
the Tariff Act of 1930, the so-called Smoot-Hawley tariff. Since that time,
most MFN rates have been negotiated downward and sometimes eliminated as a
result of various bilateral and multilateral trade agreements, including the
Tokyo Round of the Multilateral Trade Negotiations.

3/ The only Communist countries currently eligible for MFN treatment are the
People's Republic of Chira, Hungary, Poland, Romania, and Yugoslavia.
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The CBI is a program of nonreciprocal tariff preferences granted by the

United States to developing countries in the Caribbean Basin (not including
Canada) to aid their economic development by encouraging greater

~ diversification and expansion of their production and exports. The CBI,
implemented by Presidential Proclamation No. 5133 of November 30, 1983,
applies to merchandise entered, or withdrawn from warehouse, for consumption
on or after January 1, 1984, and is scheduled to remain in effect until
September 30, 1995. It provides for duty-free entry of eligible articles
imported directly from designated developing countries in the Caribbean Basin
area. All of the articles subject to this investigation could be eligible for
such duty-free entry.

As previously mentioned, imports from Canada receive the column 1 rates
of duty provided for in the TSUS. U.S. imports of certain purebred cattle for
breeding (TSUS item 100.01(pt.)) receive a rate of duty of "free." Appendix J
shows recognized breeds authorized for duty-free entry under the TSUS. Also,
cows weighing 700 pounds or more each imported specially for dairy purposes
(item 100.50) receive a rate of duty of "free" if such animals. are entered
from countries receiving the column 1 rate of duty. Imports of such animals
from countries receiving the column 2 rate of duty (3¢ per lb.) are only a
theoretical item of trade. Other cattle (items 100.40, 100.43, 100.53, and
100.55) are dutiable at 1¢ per pound, if from countries receiving the column 1
rate of duty. Such imports from countries receiving the column 2 rates of
duty (2.5¢ per pound to 3¢ per pound) are negligible or nil. Prior to
January 1, 1982, items 100.43 and 100.53 provided for tariff-rate quotas.
However, on that date, as a result of staged rate of duty reduction, entries
under the tariff rate quotas became dutiable at the same rate (i.e., 1.0¢ per
1b) as nonquota rate entries under items 100.40 and 100.53). Since
January 1, 1982, the U.S. Customs Service has ceased to record entries under
items 100.40 and 100.53, the categories associated with the tariff rate
quotas, and all subject entries have been recorded in the categories providing
for the tariff rate quotas, i.e., item 100.43 and 100.55. The ad valorem
equivalent of the rates of duty in 1986 are shown in the following tabulation
(in percent):

TSUS item Canada All sources
100.43....... 1.3 1.1
100.45....... 1.1 1.6
100.55..... . 2.0 2.0

Fresh, chilled, or frozen beef and veal, (TSUS item 106.10) (which
accounts for the great bulk of U.S. imports of all beef and veal from Canada),
is dutiable at 2¢ per pound, if from countries receiving the column 1 rate of
duty. Imports of such beef and veal- from countries receiving the column 2
rate of duty (6¢ per lb.) are precluded by USDA health and safety
regulations. The ad valorem equivalent of the column 1 rate of duty was about
2.6 percent in 1986 for imports from Canada and for all suppliers combined.
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Beef sausages. in airtight contalners (TSUS item 107.20) and "other" beef,
sausages (item 107. 25(pt )) are dutiable at 7.5 percent ad valorem and
' 5 percent ad valorem,. respectlvely. if from countries receiving the column 1

rates of duty. Imports from countries receiving. the column 2 rates are
dutiable at 30 percent ad valorem, and 20° percent ad valorem, respectively. 1/

Beef and veal, cured or pickled (classifiable under item 107.40, if
valued not over 30¢ per pound, and classifiable under item 107.45, if valued
over 30¢ per pound) is dutiable at 1¢ per pound and 10 percent ad valorem,
respectively, if from countries.receiving the column 1 rate of duty. Imports
from countries receiving the column 2 rate are dutiable at 4. 5¢ per pound and
30 percent ad valorem.,respectlvely

Corned beef in alrtlght containers (canned corned beef) (TSUS item
107.48) and other beef in a1rtlght containers (item 107.52) are dutiable at
3 percent ad valorem and 7.5 percent ad valorem, respectively if from
countries receiving the column 1 rate of duty.. Imports from countries
receiving the column 2 rate are dutlable at 30 percent ad valorem for both
TSUS items.

However, as a result of the Un1ted States—Argentxne Agreement Concerning
Hide Exports and other Trade Matters (TIAS 9976), the United States,.in
addition to other actions, lowered the ‘post- -Kennedy round column 1 rate of
duty for canned corned beef (TSUS item 107.48) from 7.5 percent ad valorem to
" 4.5 percent ad valorem on October 1, 1979, and to 3.0 percent ad valorem on
October 1, 1980 (Presidential Proclamatlon'494 Sept. 29, 1979). Because
Argentina took action inconsistent with its obligation under the agreement,
the President termlnated the agreement (Presidential Proclamation 4993,
Oct. 30, 1982).° However, among other things, the colunn 1 rate of duty
appllcable to canned corned beef was to remain in effect until '
October 30, 1983, at which time it was to revert  to 7.5 percent ad valorem.
Later the lowered rate, 3 percent, was extended and 1s scheduled to remaln i-
effect until December 31, 1989

Other prepared or preserved ‘beef and veal valued not over 30¢ per pound
(item 107.55) is dutiable at. 2¢ per pound if from countries receiving the
column 1 rate of duty and at’ 6¢ per pound 1f from countries rece1v1ng the
column 2 rate of duty.

Certain high-quality prepared beef and veal (TSUS item 107.61) and other
prepared and preserved beef and veal (item 107.63, the. ‘residual or so-called
"basket™ class) is dutiable at 4 percent ad valorem if from countries
receiving the column 1 rate of duty. Imports from countries receiving the
column 2 rate are dut1ab1e at 20 percent ad valorem for both item 107.61 and

107.63.
Y

1/ Among countries receiving the column 2 rate of duty, USDA health and
sanitary regulations limit imports to those from Czechoslovakia. However,
because Czechoslovakia has not been found to be free of rinderpest and
foot-and-mouth diseasées, imports are limited. to prepared or preserved

products. 1In any event, U.S. 1mports of beef and veal from Czechoslovakia are
small.
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Prepared beef and veal (TSUS item 107.62) (except the previously
discussed high-quality beef and veal classifiable under item 107.61) is
dutiable at 10 percent ad valorem if from countries receiving the column 1
rate of duty and 20 percent ad valorem if from countries receiving the
column 2 rate of duty.

The Meat Import Act of 1964 1/ and the Meat Import Act-of 1979 2/

The Meat Import Act of 1964 was passed to, among other reasons, protect
the domestic cattle industry. In the view of the Committee on Finance of the
U.S. Senate, the industry was "caught in the crossfire of rising production
costs and decreased product prices.” 3/ The Committee concluded, on the basis
of price data provided as a result of a Commission study, 4/ "that imported
meat has played an important part in creating the distressed market
conditions” in the industry. S/ The Committee noted that imports of beef
accounted for one-half of the total increased domestic use of beef over the
8-year period 1956-63. 6/

Under section 2(a) of the Meat Import Act, the aggregate quantity of
fresh, chilled, or frozen beef and veal (TSUS item 106.10) and meat of mutton
and goats (except lambs) (TSUS item 106.20) to be imported into the United
States in any calendar year beginning after December 31, 1964, was not to
exceed an adjusted base quantity. 7/ Provision was made for that base
quantity (725,400,000 pounds) to be increased or decreased for any calendar
year by the same percentage that estimated average annual domestic commercial
production of these articles in that calendar year and the 2 preceding

calendar years increased or decreased in comparison with the average annual
domestic production of these articles during the years 1959 through 1963,
inclusive.

A 10-percent overage was allowed, so that only when imports were expected
to exceed the adjusted base quota level by 10 percent were those quotas
triggered. Each year the Secretary of Agriculture was required to publish in
the Federal Register the estimated quantity that would trigger the imposition
of quotas under the law, and each quarter, the quantity of meat that, but for
the law, would enter the United States in such calendar year.

1/ Reproduced as appendix K.

2/ Reproduced as appendix L. _

3/ S. Rept. No. 1167, 88th Cong., 2d sess. 2, reprinted in /1964/ U.S. Code
Cong. and Ad Nes 3070, 3071 /hereinafter cited as Meat Import Report/.

4/ Report on Investigation No. 332-44 (Beef and Beef Products) Under Section
332 of the Tariff Act of 1930 Pursuant to a Resolution of the Committee on
Finance of the United States Senate Adopted November 20, 1963, TC Publication
128, June 1964.

5/ Meat Import Report, note 3, page 1 at 3074,

6/ Ibid at 3071.

1/ For practical purposes, imports of fresh, chilled, or frozen beef and veal
(TSUS item 106.10) are the significant imports.
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If the Secretary's estimate of imports exceeded the trigger level, the
President was required by law to proclaim quotas on imports of meats subject

to the law. The quota proclamation could be suspended or the total quantity

iﬁcreased if the President determined and proclaimed pursuant to section 2(d)
that—- . o ) .

(1) such action is required by overriding economic or )
national security interests of the United States, giving
special weight to the importance to the nation of the
economic well-being of the domestic livestock industry;

(2) the supply of articles of the kind described .
will be inadequate to meet -domestic demand at reasonable
prices; or

(3) trade agreements entered into after the date of the
enactment of this act ensure that policy set forth will be
carried out.

Section 2(d) further provided that any such suspension would be for such
period, and any such increase would be in such amount, as the President
determined and proclaimed to be necessary to carry out the purposes of
section 2(d). : :

The Meat Import Act of 1979, which became effective January 1, 1980,
amended the Meat Import Act of 1964 and made a number of changes in U.S.
customs treatment of meat of cattle. With enactment of this amendment,
coverage of the act was extended to include certain prepared or preserved beef
and veal. The additional meat now subject to quantitative limitations is
provided for in items 107.55, 107.61, and 107.62 of the Tariff Schedules of
the United States (TSUS). TSUS item 107.55 provides for certain beef and veal
valued not over 30 cents per pound; imports under this item have been
negligible for several years. Item 107.61, a new item created by the
amendment, provides for certain high-quality, fancy cuts of beef and veal on
which the United States made a tariff concession in the Tokyo Round of the
MIN. Item 107.62 provides for certain other beef -and veal.

The amendment was designed to make imports of the subject meats
countercyclical with, or inversely related to, U.S. production of beef and
veal (i.e., when U.S. production is high, imports are to be further limited,
and when U.S. production is low, more imports are to be permitted). Under the
amended act, the President's authority to suspend or increase quotas is more
narrowly defined than under the original act. The amendment also provides an
import floor (minimum restraint level) of 1,250 million pounds.

Actions taken under the act are described in the section of the report
entitled U.S. imports. Also a summary of actions taken under the Act are
shown in Appendix M.
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Section 204 of the Agricultural Act 1/

Section 204 of the Agricultural Act of 1956 (7 U.S.C. 1854) authorizes
the President to negotiate agreements with foreign governments to limit the
exports from such countries and the importation into the United States of any
agricultural commodity or product manufactured therefrom. Section 204 also
provides that when a bilateral agreement has been concluded under section 204
among countries accounting for a significant part of world trade in the
articles with respect to which the agreement was concluded, and remains in
effect, the President may also issue regulations governing the entry or
withdrawal from warehouse of the same articles that are products of countries
not parties to the agreement.

The President has used this authority from time to time since 1964 as an
adjunct to the Meat Import Act. He has had the Secretary of State negotiate
numerous bilateral agreements with countries supplying beef and veal to the
United States to limit their exports to below the respective calendar—year
trigger levels establlshed under the Meat Import Act.

All of the bilateral agreements negotiated have been substantively the
same, except the shares of the adjusted aggregate import quota for each
calendar year are allocated (pursuant to section 2(c) of the Meat Act)-—-

. . among supplying countries on the basis of the share

such countries supplied to the United States market during a

representative period of the articles described . . . ,

except that due account may be give to special factors which

may have affected or may affect the trade in such articles.

Each agreement sets forth the rights and obligations of each party. The
agreements do not purport to be comprehensive in- the sense of providing
enforcements, compensation, or penalty provisions. A typical agreement states
the total amount of imports the United States will permit into the country
from participants in the voluntary restraint program and the portion of that
quantity that the signatory will be allocated to receive. Additionally, there
is usually a provision permitting the United States to limit imports to that
level by the issuance of regulations governing entry or withdrawal from
warehouse, along with a provision permitting the United States to increase the
total amount imported under the program and allocate shortfall resulting from
some countries being incapable of filling their negotiated levels. Finally,
the agreements almost always contain provisions stipulating the representative
period for computation of possible quotas, and calling for consultation on
interpretative questions and questions on total import increases.

1/ Reproduced in app. N.



91

Health and Sanitary Regulations

Certain health and sanitafy regulations with respect to U.S. imports of

live cattle and meat of cattle are administered by the USDA to protect the
U.S. livestock industry and to ensure an adequate supply of safe meat for

consumers.

Rinderpest and foot-and-mouth diseases

U.S. imports of certain live animals, including cattle and calves, and
certain fresh, chilled, or frozen meats, including beef and veal, are
generally limited to countries that have been declared free of rinderpest and
foot-and-mouth ‘diseases 1/ by the U.S. Secretary of Agriculture. 2/ Canada
has been declared free of the diseases. U.S. imports of certain live animals,
including cattle and calves, from countries not declared free of the diseases
are limited to those that have passed quarantine inspection in a USDA
facility. Meat imports from those countries not rinderpest and foot-and-mouth
disease free must be cooked, canned, or cured--processes that destroy the
disease-causing organisms.

Brucellosis and tuberculosis diseases

Cattle for breeding and sexually intact feeders imported into the United
States from Canada are required to have had one negative test for Brucellosis
and one negative test for tuberculosis. Also, some States require that
certain cattle imported from Canada be vaccinated with a live vaccine for
brucellosis: Canadian Federal veterinary officers object to introduction
of live brucellosis vaccine into the country because of the danger of
accidential contamination. Some Canadian cattlemen contend that as a result
of conflicting regulations such exports are discouraged.

The Federal Meat Inspection Act

The USDA administers section 20 of the Federal Meat Inspection act
(21 U.S.C. 661 and 21 U.S.C. 620), which provides, among other things, that
meat and meat products prepared or produced in foreign countries may not be
imported into the United States . . . unless they comply with all the
inspection, building construction standards, and all other provisions of this
chapter [ch. 12, Meat Inspection] and regulations issued thereunder applicable
to such articles in commerce in the United States." Section 20 further
provides that "all such imported articles shall, upon entry into the United
States, be deemed and treated as domestic articles subject to the provisions

1/ Rinderpest and foot-and-mouth diseases are highly contagious, infectious
diseases that can afflict cloven-footed animals (such as cattle, sheep, swine,
and deer). Because the diseases are easily transmitted and are debilitating,
they are an ever-present threat to the U.S. livestock industry. The diseases
do not present a direct threat to human health.

2/ Pursuant to sec. 306 of the Tariff Act of 1930 (19 U.S.C. 1306).
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of this chapter [ch. 12, Meat Inspection] and the Federal Food, Drug, and
Cosmetic Act [12 U.S.C. 301]. . . " Thus, section 20 requires that foreign
meat-exporting countries enforce inspection and other requirements with
respect to the preparation of the products covered that are at least equal to
those applicable to the preparation of like products at Federally inspected
establishments in the United States, and that the imported products be subject
to inspection and other requirements upon arrival in the United States to
identify them and further ensure their freedom from adulteration and
misbranding at the time of entry. 1/ However, section 20 does not provide
that the imported products be inspected by U.S. inspectors during their
preparation in the foreign country. 1/

The U.S. Secretary of Agriculture has assigned responsibility for the
administration of the Department's section 20 functions to the Foreign
Programs Division, Meat and Poultry Inspection Program, Food Safety and
Inspection Service (FSIS). By the end of 1986, the FSIS had certified
" 33 countries as having meat inspection systems with standards equal to those
of the U.S. program and had certified 1,306 foreign plants including 581 in
Canada. 2/ 1In 1986, FSIS had 20 veterinarians assigned to review foreign meat
plant operations. Nine of the 20 were stationed outside the United States
(including one in Canada), and the others visited foreign operations as
necessary. Plants exporting large volumes and other plants of special concern
are visited at least four times annually, all other certified plants are
visited at least once a year.

Since the passagée of the 1981 Farm Bill, 3/ the FSIS has placed
increasing emphasis on review of a country's regulatory system as a whole,
rather than review of individual plants so as to be in compliance with that
legislation. FSIS now evaluates country controls in seven basic risk areas:
residues, diseases, misuse of food additives, gross contamination, microscopic
contamination, economic fraud, and product integrity. 4/ As required by the
1981 Farm Bill, FSIS also vigorously carries on a species identification
program under which the FSIS assures that meat is properly identified by
origin or species. C

Under the Federal Meat Inspection Act, all imported meat being offered
for entry into the United States must be accompanied by a meat inspection
certificate issued by a responsible official of the exporting country. The
certificate must identify the product by origin, destination, shipping marks,
and amounts. It must certify that the meat comes from animals that received
veterinary~antemortem and postmortem inspections; that it is wholesome, not

1/ See U.S. Senate, Agriculture and Forestry Committee, Report on S. 2147, S.
Report. No. 799 (90th Cong. 2d sess.) 1967, as published in 2 U.S. Cong. &
Adm. News 1967, p: 2,200. S. 2147, as modified, ultimately became Public Law
90-201 (the Wholesome Meat Act), approved Dec. 15, 1967.

2/ The numbers of certifications refer to all meat, including beef and veal.
See USDA Meat and Poultry Inspection, 1985, Report of the Secretary of
Agriculture to the U.S. Congress, March 1985, p. 28 (hereinafter cited as Meat
and Poultry Inspection, 1985).

3/ Sec. 1122 of Public Law 97-98, dated Dec. 22, 1981.

4/ Meat and Poultry Inspection, 1984, p. 50.
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adulterated or misbranded; and that it is otherwise in compliance with U.S.
requirements. 1/ Imported meat is also subject to the same labeling
requirements as domestically processed meats, i.e., the label must be
informative, truthful, and not misleading.

Under the Federal Meat Inspection Act, U.S. inspectors at the port of
entry inspect part of each shipment of meat. Representative sampling plans
similar to those used in inspecting domestic meat are applied to each import
shipment. Samples of frozen products are defrosted, canned meat containers
are opened, and labels are verified for prior U.S. approval and stated weight
accuracy. Specimens are routinely submitted to meat inspection laboratories
to check compliance with compositional standards. Sample cans are also
subjected to periods of incubation for signs of spoilage. Meat imports are.
also monitored for residues, such as pesticides, hormones, heavy metals, and
antibiotics, by selecting representative samples for laboratory analysis.
Special control measures are in effect for handling meat from countries when
excessive amounts of residues are detected. These measures consist of
refusing or witholding entry of the product until results of laboratory
analysis are received. 2/

During 1986, approximately 4.5 million pounds of beef and veal--about
0.3 percent of the beef and veal offered for entry to the United States--were
refused entry for the following reasons: contamination, unsound condition,
labeling defects, pathology, residues, and container defects. Approximately
2 million pounds of that total was from Canada or 1.3 percent of total beef
and veal offered for entry from that country.

1/ Ibid., p. 26.
2/ Ibid., p. 27; and 3272 of the meat and poultry regulations (9 CFR 377.2).
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CANADIAN CUSTOMS TREATMENT

Canadian imports of live cattle and live calves, beef, and veal are
subject to import duties (tariffs) as provided for by the Canadian Tariff
Schedules. Also, such imports are included under health and sanitary
regulations administered by Agriculture Canada. In addition, certain beef is
~ subject to quantitative limitations imposed under authority of the Meat Import

- Act and certain beef has been subject to countervailing duties.

Canadian Tariff Treatment

Canadian import tariff rates of duty applicable to live cattle, live
calves, beef, and veal are shown in Appendix 0. The Canadian rates for live
cattle and calves applicable to imports from the United States are closely
comparable to U.S. rates applicable to imports of live cattle and calves from
Canada. Certain purebred animals for breeding enter both countries duty free,
as do cows for dairy purposes. Other cattle and calves are dutiable at
Can$0.01 per pound; on the basis of exchange rates in effect as of April 1987,
the Canadian rate is effectively about 25 percent less than the U.S. rate
applicable to imports from Canada for comparable cattle and calves--US$0.01
per pound. , ' '

The Canadian rate applicable to fresh, chilled, or frozen beef and veal
from the United States is Can$0.02 per pound. The U.S. rate applicable to
imports from Canada is US$0.02 per pound. The Canadian rate for certain
prepared or preserved beef from the United States is Can$0.01 per pound
compared to U.S. rates for imports from Canada ranging from US$0.01 to
US$0.02 per pound and from 3 percent.ad valorem to 10 percent ad valorem,
depending on form. The Canadian rate for canned beef is 15 percent ad
valorem, sharply higher than the U.S. rate of 3 percent ad valorem. All
Canadian tariffs are bound rates. ’

The Meaf Import Act

Canadian imports of fresh, chilled, or frozen beef and veal (Canadian
Tariff No. 701-1) are subject to quotas imposed under authority of the Meat
Import Act, which was signed into law in February 1982. A copy of the Meat
Import Act is included in Appendix P, a summary of actions under the act is
shown in Appendix Q. Canadian imports of quota type meats are shown in
table E-58. »

In brief, the Meat Import Act provides that in certain circumstances
provided for under the Act, the Minister of Agriculture may impose quotas
(quantitative restrictions) on Canadian imports of fresh, chilled, or frozen
beef and veal.

Under the Act, the Minister of Agriculture may establish quotas in
December for the following year, and adjust, suspend, or revoke quotas. The
Act also provides for Voluntary Restraint Agreements (VRA’s). The Act also
allows the Minister to permit import quantities in excess of quantities



96

authorized by the Act when the supply of meats in Canada is inadequate in -
relation to domestic requirements. The Minister may not establish
quantitative restrictions less than a minimum global access commitment agreed
to by Canada at the GATT. The Act also states that the Minister shall appoint
an advisory committee that will meet several times each year. Among other
recommendations, the committee has recommended that the Minister impose quotas
if the United States were to impose quotas. Some Canadians contend that U.S.
restrictions on meat imports might well result in third-country products being
displaced from the United States to the Canadian market.

The quota quantity provided for by the Act is established based on
Canadian imports of fresh, chilled, or frozen beef and veal during 1971-75.
The base is adjusted to reflect changes in domestic disappearance in beef and
veal and is. further adjusted to be counter-cyclical to Canadian production of
beef for manufacturing. Other adjustments to the quantity may be made by the
Minister based on factors including the supply and price of meats in Canada,
health and trade measures unrelated to the Act, or other relevant factors.

As a practical matter, the minimum access levels Canada agreed to under
the GATT, and which have precedence over the quota quantities provided for by
the Act, have exceeded quantities provided for by the Act since 1982.
Officials of Agriculture Canada project that the minimum access level will
continue to exceed the quota quantity level for sometime. Since the Act
became law, quotas have been imposed only once--in 1985. 1/

The quotas proclaimed on January 1, 1985 are shown in the following
tabulation:

Country or area Million pounds

New Zealand.............. 63.5

Australia................ 54.9

United States............ 21.6

O 5.9

Nicaragua........... e 7
Total................ 146.6

On May 13, 1985, after lengthy negotiations between the EC and Canada,
the EC's quota was increased to 23.5 million pounds. Separately, Nicaragua's
quota was raised to 4.0 million pounds. The total Canadian quota was then
167.5 million pounds.

The United States protested the imposition of the quota by Canada,
claiming that the result thereof would be to reduce U.S. exports of beef to

- Canada to half of the 1984 level. Discussions between the USDA and the
Canadian Government, subsequent to the imposition of the quota, resulted in

1/ Canadian Government off1c1als report that the quotas were imposed underxr
GATT emergency contingencies.
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Canada excluding fresh and chilled high-quality beef (i.e., generally beef of
the types known in the trade as USDA grades "Prime" and "Choice") from the
quota beginning May 27, 1985. On June 26, 1985, the Canadian Government .
announced its decision to issue licenses under the quota for the 1mportat10n
~of U.S.-produced beef for manufacturing.

‘The quotas expired at the end of 1985. There were no quantitative
limitations on Canadian imports in 1986 and through at least April 1987;
officials of Agriculture Canada anticipate none for 1987.

Canadian imports of live cattle and calves are not subject to the Meat
Import Act and were not subject to quantitative limitations during 1982-86 and
none are anticipated.for 1987.

Countervailing and Antidumping Duties

Canadian countervailing and antidumping duty actions are administered
under authority of the Special Import Measures Act (SIMA), which was
proclaimed in 1984. The Act is administered through two organizations--the
Department of National Revenue Customs and Excise, and the Canadian Import
. Tribunal. ' '

The legal process for the SIMA starts by a complaint made to the Deputy
Minister, National Revenue, Customs and Excise. Before initiating a formal
inﬁestigation, National Revenue, Customs and Excise officials must be
satisfied that there is evidence of dumping or subsidization as well as
material injury; such determinations may take several months. Once satisfied
of this, a formal investigation is instituted. As a general rule, a
preliminary determination of the existence of subsidy or dumping and a
determination of the amount of the subsidy or antidumping margins must be
completed within 90 days of the initiation of the formal investigation. If
_the determination is negative, the investigation is terminated. If the
determination is affirmative, so-called provisional countervailing or
antidumping duties are imposed and the Canadian Import Tribunal is informed of
the determination.

On receipt of a preliminary determination of dumping or subsidization
from the Deputy Minister, the Canadian Import Tribunal institutes an
investigation to determine whether a domestic producer or group of producers
has suffered material injury or retardation as a consequence of the dumping or
subsidization.

The Deputy Minister must produce a final determination of dumping or of
subsidization within 90 days after the issuance of its preliminary
determination. The deadline for issuing the finding of the Import Tribunal is
120 days from its receipt of the preliminary determination. The finding is
supported by reasons, which must be rendered 135 days from the receipt of the
preliminary determination. The Tribunal may review its affirmative findings
of injury at any time, on its own initiative or upon an application which it
finds has merit, and may alter, maintain, or rescind the finding. If a
finding is not reviewed by the Tribunal within 5 years of its date, the
finding lapses. If a finding is reviewed and maintained in force, subject to
alteration, if any, the 5-year rule will again apply subject to earlier review.
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During the course of investigations conducted under the SIMA,
negotiations may be conducted between the Canadian Government and officials of
the countries supplying the allegedly subsidized or dumped goods. One such
type of negotiation is a voluntary restraint agreement, referred to in Canada
as "undertakings." If an agreement is reached, the countervailing or
antidumping investigation is suspended. However, if an interested party in
the investigation, generally the complainant, or the importer objects, the
agreement is terminated and the investigation reinstituted.

Officials of the CCA report that they had heard expressions of concern
from their membership about Canadian imports of beef from the EC as early as
January 1984. On May 15, 1984, the Minister of Agriculture’s Advisory
Committee, serving in accordance with the Meat Import Act, recommended that a
countervailing duty investigation should be initiated. In June 1984, the CCA
filed a request for a countervailing duty investigation with the Deputy
Minister, Department of Revenue, Customs and Excise. Subsequently, on
August 17, 1984, this request was rejected by the Deputy Minister based on
an advisory opinion from the Anti-Dumping Tribunal. 1/ The Tribunal stated
that . . ., "while the importation of subsidized frozen boneless beef may be
causing problems to Canadian cattle producers, it is of the opinion that there
is no evidence, on the basis of material before it, that the subsidization of
the subject goods has caused, is causing, or is likely to cause, material
injury to the production in Canada of boneless beef."

. During the summer and fall of 1985, the CCA prepared another complaint.
On October 18, 1985, the Deputy Minister of National Revenue, Customs and
Excise, acting on this complaint instituted an investigation with respect to
allegedly subsidized boneless manufacturing beef entéring Canada from the EC.

On February 26, 1986, the Deputy Minister advised that an undertaking
(voluntary restraint agreement) submitted by the EC had been accepted and the
investigation was being suspended, as provided for under the SIMA. Under the
terms of the undertaking, the EC agreed to limit exports to 10,668 metric tons
(23.5 million pounds) annually during 1986, 1987, and 1988. On
March 24, 1986, the CCA requested that the undertaking be terminated, again as
provided for under the SIMA, and on March 27, 1986, the investigation was -
resumed. Also on March 27, 1986, the Deputy Minister made a preliminary
affirmative determination of subsidy. On June 12, 1986, the Deputy Minister
made a final affirmative determination of subsidy. The amount of the subsidy
was found to be 0.474 Irish punts per pound and 4,226 Danish Kroners' per
pound, equal to about Can$0.89 per pound and Can$0.71. per pound, respectively,
with exchange rates in effect at the time, or about US$0.65 and US$0.52 per
pound with exchange rates in effect at the time. On July 25, 1986, the
Canadian Import Tribunal announced its finding that:

1/ Prior to changes in Canadian trade laws, the Anti-Dumping Tribunal was
charged with making injury investigations; subsequent to the changes in
Canadian trade laws, the Canadian Import Tribunal became responsible for such
investigations.
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"Pursuant to subsection 43(l) of the Special Import Measures Act, the
Canadian Import Tribunal hereby finds that the importation into Canada of
boneless manufacturing beef originating in or exported from the European
Economic Community in respect of which subsidies have been paid directly
or indirectly by the European Economic Community and/or the government of
a Member State has not caused, is not causing, but is likely to cause
material injury to the production in Canada of like goods."

Consequently, the countervailing duties became final. As of May 1987,
officials of National Revenue, Customs and Excise report that the amount of
countervailing duties had not been reviewed but that a review was being
considered inasmuch as the EC reportedly increased its subsidy from 80
European Currency Units (ECU) per pound to 90 ECUs per pound.

Health and Sanitary Regulations

‘Canadian Federal Govermment health and sanitary regulations are
administered by Agriculture Canada's Food Production and Inspection Branch.
In general, the Branch is charged with ensuring a dependable supply of safe,
nutritious, and accurately labeled agricultural food products, increasing the
efficiency of agricultural production, and assisting the industry in '
exploiting the export potential of Canada’s agricultural production.
Canadian imports of meat are limited to those from plants that have been
approved by the Canadian Government. As of May 1987, there were approximately
6,500 U.S. plants authorized to ship meat to Canada.

The Food Inspection Direéctorate

The Food Inspection Directorate of the Food Production and Inspection

. Branch is responsible for matters relating to food quality and safety. Also,
the Directorate administers the regulations with respect to packing and

- labeling. Canadian meat inspection regulations require certain cuts of
processed meats to comply to a specific metric package size. Some U.S.
interests contend that such regulations impose an unfair expense on U.S.
marketers since U.S. production lines are not geared to meet specific metric
sizes. The U.S. interests also contend that regulations with respect to
French language labeling requirements are cumbersome.

The Meat Hygiene Division of the Food Inspection Directorate, which
operates under the authority of the Federal Meat Inspection Act and the Humane
Slaughter of Food Animals Act, ensures that meat (and poultry products) are
produced under sanitary conditions, that they meet Canadian standards for
wholesomeness and safety and that they are properly labeled. It also ensures
that exported products meet the standards of importing countries.

All livestock-slaughtering and meat-processing plants and storage plants
involved in interprovincial and international trade must operate under the
Federal meat inspection program. Inspection is aimed at detecting diseases,
disease conditions, and chemical or bacteriological contaminants that could
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affect humans and animals or only animals. The Federal meat inspection
program was carried out in 571 registered plants and 254 storage facilities as
of April 1987. The inspected products may cross Provincial borders or be
shipped to foreign markets. Also, under agreements with 7 Provinces, Federal
meat inspection services were being provided to 56 packing plants whose
products are sold entirely within the Province in which they are located

as of April 1987. At registered slaughtering plants, all animals are
inspected for disease conditions or symptoms before being slaughtered;
postmortem inspection follows to confirm the health status of each approved
carcass. The inspection program also extends to all aspects of processing
meat products. All ingredients used in these products are examined for
quality and quantity as a safeguard against adulteration. All slaughtering
and processing plants and their equipment are inspected to ensure sanitary
conditions. Product labeling is controlled to ensure accuracy.

The Health of Animals Directorate

.The Health of Animals Directorate of the Food Production and Inspection
Branch establishes animal health policies and programs and measures their
effectiveness. The Directorate’s responsibility is to protect the health of
Canada’s livestock and maintain access to markets abroad. In addition to the
work of its Animal Health Division, the Directorate carries out research on
animal diseases and provides animal disease diagnostic services through its
Animal Pathology Division.

Animal Pathology Division.--Through its nine laboratories, the Animal
Pathology Division conducts research on diseases of domestic and wild animals,
provides diagnostic services, and produces the biologicals required for the
disease-control programs of the Food Production and Inspection Branch. It
also serves as consultant on the registration, licensing, and use of
biologicals and other veterinary products sold in Canada.

Animal Health Division.--The Animal Health Division, which operates under
the authority of the Animal Disease and Protection Act, is directed to
preventing serious livestock diseases from entering Canada from abroad,
eradicating such diseases should any gain entry to the country, and to
controlling and eradicating poultry and livestock diseases of national
economic importance that are present in Canada, such as bovine brucellosis.
The Division maintains liaison with foreign veterinary services in connection
with animal health programs, and it is responsible for certifying the health
of livestock for export markets. The Division administers a number of
regulations with respect to imports of live animals and meats. Canadian
imports of certain live animals, including cattle and calves, and certain
fresh, chilled, or frozen meats, including beef and veal, are generally
limited to countries that have been declared free of rinderpest and
foot-and-mouth diseases. Cattle from countries that have not been declared
free of foot-and-mouth disease and rinderpest may enter subject to a period of
quarantine in a Canadian quarantine facility. Effectively this limits imports
from such countries to high-valued animals for breeding. The United States
has been declared free of these diseases. All EC countries have been found to
be rinderpest-disease free, but only Denmark, Ireland, and the United Kingdom
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were found to be free of foot-and-mouth disease as of May 1987. Between
March.12, 1982, and March 14, 1984, imports from Denmark were prohibited
because of foot-and-mouth-disease problems in Denmark. Also, Central American
“countries, including Nicaragua have been found to be free of the diseases.
Beef and veal imports from those countries not rinderpest- and
foot-and-mouth-disease free, including the important beef-producing countries
of South America, must be cooked canned, or cured--processes that destroy the
disease- -causing organisms.

Cattle and calves imported into Canada from the United States enter
without restrictions beyond visual inspection for general health if such
animals are destined for immediate slaughter. Canadian import policy with
respect to cattle and calves other than for immediate slaughter is more
strict. In general, imported cattle for breeding and sexually intact feeders
from the United States must be accompanied by a certificate indicating that
they passed, as an assembled herd, one test for tuberculosis within the
last 60 days, one test for brucellosis within the last 30 days, and individual
cattle must have passed a test for anaplasmosis within the last 30 days and
two tests for bluetongue with 30 to 90 days between the two and the second
within 30 days of entry into Canada.

_ Sexually neutered feeder cattle and calves imported into Canada from the
.United States must have passed one test for tuberculosis within 60 days of
entry and one test for anaplasmosis within 30 days of entry. Regulations with
respect to bluetongue are more complex. '

Canadian regulations with respect to Bluetongue disease have been a
‘source of U.S.-Canadian controversy and negotiations for several years.
Some U.S. interests contend that the regulations have been used to unfairly
restrict U.S. exports of cattle and calves to Canada. However, Canadian
interests report that they want to see the issue resolved so long as there is
no impairment to the health of the Canadian herd. At the Commission’s public

hearing on the investigation the CCA stated that . . ."we are determined and
committed to have an import control .regime that is the absolute minimum
necessary to keep the disease out . . ." He further indicated that the CCA

_and the National Cattlemen’s Association were involved in ongoing negotiations
concerning the matter. 1/

Bluetongue is an infectious viral disease afflicting a number of animals,
including sheep, cattle, and deer. Whereas the disease affects other species,
it is by far the most serious in sheep. In sheep the disease is characterized
by inflammation of the mucus membranes of the mouth, nose, and
gastrointestinal tract. In advanced stages of the disease, membranes of the
tongue may become necrotic and discolored, hence the name bluetongue.
Presence of the disease in sheep flocks typically results in high mortality
rates. While cattle may exhibit clinical signs, they typically do not, and
often the only way to determine if the animal is afflicted is through
laboratory tests. The disease is less serious in cattle, although it may
cause infertility in some animals. The chief danger is that the disease,

1/ Testimony of Mr. Jim Graham, transcript of hearing at pp. 192-194.
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which is transmitted by insects (midges, and, according to some researchers,
blackflys and deerflys) will be transmitted from cattle to sheep. Canadian
veterinarians contend that Canada is free of the disease. U.S. veterinarians
report that whereas the disease has been present in the United States for many
years, it is less common in the parts of the United States bordering Canada.

Outbreaks of the disease in Canada, the most recent of which occurred in
1976, result in the Canadian Government imposing strict quarantines and may
result in livestock on individual farms or entire areas being destroyed to
prevent the spread of the disease.

_ As of April 1, 1987, all cattle and calves imported into Canada from the
United States except those destined for immediate slaughter, are required to
pass a test indicating the absence of bluetongue and 30 days later pass a
second test indicating the absence of bluetongue. Prior to April 1, 1987,
different regulations concerning bluetongue had been in effect with respect to
sexually neutered feeder cattle and calves. Such cattle (steers or spayed
heifers only) were authorized to be imported between October 1, 1986, and
March 31, 1987, (the so-called non-vector season, when the insects that
transport the disease cannot survive because of the cold) on the basis of one
test for bluetongue. Bluetongue reactors in a herd or assembled group did not
affect the import eligibility of any other animals in the group. The steers
and spayed heifers had to be transported directly from the port of entry to an

approved feedlot and must be moved from that feedlot to a slaughter plant by
June 15, 1987,

An approved feedlot is a premise used primarily for the purpose of
fattening and finishing bovines for slaughter. Approval must have taken place
prior to arrival of the animals at the border. 1In order to have an approved
. feedlot, the owner must have agreed to adequately mark or be able to identify
imported cattle to an inspector and keep accurate records of disposition of
imported feeder cattle. There may have been Canadian feeder cattle on the
same premises but not breeding cattle.

In order to make the feedlot owner legally responsible, a quarantine was
applied to the feedlot. This must have been done no later than the date of
arrival of the first shipment. The quarantine was to specify that all steers
and spayed heifers imported on one bluetongue test between October 1, 1986,
and March 31, 1987, must be removed from the feedlot to a slaughter plant by
June 15, 1987. .

A license was to be issued to permit removal of a11 steers and spayed
heifers imported from the United States as feeder cattle on one bluetongue
test between October 1, 1986, and March 31, 1987, to a plant for slaughter.
The license was also to specify that these U.S. feeder cattle must be removed
from the feedlot to a slaughter plant by June 15, 1987. A further license was
to be issued to permit removal of Canadian feeder cattle without restriction.

In order to move these cattle from one feedlot to another, the owner or
person in charge must obtain a license from the Canadian Veterinarian District
Office. A signed copy of the license must accompany the cattle to another
feedlot or to the slaughter plant.
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Also the feeders were required to meet minimum weight requirements that
varied with the dates they were 1mported into Canada, as shown in the
following tabulation:

Date of importation Minimum weight
Oct. 1, 1986-Nov. 30, 1986 500 pounds each
Dec. 1, 1986-Jan. 31, 1987 600 pounds each
Feb. 1, 1987-Mar. 31, 1987 700 pounds each

As previously mentioned, regulations with respect to bluetongue are
being negotiated and officials of the CCA state that they think less
restrictive regulations with respect to feeder animals will be worked out
prior to the feeding season beginning in the fall of 1987. 1/

1/ At the Commission’s public hearing on this investigation, a spokesman on
behalf of the Montana Cattle Feeder’s Association stated that he recently had
an opportunity to visit with several Canadian ranchers and cattle feeders and
noted that Canadian cattlemen were just as frustrated with the bluetongue
restrictions as U.S. cattlemen were. Testimony of Mr. Mark. W. Thompson
transcript of public hearing at p. 140.
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u.s. _'GOVERNHENT PROGRAMS
Dairy termination program

The dairy termination program (DTP) was established by the Food Security
Act of 1985 (see Appendix R). The DTP, which is scheduled to be in effect for
an 18-month period ending September 30, 1987, is an effort to reduce the cost
of price-support activities for milk and milk products by reducing the size of
the country's dairy herd by contracting with producers, through a bidding
process, to dispose of all of their female dairy cattle through slaughter or
export. Nondairy cattle growers were upset at the onset of the program
because, they argued, it would increase the U.S. supply of beef and reduce
beef prices.

However, under provisions of the Food Security Act of 1985, the USDA is
required to take certain actions designed to minimize the impacts of the DTP
on beef, pork, and lamb producers. These actions include:

(1) determining the total number of ‘dairy cattle that will be marketed
for slaughter as a result of the program,

(2) specifying procedures to ensure that greater numbers of dairy cattle
slaughtered as a result of the program shall be slaughtered in each
of the periods of April through August 1986, and March through
August 1987 than for the other months of the program,

(3) limiting the total number of dairy cattle marketed for slaughter.
under the program in excess of the historical dairy herd culling
rate to no more than 7 percent of the national dalry herd per
calendar year, and,

(4) purchasing and distributing domestically 200 million pounds of red
meat during the 18-month period beginning April 1, 1986, in addition
to those quantities normally purchased and distributed by the
Secretary, (see section on National School Lunch Act) and purchasing
an additional 200 million pounds of red meat and making it available
for use in commissaries on military installations located outside the

United States, or for export.

The cumulative effect of these actions has been to minimize the impact of the
DTP on beef, pork, and lamb producers. With regard to the provision requiring

the USDA to purchase 200 million pounds of red meat for export through FY87,
as of the end of August 1986, the USDA had sold 198.4 million pounds of beef

to Brazil and 1.8 million pounds of hlgh-quallty beef to the European
Community. In addition, the USDA has also agreed to supply the Department of
Defense with 44 million pounds of red meat between July 1986 and October 1987
for overseas military commissaries.

Under the DTP, bids were accepted by the USDA for three disposal
periods: April l-August 31, 1986; September'l,_1986—February 28, 1987; and
March 1, 1987-August 31, 1987. Bids were accepted on a dollars-per-hundred
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weight-milk bid. The following tabulation shows the type and number of
cattle accepted into the program for slaughter either during each of the three

disposal periods; prior to April 1, 1986 or exported or planned for export:

Period ‘ Cows Heifers Calves Total
Prior to Apr. 1, 1986 1l/... 31,627 5,502 7,789 44,918
Apr. 1, 1986-

Aug. 31, 1986............ 516,969 167,650 147,645 832,264
Sept. 1, 1986~

Feb. 28, 1987............ 162,685 66,520 66,680 295,885
Mar. 1, 1987- ,

Aug. 31, 1987............ 170,027 58,333 57,274 285,634
Exported or planned for ‘

export......... Y ¥ Y-1:1.) 33,999 12,484 94,068

Total.......... cereaees 928,893 332,004 291,872 1,552,769

1/ Includes animals slaughtered after offer to termlnate herd but before
Apr. 1, 1986.

As indicated by the preceding tabulation, the USDA, by the conclusion of
the DTP, will have paid farmers for slaughtering or exporting 1.55 million
dairy cattle (including grow-in stock), leading to a reduction of milk
production of 12.3 billion pounds, slightly more than the 12-billion-pound
target specified in the Food Security Act of 1985. The disposal of cattle
under the DTP is equivalent to about 10 percent of the U.S. annual inventory of
dairy cattle, 1/ and about 4 percent of the total cattle slaughter. It should
be noted that the USDA has not actually purchased such cattle; however, they
have paid dairymen, who are then paid by the slaughterhouse or foreign
_ importer for the cattle, for the obligation to dispose of such cattle.

National School Lunch Act

The Food and Nutrition Service (FNS) of USDA is responsible for
distributing beef as well as other food items, under authority of the National
School Lunch Act. In recent years, the agency has purchased and distributed
beef and distributed funds that were used to purchase beef by local school
districts (Entitlement meat). The program has no statutory limit on the
amount of beef that can be purchased. However, the prices at which the USDA
offers to purchase beef are reportedly often below market prices. The FNS
also distributes beef, as well as other meat products, to schools using beef
purchased under the DTP. The following tabulation shows the breakdown of
entitlement red meat and DTP beef distribution to schools for 1984/85-1986/87:

1/ Inventory of milk cows and heifers 500 pounds and over for milk cows
replacement, as of Jan. 1, 1987.
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Total FNS
purchases of
entitlement
.meat as a
. . share of U.S.
: Entitlement S consumption
Period 1/ meat 2/ DTP beef 3/ . Total .___of red meat 4/
Million pounds Million pounds Million pounds Percent
1984/85...... 155.6 0 155.6 5/
1985/86...... 177.1 7.3 , '184.4 57
1986/87 6/... 205.0 . _ 98.0 ' 303.0 5/

1/ School year July 1l-June 30.

2/ Entitlement meat is red meat that is normally distributed to schools under
the ongoing food distribution program.

3/ DTP meat is "Dairy Termination Program" meat——beef that is purchased as a
result of the whole herd buyout program. . .

4/ Estimated from data presented in table E-19

5/ Less than 0.5 percent.

6/ Estxmated by officials of the USDA

'Reséarch and dévelopment..'

The USDA and many States support research.and development activities on
cattle and beef through agricultural educational institutions and research
facilities. Such research and development aids producers and processors and,
according to many industry sources, ultimately contributes to lower cattle and
beef prices for consumers. Many agricultural concerns, including companies
involved in food, drugs, equipment and supplies, as well as cooperatives, also
spend large sums of money on research and development that benefit the cattle
and beef -industries. :

Domestic and overseas promotion

National beef promotion program.--The Food Security Act of 1985 requires
cattle producers and importers .to underwrite the .cost of a new national.
promotion and research program aimed at improving demand for beef and beef
products. Generic advertising of beef, now funded through about 35 State
organizations, already is conducted throughout the United States. However,
some segments of the industry had long .advocated a Federally sanctioned,
nationwide beef-promotion effort to which all producers and importers would be
required to contribute. The industry already had permission to organize a
mandatory nationwide beef-promotion order, under the Beef Research and
Information Act of 1976. That law, however, requ1red the prior approval of
producers--who twice rejected an order in 1977 and 1980 referenda. :

The 1985 law launches a beéf—promotion order without the producers' prior
permission. The order, known as the "check-off" assesses cattle producers
_ $1.00 per head, and importers of beef products the equivalent of that amount,
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with a credit of up to 50 cents granted to those contributing to existing
State promotion activities. Producers and importers can opt not to
participate by requesting a refund of the assessment, which was started

October 1, 1986. 1/ The 1985 law also requires a producer referendum on the
order to be held not later than May 18, 1988. Promotion check-offs will

continue after the referendum only if a majority of thosé voting approve it.

Proponents contend that this new nationwide effort, expected to raise
about $60-70 million annually, will be more effective than existing promotion
efforts in bolstering sagging prices and per capita beef consumption. They
also contend that it will be more equitable, since those producers that now
decline to contribute would no longer be getting a "free ride,"” they add,
noting that mandatory check-offs (most with refund provisions) already are
operating for cotton, potatoes, eggs, wheat, and dairy products.

Critics assert that there is not enough evidence of generic advertising's
benefits to justify forced payment by all producers--particularly without
their prior approval. Besides, they argue, the Federal Government should not
sanction programs that pit one group of commodity producers against another
equally deserving one for a share of the consuming publics's finite
resources. In the end, such costs are simply passed along to the consumer in.
the form of higher retail prices, they contend. 2/

Beef export promotion program.--The Food Security Act of 1985 provides
authority for the Secretary of Agriculture to promote market development over-
seas (through use of bonus commodities) for U.S. agricultural commodities,
including high-valued and value-added products. Whereas this provision empha-
sizes the grain and dairy commodities, beef and beef products could be
included. This program is currently referred to as the Export Enhancement
Program (EEP) or GSM-500. ‘

The 1985 farm law dalso provides authority for the equitable treatment of
poultry, beef and pork, and meat-food products in export-bonus-commodity
programs executed by the USDA from 1986 through 1989. The provision
explicitly states that at least 15 percent of the total or annual value of the
program shall be expended for promotion of meat and poultry exports. This
provision currently applies to the ongoing EEP, where bonus commodities are
included with commercial sales of agricultural exports to selected foreign
buyers. As of August 1, 1986, 38,000 head of dairy cattle had been announced
as eligible for export under this authority.

1/ Eligible participants must apply for a refund within 60 days of the sale,

or importation, of the subject animals. If the program is continued after the
May 18, 1988, referendum by cattlemen, then all who applied will receive a full
refund. If the program is not continued, refunds will be prorated based on
available funds (15 percent of the funds have been withheld for such purposes).
2/t For more information on existing generic advertising programs, see An
Examination of Farm Commodity Promotion Programs by Geoffrey S. Becker,

revised Sept. 30, 1985 (Rept. No. 85-995 Congressional Research Service).
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The Meat Export Federation.--The Meat Export Federation (MEF) is a
private, nonprofit trade group, established in 1976, which cooperates with the
U.S. Government for the purpose of promoting exports of U.S. beef, veal, pork,
lamb, mutton, and variety meats. U.S. Government funds equal to funds
provided by the MEF are commingled for promotion of generic exports of the
subject meats through trade shows, instore promotions, distribution of cooking
recipes, and so forth. All funds are for expenditures overseas, and are not
used within the United States. U.S.-Government-derived funds for the MEF are
appropriated annually by the U.S. Congress.

Food for Peace Program.--A small amount of beef and beef products has
been promoted overseas by the Foreign Agricultural Service of the USDA through
the Food for Peace Program (P.L. 480). From July 1955 through September 1985,
$36.6 billion worth of agricultural goods were exported under P.L. 480. Of
that amount, exports of lard and tallow amounted to $207.4 million; exports of
beef amounted to $38.7 million; and exports of cattle hides amounted to
$147,000. Inedible-tallow exports, amounting to $12.4 million in FY 1985 and
about $14 million in FY 1986, accounted for all U.S. beef-product exports
under the P. L. 480 Program in those years.

Federal Income Tax Laws 1/

Cattlemen, iike farmers in a number of agricultural areas, are subject to
- certain special provisions in the U.S. tax laws. Most of these tax provisions
were preserved in the recently enacted Tax Reform Act of 1986 (P.L. 99-514).

Prior to the Tax Reform Act of 1986, farmers had three major means with
which to reduce their tax burdens: (a) the use of cash accounting, rather
~ than accrual accounting; (b) the ability to apply depreciation and investment
tax credits against their taxable income; and (c) the use of capital gains on
the sales of a number of assets (e.g. breeding cattle and dairy livestock,
farmland, and crops).

Cash accounting.--The primary difference between tax treatment for
farmers and that for most other businesses is that farmers have since 1915
been allowed to use cash accounting for expenses that would require accrual
accounting for most other types of businesses. Farmers are not required to
use inventory accounting, but instead are allowed to deduct the costs of the
products they sell in the year the bills are paid rather than when the
products are sold. They are allowed to deduct the costs of raising breeding
stock or other productive assets raised on the farm currently rather than
being required to accumulate ("capitalize") the costs and depreciate them over
the productive life of the assets, as other businesses are required to do.
Under prior tax law, farmers could raise an animal (deducting the costs
currently), use it for breeding purposes, and then sell it and treat the
profit on the sale as long-term capital gains, only 40 percent of which was
taxable to an individual. This last advantage is lost under the Tax Reform

1/ Based on Congressional Research Service study, The Cattle Industry and
Federal Programs That Affect It: A Compilation and Analysis, Sept. 17, 1986.
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Act of 1986, because the special tax reductions for capital gains are
repealed. The Tax Reform Act continues to allow cash accounting to all
farmers except nonfamily corporations with gross receipts of more than

$1,000,000 (which were not allowed to use it under prior law) and certain "tax
shelters."”

Cash accounting allows far more room for manipulating taxable income than
does accrual accounting. For example, feed purchases can be deducted up to a
year in advance of when the feed is actually used, thus reducing taxable
income in the earlier year and postponing the payment of tax. This l-year
deferral of tax is the principal tax advantage in a cattle-feeding operation.

-The Tax Reform Act included an important new restriction on the use of
cash accounting for "prepaid" farm expenses such as the feed mentioned above.
If more than a third of a farm investor's deductible expenses consist of
supplies that were not used in the same tax year, the cost of such supplies in
excess of the limit cannot be deducted until the year the supplies are
actually used. This substantially limits the principal tax advantage used in
tax-shelter cattle-feeding operations.

The Tax Reform Act imposes stricter "cost-capitalization” rules on most
businesses except farmers. Farmers otherwise eligible to use cash accounting
may elect to continue deducting preproduction period expenses currently, as
was previously allowed. If they so elect, however, they are charged a
"penalty"” in the form of less accelerated depreciation; i.e., in any year an
election to deduct expenses currently is in effect, any depreciable property
bought that year must be depreciated under the Tax Reform Act's less
accelerated "alternative" depreciation system.

Depreciation and investment tax credits.--Purchased (as opposed to
raised) breeding cattle .are treated in the same way that productive assets in
other businesses are treated, the cost being recovered through depreciation
and, before the Tax Reform Act of 1986, the investment tax credit. Farm
machinery and equipment, buildings, and fences and other land improvements are
also depreciated (and may have been given an investment tax credit) as in
other enterprises. Under prior law, the combination of accelerated cost
recovery system (ACRS) depreciation and a 8- or 10-percent tax credit allowed
most farm machinery and equipment and most breeding cattle to be written off
for tax purposes more rapidly than they actually declined in usefulness. In
this respect, however, farm assets had no particular advantage over assets
used in many other business.

The Tax Reform Act repealed the investment tax credit (retroactively
effective for purchases after Dec. 31, 1985) and made some alterations in the
ACRS depreciation deductions. Depreciation rates are accelerated, but
recovery periods are lengthened for most machinery and equipment. The USDA
estimates that the net effect of these two changes will raise the cost of farm
capital about 10 percent. 1/ Owners of breeding cattle are better off than
under prior law (not counting the investment tax credit), because they retain
a 5-year useful life but receive more accelerated deductions. If the effect

1/ USDA Economic Research Service, Agricultural Outlook, November 1986.
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of the investment tax credits is considered, the previous system was much more
advantageous. For buildings, the new ACRS schedule both extends the lives
(from 19 to 31 1/2 years for nonresidential buildings) and reduces the rate of
depreciation (from 175 percent declining balance to straight line).

Capital gains.--A provision of the tax code applicable to all types of
businesses allows gains on the sale of assets used in the business, such as .
used machinery, to be treated as capital gains. Prior to the Tax Reform Act
of 1986, this was a considerable tax advantage, because only 40 percent of
‘long-term capital gains was taxable to an individual: The Tax Reform Act
repealed the special tax treatment of capital gains, effective for amounts
received after December 31, 1986, depriving the cattle-breeding industry,
among others, of one of its more important tax advantages. However, it is
unknown what the net effect (monetarily) of the loss of capital gains
treatment has had on the industry.

Emergency FeédAPrograms

Drought assistance is available to farmers, including cattlemen, through
programs sponsored under acts of Congress.  Section 1105 of the Food and
Agriculture Act of 1977 provided USDA’s primary emergency livestock feed
assistance program from its 1977 inception until April 1982. During fiscal
years 1978-82, federal outlays for this program amounted to about
$600 million, over half of which was dispensed in FY 1981.
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CANADIAN GOVERNMENT PROGRAMS

The Canadian Federal and Provincial Governments have a long history of

assisting Canadian agricultural producers and food processors, including
cattlemen and meatpackers, through various programs A number of these

programs are described herein. 1/
Canadian Federal Government Programs

The Agricultural Stabilization Board of Agriculture Canada and the
Agricultural Stabilization Act

Price stabilization programs prior to 1986.--The Agricultural
Stabilization Act of 1957-58 (ASA) was enacted for the expressed purpose of

- providing for the stabilization of prices of certain agricultural commodities,

'

including the so-called nine named commodities that include cattle. The ASA
is administered by the Agricultural Stabilization Board (Board), which is
directed to take such action in accordance with the ASA as is necessary to
stabilize the prices of the subject commodities at their prescribed prices.
The Board has the authority to pay to producers of an agriculture commodity
the amount by which the prescribed price exceeds a price: determined by the
Board to be the average price at which the commodity is sold.

. Under the ASA, payments were made to cattlemen in the late 1970's.
Dur1ng the 1980's, however, payments were made only during the third quarter
of 1985. Payments of Can$28.22 per animal were made for an estimated 650,000
eligible grade A,B, and C steers and heifers sold for slaughter. Total
expenditures under the cattle program amounted to Can$18.2 million, with an
estimated 45 percent of the total going to producers in Alberta, 31 percent
going to producers in Ontario, and the remainder going to producers in other
Provinces. :

The Tri-Partite program.--In June, 1985, the ASA was amended to allow for
the so-called Tri-Partite Stabilization Plan (Plan) for red meat. The Plan,
which became effective January 1, 1986, was the culmination of several years
of negotiations between officials of the Canadian Federal Government,
Provincial Governments, and producer organizations including cattlemen's
organizations. Some Canadian interests contend that the Plan was intended, in
part, to preclude competing and conflicting plans among Provinces. At the
Commission's public hearing on the investigation, the Canadian Cattlemen's
Association (CCA) indicated that the CCA would like to see the Tri-Partite
replace stabilization programs operated by some Provinces, and the CCA hoped

1/ Some or all of these programs may provide benefits that constitute
countervailable subsidies under U.S. law and within the meaning of the
Agreement on Subsidies and Countervailing Duties of the General Agreement on
Tariffs and Trade. The International Trade Administration

of the U.S. Department of Commerce is the agency charged with determining
which foreign programs provide countervailable subsidies and the amount of
such subsidies; however, the determination of the existence of countervailable
subsidies is not a part of this investigation.



114

the Provincial programs would be phased out. 1/ The plan was reportedly
designed to encourage the development of the Canadian red-meat industry and
includes separate agreements for slaughter cattle 2/, feeder calves
(cow-calf), swine, and lambs.

Canadian Government and industry officials described the plan as an
insurance type plan funded equally by the Canadian Federal Government,
participating Provincial Governments, and participating producers. Provincial
participation in the plan is voluntary, and producer participation within the
participating Provinces is also voluntary. Also, participation is voluntary
among the various types of animals covered by the plan. However, if a
Province does not participate in the plan, individual producers within that
Province cannot participate. As of April 1987, Ontarié and Alberta had signed
participation agreements for slaughter cattle, feeder calves (cow-calf), and
lambs; Prince Edward Island had signed for cattle only, Saskatchewan had
signed for swine and lambs, and Manitoba had signed for swine only.

General administration of the Plan is conducted by the aforementioned
Board. The Federal Government absorbs costs incurred by the Board and by
producer representatives in administering the Plan. Provincial Governments
absorb the cost of administration within their own Provinces.

In administration of the Plan, a separate Stabilization Fund of Account
is established for each type of animal in a consolidated revenue fund and
contributions by participants are credited to the accounts. When the market
price falls below the established support price in any year for feeder calves
(or in any quarter for slaughter cattle) a stabilization payment equal to the
amount of the difference between the support price and the market price is
made to producers. Canadian .officials report that payments are made only for
the share of production consumed domestically. The support price reflects
costs of production as calculated by Agriculture Canada, with input from,
among others, Canadian producers, consumers, and marketers. Payments are on
the same basis to producers in all Provinces regardless of calculated cost of
production differences in the individual Provinces. In determining the
overall Canadian cost of production, costs, by Province, are weighted by the
share of total production, by Province. Thus, for example, although the
calculated average costs of production for the Maritime Provinces might be "
much higher than the calculated average costs of production for the Province
of Ontario, the costs for the Maritime Provinces would be weighted by the
factor of share production occurring in the Maritime  Provinces, which normally
account for only about 3 percent of Canadian production, whereas Ontario is
weighted by the factor of the share of production normally occurring in that
Province, which would be about 24 percent.

In actual practice, support prices are calculated subsequent to the
period of production and, with administrative time involved in making
calculations and processing applications, support payments are normally not
made until well after the animals are marketed.

1/ Testimony of Mr. Charles Gracie, transcript of hearing at p. 190.
2/ Canadian grades A, B, and C steers and heifers sold for slaughter.
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Since the plan has been in effect and through April 1987, payments have
been made only once--for slaughter cattle covering the second quarter .

(April-June) 1986. _The payment. which was announced on August 15, 1986, was

limited to the amount of the premium fund established by Government :
contributions because the first producer premiums were not due until the third

quarter of 1986. Statistical data concerning payments through January 22,
1987, under the" plan are shown in the following tabulation:

P}

-

Total payments.....%......... Can$3,184,359.60

Number of cattle on which
payments were made. ceeeeeee 239,090
Number of producers

rece1v1ng payments..,.f;;Q,_ 2,379

Officials of the plan’ report that ‘through Aprll 1987, cattlemen continued to
contrlbute 1nto the fund at the rate of Can$6 60 per animal enrolled.

At the Commission's public hearing on the investigation, the CCA
testified that producer payments 1nto the slaughter—cattle program, since its
1ncept10n and through the time of. the hearlng, amounted to Can$14,406,000.
Producer payments into the feeder-calf (cow-calf) program since its inception
and through the time of the hearing amounted to over Can$6 million. 1/

Prggrams of ggriculture Canada's Livestock Feed Board of Canada

The L1vestock Feed Board of Canada (Board) was establlshed by the
L1vestock Feed Ass1stance Act of 1966. The objective of the Board is to
ensure the availability of feedgralns to meet the needs of livestock feeders
in eastern Canada and British Columbia; to ensure the availability of adequate
storage space in eastern Canada for feedgrain to meet the needs of livestock

'feeders. and to ensure reasonable stability and fair equalization of feedgraxn
’prlces in eastern Canada, Brltxsh Columbla the Yukon Territory, and the
Northwest Terr1tor1es ’ L

The Board assumes part of the cost of transporting feedgrains to eastern
Canada, British Columbia, the Yukon Territory and the Northwest Territory, and
in doing 0, generally attains a fair equalization of feedgrain prices in
these regions, an objective of the legislation. The total expenditures under
the equalization program are affected by trends in livestock production,
production of feedgralns,,and forage in eastern Canada and British Columbia,

.and the market price relat10nsh1ps of” Canadlan and American grains. The
Board's expend1tures for fre1ght equallzatlon and storage assistance during *
the fiscal year. ended ‘March 31, 1982, amounted to Can$13.8 million. 1In s
collaboratlon w1th Agrlculture Canada, the Board has also administered gra;n
storage programs. ’ .

To further its objectives, the Board may purchase, ship, store, and sell
foedgraine, Also, negotlations may be carried out to obtain adequate storage

1/ Testimony of Mr. Jim.Graﬁam.Ctranscriot,of,public hearing at p. 189.
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space for feedgrains in eastern Canada. The Board also collects statistical
data and conducts economic studies related to its objectives.

Programs of the Animal Production Division of Agriculture Canada

The Animal Products Division administers national programs, developed in
conjunction with Provincial Governments, universities, and producers' groups,
to improve livestock in Canada. These include--

o Record of Performance Programs for beef and dairy cattle, sheep, and
swine. The programs are designed to measure economically important
genetic traits and to provide the necessary data for selection of
genetically superior breeding stock;

o] a grant program for fairs and exhibitions that provides & means for
interherd/flock comparison to select visually and focus dttention on
those performance-tested animals that exhibit superior phenotype;
and

o A Sire Loan Program that provides support to the artificial
insemination industry and primary producers through the loan of
superior sires to aid in improving production efficiency and product
quality of Canadian

livestock.

All of these programs have as their goal the genetic improvement of Canadian
livestock. Vital to genetic selection is an accurate parentage recording
system, and the Division is responsible for ensuring the accuracy and
integrity of livestock parentage recording through the administration of the
Livestock Pedigree Act. '

To contribute to the development of the foreign and domestic market for
Canadian livestock, the Division maintains a national showcase on the Central
Experimental Farm in Ottawa. There it displays typical examples of the major
breeds of performance-tested livestock available for export and demonstrates
" related technology.

Programs. of the Marketing and Economics Branch of Agriculture Canada

The programs of the the Marketing and Economics Branch are directed at
improving the efficiency of the Canadian agricultural marketing system,
increasing agricultural exports, and promoting greater domestic use of
Canadian-produced commodities. The programs involve market research,
identification of domestic and export marketing opportunities, and supplying
of marketing information and advice. Statistical data concerning prices and
marketing are made publicly available by the Branch.

Programs of the Research Branch of Agriculture Canada

The Research Branch of Agriculture Canada conducts scientific studies
involving, among many agricultural and food commodities, live cattle and
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beef, The studies are conducted at some 35 institutes operated by Agrieulture
Canada -and located throughout the.country. ' Study areas involve cattle
nutrition, reproduction, health, and marketing and meat quallty. preservation,

Programs of the Prairie Farm Rehabllltatlon Adm1n1strat10n of Agrlculture

Y Canada

-y

The Prairie Farm Rehabilitation Administration implements programs
directed to the conservation and development of soil and water resources in
the Prairie Provinces. The Pasture Planning section of the Administration
provides the policy development and technical input for 89 community pastures.
on approximately 1.8 million acres of ‘land, where farmers graze their cattle
on-a cost recovery basis. The section assesses and analyzes range conditions
and problems and sets. stocking rates for each pasture. It also administers
the breeding service on community pastures, which encourages and permlts
farmers .to upgrade the1r 11vestock herds. :

£

Prog ams of the Farm Credit Corporatlon of Agrlculture Canada

The Farm Credlt Corporatlon was establlshed by the Farm Credit Act of
1959. The Corporation administers, among other things, the Farm Credit Act
and the Farm Syndicates Credit Act.

The Farm Credit Act.--Canada's Farm Credit Act of 1959 provides long—tetm
loans- to individual.farmers, .farming corporations, and cooperative farm

..- associations for the acquisition: of farmland 'and for a broad array of

agricultural operations.' Loans are arranged for-a maximum of 30 years and

must be secured. Generally the loans are made at a fixed annual rate of
interest which is 1 percent above a base. rate. The base rate is the same as
the y1e1d on Government -of. Canada bonds wlth maturltles of 5 years to 10 years.

The Farm,Szgd1cates Credlt Act.—-The Farm Syndlcates Credit Act, whlch is

,aiso administered by the Farm Credit Corporation, provides long-term loans

to farming corporations, cooperative farm associations, and other farm
associations. for the purchase or improvement of -farm buildings and land, or

~_the acquisition of -farm machinery. -Loans are made for up to Can$100,000 at-

rates .that vary according to: the use to be made of the money. Interest rates
are. prescribed by the Farm Credit Corporation and -are set at levels
that cover the Corporation's cost of money and its—administrative expenses.

. Canadiandbainz Commission of Agrlculture Canada

The Canadian Dairy Comm1531on was establ1shed by an Act of Parliament
in 1966. The objective of the Commission is to provide producers of milk
and cream the opportunity of obtaining a fair :return for their labor and’
investment, and consumers an adequate supply of dairy products of hlgh
quallty : A ,

.7‘ ’
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Under its authority to purchase and sell daify produété,'the Commission
supports the market price of major processed products, principally butter.

"~ and skim milk powder. The prices that producers receive for industrial milk

and cream are related to these product-support prices.

The Commission also makes direct payments to producers from funds
provided by the Federal Government to supplement returns from the market and
to make dairy products more affordable for consumers. Thése payments are
made on milk production within a market-share quota system to meet the
requirements of the domestic market and an approved export program.

A member of the Commission chairs the Canadian Milk Supply Management
Committee, which manages the supply of industrial milk and cream through a
market-share quota program administered under the Federal-Provincial
Comprehensive Milk Marketing Plan. The Commission directs the development
of policy and coordinates the administration of Provincial market shares,
which are determined by the Canadian Milk Supply Management Committee, and.
individual producer-market shares, which are determined and administered by
the Provincial milk-marketing agencies.

The COmm1s51on also administers a large export program for those dairy
products that exceed domestic requirements.

'Drougﬁtﬁ§§sistgnce

In August 1984, a drought assistance program was announced. The program .
‘was scheduled to be funded with Can$21 million from the Federal Government and
with Can$40 million from the Provinces of Alberta, Saskatchewan, and
Manitoba. Expenditures to cattlemen were scheduled to amount to
Can$30 million in Alberta, Can$26 million in Saskatchewan, .and Can$5 million.
in Manitoba. The program was to provide feed to about 1.5 million cattle..
Payments for feed were to be made at the rate of Can$48 per cow for breeding
purposes in severe drought zones and Can$30 per cow for breeding purposes in
moderate drought zones. A : :

In August 1985, a similar program was announced for western Canadian
livestock producers in drought-and grasshopper-plagued zones. The program was
to be funded with Can$48 million from the Federal Government. Expenditures
under the program were to range from Can$30 to Can$48 per cow. Expenditures
to cattlemen were scheduled to amount to Can$30 million in Alberta,

Can$l6é million in Saskatchewan, and Can$2 million in British Columbia.

Canadian Provincial Government Programs

Provincial Government stabilization programs

The Quebec Farm Income Stabilization Insurance Program.--The Province of
Quebec has enacted regulations establishing-stabilization programs for.
cattlemen. The programs are administered by a Crown corporation.
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Participation in the stabilization program is voluntary. Funding for the
program is provided jointly by the participating cattlemen and the
Provincial Government, with the Government contribution being twice that of
the participating cattlemen.

Manitoba's Farm Income Assurance Plans Act.--The Manitoba Beef
Producers Income Assurance Plan operates under authority of the Manitoba
Farm Income Assurance Plans Act, which permits the Manitoba Minister of
Agriculture to establish income assurance plans for many natural products.
The cattle program became effective in September 1982, and replaced a
previous S5-year program that expired on March 31, 1982. The program,
administered by the Manitoba Minister of Agriculture and the Manitoba Beef
Commission, is funded by premiums paid by participating producers and by the
Province of Manitoba. The Provincial Government is also authorized to make
loans to the program, if needed during periods when payouts are made to
producers. Participation in the program is voluntary. Participants receive

payments following periods when cattle prices fall below established support
" levels, which are based, at least in part, on costs of production. '

Provincial Government expenditures under the program are shown in the
following tabulatlon (in thousands of Canadian dollars): :

Period ' ' Value

Sept. 1982 - March 1983........ 1,624.4
April 1983 - March 1984........ 2,240.6
April 1984 - March 1985........ - . 1,862.3
April 1985 -~ March 1986........ 2,043.5
April 1986 - January 1987 1/... . 1,846.7

1/ Most recent period for which data are available.

Saskatchewan Agricultural Returns Stabilization Act.--The Saskatchewan
Agricultural Returns Stabilization Act (Act) provides stabilization payments
to Saskatchewan agricultural producers at times when market prices fall
below certain production costs. Participation in the program is voluntary
and is open to most agricultural producers in the Province. The program is
funded by contributions from participating producers and by matching funds
by the Provincial government. Whenever the balance in the insurance fund 1s
insufficient to make payments to participants, the Provincial government
loans the needed funds to the program.

The Saskatchewan Beef-Stabilization Plan, which functions under
Authority of the Act became effective on January 1, 1982. The Provincial

government contributed Can$5 million to establish the initial funding for
the plan. Under the plan, support payments may be made quarterly.
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Expenditures have been made to feeders under the Feeder Finish Plan and
to cow-calf operations under the Cow Calf to Finish Plan. Provincial govern-
ments expenditures under the program are shown in the following tabulation

(in thousands of Canadian dollars):

Cow calf to Feeder
Period finish plan finish plan Total
1982-83.......... 5,504.7 125.5 '5,630.2
1983-84.......... 5,107.0 1,026.3 6,133.3
1944-85.......... 5,313.4 1,452.7 ' 6,766.1
1985-86.......... 4,199.6 1,159.4 5,359.0
1986-87 1/....... 697.0 191.8 888.8

1/ Through May 15, 1986, the most recent period for which data
are available.

British Columbia's Farm Income Insurance Act of 1973.--Under authority of
the Farm Income Insurance Act of 1973, the Province of British Columbia
operates the Beef Producers Farm Income Plan, which assures cattlemen a -
specified level of return over certain basic production.costs. The plan,
which includes calves, yearlings, and slaughter (so-called finishing cattle)
cattle, is funded equally by producers and the Provincial government.
Financial obligations beyond the established fund are borne by the Provincial
government. Participation in the program is voluntary. Provincial Government
expenditures under the program are shown in the following tabulation (in
thousands of Canadian dollars):

Item , Value Item ) Value
1981: 1984:
Calf.......o0nene 10,783,260 Calf..........uu 6,226,860
Yearling....... . 3,914,080 Yearling......... 1,454,080
Finishing........ _1,002,970 Finishing........ 716,080
. Total.......... 15,700,310 Total......... 8,397,020
1982: 1985 1/:
Calf............. 8,460,760 Calf......coveun 9,919,170
Yearling......... 2,710,710 ’ Yearling......... 1,958,860
Finishing........ 809,570 Finishing........ 925,510
Total.......... 11,981,040 Total.......... 12,803,540
1983: -
Calf............. 71,260,820
Yearling......... 1,975,400
Finishing........ 1,225,220
Total.......... 10,461,440

1/ Budgeted figures for 1985; most recent period for which data are available.
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Other Provincial government stabilization programs.--The Provinces of.
Alberta, Ontario, and Prince Edward Island operate under the Federal
Tri-Partite stabilization program discussed earlier. Newfoundland, Nova
Scotia, and New Brunswick do not have stabilization programs.

Provincial Government programs except stabilization programs

The Alberta Feed Grain Market Adjustment Program.--The Alberta Feed Grain
Market Adjustment Program (AFGMAP) became effective September 1, 1985 and is
scheduled to remain in effect until June 30, 1987. At the Commission's public
hearing on the investigation, the CCA testified that the AFGMAP was enacted by
the Provincial Government to offset the affects of the Western Grains
Transportation Act (WGTA), which became effective January 1, 1985. 1/ The CCA
contends that the WGTA, a Canadian Federal Government Program, promotes
exports of Canadian grains and other animal feeds resulting in prices in the
Prairie Provinces being higher than they otherwise would. . .

In general terms, under the AFGMAP, an amount is calculated that is the
amount of so-called "market distortion,” i.e., the amount of the difference
between actual cost experienced by livestock feeders in Alberta and a
.calculated cost that would exist in the absence of WGTA. Livestock feeders in
Alberta are then afforded the opportunity to apply for Provincial government
funds equal to the amount of the market distortion. Under the AFGMAP, the
amount was calculated to be Can$2l per metric ton. Eligible feed grains under
the AFGMAP include wheat, oats, barley, rye, triticale, grain corn, peas,. and
faba beans; eligible livestock include beef and dairy cattle, swine, poultry,
sheep, goats, horses, and bison; barley apparently accounts for the bulk of
the feed purchased under the program. :

Provincial disbursements under the program from inception of the program
through March 27, 1987, as reported by Alberta Provincial government
officials, are shown in the following tabulation (in millions of Canadlan
dollars):

Type of animal feed Disbursements

Beef cattle.....cicvvvvnvennnncns 62.9

Dairy cattle..........c.ivvvevnen 8.7

Swine............ et eieer e 28.6

Other 1/......... Ceeeen s 3.3
Total.....oiviiieeneanaesseasss 103.5

1/ Believed to be almost all poultry. . = - . . ’ s

1/ Testimony of Mr. Chris Mills, transcript of hearing, p. 186.
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The AFGMAP is to be replaced by the Crow Benefit Offset Program, which is
scheduled to be in effect from July 1, 1987, to March 31, 1988. Under the
Crow Benefit Offset Program, the amount of the Provincial Government payment
is to be Can$l3 per metric ton, with operation of the program to be quite
similar to the AFGMAP.

Quebec Meat Sector Rationalization Program.--Between 1975 and 1978, the
Quebec Ministry of Agriculture, Fisheries, and Food phased in the Quebec Meat
Sector Rationalization Program. The purposes of the program are to encourage
the development of the Quebec meat sector to ensure Quebec producers with
viable, sustained outlets for their production; to provide the industry with a
comparative advantage; and to direct businesses into new markets. Under the
program, technical assistance and grants are provided for the establishment,
standardization, expansion, or modernization of slaughter houses, processing
plants, or plants preparing foods containing meat. All businesses operating
or wishing to operate such a facility are qualified to participate in the
program. Benefits under the program have been limited to the meat sector. At
least three meat packers have received benefits under the program.

Financing programs in Quebec.--The Office de Credit Agricole du Quebec
offers low-cost financing under the Act to Promote Long-Term Farm Crediting by
Private Institutes to agricultural producers who maintain profitable farms as
their primary occupation and who demonstrate a need for such financing. The
lenders are permitted to make variable-interest, low-cost, long-term loans to
- borrowers so that the interest charged does not exceed a so-called prime rate
plus 0.5 percent. Twice a year the Office reimburses borrowers a part of the
interest, equal to half the difference between 4 percent and the 1nterest
charged to the borrower.

The Office de Credit Agricole du Quebec under the Act to Promote Farm
Improvement guarantees medium-term loans of up to Can$200,000, at a variable
interest rate that may not exceed a so-called prime rate plus 0.5 percent.
Twice a year, borrowers are reimbursed a portion of the interest equal to
3 percent of loans on the first Can$15,000. All farmers qualify who maintain
profitable farms as their prlmary occupation and who demonstrate a need for
such financing.

The Act to Promote the Establishment of Young Farmers became effective on
September 1, 1982. It permits newly established farmers in Quebec between the

ages of 18 and 49 to receive payments equal to the net interest payable for
S years on the first Can$50 000 of a loan.

The Quebec Farm Loan Act permits the reimbursement of a portion of the
interest on the first Can$15,000 of a mortgage guaranteed by the Farm Credit
Corporation of Canada. The portion generally is equal to one-half of the
difference between 4 percent and the rate charged.

The Office de Credit Agricole du Quebec also offers short-term loans to
producers of all agricultural products.

The previously described financing programs in Quebec available to
agricultural producers do not designate specific products for receipt of
funding nor establish differing terms for specified products. Producers of a
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wide range of commodities in all regions of Quebec have received benefits

~ under these programs.

ggebec Veal Producers Income Assurance Plan.--The Province of Quebec
operates the Veal Producers Income Assurance plan to assure returns to
cattlemen who market veal calves. Under the plan, cattlemen and the Province
contribute to a fund with the Provincial contribution being twice as large as
that of the cattlemen. Payments are made from the fund to the cattlemen when
a calculated cost of production is less than the market return, with the
payment being equal to the difference.

Northern Ontario livestock programs.--The Northern Ontario Livestock
Improvement and Northern Ontario Livestock Transportation Assistance Programs
were instituted under authority of sections 5 and 6 of the Agriculture and
Food Act. The Northern Ontario Livestock Improvement Program reimburses
farmers for 20 percent of the initial purchase costs of dairy cows, heifers,
beef bulls, and certain other live animals up to a maximum of Can$1l,500 per
applicant whose livestock meets certain performance standards. The Northern
Ontario Livestock Transportation Assistance Program reimburses 50 percent of
transportation costs when dairy and beef animals, and certain other animals
meeting certain performance standards are purchased. The maximum amount any
farmer may receive in a year is Can$2,000.

Ontario Farm Tax Reduction Program.--The Ontario Farm Tax Reduction

- Program (Order-in-Council No. 2264/83) provides for the rebate of 60 percent
of municipal property taxes on farmland to all eligible farmers in Ontario.
For a farm property to be eligible, annual municipal property taxes must be at
least Can$20 and the farm property must realize a gross annual production of
Can$5,000 if located in eastern or northern Ontario and Can$8,000 if located
elsewhere in the Province.

ontario Young Farmer Credit Program.--The Ontario Young-Farmer Credit
Program was instituted in 1975 under authority of section 5(a) of the
Agriculture and Food Act, a Provincial program. All young farmers in Ontario
who can demonstrate, through a production plan, that they have sufficient
experience and ability to conduct a farming operation are eligible for the
program. The borrower must be unable to obtain credit through usual lending
sources. Assistance comes in the form of lender-guaranteed loans from
chartered banks and designated credit agencies for terms of up to 10 years at
an interest rate not exceeding a so-called prime rate plus 1 percent. The
loans are guaranteed by the Ontario Treasury.

Ontario Beginning Farmer Assistance Program.--The Ontario Beginning
Farmer Assistance Program was instituted on January 1, 1983, under authority

of section 5, of the Ontario Agriculture and Food Act. The program provides a
rebate of interest charges on loans of up to Can$350,000 from approved lenders
to a maximum rebate of 5 percentage points based on the difference between the
Ontario Farm Credit Corporation rate at the time the loan is taken out and

8 percent. Assistance is available to all beginning farmers in Ontario,
defined as those who have never owned a viable farm or have never spent a
majority of their time or earned a majority of their income from. farmlng
assets over which they have had control.
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Ontario Farm Adjustment Assistance Program.--The Ontario Farm Adjustment
Assistance Program was instituted in 1982 under authority of sections 5 of the
Ontario Agriculture and Food Act. Benefits under the program include:
deferral of interest for 6 mouths; interest reduction grants of up to
S5 percentage points; reducing interest to not less than 12 percent; and
guaranteed new lines of operating credit.

Ontario Operating Loan Assistance Program.--Under the ontario Operating
Loan Assistance Program, Ontario farmers are provided with financial

assistance as well as production and financial management counseling. The
program also, under certain specified circumstances, guarantees. loans.

~ Manitoba Agricultural Credit Corporation loans and loan guarantees.-—-The
Government of Manitoba, through the Manitoba Agricultural Credit Corporation
provides loans and loan guarantees to farmers. These forms of financial
assistance are available to all agricultural producers and the terms do not
vary according to the commodity produced. Producers of a wide variety of
commodities in all regions of Manitoba have received benefits from these
programs. :

Saskatchewan Financial Assistance for Livestock and Irrigation.--Under
this program, low-interest, long-term loans, grants, and loan guarantees are
made available to farmers for the acquisition and production of livestock and
to finance irrigation of farmland. Under the grant provisions of the program,
borrowers are given conditional grants of up to Can$6,000 with Can$500 of this
amount being forgiven in each year in which the borrower remains in production.

Alberta Agricultural Development Corporation low-interest loans and loan
guarantees.—-The Alberta Agricultural Development Corporation provides
low-interest loans and loan guarantees to farming operations. The program
does not designate the producers of specific products for receipt of funding
or establish differing terms for specified products. Producers of a wide
range of commodities in all regions in Alberta have received benefits from
these programs.

British Columbia low-interest loans and loan guarantees.--Under British
Columbia's Agricultural Credit Act, low-interest loans and loan guarantees are
provided to eligible farmers by the British Columbia Ministry of Agriculture
and Food. The program does not designate the producers of specific products
for receipt of funding or establish different terms for different products.

British Columbia Partial Interest Reimbursement.--This program operates
to reimburse farmers in British Columbia for part of the interest they pay on
loans. It does not designate the producers of specific products for the
receipt of interest reimbursements or establish differing terms for specific
products. Producers of a wide range of commodities in all regions in British
Colombia have received benefits from the two aforementioned programs.

New Brunswick loan puarantees and grants under the Livestock Incentives
Program.--This program assists livestock producers by providing free loan
guarantees to farmers purchasing feeder animals or animals for breeding
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‘purposes. In addition, at the end of 3 years, farmers having loans for
animals for breeding purposes are eligible for grants equal to 20 percent of
the principal amount. if, by that time, the farmer has successfully implemented
a farm improvement plan submitted when the loan was received.

New Brunswick financing provided under the Farm Adjustment. Act of
1980.--Under the authority of the New Brunswick Farm Adjustment Act of 1980, a
Farm Adjustment Board was established primarily to make loans and loan
guarantees for farming operations. The Board also operates a land
lease-purchase program. Programs.under the Farm Adjustment Act of 1980 have
been available to, and have been received by, all sectors of agriculture in
New Brunswick.

Prince Edward Island Lending Authority long-—- and short-term loans.--The
Prince Edward Island Lending Authority provides long and short-term
agricultural loans for operating credit, livestock, capital equipment and farm
land purchases, recapitalization of debt, and land improvement. 1In addition,
the Authority provides loans to fisheries, tourism, and small businesses. The
program does not designate specific recipients of funding or establish
differing terms for specified businesses. A wide range of industries in all
regions of Prince Edward Island have benefited from these programs.

Nova Scotia Farm Loan Board Programs.--The Nova Scotia Farm Loan Board
administers a variety of programs to assist entry into agriculture and to help
farmers acquire and develop farms. The programs include low-interest loans,
interest subsidies, interest forgiveness, and subsidized land leasing and
purchase agreements. The programs do not designate specific products for
receipt of funding or establish differing terms for specified products. A
wide range of commodities in all regions of Nova Scotia have received benefits
from these programs.

Nova Scotia Beef Cow-Calf Support Program.--The Nova Scotia Department of
Agriculture and Marketing provides grants of Can$40 annually for each beef cow
2 years of age or over to a maximum of 100 cows per participant. The purpose
of the program is to increase the production of beef cattle in Nova Scotia and
provide more stable economic conditions to the beef-cow sector. Provincial
government officials estimate that expenditures under the program amounted to

annually about Can$650,000 during 1985, and 1986, the 2 years that the program
has been in effect.

Newfoundland Farm Development Loan Act.--Farmers are eligible for loans
at preferential interest rates from the Farm Development Loan Board. The
Board was established under authority of the Farm Loan Act of 1953 to help new
farmers establish productive farms, to assist established farmers in expanding
or modernizing their farms, and to help those involved in part-time farming
operations. Interest rates on Farm Development loans are set at 3 percent
below a so-called prime rate. The loans are available to and have been
received by all sectors of agriculture in Newfoundland.
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CONDITIONS OF COMPETITION
Product Pricing

Cattlemen, unlike businessmen in many other operations, are faced with
the difficult task of beginning to produce a product that may not be fully™’
ready for sale for many months hence. This puts cattlemen in the precarious
position of producing a product that, even if produced efficiently, may not
bring a profit when it is ready for sale and, at the same time, tieing up
capital for an extended period. The risk involved is réduced when the length
of time from purchase to sale is reduced, which, on a feedlot can -be as long
as 12 months or as short as a few weeks. . The leading market force on cattle
sales of feeder or fed animals, be they auction sales or direct sales, is the
expected wholesale-market price of the beef and beef byproducts obtained
from an individual animal.

Beef Prices

Commercial meat-processing companies purchase a wide range of products
from slaughter houses. However, the price of boneless manufacturing beef
(vhich is directly manufactured into products such as sausages and ground
beef) 1is widely recognized as an accurate indicator of prices received for
most other cuts of beef.

Boneless manufacturing beef may be purchased for grinding into ground
beef on either a fresh or frozen basis, and on the share of lean meat
contained in the purchased product. For the purposes of this study, prices
were compared for U.S. and Canadian 50 CL (chemical lean) and 85 CL frozen
boneless manufacturing beef (fbmb). All prices are delivered Chicago. 1/

Prices for 50 CL fbmb from U.S. sources, delivered Chicago, trended
downward from 54.3 cents per pound in 1983 to 48.8 cents per pound in 1986,
and then' increased to 53.0 cents per pound during January-March 1987,
declining 2 percent overall (table E-59). Prices for the comparable Canadian -
product rose 2 percent during the same period, from 54.0 cents per pound in
1983 to 55.3 cents per pound during January-March 1987, but generally followed
a similar trend as the U.S. product--reaching a high for the 1983-86 period in
1984, followed in 1985 by the low for the period, and rising during the first
quarter of 1987. .

An analysis of prices on a quarterly basis shows that, with
"exceptions--in 1985 and 1986 of thé January-March 1983-January-March 1987
period--prices for 50 CL fbmb peak in the warmer months when demand for ground
beef is greatest (fig. 16). As indicated in table E-60, the Canadian product
was purchased delivered Chicago at a premium-to the U.S. product in-13 of
17 quarters during January-March 1983-January-March-1987. The largest premium

1/ U.S. prices for 50 CL are converted f.o.b. Midwest" River Points to
delivered Chicago. ‘
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paid for the Canadian product was 4.4 cents per pound during the first quarter
of 1985, and the largest premium paid for the U.S. product was 3.4 cents per
pound, during the first quarter of 1983. During the January-March 1983-
January-March 1987 period, the average premium paid for the Canadian product
was 1.1 cent per pound.

Imports from Canada of 50 CL fbmb are dutiable at the rate of 2 cents per
pound under TSUS fitem 106.10. Considering this, Canadian producers of the
product actually received 0.9 cent per pound less for the product than their
U.S. counterparts--assuming the Canadian interest pays the duty and does not
receive a duty drawback. Canadian producers argue 1/ that "if bids were even
as between potential U.S. and Canadian buyers, a Canadian packer would sell
domestically. This is so because a premium is needed to sell to the United
States to cover border brokerage and rejection risk. A higher price is
obtained by the Canadian cut in the U.S. market because it fits in a
particular niche for freshness, quality or service. Less differentiation is
possible in the case of boneless beef. Therefore the premium is less."

Prices for 85 CL fbmb, from U.S. sources, delivered Chicago, fell from
104.3 cents per pound In 1983 to 91.9 cents per pound in 1986, and then rose
to 100.9 cents per pound during January-March 1987, declining .3 percent during
the period (table E-59). Prices for the comparable Canadian product closely
tracked those of the U.S. product, falling 5 percent during the period. As
with 50 CL, 85 CL has historically been in greatest demand during the warmer
months. However, as seen in figure 17, this scenario appeared only during
1983 and 1986. For both the U.S. and Canadian products, the overall decline
in prices was due in part to an increase in supply (an increase in the U.S.
cattle slaughter). As indicated in table E-60, the Canadian product was
. purchased delivered Chicago at a premium to the U.S. product in 12 of 17
quarters (virtually the same share, although some different quarters, as for
50 CL fbmb) during the January-March 1983-January-March 1987 period. The
largest premium paid for the Canadian product was 6.6 cents per pound, during
the fourth quarter of 1986, while the largest premium paid for the U.S.
product during a quarter was 2.4 cents per pound during the first quarter of
1983. During 1983-86, the average premium paid for the Canadian product was
1.4 cents per pound. Considering the duty paid on the Canadian product of
2 cents per pound, Canadian producers of the product actually received
0.6 cent per pound less than their U.S. counterparts--assuming the Canadian
Interest pays the duty and does not receive a duty drawback. As with CL 50

1/ Prehearing submission by the CMC, Mar. 2, 1987, p. 8.
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fbmb, Canadian producers argue 1/ that they must receive a premium for their
product if it is to be sold to the United Scates to .cover: border brokerage
and rejection risk. ' R ;

)

Cattle Prices

In both the United States and Canada, cattle are sold either through
direct sales or auction sales . Direct-sales prices are not available
however, auction prices are widely published, readily availabie, and ;
reportedly accurately reflect pricing trends for direct sales. ) =

' Comparative U.S. and Canadian prices were analyzed for four different
types of cattle: 1) Feeder cattle, 2) slaughter cattle, 3) cull cattle, and
4) veal calves. : | :

" Prices received at auction for most of the aforementioned types of cattle
in both the United States and Canada declined during 1980-86 and then rose in
the first quarter of 1987 (table E-61) with prices in Canada generally
declining to a greater extent than in the United States. During 1983 through
January-March 1987, annual average prices in the United States and Canada,
fell 9 percent and 11 percent, respectively, for slaughter cattle; prices fell
5 percent and 11 percent, respectively, for cull cattle; and prices declined
12 percent and 15 percent, respectively, for veal calves. During the same
period, prices for feeder cattle declined 7 percent in the United States but
rose 2 percent in Canada.

Feeder cattle.--Average prices received at auction for feeder cattle in
both the United States and Canada declined significantly during 1980-85/86,
and then rose through January-March 1987. In the United States, feeder cattle
brought $56.99 per hundred weight (cwt) during the second quarter of 1986,
down 27 percent from the $78.39 per cwt received during the first quarter of
1980 (table E- -62). Prices in Canada closely tracked those in the United
States (fig. 18), .declining from $78.09 per cwt during the first quarter of
1980 to $57.97 per cwt in the third quarter of 1985, a decline of 26 percent.
Feeder cattle prices in the United States rose 19 percent from the low during
the second quarter of 1986 to the first quarter of 1987, resulting in an
overall decline in prices of 14 percent from the first quarter of 1980~ through'
the first quarter of 1987. Prices in Canada rose 26 percent from their:low
during the third quarter of 1985 to - the first quarter of 1987, resulting in an
overall decline of 6 percent from the - first quarter of 1980 through the first
quarter of 1987. Although U.S. cattlemen were paid more for their feeder
cattle than Canadian cattlemen in 17 out of 29 quarters during 1980-85," they
received, on average, only $.22 per cwt more than the Canadians. This differ-
ence is negated by the fact that U.S. imports of such cattle (weighing bétween
600 and 700 pounds) would have a duty added of $1.00 per.cwt. . Also, Canadian
cattlemen received a premium during all of 1986 and the first quarter ‘of 1987.

L

1/ Prehearing submission by the CMC, Mar. 2, 1987, p. 8.
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As seen in table E-62, Canadian quarterly feeder cattle prices showed
less fluctuation than U.S. prices during most quarters from 1980 to
January-March 1987.

Slaughter cattle.--During the first quarter of 1980 through the first
quarter of 1987, average auction prices for U.S. slaughter cattle rose from a
low of $65.73 per cwt during the second quarter of 1980 to a high of $71.42
per cwt during the second quarter of 1982. They then declined to a low for
the period of $52.89 per cwt during the third quarter of 1985 but rose to
$61.77 per cwt during the first quarter of 1987. Subsequently they declined 8
percent from the first quarter of 1980 through the first quarter of 1987
(table E-63). The increase in prices from 1985 to 1987 was primarily the
result of declining supplies of domestic slaughter cattle.

During 27 of 29 quarters under review, the price received by U.S. :
cattlemen for slaughter cattle exceeded the price received by their Canadian
counterparts (table E-63). - The average premium paid to U.S. cattlemen was:
$3.12 per cwt; however, the range was from $1.60 per cwt premium to Canadian
cattlemen during the fourth quarter of 1980 to $7.96 per cwt during the first
quarter of 1982. The average premium of $3.12 during the period is misleading
because U.S. slaughter cattle have a higher fat content than Canadian
slaughter cattle, thereby requiring more feed and higher input costs. Also,
as indicated in table E-63, in most quarters there was less range in U.S.
prices than in Canadian prices.

Prices for Canadian slaughter cattle trended downward in a manner similar
to prices for U.S. slaughter cattle (fig. 19). Canadian prices declined
11 percent overall, from $66.53 per cwt during the first quarter of 1980 to
$59.02 per cwt during the first quarter of 1987. As in the United States,
prices rose during 1986 and the first quarter of 1987.

In 1985, the Prairie Provinces in Canada and the many Western States
experienced a severe drought, which drove up feed prices. The drought, caused
operators to sell off slaughter cattle during the early part of the year,
causing prices to fall off sharply. Then, prices rose sharply in the second
half of the year in response to the lack of adequate supplies of slaughter
cattle, caused by the early culling.

Cull cattle.--Average prices received at auction for cull cattle in both
the United States and Canada declined significantly from 1980 to 1986
(table E-64). In the United States, cull cattle prices fell from $48.31 per
cwt in the first quarter of 1980 to a low of $32.33 per cwt during the fourth
quarter of 1985, declining 33 percent, before recovering to $42.61 in the
first quarter of 1987, The first quarter 1987 price was 32 percent higher
than the low in the fourth quarter of 1985 but still 12 percent lower than
that in the first quarter of 1980.  Prices in Canada mirrored those in the
United States (fig. 20), declining 30 percent, from $47.96 per cwt to §33.55
per cwt from the first quarter of 1980 to the fourth quarter of 1985 before
recovering to $40.89 in the first quarter of 1987. U.S. cattlemen received,
on average, $1.36 per cwt more for their cull cattle than Canadian cattlemen
(U.S. cattlemen received a premium compared with Canadian cattlemen in 14 out
of the 29 quarters under review). The average premium received by U.S.
cattlemen of §1.36 per cwt was, to a large extent, offset by the fact that
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Slaughter cattle: Comparative U.S. and Canadian auction prices, by quarters, January 1980-
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Figure 20

Cull cattle: CompafatiYe U.S. and Canadian auction prices,ibi quarters, January

March 1987 .
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- imports of cull cattle are subject to a duty of $1.00 per cwt. As indicated

in figure 20, cull cattle prices in both countries rose during the warmer
months (often during the second quarter), in response to increased demand
during those months for manufacturing beef (most of which is manufactured into
ground beef). As indicated in table E-64, the range of prices was noticably
less in the United States than in Canada. This is believed to be the result
of greater variation in animals in Canada for the selected locations than in_
the United States. ' ‘

Veal calves.--During 1980-86, veal-calf average prices, at auction,
declined in both the United States and Canada. Prices in the United States
fell from $89.16 per cwt in the first quarter of 1980 to a low of $64.80 per
cwt in the fourth quarter of 1985, a decline of 27 percent before recovering
to $74.87 in the first quarter of 1987 (table E-65). The first quarter 1987
prices were 16 percent higher than the low in the fourth quarter of 1985 but
still 16 percent lower than the first quarter of 1980. Average quarterly’
prices in Canada, although less volatile than in the United States, followed a
similar course (fig. 21), declining 31 percent, from $93.67 per cwt in the
first quarter of 1980 to $64.52 per cwt in the third quarter of 1985 before
recovering to $74.91 in the first quarter of 1987. During the period, U.S.
cattlemen received, on average $3.45 per cwt more than Canadian cattlemen for
their veal calves. U.S. veal-calf producers received more per cwt than

'~ Canadian producers during 20 of the 29 quarters during the period. Takiné

into account the duty on veal calves equal to $1.00 per cwt, Canadian veal
calves could, on average, be purchased and imported into the United States
$§2.45 per cwt cheaper than a U.S. veal calf would cost at auction.

4

Price Impacts of Canadian Imports

Live cattle can be viewed as an intermediate input whose demand is derived
from the consumer demand for beef and veal. To the extent that substitution
between live cattle and other inputs (e.g., feed and labor) is fairly limited
in producing beef and veal, as an approximation one can take the price
elasticity of demand for live cattle to be equal to the percentage of cost of
producing beef attributed to the cost of live cattle, multiplied by the price
elasticity of demand for beef and veal at the retail level. 1/ Recent studies
(by Haidacher et al., and by Huang) at the U.S. Department of Agriculture 2/
suggest that the price elasticity of demand for beef and veal at the retail
level is between -0.6 and -0.7. This would suggest a (total market) price
elasticity of demand for live cattle of about -0.5. However, the demand for
imported live cattle from Canada is certainly far more price elastic than
this, as a result of the possibility of switching between U.S. and foreign
suppliers (and from one foreign supplier to another) of live cattle, and the
substitutability between imported live cattle and imported beef. '

1/ This assumes that the elasticity of supply of other inputs (e.g., feed and
labor) is very high. See G. Stigler, The Theory of Price, 3rd. ed. 1966, p.
346. ’

2/ Richard C. Haidacher, et al., "Consumer Demand for Red Meats, Poultry and
Fish,” U.S. Department of Agriculture, September 1982; Kus S. Huang, "U.S.
Demand for Food: A Complete System of Price and Income Effects," U.S.
Department of Agriculture, December 1985.
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Veal calves:
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As an example, if imported and U.S. live cattle are perfect substitutes,
the elasticity of import demand with respect to changes in the import (= the
domestic). price is..the sum of the (absolute wvalue of the) total market price
elasticity of demand and the price elasticity of supply facing domestic
suppliers, divided by the import share. 1/ Richardson and Mutti estimate (for
all livestock and livestock products) the price elasticity of domestic supply
to be 0.4; 2/ this figure along with an overall import share of say, 3 percent
and a total market price elasticity of demand equal to -0.5, would imply the
price elasticity of demand for all imports to be -30 (demand for Canadian
imports would be still more elastic). If Canadian cattle are not perfect
substitutes for the U.S. product, the import demand elastlclty would be
somewhat lower. :

The effect of supply incentives in Canada on prices in the United States
for Canadian live cattle would be small if, as suggested above, U.S. demand
for Canadian cattle was highly price-elastic.

It is important to separate any effects of increased imports on domestic
prices from price.effects due to. shifts in the demand for beef; these latter
shifts would be due to changes in relative prices of other sources of protein,
as well as changes in consumer tastes resulting from health concerns with
calorie, fat and cholesterol intake. A recent study of the U.S. Pacific
Northwest beef industry by Johnson and Folwell (of Washington State
University) 3/ estimated that a 10-percent increase in beef and veal imports,

‘holding demand for beef constant, would lead to a l-percent reduction in U.S.

live cattle prices. By way of comparison, per capita consumption of beef and
veal declined by almost 18 percent between 1977 and 1980 (as reported in
Haidacher et _al.); this change likely was caused both by a large increase in
beef prices relative to poultry 4/ and by declining demand for beef for
perceived health-related factors. If demand declined by 15 percent, the
domestic price elasticity of supply was equal to 0.4, and the price elasticity
of demand equaled -0.5, a price reduction of almost 17 percent would have
resulted. C B

1/ S. Magee, "The Welfare Effects of Restrictions on U.S. Imports," Brookings
Papers on Economic Activity, 1972(3) pp. 664, 666., .

2/ J. David Richardson and John Mutti, in Studies in International
Environmental Economics (Ingo Walter, ed., Wiley, 1976).

3/ C. W. Johnson and R.J. Folwell, "Econometric Model of the PNW Beef
Industry,” Research Bulletin XB 0972 Agrlculture Research Center, Washington'
State Univ., 1986. _

4/ The estlmate by Huang of the cross- elast1c1ty of demand for beef and veal
with respect to the price of chicken of 0.06, combined with the 24 percent
decline between 1977 and 1980 in the price of chicken relative to beef
(reported in Haidacher et al.) would have led to a 1 4 percent decline in beef
consumption (other factors constant)
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While total demand for beef, and for live cattle, is likely to be
relatively unresponsive to price, the above calculations suggest that
purchases of live cattle from Canada will be highly responsive to selling -
prices there. Given this, the price effects of changes in the supply of
Canadian cattle aimed at the U.S. market should be small, and of less
importance than broader movements in the U.S. demand for beef.

In the posthearing submission of the CCA, data were presented concerning
price elasticity of demand for beef and "cross-price" elasticities of demand.
These elasticities 1/ say, for example, that a 10 percent rise in beef prices
~will reduce beef consumption by 8.5 percent. A 10 percent increase in pork
price will increase beef consumption by 0.6 percent and a 10 percent increase
in chicken meat prices will increase beef consumption by 0.3 percent. The
Canadian data are consistent with such data concerning the U.S. market,
reflecting the close comparability in the markets, in the two countries.

Expenses for cattle-feeding operations

Comparable data for U.S. and Canadian feedlot operations indicate that
for similar regions (U.S. Great Plains versus Canada West and U.S. Corn Belt
versus Canada East) total expenses were generally higher in the United States
.than in Canada (table E-66). 2/ Feedlot expenses in both the United States
_and Canada declined during 1980-86.

. Expenses for Canada East and Canada West are derived from Canadian
‘Cattlemen’s Association, (CCA) CANFAX TRENDS DATA. .Expenses for Canada West
include: cost of yearling steer, 650 pounds in; feed costs; transportation to
feedlot; veterinary and medicine; interest; overhead; death loss;

' transportation to market (no charge as most sales are f.o.b. feedlot);

marketing charges; and adjustment to interest.. Expenses for Canada East are
for yearling steers, 700 pounds in, and include all items previously listed
for Canada West plus a feed- cost adjustment.

Expenses for all four regions (Great Plains, Corn Belt, Canada East, and
Canada West) include expenses for items that may or may not have been incurred
by individual operators. Total expenses in all four regions do not

.1/ Reported in "Consumer Demand for Major Foods in Canada", Agriculture
Canada, Economics Branch, Publication No. 76/2.

2/ Expenses for Great Plains custom cattle feeding and Corn Belt cattle
feeding from U.S.D.A. Economics Research Service, Livestock and Poultry
Outlook and Situation Report. Expenses for Great Plains include: Purchase of
600 pound feeder steer, transportation to feedlot (300 miles), commission,
feed costs, feed handling and management charge, veterinary and medicine,
interest on cattle and feed cost, death loss, marketing (no charge as most
sales area f.o.b. feedlot). Expenses for Corn Belt include: purchase of 600
pound steer; transportation to the feedlot; labor; feed costs; management;
veterinary and medicine; interest on purchase; expenses for power, equipment,
fuel, shelter, and depreciation, marketing; and miscellaneous and indirect
costs.
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necessarily coincide with experiences of individual operators. The Commission
staff, following conversations with U.S. and Canadian Government officials,
believes that many management and overhead expenses for all four regions are
typically not out-of-pocket expenses, but rather represent constructed costs.

Feedlot expenses in the Great Plains States (based on final sales weight
of 1056 pounds and net weight gain of 456 pounds) declined from a high of
$78.69 per cwt in the second quarter of 1981 to a low of $58.93 per cwt in the
fourth quarter of 1986, or by 25 percent (table E-67). ‘Comparable data for
Canada West show that feedlot expenses (based on final sales weight of 1050
pounds and net weight gain of 400 pounds) in that region declined from §$74.06
per cwt in the first quarter of 1980 to $54.42 per cwt in the third quarter of
1986, or by 27 percent. Throughout the period January-March 1980 through
January-March 1987, feedlot expenses averaged $7.91 per cwt higher in the
Great Plains States than in Canada West. Part of this apparent difference is
explained by the fact that the data represent an average 456 pound gain in the
United States and a 400 pound gain in Canada. As shown in figure 22, total
expense in both the Great Plains and Canada West generally tracked each other
closely, with the exception of the aforementioned apparent advantage of
$7.91 per cwt in Canada.

Feedlot expenses in the Corn Belt (based on final sales weight of 1050
pounds and net weight gain of 450. pounds) trended downward from $73.29 per cwt
during January-March 1980 to $59.54 per cwt during January-March 1987, or by
19 percent (table E-67). Comparable expenses for Canada East (based on final
sales weight of 1150 pounds and net weight gain of 450 pounds) declined from
$85.06 per cwt during January-March 1980 to a low of $56.33 per cwt during
October-December 1986 before rising during January-March 1987 to $61.18 per
cwt, representing a decline of 28 percent. As shown in figure 23, expenses in
both regions generally closely tracked each other. Throughout the period,
expenses in East Canada averaged $1.31 per cwt less than in the Corn Belt,
however; at times, expenses in Canada East were higher than those in the Corn
Belt.

Operating margins for cattle-feeding operations-

In order to quantify the net profit margins in the United States and
Canada, the previously mentioned data on expenses for feedlot operators were
applied against selling prices for applicable animals, resulting in net profit
margins. 1/ ‘

1/ The net margins represent only what net margins (selling price minus
expenses) would be if an operation were to incur the same expenses and receive
the same selling prices as reported in the source documents.

Expenses for all four regions (Great Plains, Corn Belt, Canada East, and
Canada West) include expenses for items that may or may not have beén incurred
by individual operators. Total expenses in all four regions do not
necessarily coincide with experiences of individual operators. The Commission
staff, following conversations with U.S. and Canadian Government officials,
believes that many management and overhead expenses for all four regions are
typically not out-of-pocket expenses, but rather represent constructed costs.
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Figure 22
Cattle feeding operations:

Total expenses of operations in the Great Plains States
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Figure 23
Cattle feeding operations:

Total expenses of operations
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According to data published by the USDA and supplied by the CCA, during
1980-86 feedlot operations in the United States had average annual negative
net margins (losses) per animal 1in every year, while operations in Canada had
losses In most years (table E-68).

Great Plains and Canada West operations.--In each-year during 1980-86, it
was reportedly unprofitable to produce fed cattle in both the Great Plains and
Canada West. For Great Plains custom cattle-feeding operations, negative net
margins were experienced in 24 of the 28 quarters during 1980-86, with an
average loss of $4.90 per cwt (table E-69). In Canada West, losses were

_reported in 20 of the 28 quarters, with an:average loss of $1.55 per cwt. In
comparing the figures on net margins, it is important to understand that both
the U.S. and Canadian figures-represent unweighted averages (based on weighted
averages of selling prices), whereas operators have some leeway in both buying

. and selling that may help them to operate at levels above the stated net
.margins. As seen in figure 24, net margins in the Great Plains and Canada
" West closely tracked each other

¥

Corn Belt and Canada East operations.--A comparison between

. cattle-feeding operations in the Corn Belt and Canada East shows that during
most quarters, such operations.yielded negative net margins. As with

~operations in the Great Plains States and Canada West, the operations herein
considered have some leeway in both buying -and selling cattle, which may
enable them to operate at levels above the stated data. In the Corn Belt,
operators were faced with negative net margins (losses) during 25 of the 28
quarters, averaging a loss .of §5.22 per. cwt during 1980-86, and in Canada East
operators were faced with losses during 17 of the 28 quarters, averaging a
loss of :2.19 per cwt per quarter. Net margins for cattle-feeding operations
in both -Canada East and the Corn Belt closely tracked each other during -
1980-83; however, during 1984-86, the Canadian operators were more likely to
have positive net margins than their U.s. counterparts (fig. 25).

Excheoge‘Retes“ :

Quarterly exchange-rate data reported by the International Monetary .Fund
indicate that during the period January 1980 through December 1986, the
nominal value of the Canadian ‘dollar depreciated relative to its U. .S.
counterpart in 20 out of 27 ‘quarters by an overall 15.9 percent :

(table E-70). 1/ Table E-71 shows the annual exchange rates used, to calculate
the value of Canadian imports and exports. In response to the higher level of
inflation in Canada compared with that -in the United States over the
27-quarter period from January 1980 through September 1986, the real value of
the Canadian currency depreciated by only 2.2 percent relative to the U.S.
“dollar--significantly less than the apparent depreciation of 15.9 percent
‘represented by the change in the nominal exchange rate. Figure 26 graphically
depicts the apparent depreciation compared with real depreciation, during

Y

'1/ International Monetary Fund, International Financial Statistics.
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Cattle feeding operations: Net margins of operations in the Great Plains States and
Canada West, by quarters, January 1980-December 1986 '

| S I BN NS AR RNCHA SPY RENR) RN RN ANRN RENEN NN R RN NN EEN RN AR ) N SR D M B

1980 1981 1982 1983 1984 1985 - 1986

By Quarter - ‘

Great Plains Cottle =~ +  Canada West Cattle

Source: Compiled from data presented in table 69.

791



U.S. dollars per hundred—weight

Figure 25

Cattle feeding operations: Net margins of operations in the Corn Belt States and
Canada East, by quarters, January 1980-December 1986
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Figure 26.——Exchange rates: Indexes of nominal and real éxchangg rates between U.S. and
Canadian dollars, by quarter, January-March 1980 through July-~September 1986
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Meatpacking and Processing

Studies by the USDA, several land-grant colleges, and the Iowa Department
‘of Economic Development support the contention that large-volume
cattle-slaughtering plants (including those that slaughter 500,000 or more
animals per year) tend to have competitive advantages over plants that )
slaughter fewer animals. Testimony by members of the CCA at the Commission’s
public. hearing on the investigation 1/ and the written submission by the CMC 2/
:also support this contention. The competitive advantages include scale
economies associated with volume purchases of inputs (including live cattle
and supplies -and equipment), greater possibilities for labor specialization
- and maximum utilization of plant and equipment - :

Also, large-volume plants quickly collect economically viable amounts of
byproducts (such as hides and organs) and thus can send shipments to market
with little delay; conversely, small-volume plants must collect byproducts for
long periods of time to have economically viable amounts, or may not be able
to collect economically viable amounts at all because some byproducts are
perishable. As discussed in the section of this report entitled. "Industry
Concentration" and as shown in table E-6, large-volume plants accounted for an
increasing share of U.S. cattle slaughter during 1982-86. k

- Officials of the CMC report that Canadian cattle- slaughtering plants tend
to be smaller volume plants than U.S. plants Canadian cattle slaughter in 83
Federally inspected slaughtering plants in Canada averaged about 3.3 million
animals annually during 1982-86, about 9 percent to 10 percent as large as
those in the United States. Officials of the CMC report that no .Canadian
-cattle-slaughteéring plant slaughters anywhere near 500,000 animals annually.
In its post-hearing submission, the CMC reported that the largest volume
Canadian cattle-slaughtering plant processed 260,000 animals annually.  The
CMC also reported that "obviously the efficlencies of the larger U.S. plants
affects the price they are able to pay for live cattle. from both the United
States and Canada "3/

Labor wage rates for packinghouse workers in Canada appear to be higher
than such rates in the United States. In commenting on such rates, the CMC.
reported :

"The I.T.C. has expressed interest in the cattle and beef trade with
Washington State. Wages in beef slaughter plants in the state are below
those paid in Alberta. One major Washington slaughterer is currently
paying between approximately $9.50 and $10.50 (C$) compared to an average
of just over $12.00 per hour at most Alberta plants. Furthermore, the
total benefit package cost is greater in Canada. In the U.S., fewer
benefits are provided, but the cost of individual benefits is greater." 4/

1/ Transcripts of hearing at p. 206.

2/ Submission to the U.S. International Trade Commission, Respecting Conditions
of Competition Between U.S. and Canadian Cattle and Beef Industries, p.p. 3-5.
3/ Posthearing submission of the CMC, p. 2.

4/ Submission to the U.S. International Trade Commission, Respecting Conditions
of Competition Between U.S. and Canadian Cattle and Beef Industries, p. 4.
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Level of Technology

The variation in the level of technology employed by different cattlemen,
meatpackers, and processors in the United States and Canada probably exceeds
the variation in the level of technology employed in the two countries in
general. Both the United States and Canada have producers who employ the most
recent technological developments available and both countries have producers
who have been slower to employ new technology. Especially with cattlemen who
may have achieved near self-sufficiency on their farms and ranches and who'
have no debt, it is possible to operate at apparently acceptable rates of
return with rather low levels of technology. In general there is a free flow
of technical knowledge between the United States and Canada through government
and private scientific and research publications and popular trade journals
and magazines. Also, information is exchanged informally among producers at
conventions and trade shows.

Companies that sell supplies and equipment, including products such as
feed additives and medicines, are generally eager to offer their products in
both the United States and Canada. Indeed many such companies operate
internationally. ' : '

With respect to the live animals that constitute the‘genétic make-up of
the herds in both countries, there also tends to be, in general, close
comparability. Although there are some health and sanitary restrictioms, it
is generally reasonably easy to transport animals for breeding between the
two countries, contributing to a general homogeneity between the national
herds. Technology, including recent technological advances, also contributes
to movement of genetic material between the two countries. Transportation of
~bull semen for artificial insemination, (discussed in the section of this
report entitled "U.S. Industry") has made it possible to incorporate genetic
material from bulls in either country into the national herds of the other
country, without transporting the animal itself. Recent developments in
embryo transplants provide similar possibilities for transporting genetic
material from superior females. Indeed, it is possible to transport a dozen
or more embryos internationally in a container no larger than a thermos
bottle. At the Commission’s hearing on the investigation, the Washington
Cattlemen’s Association, Inc., indicated that U.S. and Canadian cattle and
beef are losely comparable. 1/ - g

Transportation

In a posthearing submission, 2/ the CCA reported that per-loaded-mile
transportation rates for shipping live cattle by truck (which range from
‘Can$2.60 to Can$2.90 per loaded mile--equal to about US$1.95 to US$2.20 with
exchange rate in effect as of May 1987) are the same for shipments within
Canada and to the United States. The submission also indicated that shipments

1/ Testimony of Mr. Don McClure, transcript of hearing at p. 18.
2/ "Comparative Transportation Cost Data on Beef and Live Cattle", CCA,
Apr. 28, 1987. ' ’ :
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of live cattle from major shipping points in Alberta Province to major
destinations in Ontario and Quebec (more than 2,000 miles away) were typically
nearly 2 1/2 to 3 1/2 times farther away than Ellensburg, Washington (640 miles
away), and Ogden, Utah (886 miles away). The Canadian rates are higher than
rates in the United States as reported by several witnesses at the public
hearing: such U.S. rates ranged from US$1.60 to US$1.80 per loaded mile. The
higher Canadian rates reflect higher gasoline and diesel fuel costs in Canada.
Also, officials of Agriculture Canada contend that Canadian Government regula-
tions prohibit backhauls, contributing to higher transportation costs in
Canada.

The CCA submission also showed that the cost of shipping beef by truck
from Calgary, Alberta, to Montreal, Quebec (Can$10.50 per cwt equal to about
US$7.85 per cwt with exchange rates in effect as of May 1987), was about twice
as much as shipping beef from Calgary to Portland, Oregon, and San Francisco,
California (Can$4.25 and Can$5.95 respectively equal to about US$3.20 and
US$4.46), and about one-third higher than shipping to Chicago (Can$7.99 equal
‘to about US$6.00. Table E-14 indicates that primarily feeder cattle move West
to East in Canada and the North/South movement between the U.S. and Canada
consists of mainly fed and slaughter cattle (tables E21 and E27).

Movements of cattle are affected by freight rates and costs, regional
market conditions and cattle prices. The buying radius of packing plants
depends in part on concentrations of cattle operations and types of cattle
slaughtered, plant size, transportation costs and cattle prices. Testimony
indicated that an Oklahoma packing plant in a concentrated fed cattle area has
a buying radius of 125 miles compared to a buying radius of 600-700 miles of a
" plant in southeastern Washington. 1/ Transportation rates are based on loaded
mile which refers to a U.S. Highway Department weight restriction of about
52,000 pounds per loaded cattle truck. 2/ For example, at U.S. rates of
US$1.60 to $1.80 per loaded mile, cattle. cost about $1.00 per cwt. to ship
about 290 to 325 miles. 3/ Testimony of a large feedlot operator in the State
of Washington indicating occasional sourcing of Mexican feeder catle 4/ as
well as the table in appendix G showing U.S. imports of live cattle and calves
from Canada, by destination, 1984-86 demonstrates a wide range of cattle
movement adjusting to regional market conditions and cattle price
differences.

1/ Testimony of Mark Thompson, Montana Cattle Feeders Association, transcript
of hearing at p. 145. :
2/ Testimony of Walter Johnson, a Montana cattle producer transcrlpt of
hearing at p. 132.

3/ Cost/mile times distance equals total transport costs; total costs divided
by cattle weight equals cost per cwt. :

4/ Testimony of Jack Para, a Washington feedlot operator, transcript of
hearing at p. 63.
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| STEVEN D SYMMS IDANO PRYOR, ARSAN:

| CHARLES COMMITTEE ON FINANCE

Wasuncron, OC 20510

October 16, 1986

Honorable Susan Liebeler
Chairman

International Trade Commission
701 E Street, N.W.

Washington, D.C. 20436

Dear Madam Chairman:

The Committee on Finance hereby requests, under Section
332 of the Tariff Act of 1930, that the Commission conduct
an investigation of the competitlve conditions in the cattle
and beef industries of the United States and Canada. The
study should concentrate on the competitive position of
Canadian live cattle and beef in the United States markets.
, The study should also review the magnitude of Canadian imports
f in relation to imports from other major sources, such as live
‘ cattle from Mexico and beef from Australia and New Zealand.

Specifically," the Commlssion s study should -to the
extent possible: - -

1. Descrlbe the United States and Canadian industries,
including elements such as number of producers,
industry concentration, and geographic distribution.

2. Describe the United States and Canadian markets in
terms of .consumption levels and trends, production
cycles, and both import and export levels and trends.

3. Describe in detail the trade in cattle between the
United States and Canada, including a discussion of
how variations in the levels of exports correlate
with changes in exchange rates. To the extent
possible, the Commission should assess the regional
impact of imports by determlnlng their geographic
concentration.



153 -

Hon. Susan Liebeler
October 16, 1986

page two

4.

Describe the effect on trade in live cattle of:
tariffs, quotas, voluntary restraint agreements,
countervalllng and antidumping duties, and health
and sanitary regulations, including regulatlons with
respect to Bluetongue disease.

Identify Federal, State and Provincial government
assistance programs that are available to the cattle
grow1ng and processing industries. Such government
assistance programs may include assistance that
reduces fixed costs, that reduces varlable costs,

or that enhances revenues.

‘Discuss all other factors with a significant bearlng

on competitive conditions, lncludlng product prices
and transportation costs.

We request that the Commission follow its usual practice
of providing an opportunity for industry representatives and
other interested persons to present their views.

Finally, we request that the Commission submit its report
to the Committee on Finance no later than nine months after
receipt of this letter.

Thank you once again for your assistance.

incer

BOB PACKWOOD
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Federal Register / Vol. 51, No. 248 / Monday. December 29. 1988 / Notices

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The
purpase of this Notice is to inform the
public, pursuant to sec. 25 of the OCS -
Lands Act Amendments of 1078, that the
Minerals Management Segvice is
considering approval of the DOCD and
that it is available for public review.
Revised rules governing practices and

" procedures under which the Minerals
Management Service makes information
contained in DOCDs available to
affected States, executives of affected
local governments, and other interested
parties became effective December 13,
10879, (44 FR 53688). Those practices and
procedures are set out in revised §250.34
of Title 30 of the CFR.

Dated: December 19, 1988.
]. Rogers Pearcy,
Regionatl Director. Culf of Mexico OCS
Region.
[FR Doc. 86-29072 Filed 12-24-8& 8:45 am|
BILLING CODE 4310-MR-M

T

INTERNATIONAL TRADE
COMMISSION

{investigations Nos. 701-TA-283 and 731~
TA-384 )

Acetylsalicylic Acid (Aspirin) From
Turkey :

Determinations

On ths basis of the record ! developed
in the subject investigations, the
Commission determinés, * pursuant to
sectlion 703{a) of the Tariff Act of 1830
(19 U.S.C. 1671b(z)), that there is a
reasonable indication that an industry in
the United States is materially injured
by reason of imports from Turkey of
bulk acetylsalicylic acid, 3 provided for
in item 410.72 of the Tarill Schedules of
the United States, which are alleged to
be subsidized by the Government of
Turkey. The Commission also
determines, 3 pursuant to section 733(a}
of the Act {19 U.S.C. 1873b{a)), that there
is a reasonable indication that an
industry in the United States is

' The record is defined in § 207.2(i) of the
Commission's Rales of Practice aad Procedure (19
CFR 207.2(i}}-

2 Ch 1
Lodwick aot participaling.

? The product covered by these investigations is
acetylsalicylic acid taspirin) contsining no additives
other than inactive substances {such as starch,
lactose. ceilulose. or coloring material) and/ar

Liebaler di

“-‘f‘

aclive substances in cancentrations less than that
specifiod for particular non-prescription drug
combinations of aspirin and active substances as
published in the PHandbaook of Non-Prescription
Drugs, 8ib edition. Americaa Pharmaceoutical
Association. and is oot In Wablel, capsule. or similar
forms for direct buman consumptioa.

materially injured by reason of imports
from Turkey of bulk acetylsalicylic acid
which are alleged to be sold in the
United States at less that fair value
(LTFV).

Backgreund .

On October 31, 1886, petitions were
filed with the Commission and the
Department of Commerce by Monsanto
Co., St. Louis, MO, alleging that an
industry in the United States is
materially injured and threatened with
materials injury by reason of imports of
bulk acetylsalicylic acid from Turkey
which are subsidized by the
Government of Turkey and sold in the
United States at LTFV. Actordingly,
effective October 31, 1886, the
Commission instituted preliminary
countervailing duty investigation No.
701-TA-~283 {Preliminary) and
preliminary antidumping investigation
No. 731-TA-384 (Preliminary).

Notice of the institution of the
Commission's investigations and of a
public conference to be held in
connection therewith was given by
posting copies of the natice in the Office
of the Secretary, U.S. International
Trade Commission, Washington, DC,
and by publishing the notice in the
Federal Register of November 7, 19688 (51
FR 40524). The conference was held in
Washington, DC, on October 20, 1986,
and all persons who requested the _
opportunity were permitted to appear in
person or by counsel. .

The Commission transmitted its
determinations in these investigations lo
the Secretary of Commerce on
December 15, 1986. The views of the
Commission are contained in USITC
Publication 1926 (December 1988),

‘entitled “Certain Acetylsalicylic Acid

from Turkey: Determinations of the
Commission in Investigations Nos. 701~
TA-283 and 731-TA-384 (Preliminary)
Under the Tariff Act of 1930, Together
With the Information Obtained in the
Investigations.” '

By order of the Commission.

Issued: December 16, 1988.
Keaneth R. Mason,
Secretary.
[FR Dac. 86-28945 Filed 12-24-86 8:45 am)
BILLING CODE 7030-82-88

[332-241)

Competitive Position of Canadian Live
Cattie and Boef in U.S. Markets

AGENCY: United States International
Trade Commission.

ACTION: Institution of investigatioa.

EFFECTIVE DATE: December 15. 1086,
SUMMARY: At the request of the United
States Senate Committee on Finance,
the Commission has instituted
invesligation No. 332-241 under section
332(g) of the Tariff Act of 1930 (19 U.S.C.
1332(g)}. for the purpose of gathering and
presenting information on the
competitive position of Canadian live
cattle and beef in U.S. markets.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT.
David E. Ludwick or Thomas Westcot,
Agriculture, Figsheries, and Forest
Products Division, U.S. Intemational
Trade Commission, Washington, D.C.
20436, telephone (202) 724-1763 and 724~
0095, respectively.

Background and Scope of lavestigation

As requested by the Committee on
Finance, the Commission in its report
will seek to:

{A) Describe the United States and
Canadian industries, including elements
such as number of producers, industry
concentration, and geographic
distribution.

{B) Describe the United States and
Canadian markets in terms of -
consumption levels and trends, ,
production cycles. and both import and
export levels and trends.

(C) Describe in detail the trade in

_ cattle between the United States and

Canada, including a discussion of how
variations in the levels of exports
correlate with changes in exchange
rates. To the extent possible, the
Commission should assess the regional
impact of imports by determining their
geographic concentrajion.

(D) Describe the effect on trade in live
cattle of: Tariffs, quotas, voluntary
restraint agreements, countervailing and
antidumping duties, and health and
sanitary regulations, including
regulations with respect to Bluetongue
disease.

" {E) Identify Federal, State. and
Provincial government assistance
programs that are available to the cattle
growing and processing industries. Such
government assistance programs may
include assistance that reduces fixed
costs, that reduces variable costs, or
that enhances revenues.

(F) Discuss all other factors with a
significant bearing on competitive
conditions, including product prices and
transportation costs.

The Committee requested that the
Commission report the resulis of its
investigation no later than 8 months
after receipt of the request. or by July 17,
1987.
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Public Hearing:

The Commission will hold a hearing in
connection with the investigation at.a
time and place to be announced.

Written submissions

Interested persons are inviled to
submit written statements concerning
the investigation. Commercial or
financial information which a submitter
desires the Commission to treat as
confidential must be submitted on
separate sheets of paper, each clearly
marked “Confidential Business
Information” at the top. All submissions
requesting confidential treatment must
conform with the requirement of § 201.8
of the Commission's Rules of Practice
and Procedure (19 CFR 201.8). All
written submissions, except for
confidential business information, will
be made available for inspection by
interested persons. To be assured of
consideration by the Commission,
written statements should be received at
the earliest practicable date, but not
later than March 1, 1987, All
submissions should be addressed to the
Secretary at the Commission's office in
Washington, DC. .

Hearing-impaired persons are advised
that information on this matter can be
obtained by contacting our TDD
terminal on (202) 724-0002.

Issued: December 17, 1886.
By arder of the Commission.
Kenneth R. Mason,
Secretary. :
[FR Doc. 88-28948 Filed 12-24-68; 8:45 am|)
BULLING COOE 7020-02-M

[Investigation No. 337-TA-253)

Electrically Resistive Monocomponent
Toner; Commission Decision Not To
Review initial Determination .
Designating the investigation More
Compilicated

AGENCY: U.S. International Trade
Commission.

Acnion: Nonreview of an initial
determination (ID) declaring the
investigation more complicated and
extending the deadline for completion of
the investigation by 3 months.

suMMARY: The Commission has
determined not to review an ID (Order
No. 7) declaring the above-captioned
investigation more complicated, and
extending the deadline for completion of
- the investigation by 3 months, i.e., until
November 20, 1887.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Edwin }. Madaj, Jr., Esq., Office of the
General Counsel, U.S. International

- §-094999 ~(X)51(06)(24~DBC-86—I0:5§:57)

Trade Commissio

0148, n, telephone 202-523-

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:
authority for the Comm‘i':sion'n The
disposition of this matter is contained in
section 337 of the Tariff Act of 193¢ (19
U.S.C. 1337} and in § 210.53 of the
Commission’s Rules of Practice and
Procedure {19 CFR 210.53).

On November 19, 1638, the presldiﬁg :

administrative law judge (AL]) issued.
both an order (Order No. 6) granting
respondents Canon, Inc., and Canon,

U.S.A., Inc. leave to amend their-gnswer

to the complaint to add an additional
affirmative defense and an ID (Order
No. 7) designating the investigation -
more complicated within the meaning of
§ 210.59 of the Commission’s rules (18
CFR 210.59). All procedural deadlines
were extended for 3 months. -
Complainant Aunyx Corp. had indicated
that it reserved the right to move to for a
more complicated designation if the
motion to amend the answer was
granted, while the Commission
investigative attorney had argued that
the investigation should be declared
more complicated if leave 10 amend the
answer was granted. The ID indicated
that the basis for the more complicated
desgination was that the already -
complex antitrust issues of the
investigation had been made even more
involved by the new affirmative defense
of respondents’ rights under certain U.S.
patents. The ID also found that unless
the investigation was declared more
complicated, there would be insufficient

time for adequate discovery and proper

development of the record. = =™

The Commission received no petitions -

for review of the ID nor any comments
from other Government agencies.

Copies of the ALJ's ID and all other

" nonconfidential documents filed in .

connection with this investigation are
available for inspection during official
business hours (8:45 a.m. to 5:15 p.m.) in
the Office of the Secretary, U.S. .
International Trade Commission, 701 E
Street NW., Washington, DC 20438, -
telephone 202-523-0161. Hearing-
impaired individuals are advised that
information concerning this :
investigation can be obtained by
contacting the Commission's TDD
terminal on 202-724-0002.

By order of the Commission.

lesued: December 12, 1888, .
Kenneth R. Mason,
Secretary. . C.
[FR Doc. 86-28947 Filed 12-24-86; 8:45 am)
BALING COOE 7020-03-M '

in th

[investigation No. 731-TA-288 (Final)]

Erasable Programmabie Read Only
Memories (EPROM'S) From Japan

Determination

On the basis of the record ! developed
e subject investigation, the
Commission determines,® pusuant to
section 735(b) of the Tariff Act of 1930
(19 U.S.C. 1673d(b)), that an industry in
the United States is materially injured
by reason of imports from Japan of
erasable programmable read only
memories (EPROM's), provided for in
item 887.74 of ‘the Tariff Schedules of tha

" United States, which have been found

by the Department of Commerce to be
sold in the United States at less than fair

value (LTFV).
Background

The Commission instituted this
investigation effective March 17, 1888,
following a preliminary determination
by the Department of Commerce that
imports of EPROM's from Japan were

" being sold at LTFV within the meaning

of section 731 of the Act (19 U.S.C. 1673).
Natice of.the institution of the
Commission investigation and of a
public hearing to be held in connection
therewith was given by posting copies of
the notjce in the Office of the Secretary,
U.S. Intemational Trade Commission,
Washington, DC, and by publishing the
notice in the Federal Register of April 2,
1888 (51 FR 11358). Subsequently, the -

- Department of Commerce extended the

date of its final determination and,
. accordingly, the Commission revised its
schedule with a notice published in the
Federal Register of May 7, 1886 (51 FR
16905). : ! o

On July 30, 1988, Commerce entered

into an agreement with Japan that
suspended the investigation pursuant to
section 734 of the Act (18 U.S.C. 1673c)
(51 FR 28253, August 6, 1988).% on
August 26, 1988, however, petitioners
filed a request to continue the
investigation pursuant to section
-734(g)(2) of the Act (19 U.S.C.
1673¢(g)(2)) and. on October 30, 1888,
Commerce published a final affirmative

" determination of sales at LTFV (51 FR

39680).
Notice of the continuation of the
Commission’s final investigation and of

- a hearing to be held in connection

therewith was given by posting copies of
the notice in the Office of the Secretary

. to the Commission and by publishing the -

"The record is defined in §207.2(i} of the
Commission's Rules of Practice snd Procedurs {18
CFR 207.2(i).

‘ﬂ It 'l hal ﬁ 4,

blished ite
its

*The C P pension notic
in the Foderal Register of August 20, 1906 {61 FR
29708).
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Agriculture; the United States
Information Agency; and the
Department of State.

In the United States, the Department
of the Interior is responsible far
directing and coordinating U.S.
participation in the World Heritage
Convention. The Department
implements its responsibilities under the
- Convention in accordance with the

statutory mandate contained in Title IV
of the National Historic Preservation
Act Amendments of 1980 (Pub. L. 96-515;
16 U.S.C. 470a-1, a-2). On May 27, 1982,

the Interior Department published in the

| Federal Register the final rules which
. are used to carry out this legislative
mandate (47 FR 23392). The rules
contain further information on the .
Convention and its implementation in
tha United States.

United States World Heritage
Nominations: 1987

The interior Department, in
cooperation with the Federal
Interagency Panel for world Heritage,
has selected the {ollowing properties as
United States nominations to the World
Heritage Committee for inscription on
the Waerld Heritage List.

I. Cultural Properties

Architecture: Early United States
THE THOMAS JEFFERSON
ARCHITECTURAL '
Monticello, Charlottesville, Virginia (36°
O'N; 78° 30'W)
Thomas Jefferson, the third American
President, was a great architect who
practiced the Classic Revival style. In

Monticello, his mansion, he combined ‘- %

elements of Roman, Palladian, the 18th
century French design with features
expressing his extraordinary personal
inventiveness. Criteria: {i} A unique
artistic achievement, a masterpiece of
the creative genius; and [ii) has exerted
great influence, over a span of time and
within a cultusal area of the world, on
development in architecture.
University of Virginia; Jefferson District
Charlottesville, Virginia (38" O 78°

o'wW) o

Includes original classsoems and
peofessors’ quartecs housad i pawilions
aligned o both sides of ea elongated
terraced court, as well as the domed
Rotunda, & scaled-down version of the
Pantheon. This building was the focal
point of Thomas Jefferson's design.
Jefferson envisioned a community of
scholars living and studying in an
architecturally unified complex of
buildings. Criteria: (i) A anigue artistic
achievemant, 2 masterpiece of the
creative genius; and {ii} has exerted
- greal infinence, over a spaa of time and

within & cultural area of the world, on
developments in architecture. .
Hawaiian

PU'UHONUA O HONAUNAU

NATIONAL HISTORICAL PARK
Hawaii (19° 25'N; 155° 55'W)

This area (formerly known as City of
Refuge National Historical Park)
includes sacred ground, where
vanquished Hawaiian warriors,
noncombatants, and kapu breakers were
granted refuge from secular authority.
Prehistoric housesites, royal fishponds,
and spectacular shore scenery are
features of the park. Criteria: (iii) Bears
a unique or exceptional testimony to a
civilization which has disappeared; (iv)
an outstanding example of a type of
building or architectural ensemble
which illustrates a significant stage in
history; and (vi) directly or tangibly
associated with ideas or beliefs of
outstanding universal significance.

Dated: Pebruary 9, 1967.

P. Deniel Smith,

Deputy Assistant Secretary for Fish and
Widlife and Parks.

[FR Doc. 87-3504 Filed 2-18-87; 8:45 am)
BILLING CODE 4310-70-M

INTERNATIONAL TRADE
COMMISSION

[investigation No. 332-241)

Compotitive Posltion.of Cénadian Live
Cattlo and Beef in U.S. Markets

AGENCY: International Trade
Commission.

.AcTion: Notice of time and-placsof - - -
“publichearing.~ ~ '

EFFECTIVE OATE: jaunary 21, 1887.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
David R Lodwick (202-724-1783), Office
of Industries, U.S. International Trade
Commission, 701 E Street NW,
Washington, DC 20438. Hearing-
impaired individuals may obtain
information of this matter by contacting
the Commission’s TDD terminal on 202~
724-002

" SUPPLEMENTARY WFORMATION: On

December 15, 1888, the Commission
instituted the subject investigation and
announced that a public hearing would
be held at a time and place %o be
announced {51 FR 46842, Dec. 20, 1988).
The public bearing is scheduled to begin
at 9:30 a.m. April 16, 1887, and to be
contimaed, if necassary, beginning at
9:30 a.m. April 17, at the Ramada lnn,
1223 Mniloway Lanas, Billings, Montana.
All persons shall have ths right to
appear in person or by counsel, to
present infurmation and to be heard.
Persans wishing to sppsar at the public

hearing should file requests
and should file prel::gring br?e:sppe *
(original and 14 copies) with the
Secretary, U.S. International Trade
Commission, 701 E Street Nw.,
Washington, DC 20438, not later than
noon, March 23, 1987,

Issued: February 13, 1987.

By order of the Commission.
Kenneth R. Mason,
Secretary. )
[FR Doc. 87-3547 Filed 2-18-87; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 7020-02-M

[investigation No. 337-TA-242]

Certain Dynamic Random Access
Memories, Components Thereof, and
Products Containing Same; Initial
Determination Terminating
Respondents on the Basls of
Settiement Agreement

AGENCY: International Trads
Commission. )

ACTION: Notice is heraby given that the
Commission has received an initial
determination from the presiding officer

. in the above-captioned investigation
Howing

terminating the {a!

on the basis of a settlement agreement:
Matsushita Electric Industrial Co., Ltd.
Matsushita Electronics Corporation and
Matsushita Flectric Corporation of
America.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: This
investigation is being canducted
pursuant to section 337 of the Tariff Act

.-;0f 1930,(10 US.C. 1837). Under the
" Cammission’s rules, the presiding

officers intial determinasion will
become the determination of the
Commission thirty (30} days after the
date of its service upon the parties,
unless the Commission orders review of
the initial determination. The initial
determination in this matter was served
upon the parties on February 13, 1887,

Copies of the initial determination, the
settlement agreement, and all other
nonconfidential documents filed in
connection with this investigatian are
available for inspection during official
business hours (6:45 a.m. to 5:15 p.m}in
the Office of the Secretary, U.S.
International Trade Commission, 701 E
Street NW., Washington, DC 20436,
telephone 202-523-0181. Hearing
impared individuals are advised that
information on this matter can be
obtaired by contracting the
Commission's TDD terminal on 202-724~
0002.

WRITTEN COMMENTS: Interested
persans may file writtan comments with
the Commission cenceming termination
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TENTATIVE CALENDAR OF PUBLIC HEARING

Thdse listed below appeared as witnesses at the United States
International Trade Commission's hearing:

Subject : Competitive Position of Canadian
' Live Cattle and Beef in U.S.
Markets
Inv. No. : 332-241
Date and time: April 16, 1987 - 9:30 a.m.
Sessions were held at the Ramada Inn, 1223 Mulloway Lane,
Billings, Montana.

Congressional appearance:

Honorable Max Baucus, United States Senator, State of Montana

WITNESS AND ORGANIZATION

National Catt]emeﬁ's A§§oc1at10n
Jack.Dah]. NCA President, Gackle, North Dakota

Tom Cook, Director, Industry Affairs,
Washington, D.C.

Tommy Beall, Cattle-Fax, Englewood, Colorado

Washington Cattie Feeders Association, Pasco,
Washington

lJake Para, Member of the Board of Directors

Washington Cattlemen's Association, Inc.,
Ellensburg, Washington

Don McClure, Past President

- more -
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WITNESS AND ORGANIZATION:

Montana Board of Livestock, Boyes, Montana
Nancy Espy, Chatrman
Dr. Don Ferlicka, State Veterinarian.

Montana Cattleman's-Association, Reedpoint, Montana
-Gene Van Oosten. Pre51dent . ‘

'Montana Stockgrowers Assoc1at10n. Great Falls Montana
Jack E1de1, Pres1dent . ' |
Bill Harr, Member -

Montana Stockgrowers Associatlon, Be]t. Montana
Walter H. Johnson, Member |

Montana Cattle Feeders Association
Mark Thomoson, Member

Montana WIFE, Malta, Montana
Vickie Oléon; Member

Great Falls, Montana
James A. Scott

National Farmers Union
Ken Siroky

_‘Malta, Montana
Ms. Esther Ruud
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WITNESS AND ORGANIZATION:

Bronz & Farrell--Counsel .
Washington, D.C.
on behalf of

The Canadian Catt]emen's~Association'
Stan Wilson, President of the Association. .

Jim Graham, Chairman of the Foreign Trade
Comm1ttee of the Assoc1at1on

Charles Gracey, Execut1ve V1ce PreS1dent
of the Association s

Chris Mills, Agricultural Policy Advisor:
to the Assoc1at1on

Edward J Farre]]--OF COUNSEL
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Table E-1

Cash receipts from farming, 1982-86

166

(In millions of dollars)

Item 1982 1983 1984 1985 1986
Livestock and products:
Cattle and calves...... 29,813 28,685 30,664 29,051 29,911
Other meat animals..... 11,104 10,208 10,169 9,134 8,348
Dairy products......... 18,234 18,757 17,944 18,135 18,135
Poultry and eggs....... 9,538 10,003 12,305 11,285 11,427
Other animals and
products........... 1,560 1,800 1,960 1,930 1,861
Total.......oovvvvnn 70,249 69,453 73,042 69,535 69,682
Other agricultural
CrOPS . vt esvevseranesoos 72,095 68,349 69,465 74,762 62,664
Government payments...... 3,492 9,295 8,430 7,704 11,398
. Grand total.......... 145,836 147,097 150,937 152,001 143,744

Note.--Because of rounding, figures may not add to the totals shown.

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

Agriculture.
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 Table E-2

Cattle feedlots: ' Number in:5° maJor cattle-feedlng states 1/ of the Corn Belt
by capacxty, 1982-86

- - PR . - . LR N e

Number of feedlots with -
capaclty of under T T
1,000 animals:2/..4..5..< 57;684 ~ 557425 50,658 © 43,449 © .. 37,222
Number of feedlots with o : : Ceel T
capacity of 1,000 ’

animals or more 3/...... " 1,316~ ‘1,275 - ‘i/142 "°° 1,151~ '1;3?8
Total...... csesesesas 59,000 ‘56,700 51,800 44,600 38,600

- 1/ Illinois, lIowa, Kansas, Minnesota, and Nebraska.
2/ The number of feedlots with a capacxty of under 1,000 animals is the number
.at the end of the year.

3/ The number of feedlots with a capac1ty of 1,000 or more animals is the
number of lots operating anytime during the year.

hl

Source: Compiled from official statlstlcs of the U.S. Department of
Agriculture.
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Table E-3

Number of cattle. feedlots in 8 major cattle-feeding States of the Hestern
rangelands. 1/ 1982-86

- Item - . 1982 1983 © 1984 __ 1985 . .. 1986

T P IS 1 7,011 6,797 © -~ 6,286 5,992

1/- Arizona, California, Colorado, Idaho, Oklahoma, South Dakota. Texas. and
Washington.

Source: Compiled from official statistics of the u.s. Department of
Asriculture
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Table E-4
Number of U.S. firms slaughtering cattle and calves by types of cattle, 1981-85
Steers and Cows and All

Year heifers bulls cattle Calves

S 1981......... 489 521 599 262
1982......... 471 505 580 259
1983......... 463 501 ) 570 251
1984..... eee. 435 . 471 533 236
1985......... 391 429 481

219

Source: Compiled from official statistics of the U.S. Department of
Agriculture.
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Cattle and calves: U.S. inventory, by classes, as of Jan. 1 of 1983-87

(In thousands)

Class 1983 1984 1985 1986 1987
Beef cows.......cco0venen 37,940 37,494 35,370 33,633 33,910
Milk COWS...oovvvveennnns 11,047 11,109 10,805 11,177. 10,547
Heifers 500 pounds and

over for beef cow .

replacement............ 6,336 6,183 5,542 5,149 5,154
Heifers 500 pounds and

over for milk cow

replacement............ 4,545 4,532 4,760 4,761 4,335
Other heifers......... cen 7,965 7,851 8,056 8,090 7,548
Steers 500 pounds and

OVEL. ...ovvruecnnsannoes 16,214 16,371 16,369 15,967 15,249
Bulls 500 pounds and

OVEL. ...vocrnntnoeasonna 2,609 2,549 2,411 2,261 2,204
Calves under 500 pounds 28,346 27,611 26,436 24,431 23,084

Total....ooveennennns 115,001 113,700 109,749 105,468 102,031

Note.--Because of rounding, figures may not add to the totals shown.

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

Agriculture.



Table E-6 .
Cattle: Number of federally inspected slaughter plants, by sizes, number of cattle slaughtered in such plants, and shares of total commercial slaughter

accounted for, 1982-86

1982 1983 1984 1985 1986

Number of Share of Share of Share of Share of Share of
cattle Quantity commer- Quantity commer- Quantity commer- Quantity commer- Quantity commer-
slaughtered slaugh-~ cial slaugh- cial slaugh- cial slaugh-  cial slaugh- cial
per year Plants _tered slaughter Plants tered slaughter Plants tered slaupghter Plants tered slaughter Plants tered slaughter

Thou- Thou- Thou- Thou~ . Thou-~

sands Percent sands Percent sands Percent . sands Percent sands = Pecrcent
‘Under 1,000........ 904 350 1.0 893 335 0.9 922 333 0.9 940 331 0.9 917 319 0.9
.1,000 to 9,999..... 320 1,035 2.9 345 1,076 2.9 313 933 2.5 277 866 2.4 244 817 2.2
10,000 to 49,999... 148 3,717 10.5 129 3,422 9.3 129 3,211 8.5 116 2,874 7.9 105 2,644 7.1
50,000 to 499,999.." 122 19,301 53.8 121 18,712 51.1 120 18,230 48.5 99 14,572 40.2 95 14,987 40.2
500,000 and over... 12 9,396 26.2 14 11,269 30.7 . 16 13,076 34.8 19 15,960 44.0 19 16,828 45.1

94.4 1,502 34,814 1/ 94.9 1,500 35,783 1/ 95.2 1,451 34,602 1/ 95.4 1,380 35,594 1/ 95.5

Total..,....... 1,506 33,859 1/

1/ Remainder accounted for by State inspection.
Note.--Because of rounding, fqures may not add to the totals shown.

Source: Coﬁpiled from official statis:iqé of the U.S. Department of Agriculture.
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Table E-7

Number of federally inspected slaughter plants, by sizes, number of calves slaughtered in such plants. and shares of total commercial slaughter

Calves:
accounted for by such plants, 1982-86
1982 1983 1984 1985 1986

Number of Share of Share of Share of Share of Share of
cattle Quantity commer- Quantity ' commer- Quantity commer- Quantity commer- Quantity commer-
slaughtered slaugh- cial slaugh- cial slaugh- cial slaugh- cial slaugh- cial
per year Plants tered slaughter Plants tered slaughter Plants tered slaughter Plants tered slaughter Plants_ tered slaughter

Thou- ) ) Thou- Thou- Thou- Thou-

sands Percent sands Percent sands Percent sands Percent sands Percent
Less than 100...... 626 9 0.3 609 9 0.3 645 10 0.3 624 9 0.3 569 9 0.3
100 to 9,999....... 155 243 8.0 © 152 224 7.3 146 216 6.6 141 245 7.2 159 244 7.2
10,000 and more.... SS 2,476 82.0 56 2,564 83.3 63 2,792 84.8 66 2,891 85.4 64 2,915 85.5

Total.......... 836 2,728 1/ 90.3 817 2,797 1/ 90.9 854 3,018 1/ -91.7 831 3,145 1/ 92.9 792 3,169 91.1

1/ Remainder accounted for by State inspection.

Hote.--Because of rounding, figures may not add to the totals shown.

Source:

Compiled from official statistics of the U.S. Department of Agriculture.
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Table E-8

Cattle and calves: Share of slaughter accounted for by 4 8, and 12 largest
firms, by type and years, 1980-84

Itenm 1980 1981 1982 1983 1984
Steers and heifers: ,
4 largest firms...... 39.0 42.7 45.0 50.6 52.9
8 largest firms...... 56.2 58.1 60.9 62.6 64.6
12 largest firms..... 63.3 66.7 68.7 69.4 72.1
Cows and bulls: :
4 largest firms...... 10.5 10.3 10.0 11.6 12.4
8 largest firms...... 19.9 19.8° 18.8 20.9 21.7
12 largest firms..... 27.1 27.4 25.7 27.8 28.1
Calves:
4 largest firms...... 35.8 35.3 33.4 34.0 - 35.0
8 largest firms...... 51.8 51.4 50.2 51.2 51.0
12 largest firms..... 60.6 60.3 59.2 59.8 60.0

Source: Compiled from official statistics of the U.S. Department of
Agriculture.
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Table E-9
Cattle: Share of steer and heifer and cow and bull slaughter accounted for by
the 4 largest volume slaughtering firms, by specified States, 1972 and 1982

(In percent)

Steers and heifers Cows_and bulls
State ' 1972 1982 1972 1982
ATizZOona......co0euuevnnnns 89 99 1/ 1/
California................ 19 41 36 52
Colorado.......... .o e 66 99 1/ 1/
Florida................... 1/ 1/ 81 87
Georgia.....coevveieennnnn 1/ 1/ 80 97
Idaho......cieviiiiinnnnns 83 96 1/ 1/
Illinois.......ccevvvnnennn 61 85 1/ 1/
Indiana..........c.000nennn 81 88 1/ 1/
TOWA. . viveiennennannnnnns 67 85 80 97
KansSas.....oceveeennuenenns 73 92 1/ .
Kentucky.......oovvenn N 1/ ’ 1/ 85 98
Michigan....... Ch et 53 69 76 88
Minnesota..... Cererae e 73 97 75 91
Mississippi.....covvvveve 1/ 1/ 88 98
Missouri.........c.covvuenn 85 98 .V 1/
Montana........cooceuvennns 96 98 1/ 1/
Nebraska..... et se e 43 62 62 83
New Mexico.............. .o 98 100 1/ 1/
New York.........oovveeen 1/ 1/ 36 72
North Carolina............ 1/ 1/ 1/ 1/
North Dakota...... e .. 100 100 1/ 1/
OhiO. . ovveennnnnnn e 42 62 1/ 1/
Oklahoma.............ocn. 80 94 67 82
OTEBOM. . ..ot tvvnnenonns .. 65 74 1/ 1/
Pennsylvania.............. 17 87 46 66
South Dakota............. . 95 99 99 95
TeNNeSSEe . ¢t vveereevrvanns 1/ 1/ 62 88
Texas....... et 52 82 41 45
Washington................ 73 99 1/ 1/
Wisconsin................. 90 99 67 88

1/ Not available.

Source: Compiled from unpublished data of the U.S. Department of Agriculture.



Table E-10 :

Cash receipts from agriculture in Canada, by Provinces, 1986

{In thousands of Canadian dollars)

Prince

Edward Nova New : - ) } : * British - cCanada
Newfoundland Island Scotia Brunswick Quebe Ontario Manitoba ' Saskatchewan _ Alberta = Columbia . Total
Cattle and calves...... 1,278 32,388 29,683 22,918 294,792 1,143,802 316,265 . 480,602 1,160,070 161,983 3,643,781
Other meat animals..... 4,623 24,914 36,183 23,053 679,261 693,737 244,213 110,449 278,953 55,115 2,150,501
Dairy products......... 11,108 30,414 80,326 53,417 1,011,977 958,731 106,783 75,462 228,955 230,155 2,787,328
Poultry and eggs....... 20,712 3,990 49,009 37,389 363,497 516,648 96,980 52,362 133,820 161,709 1,436,116
Other animals and o .
products....c.cvveees 890 2,919 13,809 3,568 30,635 53,536 17,947 12,896 23,635 20,047 179,882
Total animals and - : I )
products......ce0e0ee 38,611 94,625 209,010 140,345 2,380,162 3,366,454 782,188 731,771 1:825,433 629,009 10,197,608
Other crops..... teeers. 5,346 92,537 48,125 72,053 502,430 2,030,438 1,309,054 3,223,539 1,753,881 336,215 9,373,618
Other, including gov- . . b o o . :
ernment payments..... 432 10,088 10,116 8,977 349,627 134,338 23,612 156,519 261,'800 51,684 1,007,193
Grand total....... 44,389 197,250 267,251 221,375 3,232,219 . 2,114,854 4,111,829 3,841,114 1,016,908 20,578,419

5,531,230

Note.--Because of rounding, figures may not add to the totals shown.

Source: Compiled from official statistics of Statistics Canada.
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Table E-11
Live cattle:
1981

176

Number of cattle and operations in Canada, by size of operation,

- Number of cattle

Total number of

Percentage 7 Percentage
distribution distribution

and calves per Number of of total of total cattle
operation operations cattle and calves  operations and calves
Thousands " B e Percent——--—~-omu-
l1to32........... 73,108 1,062 25 8
33 to 122......... 86,419 3,156 47 23
123 and over...... 25,546 6,698 28 . 69
Total......... 185,073 10,916 - 100 100

Note.--Because of rounding, figures may not add to the totals shown.

Source: 1981 Census of Canada, Agriculture: Livestock and Poultry.
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Table E-12 :
Live cattle and calves: Inventory in Canada, by types, as of Jan. 1 of 1983-87 -

(In thousands)

" Type 1983 1984 1985 1986 1987
Beef cows..... Ce et 3,281 3,236 3,065 2,948 2,975
Other beef cattle and

calves.........c.c0un 6,574 6,393 6,192 5,969 5,871
Total beef cattle
and calves.......... 9,855 9,629 9,257 8,917 8,846
DAiry COWS.....coveuvrns 1,763 1,731 1,723 1,674 1,647
Total cattle and
calves.............. 11,618 11,360 10,980 10,591 10,493

Note.--Because of rounding, figures may not add to the totals shown.

Source: Compiled from Livestock and Animal Product Statistics, Statistics
Canada.
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Table E-13

Live cattle and calves: HNumber in Canada, by types, regions, and Provinces,
as of Jan. 1, 1986

(In thousands)
Other beef Total beef
cattle and cattle and Dairy Total cattle

Region and Province Beef cows calves calves COWS and calves
Alberta..........cv... 1,130.0 1,765.0 2,895.0 150.0 3,045.0
Saskatchewan..... eeee. - 160.0 908.0 1,668.0 77.0 1,745.0
Manitoba.............. 325.0 485.0 810.0 80.0 890.0
Prairie Provinces 1/.. 2,215.0 3,158.0 5,373.0 307.0 5,680.0
Western Canada,

total.....ccv0e0vvve. 2,395.0 3,500.0 5,895.0 395.0 6,290.0
Ontario......... e 325.0 1,653.0 1,978.0 525.0 2,503.0
Quebec.........oi0vnn 172.0 623.0 795.0 665.0 1,460.0
Nova Scotia....... e 26.6 74.0 100.6 35.4 136.0
New Brunswick......... 17.8 54.0 71.8 28.7 100.5
Prince Edward Island.. 10.9 61.1 72.0 22.0 94.0
Newfoundland......... . 0.9 3.1 4.0 3.2 7.2
Atlantic

Provinces 2/........ 56.2 192.2 248.4 89.3 337.7
Eastern Canada,

total............... 553.2 2,468.2 3,021.4 ©1,279.3 4,300.7

Canada, total..... 2,948.2 5,968.2 8,916.4 1,674.3 10,590.7

1/ Alberta, Saskatchewan, and Manitoba.
2/ Nova Scotia, New Brunswick, Prince Edward Island, and Newfoundland.

Note.--Because of rounding, figures may not add to the totals shown.

Source: Compiled from Livestock and Animal Product Statistics, Statistics
Canada.
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Table E-14

Live cattle and calves: Shipments from western Canada to eastern Canada, by
uses and types of transportation, 1982-86

(In thousands)

Type and use 1982 1983 1984 1985 1986
Cattle and calves for slaughter
shipped by-- .
Rail. ... oveviienennnnnnonns . 17.3 5.5 18.4 - 3.2 2.3
Truck............ e ee e 21.5 19.2 24.7 12.9 33.7
Total........ciciiiiinnnnnanns . 38.8 24.8 43.2 16.2 36.0
Cattle and calves for feeding ’ 7
shipped by--
Rail. ... ittt inennnnnnnas 241.4 -248.1 217.4 137.1 47.4
TrUuCK. .o i tiv it tnerencnscenns 260.7 259.1 286.0 339.4 333.2
Total.....ooveiiinnnnnenanen 502.0 507.2 503.3. 476.5 380.6
All cattle and calves :
shipped by--
Rail...iiiivinrennnrennnanensie 258.7 253.7 +235.8 140.3 49.7
TrUCK. e v vvvneennononncananns . 282.1 278.3 . 310.7 352.3 366.9:
Total.......coivivinvneeees.. 540.8

532.0 546.5 492.6 416.5

Note.--Because of rounding, figures may not add to the totals shown.

Source: Compiled from official_étatistics of Agriculture Canada.



Table E-15

‘Live cattle and calves:
consumption, 2/ and imports as a share of production and consumption, 1982-86

U.S. production, 1/ U.S. imports from Mexico, Canada, and total, U.S. exports, apparent

Share of production and consumption supplied by imports

from Mexico, Canada, and from-all countries .

Total, all
Imports from-- . Mexico . Canada countries
Total, all Apparent Produc- Consump- Produc- Consump- Produc- Consump-
Year . Production Mexico Canada countries Exports consumption  tion tion tion tion tion tion
Thousands — : - --Percent
1982.. 44,200 510 495 1,005 122 38,864- 1.2 1.3 1.1 1.3 2.3 2.6
1983.. 43,925 562 359 921 131 39,725 1.3 1.4 .8 .9 2.1 2.3
1984.. 42,500 390 363 753 102 40,879 1.0 1.0 .9 .9 1.8 1.8
1985.. 41,045 476 359 836 173 39,674 1.2 1.2 .9 .9 2.0 2.1
1986.. 41,201 1,087 247 1,335 156 40,698 2.6 2.7 .6 -6 - 3.2 3.3

1/ The calf crop, which is the number of calves born during the year.

2/ Commercial slaughter.

3/ Imports of live cattle and calves from all ot
during 1982-85.

Note.--Because of rounding, figures may not add to the totals shown.

her sources combined amounted to

fewer than 1,000 animals in every year

Source: Production and apparent consumption, compiled from official statistics of the U.S. Department of Agriculture;
imports and exports, compiled from official .statistics of the U.S. Department of Commerce.
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Table E-16
Beef and veal: U.S. production, imports for consumption from Canada and all other sources, exports of domestic merchandise, apparent consumption,
and imports as a share of consumption and production, 1982-86

Imports for consumption from-- Imports as a share of Inports as a share of
" Exports of consumption from--— production from--
domestic Apparent
Year Production Canada All other Total merchandise consumption Canada All other Total Canada All other Total
: Million pounds - Percent--
1982. . 0iinnn 22,984 160 1,873 2,033 254 24,456 0.7 7.7 8.3 0.7 8.1 8.8
1983....00vune 23,696 166 1,826 1,992 276 25,167 .7 7.3 7.9 .7 7.7 8.4
1984...... AN 24,093 212 1,635 1,847 334 25,403 .8 6.4 7.3 .9 6.8 1.7
1985.......... 24,243 240 1,851 2,091 332 25,873 .9 7.2 8.1 1.0 7.6 8.6
1986......... . 1/ 24,895 213 1,914 1/ 2,127 504 1/ 26,352 .8 7.3 8.1 .9 7.7 8.5

1/ Projected.
Wote.--Because of rounding, figures may not add to the totals shown.

Source: Production and apparent consumption, compiled from official statistics of the U.S. Department of Agriculture; 1mports and exports, compiled
from official statistics of the U.S. Department of Commerce.
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Table E-17

Red meat and poultry: U.S. production, by types, 1982-86, January-March 1986,
and January-March 1987

(In millions of pounds)

Lamb and Total red
Period Beef Veal Pork mutton meat

Poultry
1982...... 22,536 448 14,229 365 37,578 15,425
1983...... 23,243 453 15,199 375 39,270 15,750
1984...... 23,598 495 14,812 379 39,284 16,392
1985...... 23,728 - 515 14,807 358 39,408 17,340
1986 1/... 24,371 524 14,063 338 39,296 18,219

1/ Projected.
Note.--Because of rounding, figures may not add to the totals shown.

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



Table E-18 .
Cattle: Commercial slaughter, by classes of cattle, 1982-86

Cows,
: bulls,
Steers and heifers-- and stags Total Percent of total
. Year .- " Fed ' Nonfed  Total (culls) Calves consumption Fed. . Nonfed Culls Calves
. . . Lt i 1 ooo head—— . e 7 . “ o . "
1982...%..... 24,9020 2,769° - ° 27,671 % 8,172 3,021 38,864 64 7 21 8
1983......... 25,752 2,492 28,244 8,405 3,076 39,725 65 6 21 8
‘1984, ,.......-25,758 ° 2,414 28,172 9,410 3,297 40,879 63 6 23 8
1985.....:.:. 26,155 . .1,984 28,139 8,150 3,385 39,674 66 S 21 9
1986.........-25,957 -2,660 ©T 28,617 8,673 . 3,408 40,698 . 64 . . 7 ‘21 8

Note.--Because of rounding. £igutes may not add to the totals shounﬁ_

. Source: 'COmpiled from official statistics of the U.s. bepattment.of'Asriculture.
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Table E-19

Meat, poultry, and fish: U.S. civilian consumption, total and per capita, 1982-8¢

Red meat 1/
Total beef Lamb and Total red Poultry
Year Beef Veal and veal Pork mutton meat meat 2/ Fish 3/ All meat
Total consumption (million pounds)
1982......... 23,998 457 . 24,456 14,425 381 39,261 14,703 2,828 56,792
1983......... 24,710 457 25,167 15,369 388 40,924 15,136. 3,039 59,099
1984......... 24,900 503 25,403 15,396 398 41,197 15,722 3,217 60,136
1985......... 25,347 526 25,873 15,646 385 41,905 16,619 3,437 61,961
1986 1/...... 25,809 543 26,352 14,912 375 41,639 17,360 3,519 62,518
Per capita consumption (pounds)
1982......... 104.3 2.0 106.3 62.6 1.7 170.6 63.9 12.3 246.8
1983......... 106.2 2.0 108.2. -, 66.13 1:7 . 175.9 65.0 1371 254.0
1984......... 106.1 2.1 108.2 65.6 1.7 175.5 66.9 13.7 254.8
1985......... 106.9 2.2 109.2 66.0 - 1.6 - 176.8 70.1 14.5 261.4
1986 1/...... 107.8 2.3 110.1 62.3 1.5 174.0 72.5 14.7 . 261.2
1/ Carcass-weight equivalent for red meat.
2/ Certified-ready-to-cook weight. :
3/ Edible weight; excludes game fish consumption.
Mote.~--Bécause of rounding, figures may not add to the totals shown.
Source: Red meat and poultry consumptxon. compiled from official statxstxcs of the QSDA; fish

consumption, compiled from the-U.S. Department of Commerce
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Table E-20 :
Per capita disposable income and per capita expenditures for red meat 1/ and poultry 1/, 1982-86

Per capita Ratio of expenditures for

disposable Per capita expenditures for-- disposable income--

income Total Total
Year (nominal) Beef Pork red meat Poultry Total Beef Pork red meat: Poultry Total

Dollars-- ' — Percent -

1982......... 9,385 187.45 103.66 291.11 44.11 335.22 2.00 1.10 3.10 .47 3.57
1983......... 10,340 187.38 105.62 293.00 47.33 340.33 1.81 1.02 2.83 .46 3.29
1984......... 11,265 188.33 100.28 288.61 54.39 343.00 1.67 .89 2.56 .48 3.04
1985......... 11,817 183.97 100.62 284,58 54.39 338.98 1.56 .85 2.41 .46 2.87
1986 2/...... 12,293 184.10 104.56 288.65 61.70 350.42 1.49 .85 2.34 .50 2.83

1/ Red meat includes beef and pork only; poultry includes broilers and turkeys only.
2/ Based on first 9 months of 1986.

Note.--Because of rounding, figures may not add to the totals shown.

Source: Disposable income (Survey of Current Business, U.S. Department of Commerce), Per c;pita'expenditures——Livestock and
Poultry Situation, August 1986, U.S. Department of Agriculture.
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Table E-21
Live cattle and calves: Quantity of U.S. exports to Canada, by classes,
1982-86

Fed Feeder

steers Slaughter Slaughter Slaugher cattle
Year and heifers _cows bulls calves and calves  Total
1982....... 71,006 243 201 13,912 809 86,171
1983....... 69,733 259 137 12,286 7,355 89,770
1984....... 18,267 1,133 75 17,412 10,593 47,480
1985....... 45,936 617 36 6,070 4,927 57,586
1986....... 45,946 3,139 84 9,763 12,456 71,388
Source:

Market Review.

Compiled from official statistics of Agriculture Canada, Livestock



Table E-22

L1ve cattle and calves:

187

(In thousands)

S exports to Hex1co, by classes, 1982 86

o

H

Source

1982

1983 1984 . 1985 1986
Beef. for breeding SR
Males.......'veeennnnn . 2 1 -5 12 5
Females......... Vs eeo '3 ‘1 -5 - 25 9
s Total..esvunnnial s "5 2.7 10 37 14
Dairy for breed1ng :
Males............ 1SN 1/ .1/ -1 5 1
Females......covvvnnns 5 1 8 25 23
Total. ....." cuvu.nn 'S5 1 9 30 24
.Total: breed1ng ~10. - 3 19 67 38
Not for breeding: B - 2 20 28 19
Grand total.......... 18 - 40 .95 57

1/ Less than 500 animals.

Note.--Because of round1ng. fxgures may not add to’ the totals shown.

SOuree._ Comp11ed from off1c1al statxstxcs of the U S. Department of Commerce.



Table E-23
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Beef and veal: U.S. exports, by principal markets, 1982-86

1986

Market .. 1982 © 1983 1984 1985
Quantity (1,000 .poundsg) 1/

Japan......fl ..... S .'164,607 188, 249 244,478 259,571 . 351,925
Canada......coovvevrnnnenes 25,608 27,727 60,340 57,057 53,424
Brazil.........ciiei e 4 4 66 0 . 89,819
All other................. 72,251 71,101 57,957 47,325 50,038

Totalf...ff...; ....... 262,470 287,081 362,841 363,953 - 545,206

Value (1,000 dollars)

Japan..................... $238,967  $259,695 $329,744 $356,728  $480,166
anada.a...: ....... e e e e e 58, 971 69,384 141,425 - 148,157 151,800
Brazil.................0, . .5 _ 70 82 T~ 32,415
All other......... P 127,443 121,893 105,238 85,965 90,753

Total.... oo eennenns 425,386 451,042 576,489 590,850 755,134

1/ Carcass weight equivalent.

Source: Exports to Canada compiled from official statistics of Agriculture
Canada; exports to all other markets complled from off1c1al statlstlcs of the

U.S.- Department of. Commerce.



Table E-24
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Live cattle and célves: U.S. imports from Mexico, Canada, and all other

sources, 1982-86

. Source 1982 1983 1984 1985 1986'

Quantity (thousands)

MEKACO. « e vneneeerneennnns. 510 562 390 476 1,087

Canada......cooveeennennes 495 359 363 359 247

All other........vvevevnn 1/ 1/ 1/ 1/ 1/

Total....ovoveevennenne 1,005 921 753 836 1,335
Value (1,000 dollars)

Hexico.}..............r... 115,028 138,902 96,420 124,124 282,273

Canada......coevviveceaeases 182,247 173,353 188,133 180,905 142,922

All other..... st 423 387 1,210 1,491 759

Total‘ ..... Pe e et et 297,698 312,642 285,763 306,520 425,954

1/Fewer than 500 animals.

Note.--Because of rounding, figures may not add to the totals shown.

Source: Compiled from official statistics of the U.S. Department of Commerce.
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Table E-25

Certain purebred cattle for breeding purposes: U.S. imports from Canada and
all other sources, by types, 1982-86

Type and source 1982 1983 1984 1985 1986
Quantity
Males: 1/
Canada......cocevevvnnenoncns ceeees 1,089 951 716 . 576 537
All other sources......cccviveeuens 0 7 66 37 6
Total........coo.. e et e ea e . 1,089 958 782 613 543
Dairy females: 2/
Canada.....cooveenns e eanoaen ceees 3,126 3,598 2,878 3,384 1,962
All other sources...... c e e 0 0 6 0 0
Total.....ooivvennens e cees 3,126 3,598 2,884 3,384 1,962
Other females: 3/ :
Canada..... Ceereer e et aereen 3,527 4,803 2,696 2,205 2,266
All other sources...... ceretaeaes .o 12 133 130 98 0
Total..... ceeenas Cebes e veeees 3,539 4,936 2,826 2,303 2,266
Total
Canada...:.eocvvann teceseeenaan eee. 1,742 9,352 6,290 6,165 4,765
All other SOULCES....cv vt ravens 12 140 202 135 6
Total..... ceeeenan Cereaan cevevsss 1,754 9,492 6,492 6,300 4,771

Value (1,000 dollars)

Males: 1/
Canada.......oovvunenn e et e e 1,345 1,243 933 658 579
All other sources......... PN - 31 399 211 21
Total.....ooneuune et taeerraeeaes 1,345 1,274 1,332 869 601
Dairy females: 2/ :
Canada..... et e es e . 3,222 4,261 2,535 2,449 1,469
All other sources.......... P - - 3 - -
Total...... Ceres e ceevesenaaes 3,222 4,261 2,538 2,449 1,469
Other females: 3/
Canada. . .oevervrornosrecnoennanoss 4,359 5,579 2,578 2,084 1,901
All other sources............ e 36 299 600 393 1
Total.......... t ettt e cesee. 4,395 5,878 3,178 2,477 1,901
Total
Canada....... se et e e N ... 8,926 11,083 6,046 5,188 3,949
All other sources.......... et . 36 330 1,002 607 21
Total...... ceiees et seasessesass 8,962 11,413 7,048 5,795 3,970

1/ TSUSA item No. 100.0130.
2/ TSUSA item No. 100.0140.
3/ TSUSA item No. 100.0150.

Note.--Because of rounding, figures may not add to the totals shown.

Source: Compiled from official statistics of the U.S. Department of Commerce.
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Table E-26

Cows for dairy purposes: 1/ U.S. importS'froh Canada and all otherAsources,
- 1982-86

Source : 1982 1983 1984 1985 1986

. _ 'gntit thousands)

Canada.........oooenns AU 8- 13 8 14 15
All other sources...... reereaen PR 0 2/ "2/ 0 2
TOtal.eeeveennnennoeananness S 8 13 8 14 17

: . _Value (1,000 dollars) -
Canada....ivorenrennennns ceeeereeese. 1,049 - 10,320 5,723 10,336 10,582

All other sources.......... eeeheeens - 81 13 - - 804
Total...... ceresrnsesnssesasesess 1,049 10,402 5,736 10,336 11,386
TSUS item Ho. 100.50,
Fewer than 500 animals.

&Y,
Note.--Because of rqunding, figures may not add to the totals shown.

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



Table E-27

Live cattle and calves:
by selected border ports of entry, 1984-86

Quantity of U.S.

imports from Canada, by reported intended use and

(Quantity)

Purebred ani-
mals (for free
entry) and other

animals for Feeding or Other -
Port and year breeding or dairy grazing Slaughter Subtotal purposes Total.
1984
" New England and . :
mid-Atlantic..... 12,955 9,172 105,233 127,360 - . 771 128,131
ML & ND. .o vvevvnnn, 7,220 9,145 87,640 104,005° = 9,916 113,921
7 R 6,498 2,895 18,958 28,351 ' 947 29,298
ID & WA.....oonvvnn. 534 2,892 100,531 103,957 - 370 104,327
Total............ 27,207 24,104 312,362 363,673 12,004
1985: : '
New England and . :
nmid-Atlantic..... 15,924 274 70,460 86,658 382 87,040
MI & ND.vvvvvnnnn. 7,784 47,688 58,420 113,892 18,784 132,676
1 N 3,801 62,901 9,121 75,823 . 1,120 76,943
ID & WA. .. ovvennn.. 592 13,761 68,701 83,054 440 83,494
Total............ 28,101 124,624 206,702 359,427 20,726
1986 : %
New England and
mid-Atlantic..... 17,049 2,526 40,864 60,439 . 4,984 65,423
MI & ND...iinn. 10,333 3,568 44,063 .’57,964 2,732 60,696
TMT . 2,629 2,826 27,821 33,276 570 33,846
ID & WA, .ovvnennn.. 534 1,098 87,536 ‘89,168 232 89,400
Total....oovuen... 30,545 10,018 200, 284. 240,847 8,518

Note.--Because of rounding, figures may not add to the totals showh;

Source:

Inspection Service, U.S. Department of Agriculture.

Compiled from "Quarterly Recap of Import Anlmals Inspected * Animal and Plant Health

¢61



Table E-28 :
Cattle weighing 200 pounds or more but under 700 pounds each: U.S. imports for consumption from Canada, by month, 1982-86 and

January-February 1987

Year Januarcy February March April May June July August September October November December Total

Quantity (thousands)

1982....... 1 1 8 14 13 5 4 5 10 15 15 6 97
1983....... 2 2 3 4 2 3 2 2 1 2 3 3 28
1984....... 1 1 1 1 2 1 1 1/ 1 3 3 3 18
1985....... 1 10 31 30 14 2 1 1 2 2 9 6 107
1986....... 4 2 2 1 2 1 1 1 1 1 2 2 20
1987....... 1 1
Value (1,000 dollars)

©1982....... 397 359 2,368 4,291 4,507 1,656 1,342 1,601 - 3,119 4,280 3,937 1,822 29,680
1983....... 846 898 1,237 1,398 660 757 446 439 266 869 743 1,269 9,830
1984....... 505 464 . 376 341 664 225 286 134 473 944 926 1,175 6,512
1985....... 334 3,789 11,136 10,753 5,321 892 414 351 522 926 2,127 1,674 38,241
1986....... 1,472 556 . 710 386 851 336 261 260 425 424 898 622 7,201

1987....... 318 283

1/ Fewer than 500 animals. .
Note.--Because of rounding, figures may not add to the totals shown.

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

€61



Calves weighing under 200 pounds each:

U.S. imports for consumption from Canada, by month, 1982-86 and January-February 1987

May

September October

MR ewvuoe
H WO WN

25
14
17

1,857
1,328
1,263
374
346

1/ Fewer than 500 animals.

Note.--Because of rounding, figures may not add to the totals shown.

Compiled from official statistics of the U.S. Department of Commerce.

Quantity (thousands)

NN OO W
e u0nWuno
= W v
AN WL’ e
Ll VU -]
o WS
NN ®

~
|

Value (1,000 dollars)

%61



Table E-30
Qa;tle weighin; 700 pounds or more each: 1/ U.S. import;nfor consumption from Canada, by month, 1982-86 and January-February 1987

Year . January February March Agrii . _May - - June- July August - September -October Nermber December -Total

Quantity (thousands)

‘1982....... | 12 Y T IS ST 17 15 17 BT 19 3 26 223

1983....... 22 19 28 24 23 . a8 15 10 .16 .16 17 .13 221
1984....... ~ 8 : 15 R ¥/ 18 .15 20 33 32 32 26 21 17 -1 254
1985....... 13 20 30 21 17 17 11 1 11 15 19 C20 205
1986....... 19 - 25 21 - 15 15 - 16, ‘24 17- 14 7 5 R 6 189

o 1987.....0 12 _ 18
L Value (1,000 dollars)

1982....... 7,864 4,978 10,118 14,164 10,388 10,751 8,794 10,436 10,141 9,455 17,19 12,759 127,040
1983....... 12,982 11,178 17,319 14,956 15,221 - 12,003 10,092 6,664 9,924 9,080 9,159 7,624 136,202
1984....... 5,913 10,353 11,680 12,751 10,246 12,685 21,086 20,974 19,282 16,869 12,288 10,578 164,704
1985....... 8,291 12,329 18,647 13,245 10,127 10,537 7,171 7,414 6,485 8,788 10,577 11,781 125,391
1986....... 11,455 15,191 13,682 9,872 9,232 - 9,279 14,656 11,569 9,523 - 4,931 6,218 © 4,070 119,679
1987....... 7,729 11,717 ' '

Y TSUS items 100.53 and 100. 55.
2/ Does not include purebred anxmals for- breedlng purposes or cows imported specially for dairy purposes

i

‘Note.—-Because of rounding, fxsures may not add to the totals shoun

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

G61



Table E-31
All cattle: 1/

U.S. imports for consumption from Canada, by month, 1982-86 and January-Fz=bruary 1987

Febfuary

Year January March April May June _ July __August September October November December Total
: Quantity (thousands) -
1982....... 22 22 - 4B - 60 56 . 36 .27 32 38 a4 ) :'68> 42 495
1983...... . 30 25 42 TA4 ~ 43 - 32 23 18 23 27 t.29 25 359
1984....... 14 23 27 36 35. 30 40 37 37 34 - 28 23 363
1985....... 17 . 35 67 56 36 24 15 15 16 20 30 28 - 359
1986....... 25 29 25 22 24 21 28 . . 20 18 11 16 9 247
1987....... 15 21
Value (1,000 dollars)

1982....... 9,420 6,368 14,498 20,727 18,159 15,018 12,219 14,223 15,411 15,863 23,622 16,718 182,247
1983..... .. 15,403 13,673 22,019 21,046 20,271 15,485 12,253 8,584 11,569 11,098 11,088 10,865 173,353
1984....... 7,006 11,706 13,839 15,364 13,056 14,707 22,526 22,384 20,912 19,131 14,557 12,943 188,133
1985...... . 9,521 17,274 31,615 26,044 17,217 13,277 8,734 9,060 8,383 11,139 14,053 14,588 180,905
1986....... 13,712 17,278 15,407 12,044 11,992 11,283 16,601 12,974 11,251 6,399 8,437 5,545 142,922
1987....... 9,006 13,317

1/ TSUSA items 100.0130-100.0150 and 100.40-100.55.

Note.--Because of Eoundipg, figures may not add to the totals shown.

Source:

Cgmpiled from official statistics of the U.S. Department of Commerce.

961
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Table E-32

Live cattle and calves: U.S. imports for feeding or grazing from Mexico and
Canada, 1984-86

" ‘Source : 1984 1985 1986

__Quantity (thousands)

MeXico....ovunn.. B 389 475 1,066
Lod= ) ¢ ¥ - Y 24 125 10
O TS D P, 413 600 1.076

(Percent of total)

Mexico...... et ettt et 94 79 99
Canada.......... ettt ettt 6 .21 1
Total....... e e et 100 100 100

Note.--Because of roﬁnding, figures may not add to the totals shown.

Source: Imports from Mexico compiled from official statisties of the U.S.
Department of Commerce, imports from Canada compiled from "“Quarterly Recap of
Import Animals Inspected,” Animal and Plant Health Inspection Service, U.S.
Department of Agriculture. ‘
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Table E-33
Cattle and calves: Number placed on feed in 13 major cattle feeding States, imports

for feeding or grazing from Canada, and imports for feeding or grazing from Canada as a
share of number placed on feed, by quarters, 1984-86

January- April- July- October-
Category March June September December Total

1984:
Number of cattle and calves placed
on feed in 13 major cattle feeding
States (1,000 animals)........... 5,511 5,562 6,252 7,592 24,917
Cattle and calves for feeding
or grazing imported from
Canada (1,000 animals)........... 2 9 .5 7 24
Imports of cattle and calves for
feeding or grazing from Canada
as a share of number placed on
feed in 13 major cattle feeding
States (percent)........ cereeeuan 1/ 0.2 0.1 0.1 0.1
1985: :
Number of cattle and calves placed
on feed in 13 major cattle féeding
States (1,000 animals)....... seee 5,315 5,206 5,480 7,365 23,366
Cattle and calves for feeding
or grazing imported from
Canada (1,000 animals)........... 68 41 2 ' 14 125
Imports of cattle and calves for
feeding or grazing from Canada
as a share of number placed on
feed in 13 major cattle feeding
States (percent)..........ccc0vn. 1.3 0.8 1/ 0.2 0.5
1986:
Number of cattle and calves placed
on feed in 13 major cattle feeding
States (1,000 animals)...... veess 5,270 - 5,221 6,336 6,726 23,553
Cattle and calves for feeding :
or grazing imported from .
Canada (1,000 animals).......... . 4 2 1 . 2 10
Imports of cattle and calves for
feeding or grazing from Canada
as a share of number placed on
feed in 13 major cattle feeding
States (percent)..........o.uut . 0.1 p Y4 1/ 1/ 1/

1/ Less than 0.05 percent.
Note.—-Because of rounding figures may not add to the totals shown.
Source: Number placed on feed compiled from official statistics of the U.S. Department

of Agriculture; imports compiled from "Quarterly Recap of Import Animals Inspected,”
Animal and Plant Health Inspection Service, U.S. Department of Agriculture.



Table E-34
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Cattle: U.S. commercial slaughter, imports for consumption for slaughter from
Canada, and imports from Canada as a share of U.S. commercial slaughter, by

quarters, 1984-86

January— -April- - July-

Year and item : March

June

September

October-
December _ Total

1984:
U.S. commercial slaughter
(1,000 animals)......... 9,169
Imports of cattle for
slaughter from Canada
(1,000 animals)......... 46
Imports from Canada as a
share of commercial
slaughter (percent)..... 0.5
1985: - o
U.S. commercial slaughter
(1,000 animals)......... 8,936
Imports of cattle for
slaughter from Canada
(1,000 animals)......... 51
Imports from Canada as a
share of commercial
slaughter (percent)..... 0.6
1986:
U.S. commercial slaughter
(1,000 animals)......... 8,884
Imports of cattle for
slaughter from Canada
(1,000 animals)......... 68
Imports from Canada as a
share of commercial
slaughter (percent)..... 0.6

- 9,343

46

0.5

9,022

46

© 0.5

9,573

51

0.5

9,562
91

1.0

‘9,352

33.
0.4
9,653
| 42 -

0.5 -

9,508 37,582
52 234
0.5 0.6
8,979 36,289
54 184

0.6 0.5

19,179 37,289

26 187

0.3 0.5

1/ Less than 0.05 percent.

Note.--Because of rounding, figures may not add to the totals shown.

Source: U.S. commercial slaughter based on official statistics of the U.S.
Department of Agriculture; imports from Canada estimated by staff of U.S.
International Trade Commission on the basis of "Quarterly Recap of Import

Animals Inspected,” Animal and Plant Health Inspection Serv

Department of Agriculture.

ice, U.S.
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Table E-35
Calves: U.S. commercial sliughter, imports for consumption from Canada, and
imports from Canada as a share of U.S. commercial slaughter, by quarters, 1982-86

January- April- July- October-
" Year and item ‘March June September December  Total
1982:
U.S. commercial slaughter
(1,000 animals)......... 770 675 770 807 3,021
Imports from Canada. .
(1,000 animals)......... 41 63 22 31 158
Imports from Canada as a
share of U.S. commercial _
slaughter (percent)..... 5.3 9.3 2.9 3.8 5.2
1983:
U.S. commercial slaughter : R
(1,000 animals)......... 7134 669 805 868 3,076
Imports from Canada
.(1,000 animals).......... 15 34 15 23. 88
Imports from Canada as a
share of U.S. commercial , ,
slaughter (percent)...... 2.0 5.1 1.9 2.6 2.9
1984:
U.S. commercial slaughter
(1,000 animals)......... 817 745 856 874 3,293
Imports from Canada
(1,000 animals)......... 9 40 11 8 68
Imports from Canada as a
share of U.S. commercial
slaughter (percent)..... 1.1 5.4 1.3 0.9 2.1
1985: ‘
U.S. Commercial slaughter :
(1,000 animals)......... 820 170 872 . 923 3,385
Imports from Canada .
(1,000 animals)......... 9 9 4 3 26
Imports from Canada as a ’
share of U.S. commercial
slaughter (percent)..... 1.1 . 1.2 0.5 . 0.3 0.8
1986:
U.S. commercial slaughter . i .
(1,000 animals)........ . 873 . 836 859 839 3,407
Imports from Canada ’ : '
(1,000 animals)......... 3 11 2 2 18
Imports from Canada as a
share of U.S. commercial
slaughter (percent)..... 0.3 1.3 0.2 0.2 0.5

1/Less than 0.5 percent.

Note.--Because of rounding, figures may not add to the totals shown.

Source: Commercial slaughter based on official statistics of the U.S.

Department of Agriculture, imports compiled from official statistic¢s of the U.S.
Department of Commerce.



Table E-36
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Live cattle: U.S. imports, by customs districts, 1982-86

Country of origin and

customs district 1982 1983 1984 1985 1986
Quantity (1,000 animals)
Canada:
Buffalo, NY............. 18 29 28 29 21
Detroit, MI............. 21 28 18 18 18
Great Falls, MT......... . 65 56 88 113 104
Ogdensburg, NY.......... 165 120¢ 68 38 29
Pembina, ND............. 134 48 87 94 40
Portland, ME............ 17 19 15 12 6
Seattle, WA............. 49 42 43 43 19
St. Albans, VT.......... 25 16 16 7 8
All other............... 1 1 1/ 5 2
Total......covviinvnns 495 359 363 359 247
Mexico: )
El Paso, TX.....cc0vurvnn 313 292 205 257 495
Laredo, TX..... oo 90 132 80 68 287
Nogales, AZ............. 106 138 105 151 287
All other........... ... 1 1/ 1/. 1/ 18
Total......ovvenvennn 510 562 390 476 1,087
All other................. : 1/ 1/ 1/_ 2 1
Grand total...... e 1,005 921 154 837 1,335
Value (1,000 dollars)
Canada: -
Buffalo, NY............. 11,086 18,709 16,963 17,103 11,459
Detroit, MI......... e 14,804 20,228 12,043 12,758 11,105
Great Falls, MT......... 39,828 42,488. - 65,148 60,168 65,985
Ogdensburg, NY.......... 29,599 32,654 14,120 15,459 12,347
Pembina, ND............. 56,057 . 29,497 55,306 49,470 28,149
Portland, ME............ 4,487 5,826 - 2,617 2,819 1,170
Seattle, WA............. 23,072 20,158 18,633 18,953 8,229
St. Albans, VT.......... 2,875 3,600 3,183 2,735 3,265
All other............... . 439 193 120 1,440 1,213
Total........ooovvnnnn 182,247 173,353 188,133 180,905 142,922
Mexico: ; : )
El Paso, TX............. 82,930 88,286 65,611 88,582 165,565
Laredo, TX.............. 24,343 37,622 20,706 20,201 82,495
Nogales, AZ............. 7,653 - 12,942 10,096 15,342 31,157
All other............... 102 . 52 7 2/ 3,056
Total......oivvennnnn 115,028 138,902 96,420 124,124 282,273
All other......cvcvvvvvenn. 423 387 1,210 1,491 759
Grand total........... 297,698 312,642 285,763 306,520 425,954

1/ Fewer than 500 animals.
2/ Less than $500.

Note.--Because of rounding, figures may not add to the totals shown.

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



Table E-37

Calves weighing 200 pounds or more but under 700 pounds each: 1/ U.S. imports for consumption, from Mexico, by month, 1982-86

(In thousands)

Year January
1982. v 16
1983....... 32
1984. .o 113
1985....... 60
1986....... 137

February

‘August September October

March April May June July

32 65 79 40 21 16 4T

22 16 81 122 52 63 36

12t 27 14 2 15 2/ 11
4 4 15 22 21 15 17

70 54 103 38 50 32 18

NN WD~

November December Total
66 108 508
8 105 560
1 39 389
101 201 466
202 264 1,054

1/ TSUS items 100.45; does not include pure bred animals imported for breeding purposes.

2/ Fewer than 500 animals.

Note.--Because of rounding, figures may not add to the totals shown.

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

A4
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Table E-38 )
Beef and veal: U.S. imports for consumption, by major sources, 1982-86, January-February 1986,

and January-February 1987

January-February--

1986

Source 1982 1983 1984 1985 1986 1987
, Quantity (1,000 pounds, carcass weight equivalent)

Australia............ 972,805 834,575 728,082 795,060 934,482 140,715 141,925
New Zealand..... . ., 468,415 485,605 431,006 516,105 502,243 63,324 99,278
Argentina............ 122,921 157,661 143,574 178,739 154,622 30,328 38,012
Canada............... :159,821 166,384 212,399 240,448 . 212,550 49,922 36,385
Costa Rica........... 71,194 47,630 - 59,066 - - 73,250 103,205 21,550 15,686
Brazil.............. . 85,933 135,651 - 152,012 . 139,153 ' 88,889 17,793 9,842
Dominican Republic... 14,827 . 10,534 . 2,366 24,724 36,733 6,093 . . 4,436
Denmark.......ccovu.e 11,776 8,451 15,447 ‘15,572 13,474 2,573 1,467
Guatemala............ 8,457 26,485 26,393 ° 40,093 1/ 1/ Y
All other............ 116,412 119,350 76,825 67,418 81,278 20,620 6,261

Total............ 2,032,561 1,992,326 "1,847,170 2,090,564 2,127,475 352,918 353,292

‘Value (1,000 dollars)
Australia............ 629,816 : - 569,371 . 480,558 473,583 537,200 86,151 88,330
New Zealand.......... 311,184 336,934 297,593 320,096 292,650 40,657 62,263
Argentina........:... 89,109 108,350 :°-101,703 " 116,704 104,451 19,210 30,141
Canada........... e 116,570 118,673 144,947 155,726 134,197 31,019 25,099
Costa Rica........... 53,378 ' 36,928 44,765 - - 51,059 ' 71,340 14,678 11,163
Brazil...........c0.. 54,075 80,554 82,260 71,102 46,833 9,018 - 6,767
Dominican Republic... 13,175 9,400 ° 2,206 17,469 25,661 - 4,263 3,453
Denmark......... PR 22,438 18,045 T 21,643 © 22,596 20,864 3,327 3,147
Guatemala............ 6,931 17,058 " 16,411 22,367 B V4 1/ 1/
All other............ 91,576 92,710 58,919 52,716 -63,314 16,712 - 5,031
. Total....... +v... 1,388,252 1,388,023 1,251,005 1,303,418 1,296,511 © 225,035 235,395

.

1/ Included in all.other.

Note.--Because of rounding, figures may not add to the totals shown.

Source:

Compiled from official statistics of the U.S. Department of Commerce.



Table E-39
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Fresh, chilled, or frozen beef and veal: Carcass weight equivalent of U.S. imports for
consumption, by major sources, 1982-86, January-February 1986, and January-February 1987

’ January-Februacy--
1982 1983 1984 1985 1986 . 1986 1987

Source
‘Quantity (1,000 pounds, carcass, weight equivalent)

Australia............ 969,298 832,230 726,251 794,193 933,796 140,593 141,914
New Zealand.......... 467,033 484,170 429,604 514,971 501,204 63,142 99,238
Canada.....coveneeuns 158,879 161,763 210,418 237,321 210,382 49,611 36,188
Costa Rica........... 71,194 47,630 59,066 73,250 103,126 21,555 15,686
Dominican Republic... 14,827 ‘10,534 2,366 24,724 36,733 6,093 4,436
Guatemala............ 8,457 26,483 26,393 40,093 13,443 5,545 2,935
DenmarkK.............. 2,036 . (o] 7,431 7,602 5,586 1,522 440
Honduras............. 48,111 ° 49,424 30,456 19,776 30,586 7,336 112
All other............ 60,965 63,861 30,975 35,143 18,979 6,010 1,300

Total............ 1,800,800 1,676,095 1,522,960 1,747,073 1,853,835 301,407 302,248

Value (1,000 dollars)

Australia............ 625,833 566,562 ° 477,911 472,831 536,598 86,004 88,312
New Zealand.......... 310,157 335,944 296,534 319,349 291,730 40,513 62,215
Canada..... eseee s 114,097 112,270 141,221 151,240 129,782 30,475 24,441
Costa Rica........... 53,378 - 36,928 44,765 51,059 71,274 14,678 11,163
Dominican Republic... . - 13,175 9,400 2,206 17,469 25,661 4,263 3,453
Guatemala............ 6,931 17,056 16,411 22,367 8,065 3,256 1,744
Denmark.......o.c..0. 1,236 ’ - - 4,833 5,095 3,917 1,125 301
Honduras............. 35,496 35,594 21,930 11,818 20,808 4,787 108
All other............ 46,401 46,916 21,489 25,630 15,684 6,449 822

Total............

1,206,704 1,160,670 1,027,300 1,076,858 1,103,519 191,551 192,559

Note.--Because of rounding, figures may not add to the totals shown.

Source: Compiled from official statistics of the U.S. Department of Agriculture.
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Table E-40 .
Fresh, chilled, or frozen beef and veal: Product weight of U.S. imports for consumption, by
major sources, 1982-86, January-February 1986, and January-February 1987

January-February
Source 1982 1983 1984 1985 1986 1986 1987

Quantity (1,000 pounds, product weight)

Australia............ 715,298 613,404 535,410 - 585,390 688,487 103,667 104,584
New Zealand.......... 345,838 359,165 319,963 - 381,845 372,572 47,680 73,647
Canada............c... 124,985 128,439 167,102 193,351 172,523 40,485 30,839
Costa Rica........... 52,392 35,025 43,431 54,091 76,113 - 15,871 11,534
Dominican Republiec... 10,992 7,800 1,804 18,280 27,021 4,480 3,261
Guatemala............ 6,399 19,483 19,477 29,480 9,963 4,085 2,158
Denmark.............. 1,497 0 5,737 6,002 4,222 . 1,198 335
Honduras............. 35,398 36,341 22,394 14,565 22,530 5,394 . 82
All other............ 44,876 47,143 23,092 27,570 15,136 5,037 1,007

Total............ 1,337,675 1,246,800 1,138,410 1,310!574 1,388,567 227,898 227,448

Value (1,000 dollars)

Australia............ 625,833 566,562 477,911 472,831 536,598 86,004 88,312
New Zealand.......... 310,157 335,944 296,534 319,349 291,730 40,513 62,215
Canada............... 114,097 112,270 141,221 151,240 129,782 30,475 . 24,441
Costa Rica........... 53,378 36,928 44,765 51,059 71,274 14,678 11,163
Dominican Republic... = 13,175 9,400 2,206 17,469 25,661 4,263 3,453
Guatemala............ 6,931 17,056 16,411 22,367 8,065 3,256 1,744
Denmark...... e 1,236 - 4,833 5,095 3,917 1,125 301
Honduras............. 35,496 35,594 21,930 11,818 20,808 4,787 108
All other............ ~46,401 46,916 21,489 25,630 15,684 6,450 825

Total............ 1,206,704 1,160,670 1,027,300 1,076,858 1,103,519 191,551 192,561

Note.--Because of rounding, figures may not add to the totals shown.

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



Table E-41
Beef and veal:
customs districts, 1982-86

206

U.S. imports for consumption from Canada, by selected U.S.

Customs district 1982 1983 1984 1985 1986
Quantity (1,000 pounds, product weight)
Ogdensburg, NY.......... 48,021 47,096 66,807 52,285 38,373
Great Falls, MT........ " 25,646 30,490 39,593 48,160 44,519
Pembina, ND.......v0vene 15,586 13,970 21,924 45,402 38,919
Buffalo, NY......co0evne 26,170 26,317 30,828 29,227 30,526
Detroit, MI............. 5,597 8,459 6,823 16,823 19,030
Seattle, WA............. 1,946 3,181 2,289 3,754 1,564
All other............... 3,697 2,764 1,180 884 289
Total....oeoveeennne 126,663 132,277 169,444 196,535 173,220
Value (1,000 dollars)
Ogdensburg, NY.......... 47,884 44,158 60,369 45,799 32,505
Great Falls, MT......... 21,887 25,650 32,437 36,600 30,331
Pembina, ND......ccvovuu 12,950 11,404 17,159 33,225 27,046
Buffalo, NY............. 22,381 21,354 24,416 21,728 23,322
Detroit, MI............. 5,072 9,647 6,479 13,588 16,104
Seattle, WA............. 2,204 3,319 2,491 3,500 1,268
All other......ccvveaunn 4,192 3,141 1,596 1,286 509
Total.....ovevveevns 116,570 118,673 144,947 155,726 131,085

Note.-—-Because of rounding, figures may not add to the totals shown.

Source:

Compiled from official statistics of the U.S. Customs Service.



Table E-42

All beef and veal: U.S. imports for consumption from Cénada, by month, January 1982-February 1987

Year January February March April May _ June July August Sepgember October November December Total
(1,000 pounds, carcass weight equivalent)
1982........... 14,535 14,930 17,834 13,053 11,387 12,728 11,242 16,193 20,760 17,413 9,363 382 159,821
1983........... 20,068 16,285 23,246 17,734 13,494 13,132 14,428 17,730 12,907 8,177 6,466 2,717 166,384
1984........... 18,455 25,555 21,069 20,720 17,350 12,712 11,169 12,500 11,654 16,968 24,252 19,993 212,399
1985........... 15,171 25,159 26,601 17,303 17,750 17,779 14,462 15,314 18,917 18,873 26,653 26,467 240,448
1986........... 23,110 26,812 20,774 15,706 15,955 14,800 16,642 16,877 17,790 12,970 18,613 12,501 212,550
1987.....00000te 17,952 18,432
Value (1,000 dollars)
1982........... 10,091 10,265 12,115 9,426 8,534 10,301 8,758 11,793 15,370 12,606 6,924 387 116,570
1983. 5. . .. 12,894 ‘11,465 16,762 13,648 10,703 10,344 9,993 11,854 8,749 5,616 4,638 2,005 118,673
1984.......... 11,590 17,052 . 15,527 15,211 12,582 9,172 7,794 8,015 7,990 11,163 15,527 13,324 144,947
1985. ... .. AN 10,216 17,920 19,281.°.12,121 12,186 11,140 9,032 9,398 10,924 - 11,005 15,718 16,786 155,726
1986........... 14,463 16,556 12,998 9,455 9,790 9,637 9,984 10,334 11,691 7,972, 12,871 8,446 134,197
12,545 : ) o - N = o - T

1987-.%......... 12,554

Note: Because of rounding, figures may not add to.the totals shown.

Source: Compiled from official statistits of the U.S. De#hrtment.df.épmmetbﬁ."
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Table E-43

Fresh, chilled, or frozen beef and veal:

1982-February 1987

Carcass weight equivalent of U.S. imports for consumption from Canada, by month, January

November December Total

Year January February March April May June July August September October

Quantity (1,000 pounds, carcass weight equivalent)
1982....... 14,483 14,888 17,778 12,990 11,294 12,632 11,168 16,089 20,685 17,319 9,227 325 158,879
1983....... 20,004 16,227 22,961 17,323 12,864 12,495 13,927 17,099 12,472 7,514 6,242 2,634 161,763
1984....... 18,256 25,472 20,816 20,357 17,087, 12,593 10,990 12,442 11,530 16,879 24,123 19,872 210,418
1985....... 15,098 25,004 26,374 17,184 17,482 17,330 14,203 15,038 18,275 18,671 26,438 26,224 237,321
1986....... 22,896 26,715 20,616 15,418 15,645 14,425 16,478 16,734 17,699 12,887 18,518 12,351 210,382
1987....... 17,838 18,350

Value (1,000 dollars)

1982....... 9,933 10,133 11,972 9,276 8,315 10,056 .8,556 11,529 15,167 12,363 6,591 205 114,097
1983....... 12,735 11,276 16,244 13,140 9,960 9,600 9,341 11,041 8,119 4,773 4,271 1,769 112,270
1984....... 11,305 16,836 15,153 14,672 12,141 8,929 7,432 7,854 7,680 10,880 15,236 13,103 141,221
1985 . 10,028 17,619 18,892 . 11,936 11,867 - -10,497- 8,712 9,046 10,193 10,648 15,351 16,452 151,240
1986....... 14,163 16,313 12,654 9,009 9,291 9,065 9,592 10,024 11,410 7,666 12,473 8,125 129,782
1987....... 12,170 12,272 . : i

Note.--Because of rounding, figures may not add to the totals shown.

Source: Compiled from official statistics of the U.S. Department of Commerce.
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Table E-44

Fresh, chilled, or frozen beef and veal:
January-February 1987

Product weight of U.S. imports for consumption, from Canada, by month, 1982-86 and

Year January February March April May June July August September October November December Total

Quantity (1,000 pounds, product weight)
1982....... 11,437 11,477 13,802 10,365 9,019 10,016 8,848 12,705 16,401 13,625 7,051 239 124,985
1983....... 15,408 12,926 18,290 14,208 10,542 10,323 11,073 13,190 9,530 5,733 5,050 . 2,166 128,439
1984....... 14,014 19,684 16,446 16,175 13,232 9,801 8,693 9,534 9,128 13,535 20,374 16,485 167,102
1985....... 12,218 20,806 21,611 13,958 14,392 13,556 11,211 12,101 14,667 15,401 21,804 21,626 193,351
1986....... 18,577 21,907 16,790 12,350 12,390° 11,582 13,304 13,559 14,680 10,513 16,047 10,825 172,523
1987....... 15,305 15,534 i

Value (1,000 dollars)

1982....... 9,933 10,133 11,972 9,276 8,315 10,056 8,556 11,529 15,167 12,363 6,591 205 114,097
1983....... 12,735 11,276 16,244 13,140 9,960 9,600 9,341 11,041 8,119 4,773 4,271 1,769 112,270
1984....... 11,305 16,836 15,153 14,672 12,141 8,929 7,432 7,854 7,680 10,880 15,236 13,103 141,221
1985....... 10,028 17,619 18,892 . 11,936 11,867 10,497 8,712 9,046 10,193 10,648 15,351 16,452 151,240
1986....... 14,163 16,313 12,654 9,009 9,291 9,065 9,592 10,024 11,410 7,666 12,473 8,125 129,782
1987....... 12,170

12,272

Note.--Because of rounding, figures may not add to the totals shown.

Source:

Compiled from official statistics of the U.S. Department of Agriculture.
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Table E-45
Beef and veal, prepared or preserved: U.S. imports for consumption from major sources, 1982-86,

January-February 1986, and January-February 1987

January-February——
Source 1982 1983 1984 1985 1986 1986 1987

Quantity (1,000 pounds, carcass weight equivalent)

Argentina............ 122,921 157,661 143,574 178,739 154,622 30,328 38,012
Brazil............... 85,933 135,651 152,012 139,152 88,889 17,793 9,842
Denmark......... e 9,740 8,451 8,015 7,971 7,887 1,051 1,028
Uruguay.............. 6,185 4,640 13,432 6,848 14,758 1,324 1,431
Canada........cco000e 943 4,621 1,980 3,127 2,167 312 197
All other............ 6,039 5,207 5,197 71,654 5,316 708 . 534

Total............ 231,761 316,231 324,210 343,491 273,639 51,516 51,044

Value (1,000 dollars)

Argentina............ 89,109 108,350 101,703 116,704 104,451 19,210 30,141
Brazil............... 54,075 80,554 82,260 71,101 46,833 9,018 6,767
Denmark.............. 21,203 18,045 16,810 17,501 16,948 2,202 2,846
Uruguay.....coeovueee 3,912 2,842 7,944 4,424 8,727 895 1,080
Canada.......c.oouvne 2,473 6,402 3,726 4,486 4,415 544 658
All other............ 10,776 11,158 11,261 12,345 11,618 1,614 1,342

Total............ 181,548 227,353 223,704 226,561 192,992 33,484 42,834

Note.--Because of rounding, figures may not add to the totals shown.

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



Table E-46
Quota-type meats: 1/
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U.S. imports for consumption, by sources, 1982-86

(In thdusands of pounds)

Source 1982 1983 . 1984 1985 1986 2/
Australia.......ooevuune 714,837 601,135 542,774 595,692 601,582
New Zealand............. 348,761 367,877 328,248 398,576 340,582
Canada......ovieveevenns 124,680 129,998 166,207 187,762 169,846
Costa Rica.......ovovuus 45,525 33,427 - 38,270 54,660 63,252
Dominican Republic...... 10,244 8,017 1,692 18,860 23,795
HondurasS....coevvenenens 31,737 34,102 22,317 15,116 19,788
Guatemala..........cvnu. 5,237 19,066 18,351 28,229 6,701
Sweden...... Chrereeatee 0 0 2,020 3,444 6,674
European Community...... 7,004 11,223 9,708 9,725 6,172
El Salvador............. 2,568 3,267 2,777 1,664 649
GUAM. . . e vvevvensnvocnnne - - ' - 531 343
Belize......oovvivennnns . 0 0 0 263 189
Panama.......occevoemanes 4,419 1,900 1,277 118 90
Nicaragua........cc00uen 23,248 28,094 ‘ 7,793 3,914 -0
Haiti....ovveeneoneonnns 882 662 37 46 0
MeXiCo....vveetnnnnnnann: 451 1,318 0 0 0
Total......covvevenne 1,319,594 1,240,086 1,141,471 1,318,600 1,239,663

1/ Fresh, chilled, or frozen beef and veal, mutton, goat ‘meat, and certain

prepared beef.
2/ Preliminary.

Note.--Because of rounding, figures may not add to the totals shown.

Source: Compiled from official staﬁistics of the U.S. Customs Service.



Table E-47

Canadian production, imports, exports, and apparent consumption, 1982-86

Cattle and calves:
Apparent Imports as a Exports as a
consumption 1/ share_of—- share of--
Produc- Produc-  Consump- ’
Year tion 2/ Imports Exports 3/ _Cattle Calves Total _ tion tion Production Consumption
Thousands Percent
1982.... 5,072 91 514 3,399 446 3,845 1.8 2.4 10.1 13.4
1983.... 5,040 95 375 3,341 477 3,818 1.9 2.5 7.4 9.8
1984.... 4,877 52 383 3,214 520 3,734 1.1 1.4 7.9 10.3
1985.... 4,703 61 381 3,273 496 3,769 1.3 1.6 8.1 10.1
1986.... 4,631 75 261 3,234 490 - 3,724 1.6 2.0 5.6 7.0

1/ Number slaughtered at federally inspected and provincially inspected slaughter plants
2/ Calf crop, or the number of calves born during the year.
3/ Estimated by the staff of the U.S. International Trade Commission.

Source:

statistics of Statistics Canada.

Production compiled from officials statistics of Statistics Canada, imports and apparent consumption
compiled from official statistics of Agricultuire Canada, exports estimated by staff of the U.S. International Trade
Commission based on official U.S. import statistics of the U.S. Department of Commerce and official export

[2¢4
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Table E-48
Cattle and calves: Composition of Canadian slaughter, 1/ 1982-86

(in thousands)

Total Total

cattle ' cattle
Year Steers . Heifers Cows Bulls slaughter cCalf and calf
1982 2/.. 1,604 1,014 717 64 3,399 446 3,845
1983..... 1,576 991 723 51 3,341 477 3,818
1984..... 1,477 928 757 52 3,214 520 3,734
1985..... 1,466 931 825 52 3,273 496 3,769
1986..... 1,507 936 740 52 3,234 490 3,724

1/ Includes both federally and provincially inspected slaughter.
2/ 53 weeks. ‘ :

Note.--Because of rounding, figures may not add to the totals shown.

Source: Compiled from official statistics of Agriculture Canada.



Table E-49.
Baaf and veal:

Canadian production,
exports as a share of production and consumption, 1982-86

imports, exports, apparent consumption, and imports and

Imports as a
share of--

Exports as a share of--

Apparent
Produc- consump-
Year tion Imports Exports tion 1/ Production Consumption
~——-Million pounds, carcass weight equivalent Percent———————e——w--
1982.... 2,275 194 183 2,291 8.6 8.5 8.1 8.0
1983.... 2,284 201 183 2,291 8.8 9.0 8.0 8.0
1984.... 2,198 254 231 2,222 11.6 11.4 10.5 10.4
1985.... 2,282 254 258 2,273 11.1 11.2 11.3 11.4
1986.... 2,249 229 249 2,235 10.2 10.2 11.1 11.1

1/ Includes changes in inventories.

Source: Compiled from official statistics of the U.S. Department of Agriculture.
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Table E-50

Red meat and poultry: Consumptiorn in-Canéda,“by"£Ype; 1982-86

“(in millions of pounds)

Year _Beef and veal 1/ Pork 1/ Total Poultry 2/
1982....... 2,291 . 1,517 "3,808. - 1,228
1983....... 2,291 1,572 3,863 1,281 -
1984....... 2,222 1,541 3,763 1,305
1985....... 2,273 1,594 . 3,867 1,402
1986....... 2,235 1,488 - - 3,723

1,457

1/ Carcass weight equivalent. .
2/

Ready-to-cook equivalent.

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

Agriculture.



Table E-51 .
Red meat and poultry: -

216

Per capita consumption in Canada, by types, 1982-87

._{(in pounds)

'Beéf;'veal,

Beef, veal,

pork, and

Beef and - and pork poultry
Year veal =~ - . Pork total Poultry  total
1982........ R ceeees 92,97 61.4  154.3 49.9 204.2
1983. ... ittt vacennn 91.9. 63.1 “155.0 50.5 © 205.5
1984. .. ... iiiiinnnnnnn 88.4 61.5 150.1 52.2 203.3
1985. . iiiiaiereneenans 89.5 62.8 150.3. -55.2 205.5
1986 1/.......c0vivvunns 88.6 60.9 149.5 57.7 " 207.2
1987 2/...ciiviennn . 84.2 62.0 2 3 5

146.

60.

206.

1/ Preliminary.
2/ Projected.

Source: Compiled from official statistics of the U.

Agriculture.

S. Department of
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Table E-52

Beef, fresh, chilled, or frozen: 1/ Canadian imports by major sources,

1982-86 ‘ : :

Source 1982 1983 ) 1984 1985 1986

’ Quantity (million pounds)

New Zealand....... 49.8 54.6 - 37.2 51.1 45.4

United States..... 19.4 23.3 43.1 42.9 42.4

Australia......... 43.8 31.6 28.6 41.4 68.9

EC...... .o e 7.7 14.8 50.2 24 .4 2.6

Nicaragua......... 0.4 1.7 9.7 4.3 3.7
Total......... 121.2 125.9 168.8 164.1 163.1

Value (1,000 Canadian dollars)

New Zealand..... +. 61,048 71,663 51,969 66,982 57,424

United States..... 46,223 55,156 105,839 107,141 104,567

Australia......... 52,235 40,689 40,412 49,323 85,414

EC.vvveivennn e 8,488 15,679 55,243 24,370. 2,599

Nicaragua..... cea 698 2,681 18,031 4,306 4,289
Total......... 168,692 185,866 - 271,494 252,122 254,293

1/ Canadian commodity Nos. 011-01, 011-03, and

011-05.

Note.—~Because of rounding, figures may not add to the totals shown.

Source: Compiled from official statistics of Statistics Canada.
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Table E-53

Veal, fresh, chilled, or frozen: 1/ Canadian imports from Australia, the
United States, and all other sources, 1982-86

Source ' 1982 1983 1984 1985 1986

Quantity (million pounds)

Australia......... 3.2 1.5 1.0 1.7 2.6
United States..... 0.8 0.4 1.7 ' 0.6 1.1
All other......... 2/ 2/ 2/ 2/ 2/
Total......... 4.0 1.9 2.8 2.6 3.7
Value ($CAN 1,000)
Australia......... 5,585 2,306 2,245 2,706 3,779
United States..... 1,554 1,117 3,397 1,362 2,155
All other......... 70 3/ - 58 435 3/
Total......... 7,209 3,423 5,700 4,503 5,934

1/ Canadian commodity No. 011-08.

2/ Less than 0.5 million pounds.

3/ Less than $0.5 million.

Note.--Because of rounding, figures may not add to the totals shown.

Source: Compiled from official statistics of Statistics Canada.



Table E-54
Cured beef 1/:
sources, 1982-86

219

Canadian imports from the United States and all other

1984 1985

Source 1982 1983 1986
: Quantity (1,000 pounds)

United States.... 386 276 172 - 324 225

All other........ 0 0 0 0 -0
Total........ 386 276 172 324 225

Value (1,000 Canadian dollars)

United States.... 3,369 2,977 2,606 2,123 - 2,526

All other........ - - ' - - -
Total........ 3,369 2,977 2,606 2,123 2,526

1/ Canadian commodity No. 013.09.

Source: Compiled from official statistics of Statistics Canada.
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Table E-55
Canned beef: 'Canadian:imports; by ‘major sources, 1982-86

Source 1982 1983 1984 . 1985 - 1986
N Quantity. (1,000 pounds)
Brazil............ 6,613 8,157 7,168 8,348 5,353
Australia......... 3,832 3,149 2,338 - 2,812 2,325
Italy....coovnveen 220 483 - 357 -185 384
Argentina..... Looe 981 . 1,421 822 1,174 485
All othér......... . 13k .. :° 80 346 .. 421 9
Total......... 11,778 13,289 11,031 12,940 8,556
Value (1,000 Canadian dollars) -
Brazil..... eee... 8,633 - 9,916 7,945 " 9,465 6,540
Australia......... 6,274 = 4,415 . 3,372 . 3,692 2,899
Italy....ooovnnnn. 507 1,048 794 © -853 990
Argentina......... 1,313 1,702 957 1,402 587
All other......... .~ 165 . . 111 408 214 ' 6
Total........ . 16,893 17,193 13,478 15,626 11,022

1/Includes canned corned beef, Canadian commodity 017.03 and canned beef
and veal n.e.s. 017.09.

Note.--Because of rounding, figures may not add to the totals shown.

Source: Compiled from official statistics of Statistics Canada.
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Table E-56

Live cattle and calves: Canadian exports to all markets except the
United States, by types, 1982-86

Type of cattle or calves 1982 1983 1984 1985 1986
_ Quantity
Purebred dairy 1/............ 9,495 10,201 14,698 12,950 12,527
Purebred except dairy 2/..... 5,338 4,981 1,533 1,520 376
Dairy, n.e.s., weighing less

than 200 pounds 3/...... . 847 2 0 0 0
Dairy, n.e.s., weighing 200

pounds or over 4/.......... 1,710 150 3,253 5,717 960
N.e.s., weighing less than

200 pounds 5/.......c..c0vn 0 18 o o 2

N.e.s., weighing 200 pounds

or more but not over 450

pounds 6/..... et 2 0 10 (0] 3
N.e.s., weighing 450 pounds

but not over 700

pounds 7/....... e 0 0 6 0 3
N.e.s., weighing 700 pounds _

and over 8/...... e et e 1,370 288 841 1,858 302

Total.....ioiviviinnnnnne 18,762 15,640 20,341 22,045 14,173
. (1,000 Canadian dollars)

Purebred dairy 1/............ 20,567 26,793 31,421 25,533 26,103
Purebred except dairy 2/..... 5,972 6,753 2,544 3,319 - 1,155
pairy, n.e.s., weighing less

than 200 pounds 3/......... 35 4 - .- -
Dairy, n.e.s., weighing 200

pounds or over 4/.......... 2,070 296 3,928 6,527 960
N.e.s., weighing less than .

200 pounds 5/.... 00t 25 . 4 5 21 2

N.e.s., weighing 200 pounds

or more but not over 450

pounds 6/......ciiiiiinnnnn 9 - 3 - 3
N.e.s., weighing 450 pounds

but not over 700

pounds 7/.... it 1,708 1 ‘3 131 3
N.e.s., weighing 700 pounds

and over 8/.......c.. i 1,616 2 6 178 352

Total......ciiiiivinnnnn. 32,002 33,853 37,910 35,709 28,578

/ Canadian commodity No. 1-10.
/ Canadian commodity No. 1-19.
/ Canadian commodity No. 1-45.
/ Canadian commodity No. 1-49.
/ Canadian commodity No. 1-75.
/ Canadian commodity No. 1-83.
/ Canadian commodity No. 1-85.
/ Canadian commodity No. 1-90.

Note.--Because of rounding, figures may not add to the totals shown.

Source: Compiled from official statistics of Statistics Canada.
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Table E-57

Beef and veal: Ganadian exports to all markets except the United
States, by types, 1982-86

Type 1982 1983 1984 1985 1986
: (Million pounds)
Beef, fresh, chilled, or
frozen 1/........c0vuunn 10.7 9.6 9.4 9.5 8.8
Beef, cured 2/............. 4.4 4.0 3.5 2.7 0.2
Veal, fresh, chilled, or )
frozen 3/.......000iivenn 0.2 4/ 4/ 0.1 0.1
(Canl,000 dollars)
Beef, fresh, chilled, or
frozen 1/.....ccviviienne 18,560 12,608 12,564 15,719 18,119
Beef, cured 2/.....c000enen 3,120 2,616 2,566 2,750 283
Veal, fresh, chilled, or
frozen 3/....cc0vienennnn 288 83 209 145 2,585
Total.......oovvvvnnns “. 21,968 15,307 15,339 18,614 20,987

1/ Canadian commodity Nos. 011-01, 011-03, and 011-05.
2/ Canadian commodity No. 013-09.

3/ Canadian commodity Nos. 011-07 and 011-08.

4/ Less than 50,000 pounds.

Source: Compiled from official statistics of Statistics Canada.
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Table E-58 . | | |
Quota-type beef and veal: 1/ Canadian imports by major sources, 1982-86

(Million poqnds)

Source . 1982 1983 = 1984 1985 1986
Australia........covvveee 47.0 33.1 . 29.5 43.2 68.9
New Zealand.............. 49.8 S54.7 37.3 51.1 .  45.4
United States............ 20.1 23.8° _44.8 : ‘43.4 42.4
European Community...... " 7.7 14.8 - 50.3 24.7 2.6
All other................ 7 1.5 : 9.7 4.4 3.7
Total.....coineeunnns 125.2 127.9 171.7 1166.9 163.1

1/ cCanadian tariff item No. 761-1.

Note.--Because of rounding, figures may not add to the totals shown.

Source: Compiled from Trade of Canada.
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Table E-59

Frozen poneless manufacturing beef: Comparative annual average-U.S. and
Canadian prices, by types, delivered to Chicago, 1983-86 and January-March 1987

(Cents per’ pound)

50 percent 85 percent
~ chemical lean o chemical lean

from—— . . . from—-

United ' United
Period States 1/ Canada States Canada
1983...... cereees 54.3 : 54.0 104.3 105.1
1984..... ceedee.. 58.8 . 60.5 97.1 99.4
1985......000vau 46.7 48.8 95.7 97.5
1986....... ceed.. 48,8 7 49.4 " 91.9 . 93.0
January-March
1987..... Cecenenn ~53.0 . 55.3 100.9 100.0

1/ Converted from f.o.b. Midwest river points delivered to Chicago, by adding
a factor of 2¢ per pound. o ' '

Source: Derived from dairy price quotation in The Meat Sheet published by The
Meat Sheet, The Total Price Report.
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Table E-60 . A
Frozen boneless manufacturing beef: Comparative average U.S. and Canadian prices, by types, by

quarters, delivered to Chicago, 1983-86 and January-March 1987

(Cents per pound)

50 percent chemical lean from-- 85 percent chemical lean from——
United Premium for United Premium for
Period States 1/ Canada U.S. product 2/ States Canada U.S. product 2/
- 1983:
1st Quarter.... 58.0 54.7 3.4 107.5 105.0 2.4
2d Quarter..... 60.1 61.6 -1.4 111.4 110.7 .7
3d Quarter..... 51.2 50.4 .8 S 103.5 106.9 -3.2
4th Quarter.... 48.3 49.8 -1.5 95.3 97.8 -2.6
1984: N
1st Quarter.... 58.5 59.0 -.5 102.0 102.2 -.2
24 Quarter..... 58.9 60.9 -2.0 101.6 103.8 -2.1
3d Quarter..... 62.7 63.5 ~-.8 95.8 98.5 -2.8
4th Quarter.... 55.0 58.3 -3.3 89.8 ~  93.3 -3.5
1985:
1st Quarter.... 55.9 60.3 -4.4 100.8 101.8 -1.0
24 Quarter..... 47.5 50.0 -2.6 98.1 99.9 -1.8
3d Quarter..... 37.8 40.5 -2.7 ’ 92.6 94.1 -1.6
4th Quarter.... 45.9 44.3 1.6 91.1 94.0 -2.9
1986:
" 1st Quarter.... 44.8 45.6 -.8 92.3 93.0 ~-.7
24 Quarter..... 38.6 4.4 -2.8 92.5 90.9 1.6
3d Quarter..... 54.0 51.9 2.2 94.2 93.4 .8
4th Quarter.... 58.3 59.4 ~-1.0 88.2 94.8 . -6.6
1987:
1st Quarter.... 53.0 55.3 -2.3 100.9 . 100.0 .9

1/ Converted from f.o.b. Midwest river points delivered to Chicago, by adding a factor of

2¢ per pound.
2/ Because of rounding, figures may not add to the totals shown.

Source: Derived from daily price quotation in The Meat Sheet, published by the Meat Sheet, The
Total Price Report.
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Table E-61
Cattle prices: Comparative annual average U.S. and Canadian auction prices, by types, 1980-86

and January-March 1987

(U.S. dollars per hundred weight)

Feeder cattle 1/ Slaughter cattle 2/ Cull cattle 3/ Veél calves 4/
United United United United
Period States Canada States Canada States Canada States Canada

U.S. dollars per hundred weight

1980..... 72.70 71.95 67.67 66.05 44 .93 45.76 84.79 88.17
1981..... 64.35 63.88 64.72 63.09 41.40 42.05 83.00 81.60
1982..... 63.08 60.68 ' 64.89 60.67 39.96 38.72 80.53 75.45
1983..... 62.46 63.79 63.25 59.40 39.23 39.54 78.08 74.38
1984..... 63.45 . 62.80 65.47 60.84 39.96 38.83 71.76 72.50
1985..... 62.34 60.28 59.28 56.14 37.43 36.91 68.58 66.86
1986..... 60.13 62.22 58.30 55.45 36.41 36.72 69.11 67.52
Jan.-Mar ’

1987..... 67.80 73.05 61.77 59.02 42.61 40.89 ‘74.87 74.91

1/ U.S. prices based on average of sales (No. 1 steers, medium frame 600 to 700 lbs.) located in
Amarillo, TX; Billings, MT; Kansas City, MO; South St. Paul, MN; and Thomasville, GA. Canadian
prices based on average of sales in Calgary, Alberta; Montreal, Quebec; Southern Saskatchewan;
Toronto, Ontario; and Winnipeg, Manitoba.

2/ U.s. prices based on average of sales (slaughter cattle, steers, choice Nos. 2 to 4, 1,100 to
1,300 1bs.) located in Amarillo, TX; Greeley, CO; Moses Lake, WA; Omaha, NE; South St. Paul, MN;
and Visalia, CA. Canadian prices based on average of sales (slaughter cattle, Al and 2 steers,
1,000 lbs. and over) in Calgary, Alberta; Montreal, Quebec; Southern Saskatchewan; Toronto,
Ontario; and Winnipeg, Manitoba.

3/ U.S. prices based on average of sales (cows, commercial Nos. 2 to 4) located in Omaha, NE; Salt
Lake City, UT; and South St. Paul, MN. Canadian prices based on average of sales in Calgary,
Alberta; Montreal, Quebec; Southern Saskatchewan; Toronto, Ontario; and Winnipeg, Manitoba.

4/ U.S. prices based on average of sales (vealers, choice, 150 to 250 lbs. except 150 to 300 lbs.
from 1985 on) located in Albany, NY and South St. Paul, MN. " Canadian prices based on average of
sales (good veal) located in Montreal, Quebec; Toronto, Ontario; and Winnipeg, Manitoba.

Source: U.S. prices from Livestock Detailed Quotations (Annual), 1980-86, United States
Department of Agriculture, Agricultural Marketing Service, Livestock, Poultry, Grain and Seed
Division. Canadian prices from Livestock Market Review, Agriculture Canada, Marketing and

Economics Branch.
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Table E-62
Feeder cattle: 1/ Comparative U.S. and Canadian auction prices, by quarters, 1980-86 and
January-March 1987 . : ’ .

(U.S. dollars per hundred weight)

Premium )
- paid in Range. of prices in

Period United States 2/ Canada 3/ United States United States Canada
1980: .

1st Quarter.... 78.39 78.09 0.30 6.41 7.35

2d Quarter..... 67.90 67.69 .21 7.93 ’ 3.43

3d Quarter..... 72.69 70.43 2.26 9.34 . 5.50

4th Quarter.... 71.82 71.61 .21 9.42 6.84
1981:

1st Quarter.... 69.04 66.74 2.30 6.95 - 5.66

2d Quarter..... 64,49 66.39 -1.90 7.14. ) 2.57

3d Quarter..... 63.13 62.87 .26 9.85 : 5.15

4th Quarter.... 60.74 59.54 1.20 7.36 5.08
1982: -

1st Quarter.... 61.25 56.60 4,65 5.99 ’ 5.09

24 Quarter..... 64.57 62.59 1.98 7.99 . 3.57

3d Quarter..... 64.97 62.36 2.61 7.82 - 3.67

4th Quarter.... 61.52 61.16 .36 6.06 4.15
1983:

1st Quarter.... 65.66 64.80 .86 5.30 6.12

2d Quarter..... 65.37 65.94 ' -.57 5.82 4.88

3d Quarter..... 58.77 60.74 ~1.97 5.50 3.57

4th Quarter.... 60.03 63.57 -3.54 6.60 5.63
1984:

1st Quarter.... 65.38 63.35 2.03 6.15 4,81

24 Quarter..... 62.43 62.44 -.01 8.64 5.06

3d Quarter..... 62.43 61.76 .67 7.72 5.48

4th Quarter.... 63.55 63.64 -.09 8.57 - 5.46
1985: .

1st Quarter.... 66.76 61.33 5.43 5.75 4.02

2d Quarter..... 64.05 61.80 2.25 7.36 4.23

34 Quarter..... 58.72 57.97 .15 5.84 3.68

4th Quarter.... 59.84 60.04 -.20 5.94 5.38
1986: '

1st Quarter.... 60.07 60.40 -.33 6.02 6.14

24 Quarter..... 56.99 58.76 -1.77 6.42" 15.21

3d Quarter..... 61.75 63.74 -1.99 6.60 6.32

4th Quarter.... 61.72 65.98 -4.26 7.72 11.82
1987: :

1lst Quarter.... 67.80 73.05 -5.25 5.50 13.29

1/ For the United States, feeder cattle prices were accumulated for No. 1 steers, medium frame 600
to 700 lbs; Canadian prices were accumulated for feeder steers, 600 to 700 1lbs.

2/ Based on average of sales located in Amarxllo. TX; Billings, MT; Kansas City, MO; South st.
Paul, MN; and Thomasville, GA.

3/ Canadian prices based on average of sales located in Calgary, Alberta; Montreal, Quebec;
Southern Saskatchewan; Toronto, Ontario; and Winnipeg, Manitoba.

Source: U.S. prices from Livestock Detailed Quotations (Annual), 1980-86, United States
Department of Agriculture, Agricultural Marketing Service, Livestock, Poultry, Grain and Seed
Division. Canadian prices from Livestock Market Review, Agriculture Canada, Marketing and
Economics Branch.
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Table E-63

Slaughter cattle: 1/ Comparative U.S. and Canadian auction prices, by
quarters, 1980-86 and January-March 1987

_(U.S. dollars per hundred weight)

Range of prices in

United Premium paid in United

Period States 2/ Canada 3/ United States States Canada
1980: : o

1st Quarter.... 66.84 66.53 . 0.31 3.08 6.64

2d Quarter..... 65.73 61.94" 3.79 4,32 5.61

3d Quarter..... 71.04 67.06 3.98 2.25 6.37

4th Quarter.... 67.06 68.66 ~1.60 4.91 4.89
1981: :

1st Quarter.... 62.89 63.59 -.70 5.75 5.73

24 Quarter..... 67.50 64.23 3.27 3.96 7.82

34 Quarter..... 67.00 64.22 2.78 2.25 6.25

4th Quarter.... 61.50 60.32 1.18 5.33 6.71
1982:

1st Quarter.... 64.01 56 .05 7.96 1.89 8.13

2d Quarter..... 71.42 67.03 4.39 3.37 6.49

34 Quarter..... 64,46 61.89 2.57 2.49 7.49

4th Quarter.... 59.67 57.73 1.94 4.70 6.11
1983:

1st Quarter.... 62.40 57.87 4.53 3.11 8.08

2d Quarter..... 67.93 63.43 4.50 3.30 6.62

3d Quarter..... 61.14 57.55 3.59- 2.54 6.62

4th Quarter.... 61.51 58.74 2.77 3.60 7.25
1984: ' _

1st Quarter.... 67.42 60.49 6.93 6.63 6.64

2d Quarter..... 66.78 61.49 5.29 4.09 7.08

3d Quarter..... 63.69 60.10 3.59 3.89 9.50

4th Quarter.... 63.97 61.30 2.67 3.55 7.35
1985:

1st Quarter.... 62.87 58.50 4.37 2.41 9.04

2d Quarter..... 58.58 57.08 1.50 3.77 5.05

34 Quarter..... 52.89 51.33 1.56 2.74 4.80

4th Quarter.... 62.79 57.64 5.15 2.65 4.85
1986:

1st Quarter.... 57.62 54.73 2.89 1.68 8.92

24 Quarter..... 55.48 53.05 2.43 2.50 6 .84

34 Quarter..... 59.14 55.61 3.53 2.71 5.89

4th Quarter.... 60.95 58.43 2.52 2.42 6.91
1987

1st Quarter.... 61.77 59.02 2.75 .3.64 6.51

1/ U.S. prices based on sales of slaughter cattle, steers, choice Nos. 2 to 4,
1,100 to 1,300 lbs. Canadian prices based on sales of slaughter cattle, Nos.
Al and 2 steers, 1,000 lbs. and over.

2/ Based on average of sales located in Amarillo, TX; Greely, CO; Moses Lake,
WA; Omaha, NE; South St. Paul, MN; and Visalia, CA.

3/ Based on average of sales located in Calgary, Alberta; Montreal, Quebec;
Southern Saskatchewan; Toronto, Ontario; and Winnipeg, Manitoba.

Source: U.S. prices from Livestock Detailed Quotations (Annual), 1980-86,
United States Department of Agriculture, Agricultural Marketing Service,
Livestock, Poultry, Grain and Seed Division. Canadian prices from Livestock
Market Review, Agriculture Canada, Marketing and Economics Branch.
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Table E-64

Cull cattle: 1/ Comparative U.S. and Canadian auction prices, by quarters,
1980-86 and January-March 1987

(U.S. dollars per hundred weight)

Range of prices in

United Premium paid in United -
Period States 2/ Canada 3/ United States States _Canada
1980:
1st Quarter.... 48.31 47.96 0.35 0.74 . 6.98
2d Quarter..... 43.36 44 .12 -.76 . .95 5.51
3d Quarter..... 44.51 46 .22 -1.71 .70 4.77
4th Quarter.... 43.55 44,73 -1.18 .37 7.12
1981: ' ) '
1st Quarter.... 42.27 43.04 -.77 .32 6.29
2d Quarter..... 42.59 43.83 -1.24 .40 4.11
3d Quarter..... 42.97 44 .46 -1.49 .59 6.05
4th Quarter.... 37.78 36.87 .91 1.40 7.24
1982:
1st Quarter.... 38.41 36.41 2.00 71 6.85
2d Quarter..... 42.68 41.28 1.40 .92 3.32
3d Quarter..... 41.65 41.98 -.33 1.77 3.60
Ath Quarter.... 37.10 35.19 1.91 1.09 6.26
1983: _
1st Quarter.... 40.02 38.39 . 1.63 .60 4.53
24 Quarter..... 42.78 43.20 -.42 .43 3.57
3d Quarter..... 39.10 41.22 -2.12 .58 6.47
4th Quarter.... 35.00 35.33 -.33 1.21 7.85
1984: ,
1st Quarter.... 39.56 37.90 1.66 .62 3.95
2d Quarter..... 42.62 41.14 1.48 1.13 4.18
3d Quarter..... 40.35 40.05 .30 1.88 6.77
4th Quarter.... 37.30 36.24 1.06 2.77 6.45
1985:
1st Quarter.... 41.33 38.23 3.10 1.52 4.06
2d Quarter..... 40.69 39.32 1.37 1.70 3.00
3d Quarter..... 35.35 36.54 -1.19 .17 4.20
4th Quarter.... 32.33 33.55 -1.22 .57 6.16
1986: .
1st Quarter.... 35.71 36.33 -.62 .98 4.24
24 Quarter..... 36.51 36.35 .16 .68 3.34
3d Quarter..... 37.45 37.98 -.53 1.72 3.03
4th Quarter.... 35.95 36.21 -.26 1.12 4,58
1987: :
1st Quarter.... 42.61 40.89 1.72 1.24 5.37

1/ U.S. prices based on sales of cows, commercial Nos. 2 to 4. Canadian
prices based on sales of cows, Nos. D1 and 2.

2/ Based on average of sales located in Omaha, NE; Salt Lake City, UT; and
South St. Paul, MN. ’

3/ Based on average of sales located in Calgary, Alberta; Montreal, Quebec;
Southern Saskatchewan; Toronto, Ontario; and Winnipeg, Manitoba.

Source: U.S. prices from Livestock Detailed Quotations (Annual), 1980-86,
United States Department of Agriculture, Agricultural Marketing Service,
Livestock, Poultry, Grain and Seed Division. Canadian prices from Livestock
Market Review, Agriculture Canada, Marketing and Economics Branch.
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Table E-65

Veal calves: 1/ Comparative U.S. and Canadian auction prices, by quarters,
1980-86 and January-March 1987

(U.S. dollars per hundred weight)

Range of prices in

United Premium paid in United
Period States 2/ Canada 3/ United States States Canada
1980 A
1st Quarter.... 89.16 93.67 -4.51 35.15 25.61
2d Quarter..... 83.57 86 .85 -3.28 22.15 20.69
3d Quarter..... 83.86 85.34 ~1.48 9.64 18.49
4th Quarter.... ' 82.55 86.80 -4.25 7.08 35.09
1981
1st Quarter.... 85.26 84.66 .60 12.35 32.40
2d Quarter..... 88.50 85.27 3.23 9.73 - 27.00
3d Quarter..... 81.70 80.23 1.47 . 9.70 26 .60
4th Quarter.... 76.54 76.25 .29 14.33 36.94
1982
1st Quarter.... 79.29 76.75 2.54 19.91 34.55
2d Quarter..... 84.72 76.34 8.38 7.02 - 30.21
3d Quarter..... 80.05 73.96 6.09 6.64 23.44
4th Quarter.... 78.06 74.74 3.32 3.86 ©30.17
1983 :
1st Quarter.... 84.19 77.44 6.75 17.47 23.98
2d Quarter..... 81.34 77.37 3.97 13.26 29.43
3d Quarter..... 75.65 69.74 5.91 3.05 25.26
4th Quarter.... 71.14 72.98 ~-1.84 22.16 12.49
1984 A A '
1st Quarter.... 81.95 72.03 9.92 17.27 21.99
2d Quarter..... 81.22 74.98 6.24 8.46 21.59
3d Quarter..... 61.23 73.37 -12.14 13.72 18.86
4th Quarter.... 62.62 69.62 -7.00 22.98 16.23
1985
1st Quarter.... 71.91 68.76 3.15 27.70 19.42
2d Quarter..... 71.15 68.90 2.25 20.01 16.91
3d Quarter..... 66 .46 64.52 1.94 12.36 12.83
4th Quarter.... 64.80 65.27 -.41 22.31 19.20
1986:
1st Quarter.... 67.07 67.06 .01 32.46 22.18
2d Quarter..... 69.66 66.89 2.77 24.70 10.71
3d Quarter..... 68.62 66.34 2.28 9.15 11.13
4th Quarter.... 71.09 69.77 1.32 7.18 15.94
1987:
1st Quarter.... 74.87 74.91 .04 13.59 20.65

1/ U.S. prices based on sales of vealers, Choice, 150 to 250 lbs, except 150
to 300 1lbs from 1985 on. Canadian prices based on sales of good veal calves.
2/ Based on average of sales located in Albany, NY and South St. Paul, MN.

3/ Based on average of sales located in Montreal, Quebec; Toronto, Ontario;
and Winnepeg, Manitoba.

Source: U.S. prices from Livestock Detailed Quotations (Annual), 1980-86,
United States Department of Agriculture, Agricultural Marketing Service,
Livestock, Poultry, Grain and Seed Division. Canadian prices from Livestock
Market Review, Agriculture Canada, Marketing and Economics Branch.
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Table E-66

Cattle feeding operations' total annual cattle feeding expenses in the United
States and Canada, 1980-86

(U.S. dollars per hundred weight)

United States Canada

Great :
Year Plains 1/ _ Corn Belt 2/ East 3/ West 4/
1980. .t iii ittt 73.69 71.76 79.31 69.67
1981, ... .. i 75.86 72.177 74.10 67.73
1982, .. it 67.92 66.21 61.72 58.48
1983......00hinnn. e 68.27 . 66.18 65.70 59.03
1984, ... ittt ittt 70.26 69.28 66 .26 59.41
1985 . ittt 69.21 67.73 61.19 59.37
1986.....c0viinvvennencnnnas 61.36 61.58 57.29 55.62

1/ Represents only what expenses would be if all selected items were paid for
during the period indicated. Expense items do not necessarily coincide with
experience of individual feedlots. Steers are assumed to gain 500 lbs in 180
days. Most cattle sold f.o.b. at the feedlot with 4-percent shrink. Based on
weight gain of 600 lbs, sales weight of 1,056 lbs, for a net weight gain of
456 lbs. Sale weight 1,056 lbs (1,100 lbs less 4-percent shrink). Choice
slaughter steers, 900 to 1,100 lbs, Texas-New Mexico direct.

2/ Represents only what expenses would be if all selected items were paid for
during the period indicated. The items do not necessarily coincide with
experience of individuals for management, production level, and locality of
operation. Based on weight in of 600 lbs, sales price at 1,050 lbs, for a net
gain of 450 lbs.

3/ Represents only what expenses would be if all selected items were paid for
during the period indicated. Expense items do not necessarily coincide with
experience of individual feedlots. Yearling steer, weight in 700 lbs, weight
out 1,150 1lbs, net gain 450 lbs, kept 180 days.

4/ Represents only what expenses would be if all selected items were paid for
during the period indicated. Expense items do not necessarily coincide with
experience of individual feedlots. VYearling steer, weight in 650 lbs, weight
out 1,050 1lbs, net gain 400 lbs, kept 146 days.

Source: Data for U.S. expenses from United States Department of Agriculture,
Livestock and Poultry Situation and Outlook Report. Data for Canadian

expenses from Canadian Cattlemen's Association, CANFAX TRENDS DATA.
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Table E-67

Cattle feeding operations' total quarterly cattle feeding expenses in the
United States and Canada, January 1980-March 1987

(U.S. dollars per hundred weight)

United States Canada
Great )

Period Plains 1/ Corn Belt 2/ East 3/ West 4/
1980:

lst Quarter......... ceeaes 73.99 73.29 85.06 74.06

2d Quarter.........e00000e 75.52 73.13 78.81 71.62

3d Quarter.......cc00a0n0 75.77 73.09 80.49 69.33

4th Quarter............... 69.48 67.54 72.86 63.66
1981: .

1lst Quarter.............. . 74.57 73.25 72.92 67.17

2d Quarter........ cereeaas 78.69 74.06 17.07 69.21

3d Quarter........c.0.ve.n. 77.83 73.21 74.49 67.97

4th Quarter............... 712.34 70.56 71.91 66.58
1982:

1st Quarter.......... Ceees 69.62 68.03 64.78 58.07

2d Quarter.........e000vu 66.36 64.26 60.12 55.97

3d Quarter.............. .. 67.14 64.85 59.37 57.81

4th Quarter.......vvovvveus 68.56 67.70 62.61 62.08
1983:

1st Quarter........... e 67.71 65.68 62.57 58.08

2d Quarter......... o000 65.13 62.60 62.61 57.56

3d Quarter........cc0enun 70.21 67.12 66.97 60.50

4th Quarter.......... cieen 710.02 69.30 70.64 60.00
1984:

1st Quarter............... 67.02 65.78 64.63 55.46

2d Quarter....... v e 69.55 68.00 64.37 60.22

3d Quarter..........c0.00 73.07 71.59 68.62 60.22

Ath Quarter............... 71.40 71.77 67.39 61.71
1985:

lst Quarter............... 70.18 : 68.69 60.69 57.78

2d Quarter.......... e 69.41 66.79 59.98 58.91

3d Quarter.........cc00uu 70.79 68.29 61.57 59.85

Ath Quarter............... 66 .45 67.15 62.54 60.93
1986: .

1st Quarter........c.cv000.s 61.24 61.67 56.65 55.22

2d Quarter............. e 62.60 61.38 57.92 55.61

3d Quarter..... Cetrer e 62.68 62.58 58.28 54.42

4th Quarter.......cocvvaen 58.93 60.70 56.33 57.23
1987:

1st Quarter.......... Ceaee 59.86 59.54 61.18 59.59

1/ Represents only what expenses would be if all selected items were paid for
during the period indicated. Expense items do not necessarily coincide with
experience of individual feedlots. Steers are assumed to gain 500 1lbs in 180
days. Most cattle sold f.o.b. at the feedlot with 4-percent shrink. Based on
weight gain of 600 lbs, sales weight of 1,056 lbs, for a net weight gain of
456 1lbs. Sale weight 1,056 1lbs (1,100 1lbs less 4-percent shrink). Choice
plaughter steers, 900 to 1,100 1lbs, Texas-New Mexico direct.

2/ Represents only what expenses would be if all selected items were paid for
during the period indicated. The items do not necessarily coincide with
experience of individuals for management, production level, and locality of
operation. Based on weight in of 600 lbs, sales price at 1,050 lbs, for a net
gain of 450 lbs.

3/ Represents only what expenses would be if all selected items were paid for
during the period indicated. Expense items do not necessarily coincide with
experience of individual feedlots. Yearling steer, weight in 700 1lbs, weight
out 1,150 lbs, net gain 450 lbs, kept 180 days.

4/ Represents only what expenses would be if all selected items were paid for
during the period indicated. Expense items do not necessarily coincide with
experience of individual feedlots. Yearling steer, weight in 650 lbs, weight
out 1,050 lbs, net gain 400 lbs, kept 146 days.

Source: Data for U.S. expenses from United States Department of Agriculture,
Livestock and Poultry Situation and OQutlook Report. Data for Canadian
expenses from Canadian Cattlemen's Assoclation, CANFAX TRENDS DATA.
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Table E-68

Cattle feeding operations' net annual cattle feeding margins in the United
States and Canada, 1980-86

(U.S. dollars per hundred weight)

United States Canada

Great A ’
Year Plains 1/ Corn Belt 2/ East 3/ West 4/
1980. ... it iiitiienensnnse. =5.10 -4.66 -9.68 . -3.73
1981...... cr et e e s s aaen vee —9.46 -8.93 -7.60 -5.05
1982. ... ittt it e -1.66 -1.99 3.40 2.04
1983........ P EEREEEE R -3.87 -3.62 -1.99 -.14
1984........ Ch et ettt et -3.24 -4.01 -.72 - .89
1985........ c et e et eeane . =-8.75 -9.50 -1.22 -3.74
1986.. ... ittt ennonn -2.25 -3.86 2.46 -1.12

1/ Feeder steer, weight in 600 lbs, weight out 1,056 lbs after 4-percent
shrink, net gain of 456 1lbs. '

2/ Feeder steer, weight 600 lbs, weight out 1,050 lbs, net gain of 450 1lbs.

3/ Yearling steer, weight in 700 1lbs weight out 1,150 lbs, net gain of 450 -1bs.
4/ Yearling steer, weight in 650 lbs weight out 1,050 lbs, net gain of 400 lbs.

Source: Data for U.S. expenses from United States Department of Agriculture,
Livestock and Poultry Situation and Outlook Report. Data for Canadian
expenses from Canadian Cattlemen's Association, CANFAX TRENDS DATA.




234

Table E-69

Cattle feeding operations' net quarterly cattle feeding margins in the United
States and Canada, 1980-86

(U.S. dollars per hundred weight)

United States Canada
Great ' _

Period Plains 1/ Corn Belt 2/ East 3/ West 4/
1980:

l1st Quarter............... -5.72 -6.18 -14.08 -7.69

2d Quarter........cve0ees ~-8.63 -8.48 -13.82 -9.89

3d Quarter.........0c00vu -4.16 -1.94 -10.07 -3.39

4th Quarter............... -1.88 -2.03 -.74 - 6.04
1981:

lst Quarter............... -8.25 -11.26 -6.13 -4.38

2d Quarter.......viveene -9.82 -7.38 -10.21 -2.68

3d Quarter.......c.cev0.e -10.18 -6.68 -6.24 -5.09

4th Quarter............... -9.60 -10.39 -7.83 - -8.05
1982: '

1st Quarter........vev0vne -4.91 -4.67 -4.33 -2.00

2d Quarter......ccv0neaen 6.19 6.20 12.55 11.87

3d Quarter........ccc000en -0.96 -.66 7.29 3.56

4th Quarter........coceeuvs -6.95 -8.83 -1.91 -5.217
1983:

lst Quarter.........ccv0.. -4.29 -4.17 .05 -1.79

2d Quarter........cov0vn 4,06 4.60 5.17 6.04

3d Quarter......... PO -8.27 -6.22 -5.24 -3.63

4th Quarter.......ccvevvue -6.96 -8.69 -7.95 -1.19
1984:

l1st Quarter............... 2.63 1.56 1.10 5.05

2d Quarter........c.c0000. -1.98 -2.00 1.71 .69

3d Quarter.......... e -7.67 -7.31 -4.62 -1.45

4th Quarter............... -5.93 - -8.28 -1.09 -.75
1985:

l1st Quarter............... -6.34 -6.83 3.00 -.20

2d Quarter........ce000.s -9.06 -9.13 1.17 -1.73

3d Quarter.........c0c00 -16.72 -16.12 -6.66 -9.61

4th Quarter............... -2.88 -5.94 -2.37 -3.44
1986:

lst Quarter............... ~-2.57 -4.45 2.68 -3.03

2d Quarter.......coonvuen -7.02 -6.86 -.50 -3.98

3d Quarter.........o000. -2.83 -3.67 1.15 1.05

4th Quarter........cvoev.s 3.43 -.45 6.49 1.48

1/ Feeder steer, weight in 600 lbs, weight out 1,056 lbs after 4-percent
shrink, net gain of 456 lbs.

2/ Feeder steer, weight 600 lbs, weight out 1,050 lbs, net gain of 450 1lbs.
3/ Yearling steer, weight in 700 lbs, weight out 1,150 1lbs, net gain of 450
1bs.

4/ Yearling steer, weight in 650 lbs, weight out 1,050 lbs, net gain of 400
1bs.

Source: Data for U.S. expenses from United States Department of Agriculture,
Livestock and Poultry Situation and Outlook Report. Data for Canadian
expenses from Canadian Cattlemen's Association, CANFAX TRENDS DATA.
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Table E-70

U.S.-Canadian exchange rates: 1/ Nominal-exchange-rate equivalents of the Canadian
dollar, real-exchange-rate equivalents, and producer price indicators

in the United States and Canada, 2/ indexed by quarters, January 1980-December 1986

uU.s. Canadian Nominal- Nominal- Real-
Producers Producers exchange exchange- exchange-
Period Price Index Price Index rate rate index rate index 3/
January-March 1980=100.0 ianuarz-Harch 1980=100.0
1980:
January-March...... 100.0 100.0 0.8589 100.0 100.0
April-June......... 102.1 101.1 .8545 99.5 : 98.5
July-September..... 105.4 103.9 .8631 100.5 99.1
October-December... 107.6 107.4 .8447 98.4 98.2
1981:
January-March...... 110.7 110.2 .8378 97.5 97.1
April-June......... 113.4 112.7 .8343 97.1 96.5
July-September..... 114.3 115.0 .8253 96.1 96.7
October-December... 114.3 116.5 .8391 97.7 99.6
1982:
January-March...... 115.2 118.1 .8272 96.3 98.7
April-June......... 115.4 120.4 .8035 93.6 97.6
July-September..... 116.0 121.3 .8001 93.2 97.4
October-December... 116.0 121.7 .8120 94.5 99.1
1983:
January-March...... 116.0 122.6 .8148 94.9 100.3
April-June......... 116.3 124.4 .8123 94.5 101.1
July-September..... 117.4 125.4 .8112 94.4 100.9
October-December... 118.1 126.0 .8074 94.0 100.3
1984:
January-March...... 119.3 128.0 .7966 92.8 99.5
April-June......... 120.1 129.6 L1737 90.1 97.2
July-September..... 119.8 130.4 .7611 88.6 96.5
October-December... 119.5 130.7 . 7585 88.3 96.6
1985:
January-March...... 119.3 132.3 .7389 86.0 95.4
April-June......... 119.4 133.0 .7303 85.0 94.7
July-September..... 118.6 133.1 .7353 85.6 96.1
October-December... 119.3 134.1 .7250 85.9 96.6
1986:
January-March...... 117.5 135.4 L7124 82.9 95.5
April-June......... 115.3 133.3 .7224 84.1 97.2
July-September..... 114.7 133.6 .7218 84.0 97.8
October-December... 115.3 4/ .7222 84.1 4/

1/ Exchange rates expressed in U.S. dollars per unit of Canadian currency.

2/ Producer price indicators--intended to measure final product prices--are based on
average quarterly indexes presented in line 63 of the International Financial
Statistics.

3/ The real value of a currency is the nominal value adjusted for the difference
between inflation rates as measured here by the Producers Price Index in the United
States and Canada. Producer prices in the United States increased by 14.7 percent
during January 1980 through September 1986, compared with a 33.6 percent increase in
Canada during the same period.

4/ Not available as of May 1987.

Source: Internmational Monetary Fund, International Financial Statistiecs, through
February 1987.
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Table E-71
Annual U.S. and Canadian exchange rates used to calculate the value of
Canadian imports and exports

Year Canadian currency U.S. currency
1980........ Ceeeenes ceeeses $1.1693 $1.00
1981.......0000 trectearo s 1.1989 1.00
1982. .. ittt 1.2337 1.00
1983, ... i ittt e 1.2324 1.00
1984. . ...t iiiiiiediianannn 1.2951 1.00
1985 . ...ttt iirennananns 1.3655 1.00
1986......0ciiiiieitnnannnns 1.3895 1.00

Source: International Monetary Fund, International Financial Statistics.
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APPENDIX F

EXCERPTS FROM POSTHEARING SUBMISSION OF THE CANADIAN
CATTLEMEN'S ASSOCIATION
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Statistical data presented in posthearing submission of
the Canadian Cattlemen's Association

Exports to Exports from
1,000 dollars
(1986)

u.s Balance
Cattle hides.......... 21,516 (11%) 38,948 (99%) ~-17,432
Calf hides...... S 2,573 (17%) 4,940 (100%) - 2,407
Tallow................ 2,543 ( 4%) 2,968 (100%) - 425
Animal grease......... - 977 (94%) - 977
Animal oil and fat.... 1,650 (34%) 1,408 (97%) : + 242

(nes)............... -21,000

EEC (12) : 4
Cattle hides.......... 25,334 (13%) 277 - +25,057
Calf hides............ 7,489 (50%) 0 - : + 7,489
Tallow................ 26,819 (41%) 0 - +26,819
Animal grease......... - 59 - L - 59 .
Animal oil and fat.... 790 (16%) 29 - + 761

(nes)............... +60,067

Title: Proximate Trade and Trade Balance Figures for Cattle Hides, Calf
Hides, Tallow, Animal Grease and Animal Oils and Fats

(1) Canada/U.S.
(2) Canada/tEEC 12
.12 months ended Dec. 86

Note: 1. Exports and imports expressed in Canadian dollars. Source:
Statistics Canada Exports and Imports by commodities.
2. Figures in brackets denote percent of total exports or imports of
the item destined to or sourced from the U.S. or the EEC.

Data compiled by Canadian Cattlemen's Association.
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APPENDIX G

U.S. IMPORTS OF LIVE CATTLE AND CALVES, BY STATE, AS
REPORTED BY "QUARTERLY RECAP OF IMPORT ANIMALS INSPECTED"
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U,S. imports of live cattle and calves from Canada, by destination,
1984-86, as repqr_ted by "Quarterly Recap of Import Animalas Inspected

Destination _ 1984 1985 1986
Alabasa 19 T 397
Alaska 327 993 247
Arizona 298 199 19
Arkansas 10 141 75
California b65 1670 1001
Lolorado : 108 14847 2061
Connecticut 4384 7148 2356
Belaware ’ 0 0 0
Florida 26 729 318
Georgia A2 99 93
1daho 3627 4548 829
Hlinois 366 108 137
Indiana 2493 bh4 3776
Towa 3143 12580 5205
Kansas 4570 4944 436
Kentucky LU 1643 1093
Louisiana 176 138 3
Maine 15124 13320 2624
Maryland 1430 87 39
Massachusetts 123 308 244
Kichigan 13952 10487 3
Hinnesota 34493 28126 15159
Nississippi -2 35 151
Nissouri 81% 445 292
Montana 3334 15040 1922
Nebraska 23329 33482 13643
Nevada 7’ 23 ‘ 2
New Haapshire 82 128 33
New Jersey 1019 953 2332
New Mexico 1 0 50
New Yark 51877 24787 18717
North Carolina 3715 825 914
North Dakota 1859 15470 5269
Dhio 4436 3037 2802
Ok1ahoaa _ 49 44 168
Oregon 2078 2319 [5{)
Pennsylvania 31617 34357 22544
Rhode Island 1 0 1
South Carolina 39 104 32
South Dakota 11681 11669 4482
Tennessee 137 130 104
Texas 1956 5357 4091
Utah 13941 5747 21942
Versont 10249 7146 9173
Virginia 136 27 501
Washington 107087 78772 87826
West Virgina 432 108 17
Wisconsin 1105 715 846
Wyosing 1836 17534 159
Hawaii 0 7 0
Puerto Rico B 32 0

TOTAL 369330 362445 242557
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APPENDIX H

SAMPLE COPY OF USDA FORM 17-30D "QUARTERLY RECAP
' OF IMPORT ANIMALS INSPECTED"



QUARTERLY RECAP OF IMPORT ANIMALS INSPECTED ) PoRT oF "&;{“” ; mt -
(Canwdian and Mexican Border Ports of Entry) amPl v e
QUARTER ENDING
INSTRUCTIONS: Prepare in triplicate . Forward original and 1 copy to Hyattsville, Md. Retain copy for Station File. March 31, 1936
PASSED FOR ENTRY REJECTED FOR ENTRY
- TOTAL TOTAL
SPECIES ANIMALS | PUREBRED} BREEOING | FEEDING OTHER PASSED PUREBRED| BREEDING FEEDING OTHER REJECTED
NOT FOR FREE OR oR SLAUGHTER|pypposes | (Total Cols. | FOR FREE OR OR SLAUGHTER| pyrpPosgs|(Total Cols.
INSPECTED ENTRY DAIRY GRAZING A thru F) ENTRY DAIRY GRAZING H thru L)
[N JU S, e c [»] E F G H [] J K [ M
1. Cattle 11 a5¢ 121 352 819 7 7
2. Equines oy 15 112 1:0
3. Shecp 1 L
4. Gouts
S, Swine 20 671; 69-’0

6. Other
Animals! 281 281

7. Totals . - '
ttems 1-6) 3 11 39, 101 106 303 19,6 "

ENTRIES NUMBER | ' OTHER ANIMALS (Specily specles and No.) 18. DESTINATION
8. Driven on foot 25 Ringneck :heasants 2 Sea Lians STAATE NO.CATTLE|NO. o;usn
150 Chueear Firtripes 5 Buboons A« - 3
9. Transpontution by 4 Chimpanzes ‘77 Racing Pigeons CTe - 11
railroud 2 Kangr21008 L Pt Bimvse Vie - 22

10. Transportation by 17 10 Tiwvurs A - 2
truck’car " 2 Af=ican Lions IL. 23 -

11. TOTAL ENTRIES . 3 Ligers KYe - 1
(ltem 8 + 9 + 10) = Mo - L
Poultry entered REMARKS “De - 7

: “ Nd. - z0 ME. 22 -

12. Inspected 15 2

F d o NY. 135 258 ;’Sl. 1 -~
: O, - 1 B 1 -

13. Not inspected )

F PA. 145 521 Y - 5

14. TOTAL POULTRY 15 VA, 81 255 Total
(ltem 12 + item 13) 2 VTe L11 9 °_,.° s 819 1,129

15. Total No. Eggs TOTAL 18B +'18C
entered . (Must oqual item 7G) 1,948
Semen entered 19. TOTAL NUMBER OF DAYS DURING THE QUARTER SlGN:J’ RE OF PORT vg;swu

16. Toral No. lots 150 A. INSPECTION SERVICE WAS AVAILABLE| B. ANIMALS WERE OFFERED FOR ENTRY / Z;/ A s
Totol N : (1) REGULAR 2) OVERTIME (1) REGULAR (2) OVERTIME pate’ - - 7 /

17. Total No. ampules 10’771 &2 9 L9 11 Apﬂ.l 1' 198

ANH FORM 17300

FEB 1972

PREVIOUS EDITION MAY BE USED

USDA = APHS

[d
P
(3]



QUARTERLY RECAP OF IMPORT ANIMALS INSPECTED
(Canadian and Mexican Border Ports of Entry)

INSTRUCTIONS:

Prepare in triplicate . Forward criginal and 1 copy to Hyattsville, Md. Retain copy for Station File.

QUARTE

?1’ OF ENTRY
=4

[ g€ 7T

e . /. !
PASSED FOR ENTRY REJECTED FOR ENTRY -
Torat : ) YoraL
SPECIES ANIMALS | PUREBREDO| BREEDING | FEEDING OTHER PASSED PUREBRED| BREEDING FEEDING OTHER REJECTED
NOT FOR FREE OR OR SLAUGHTER| pyrposes| (Total Cols. FOR FREE OR OR SLAUGHTER| pyreroses |(Total Cols.
INSPECTE ENTRY DAIRY GRAZING A thru F). ENTRY DAIRY GRAZ2ING Hthru 1)
—a e c o E F oo G H ' 4 x - L —_ . —
1. Cautle : ‘7 .
/8 | €9 |95¢ | 748 Sy 5¢
2. Equines ? /7/ l 77'
3. Sheep I g/ g 6/6
4. Goats.
5. Swi , ‘7 .
wine 2/0 ’7716 (/5é o
6. Other
Animals? J LA 14
7. Totols L . '
(tens 1o (8 /12 /s811i52120(78 11710l N
ENTRIES NUMBER ' OTHER ANIMALS (Spccily species and No.) 18. DESTINATION w
. STATE [NO.CATTLE|NO. OTHER
8. Driven on foot . - (7 A ) <.
‘ 7Z o LY. WA AL &5
9. Transportation by ( L{ . d/h s ;

railroad

oOR

(o5

27c¢4

10. Transportation by ’ D 5 Js 4
; p > v
truck/car 36‘} A S 147 &/ V4
11. TOTAL ENTRIES ~ . — /
(Item 8 + 9 + 10) 3073 ‘
mMT 3 5
Pouliry entered REMARKS } - 2
—
12. Inspected — l\.l V -
13. Not inspected -_—
14. TOTAL POULTRY -~ ;
— A
(Item 42 + item 13) Torals & 6: () )
15. Total No, Fges TOTAL 188 + 18C i . /
ecutered (Must equal ttem 7G) /7L‘ [D
Semen cntered 19. TOTAL NUMBER OF DAYS DURING THE QUARTER SIGNATURE OF PORT \‘ETERCNARIAN}' ~—
16. Tutal No. lots — A- INSPECTION SERVICE WAS AVAILABLE| B. ANIMALS WERE OFFERED FOR ENTRY ﬂ V(—/(H’I—/L c . \)(L‘L(_ﬂ:'
T IN I (V) nEGULAR 2} OVERTIME )L GUL AR {2) OVERTIME OATE /
7. t: . 'S . - . - —_ -y _ -
otal No. ampules ‘_3 C/ :? ¢> __; (/ 5 o / (7 3 ﬁ ‘.
VS FORM 17-30D REPLACES ANH FORM 17-300 {2/72] WHICH MAY DL USLD, uUspa . arHis



 QUARTERLY RECAP OF IMPORT ANIMALS INSPECTED
- Sweetgrass,

(Canadian and Mexican Border Ports of l'nlry)

ME..

INSTRUCTIONS:

Prepare in wriplicate .

Forward original and 1 copy to Hymtsville, Md. Retain copy for Station File.

QUARTER ENDING

12-31-85

PASSED FOR ENTRY a ] REJECTED FOR ENTRY
SﬁéClES AnmaLs |PUREBRED| BREEDING | FEEDING OTHER " eassen PUREBRED| BREEDING | FEEDING orner | mesecTED
; . NOT FOR FREE OR SLAUGHTER| pyrposes | (Totul Cols. | FOR FREE OR OR SLAUGHTER| pyreoses | (Total Cols.
INSPECTED] -ENYRY DAIRY GRAZING A thru F) ENTRY DAIRY GRAZING i ¢hra L)
. — a 8 c E F o— G H ‘ J x b M -
- Cautle 85 | 85212028 | 1661 119 | 4745 20 3 6 29
2. Equines 77 37 445 559 1 1
3. Sheep 16 7 23
4. Guats 1 1
5. Swine 9 7643 7652
o
6. Other =
.‘\llf(-n..'l'sl 22 22 +
7. Totals - -
(ltems 1-6) 77 85 914 | 2028 9304 594 {13002 20 3 6 1 30
ENTRIES NUMBER | ' OTHER ANIMALS (Spocily speclas and No.)O LALE Cattle her 18. DESTINATION
8. ri ( Pet Birds . 16O ZoL STATE |[NO.CATTLE[NO. OTHER
- Driven on foot 0 |% parrots gggé da 62; ﬁ ﬁ?lf(z‘bna | 180 Y7
9. Transportation by 4 cockatiel N. Mexico 47 Cgl?%sa 1% 461
r,‘.‘l_".'_“!__.. 0 |1 parakeet N . Carolina 1 Colo : 643 19
10. Ir. msportation by 1 budgie . Dakota 35 4 Ga. y 4
truck” car 410 |1 bighorn sheep OL{O } 15 [dawaii %
1. TOTAL ENTRIES 2 stone sheep Oregon 39 %cliit{o ik 2 15
(liem 8 + 9+ 10) 410 1 1lama S, akota 3 10 Iowano P 9 7235
N . REMARKS Tenn. [4)
Pouliry entered 1E alpaca aexgs %?g {% E?'l:lsas 12 7% %
12. Inspeated 21,550} 7 black bears V%? inia Z 4 Mass. 1
Wasﬁ. Z m%ch. 6 1
13. Not inspected nn.,.
0 Wyoming 78 19 Moo 1 181 | 2
1. TOTAL POULTRY :
(liem 12 « item 13) 21,550 Totals - 4745 8257
15. Total No. Fggs , TOTAL 188 + 18C
“'“‘"""l - 17255 (Musg_equal dtem 762 13,002
Semen entered 19. TOTAL NUMBER OF DAYS DURING THE QUARTER SUGNATURE oF PORT v INA
16 Total No. fous 231 INSPECTION SERVICE WAS AVAILADGLE(D. ANIMALS WEAE OFFERED FON CNTRY QZZ
i —.l_f—‘i_—“ \ ()73 0 neGuLAn 12) OVEN MM M REGULAR 12) OVERTIME un'l: o
l7.b!~to:la1|_a‘:;.sumpu ) 24 , 70 62 39 59 16 1-2-86

ANH FORM §7-30D

PREVIOUS EDITION MAY BE USED

USDA -~ APHS
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APPENDIX I

EXPLANATION OF THE RATES OF DUTY APPLICABLE TO LIVE CATTLE AND MEAT
OF CATTLE AND SELECTED PORTIONS OF THE TARIFF SCHEDULES OF THE
UNITED STATES, ANNOTATED (1987)
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Explanation of the rates of duty applicable to live cattle and meat of cattle

The rates of duty in the column numbered 1 are most-favored-nation (MFN)
rates and are applicable to imported products from all countries except those
Communist countries and areas enumerated in general headnote 3(d) of the TSUS.
The People's Republic of China, Hungary, Poland, Romania, and Yugoslavia are
the only Communist countries eligible for MFN treatment. However, MFN rates
would not apply if preferential tariff treatment is sought and granted to
products of developing countries under the Generalized System of Preferences
(GSP) or the Caribbean Basin Economic Recovery Act (CBERA), or to products of
Israel or of least developed developing countries (LDDC's), as provided under
the Special rates of duty column. Because most column 1 duty rates represent
the final stage of the reductions negotiated in the Tokyo Round, most imports
from LDDC's enter duty—free under the GSP or are dutiable at column 1 rates.

The rates of duty in the column numbered 2 apply to imported products
from those Communist countries and areas enumerated in general headnote 3(d)
of the TSUS,

The GSP affords nonreciprocal tariff preferences to developing coun—
tries to aid their economic development and to diversify and expand their
production and exports. The U.S. GSP, enacted in title V of the Trade Act of
1974 and renewed in the Trade and Tariff Act of 1984, applies to merchandise
imported on or after January 1, 1976 and before July 4, 1993. It provides
duty-free entry to eligible articles imported directly from designated
beneficiary developing countries.

The CBERA affords nonreciprocal tariff preferences to developing coun—
tries in the Caribbean Basin area to aid their economic development and to
diversify and expand their production and exports. The CBERA, enacted in
title IT of Public Law 98-67 and implemented by Presidential Proclamation 5133
of November 30, 1983, applies to merchandise entered, or withdrawn from
warehouse for consumption, on or after January 1, 1984; it is scheduled to
remain in effect until September 30, 1995. It provides duty—free entry to
eligible articles imported directly . from designated Basin countries.

Preferential rates of duty in the Special column followed by the code "I"
reflect the rates of duty applicable to products of Israel under the United
States-Israel Free Trade Area Implementation Act of 1985, as provided in
general headnote 3(e)(viii) of the TSUS. Where no rate of duty is provided
for products of Israel in the Special column for a particular tariff item, the
rate of duty in column 1 applies. '



o 247
TARIFF SCHEDULES OF THE

SCHFEDULR 1. - ANTMAI, AND VFPGETABLF. PRODICTS
Part 1. -~ Live An;mals

UNITED STATES ANNOTATED (1787)

Page 1-1

1 -1
109.01 - 1AH.0NS

Iten

Stat
Suf-
fix

Articles

Units

Quantity

" Rates of Duty

Spectal

100.01

100.03

100.04

100.05

10
20

30.

. 888

00

00

00

PART 1. - LIVE ANIMALS

Part 1 headnotes:

1. This part covers all live animals, verte-~
brate and invertebrate, except fish and shellfish
(see parts 3 and 15 of this schedule) and microbial
cultures (see part 3 of schedule 4), but including
vhales sand other sea mammals.

2. Ubnless the context requires othervise, each
provision for nemed or described animals apolies
to such animais regardless of their sige or age,
e.x., "sheep" includes lambs.

3. Certain special provisions applying to live
gnimaln are in schedule 8.

Animals (except blsck, silver, or platinum foxes,

and any fox which is a owtation, or type developed,

therefrom), certified to the collector of customs

by the Department of Agriculture as being pure bred

of a recognized breed and duly registered in a book

of record recognized by the - Secretary of Agriculture

for that breed, imported by & citizen or agency of

the United States specially for breeding purposes,

vhecher intended to be used by the importer himself

or for sale for such DUTPOBEB...casctccsccaccscnsncance

Horses:

Male......
Pemale...ccoostcncassccosersssoscccnssccsvacss

Cattle:

esecseasesscsetsoensaccsesnsstenne

ctessesvevessssssesratescoensont e

DBIrY.coeseconciesosscnavsncssnsccescane
Other..... vesetiessseceasesseassacesenas

Anizmals, not specially provided for...c..ccoveeene

Animals, domesticated, straying scross the boundary
line into any foreign country, or driven across
such boundary line by the owner for temporary
pasturage purposes.only, together with their

of fspring: L . -
If brought back to the United States within

8 months..... eeeeenssecsancevesreransassacs et

Other........ eereene R

Animals, game, imported to be liberated in the
United States for SUOCKINg PUTPOSES....ccoceccccscvcacs

sesvvene

No.

No.
No.

No.coous

No.oenne

Noceoraos

Free

Free
Subject to rates

set forth in
this part

Free

Free

Free
Subject to rates

set forth in
this psrt

Free
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TARIFF SCHEDULES OF THE UNITED STATES ANNOTATED (1987)

bage 1-4 ! SCHEMIL:E 1. - ANUMAL AND VeGiETASLE PRODUCTS
. Part 1. ~ Live Animals
1 =1 ==
100,07 - 1y, 749
Stat. , Units Rates of Duty
leen - |Suf- [ Articles of
fix Quantity 1 Specia. 2
Live blrds:
Chickens, ducks, geese, zuineas, and turkeys:
100.07 uJ Iu the downy stage with quills not dis-
. CeCIDLeeeasceoossssnassrsnsscnsonsconvacsscsss [ NOLseoos §2¢ edch Free (Z,1) 4c each
100.091 W |0 OLN@Tovssasssassesasssssssssssasssscsccsansces |LDesasss |2¢ per 1b. Free (Z,[) 8¢ per lo.
100.15§ Q0 Pigeons, €ancy OF TaCilg.eceeccevaccscccccncsracosns NO«osees | Free Free
109,20 00 Quailt, bobahtta...................................1 NOe«ooses | 13¢ each Free (Z,1) 50c each
Other live birds:
100.25 Valuerd NOL OVEr $5 e8CHecsesesscassssacsrsnsss |oscacses | B¢ each Free (A,E,I) 50¢ each
20 Canariceessersscascoscssesassasscesssascs fNOo
4 OLNECeseevovasssesossssssaseassccescescse JNOL
Valuad over 35 each:
Wo.30] uo CANATI@Bereoecsvasssssassaassssscessssass |NOwasoes | 53 ad val, tree (E,1) 205 ad val.
100.31§ 00 OEHECe aaasannssoesssssearaassenssescnsess | NOveooes | 41 ad val. Free (A,Z,1) 20% ad val.
Live anlaals other than bdirds:
W00.35] 90| . AuBeS and DUTEUB.cccssssasssscsccsscscscossessossss [NOsoonoo 15% ad val. Free (E) 153 ad val.
4.8% ad .val. (I)
Cattle:
WYeighing under 200 pounds each:
190.49 00 For not over 200,000 nead entered {n
the l2-month pertod begtaning April L,
{N- GNY YEACesetesonvessasssssosasssarvase [NOcsowsv L 1o per lb. Free (£,1) 2.5¢ per lb.
Lb. :
190.43] 00 OLDEC. cvesassssasecassassssnsssssanscssss JNOsessov {1 per-lb. Free (2,1 2.5¢ per 1lb.
Lb. '
100.45] 00 weighing 200 pounds or wyre but under 700 |
pounds @ACH.cesvorseossscssasssonssassacsscese [NOcereov 1c per 1b. free (E,1) 2.5¢ per 1b.
Lb.
- Weighing 700 pounds or more each: '
100.50) 00| ¢ Cows imported specially fur daliry
- PUTPOBESe cossssassoascsravssorscrsasacsee fNOCooosV Free 3¢ per lo.
: ) Lb.
. Ocher:
100.53f vo | ° For not over %39,000 nead entered
! . {a the 12-munth period beglaning
i April 1, in any year, of which
i aot over 120,000 siall be en-
. . tered {2 any quarcer beginaing
H April 1, July 1, Octuber 1, or
' JARUATY lececscescssssssescsosesases [NOcooasV 1c per 1b. Free (E,I) 3¢ per 1b.
Lb.
wo.55¢ 00 DENE e sossssossssoassssassssaseacess [NOwsosov J1¢ per 1b. Free (£,1) 3¢ per 1b.
“JLb.
. Foxea: .
100.60} 00 Siiver 9¢ blacKesecesssssscoscscssscsvssscsscs FNOcsacoe 7.5 ad val. Free (E,I) 152 ad val.
100.63 00 OLR@Cs ovescentsavsossscassasssssnsvssssceseses [ NOssoooe 7.5% ad val. Fres (E,I) 15% ad val.
100.65 Vi) GOBLSessssesvacseacsssavessasceavecsssacsonscscsscce [NOsoooos $1.50 per head Free (E,I) $3 per head
Horses and mules:
100.70] vO Imported for iammediite Slaughterececsecsscces [ NOwooone Free Free
- . Other:
. dorses: :
100.73 Q0 , Valued not over $150) per head..ssos | Nocsooos | Frae $30 per head
100.75) 00 valued ovar $150 per huad...eceveee [ NOesoooo | Free 20% ad val.
Mules:
130.77 vt _ Valued not over $150 per head..cses f o aasee | §15 per head Free (E,I) $30 per head
100.791 .00 ! valued over $130 pef head.eeeeceecs fNosesses 1102 ad val. Free (E) 20X ad val.
- 3.2 ad val. (1)
4+
t
1 .
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TARIFF SCHEDULES OF THE UNITED STATES ANNOTATED (1987)

SCHEDULE 1. -~ ANIMAL AND VEGETABLE PRODUCTS

Part 2.

- Meacs

Page 1-7

1 -

105.

2 -aA

10 - 105.84

Iten

Stae
Suf-
fix

Articles

Units
of
Quantity

Rates of Duty

Special

105.10
105.20
105.30

105.40
105.50
105.55
105.60
105.70

105.82
105.84

888

8¢ 8 8 8

00

PART 2. - MEATS

-

Part 2 beadnotes:

1. This part covers oaly aeats, including meat
offal, fit for humsa consumpticn. The aeats of all
aniaals, includiang whales and other sea madsals but
not fish and -shellfish (see parts 3 and 15 of this
schedule), are covered, and unless the context
requires othervise, reference to aa aninsl includes
such aniaal Tegsrdless of size or age.

2. Ia assessing the duty on meats, no allowance
shall be made for normal components thereof such
as bones, fat, and hide or skin. The dutiable
weight of asats ia airtight containers subject to
specific rates includes the entire coateats of the
coatalaers.

Suppart A. - Bird Meat

Birds (dead), fresh, chilled, or frozen, if whole, or
1f plucked, oeheaded, eviscerated, or cut into pleces
(lacluding edible offal), but not otharvise prepared
or presarved:

Birds, whole, or which have been plucked only:
Chickens, ducks, geese, and guinedde...ecoeece
TULKEYSeososssnvsocoeacoscosasnsccnscssasonsess

. OLN@C.csccrsvesssssessserensossncnssasocacssene

Birds which have been plucked, beheaded, aad

eviscerated (including birds with any edible

offal retained in or returned to the abdoainal

cavity), whether or not the feet have been

removed, but avt cut into pieces:
ChicCKkuNBecereccsecsscsssstssssnsosnssscssscncnse

Turkeys: '
Valued uander 40 cents per pound..ccoceee

Valued 40 or more cents per pound.eecscee

OLheC.sescesoccvencacscencsscsscstoncessncese

OLDECescrscccscssssscososscosssdossrncncancscovases

Birds otherwise prepared or preserved:
Goose—Liver productB.ccccsecsocsccsscesssacccssncce

OLR@Ceocrscsansstsssssorscsssssonsscenassoccnsnocncse

Lbeocsee

Lbesoonse
Lbescses
Lbecocee
Lbeccsse

Lbececes
Lbececss

3¢ per 1b.

{8.5¢ per 1lb.

2.5¢ per 1b.

S¢ per 1lb.

S¢ per lb.
12.5% ad val.
5¢ per lb.
10¢ per lb.

3.5¢ per lb.
S¢ per lb.

Pree (E,1)
Free (E,I)
Free (A,E,I)

Free (E,l)

Pree (E)

1.6¢c per 1b.(1)
Free (E)

4X ad val. (I)
free (A,Z,I)
Free (E,I)

Free (E,I)
Free (A,E,I)

10¢
10¢
10¢

10¢
10¢
252
10¢
10¢

10¢
10¢

1b.
1b.
1b.

pet
per
per

per 1b.

per lb.
ad val.
per lb.
per 1b.

per lb.
per 1b.




2
TARIFF SCHEDULES OF THE UNITE?)OSTATES ANNOTATED (1987)

Page 1-8 SCHEDULE 1. - ANIMAL AND VEGETABLE PRODUCTS
part 2. -.Meats
1 -2-B
106.10 - 106.25
Stat.| Units Rates of Ducy
Item [Suf-~ Articles of
fix Quantity 1 Special 2
Subpart B. - Meats Other Than Bird Meat
Subpart B hesdnote:
1. Por the purposes of this subpart --
(a) The term "fresh, chilled, or frozen" covers
meats even though completely detendonized and
deboned, but does not cover meats which have been
prepared or preserved; and
(b) the term “prepared or preserved” covers
meats even if in a fresh, chilled, or frozen state
if such meats have been ground or comminuted,
diced or cut into sizes for stew mest or similar
uses, rolled and skewered, or specially processed
into fancy cuts, special shapes, or othervise made
ready for particular uses by the retail consumer;
and also covers meats which have beea subjected to
processes such as drying, curing, smoking, cooking,
seasoning, flavoring, or to any combination of
such processes.
Meats (except meat offal), fresh, chilled, or frozem,
of all animais (except birds):
106.10 §1/ Cattle...ceooncnnens esesesesesssetssaasrrassnsnes veeessss | 2¢ per 1b. Free (E%,I) 6¢ per 1b.
Beef, with bone: .
20 Fresh of chilled..seeccseecncascnnassces flbo
40 FrOZeN.ccescrorosososcssntsssasssasnsocs Lb.
60 Beef, withoul bORE....ceenrsssescsnsccscacsee .
80 Other (Veal)..eeeerevaaresccovsscnnnsansasses Lb.
106.22 fo01/ Sheep (except 1ambs)....ceecesceonssscsossooscoens fBeseres 1.5¢ per 1b, Free (E,I) S¢ per 1b.
106.25 jo0l/ GOBLB. s vereesencesnsennsnssosssssssssnsecaasanssns [Lbeiess. [Free 5S¢ per lb.

1/ P.L. 88482, as amended, provides that meats
covered by the tariff descriptions in items 106.10,
106.22, 106.25, 107.55, 107.61, and 107.62 aay be
made subject to an absolute quota by Presidential
proclamatiocn.




TARIFF SCHEDULES OF THE %ED STATES ANNOTATED (1987)

SCHEDULE 1. ~ ANIMAL AND VEGETABLE PRODUCTS page 1-9
Part 2. - Meats .
1 -2 -8B
106.30 - 107.35
Stac. Units Rates of Duty
Iten [Suf- Articles of
fix Quantity 1 Spectal 2
Msats (except meat offal), fresh, chilled, or frozen,
of all animals (except birdas) (com.):
106.30 § 00 LABDS e cososevovsososossesssssesnosancasrosscssnasse Lbecsess 10.5¢ per 1lb. Free (E,I) 7¢ per lb.
106.40 SWADGe-cseansoscssssanesscsssnsssscasscransssncass Jorvoocce Pree : 2.5¢ per 1b.
20 Preah ot chilledeveecscecccossccacncssee . ILb.
40 PrOZ@Nacrecasosnsoscassansssascccscssssavnars Lb.
Gans antmals: '
106.50 | 00 Deer (except relndeer).cecesseecessncccsscese JLbeonoee Free 6c per lb.
106.55 OLREC.cccosassnrsssanreccssccvcsaccssoscccs sevessss |2.5¢ per lb. Free (E,I) 6¢ per 1b. -
20 Rabbitececvovecrsrsccsccosnsarccccccssacsse Lb.
40 Oth@r-coccvessscsccnsanssesncnvcccsncncs Lb. .
106.60 f 00 PEOBSeveaevsasensnessssssrasnsssssessosancnccssses Lbeeeess |Free 10% ad val.
106.65 | 00 Horses (except meat packed in immediace
containers weighing with their contents
less than 10 pounds @aCh)cecssscoaserssccscscccene Lbecesss | Free Free
Other: B .
106.701{ o0 Valued not over 30 cents per pound....eseeses [Lbeceos. 3¢ per 1lb. - Free (A,E,I) .. - 6c per 1b.
106.75 Valued over 30 cents petr pound..cccoscecsssce cevessss |10% ad val. Free (A,E) 202 ad val.
3.2Z ad val. (I)
20 RabbiCiccavssorssaceccescsscocscscccscre Lb.
40 OLh@Leccocsesosesscssssacccrssocccacstns Lb.
Edible meat offal, fresh, chilled, or frozen, of
all animals (except birds):
106.80 | 00 Valued nat over 20 cents per pouadecccccsccccccsce Lbeesees | Free 6¢ per lb.
106.85 00 valued over 20 cents per pound..ccecscscescccsccoe Lbececess | Pree 302 ad val.
Sausages, vhether or not in airtight containers:
Porx:
107.10} 00 FrEBR.ccorsasssnsvsosccssssnssctosssassensansoe Lbeceoss |0.6¢ per lb. Free (A,E,I) 3.25¢ per lb.
107.15| 00 OLh@C.ccassnsosacvsssonsese cessnesescecane Lbeeeses |0.6¢ per 1b. Free (A,E,I) 3.25¢ per lb.
107.20( 00 Beef, fn airtight cONCafnerSeccecceccovosvssccnces Lbeeeoss {7.5% ad val. Free (A,E%,I) 30X ad val.
107.25 OLREEecessasoseossssosasnassnssosensscsscnassccscscs Jesssonce 52 ad val. Free (A,E®%,I)° |20 ad val.
20 BOEE . eesasensevacvasnsssnssossssssscsasseanse JLbe : :
40 OCR@Ceocevssosrsosonrsassscssonsessscsssssanscse Lb.
Pork, prepared or preserved (except sausages):
107.30 Not boned and cooked and packed {n airtight : : ) .
CONLALNELSaoosccssesscasscsssssssssssesscssascssse Jooraecse lc per 1lb. Free (E,I) 3.25¢ per lb.
20 Hams and shoulderBescessccccocascsecncocccnce Lb.
40 BBCOMaccossssassososessassssssacssassssaonsss Lb.
60 OCNELeoeeveasvsssesvassssoscscssssnsncsancosscs Lb.
107.35 Boned and cooked and packed ia airtight ‘
CODCALNELSesscessessscsssssssssnsssesssosvesssasse loceosane 3¢ per 1b. Free (E,I) 3¢ per lb.
Hams and shoulders:
15 In containers holding less than
3 POUNdBescecsrescsercasessscosansncnces Lb.
25 In containers holding 3 pounds and
OVETLeeacsescssssssoasenossonscsnsencacsss Lb.
40 BACONsssesssssssssssssossacsancssconesccsnsse Lb.
Lb.

60

OLN@Cecocesacosascenrscssnssasssvecscncscssncns
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Page 1-10 SCHEDULE 1. - ANIMAL AND VEGETABLE PRODUCTS
X Part 2. - Meacs
1 -2 B ...
107.40 ~ 107.63 !

Stat.| " Units . Rates of Duty

';:enl Suf- Articles of
2

’ = . T Quantity 1 Special

Beef and veal, prepared or preserved (except
' ] sausages):

- Fr " F. Beef or veal, cured or pickled:

107.40 § 00 Valued not over 30 centg per pound.cecocececsse fLbecccce l¢ per 1b. Free

10T ad val. FPrea (A,E%) 30% ad val. -
3.2% ad val. (I)

(AE%,I)  |4.5¢ per 1b,

-107.45] 00 | - vValued over 30 cents per pound.ccscecsccccsces Lbecesce

- Beef in airtight containers:
107.48 Corned DEBf..ccoscsrosccssscasesoscecsvrcrcass foosoocen
20 In containars holding not more than

Lb.

2 poUndBecceccccvocccsssonresscccsncscane

7.5% ad val. 1/ [Free (A,E*,1) 302 ad val.

40 | In containers holding more thaa 2
BT Y T P X Y ERRRRTELLELLEELE Lb.
107.52 OLREC.ceecccescassssscoosnssnssenssssccscsccce Joosoocss 3% ad val.
20 In contalners holding not more than

~ S -2 POUNdBesccvesssssssscccassccccssncssone

Free (E*,I) 30% ad vui.

Lb.

40 S : f:lu containers holding more than 2

POUNdB..cceccceoscsscsssscoscnsoccccncase

Lb.

Other:
107.55 | 002, valued not over 30 cents per pound.c.ceeasscess |Lbeceoe. 2¢ per 1lb.
- Yalued over 30 cents per pouad:
| Prepared, whether fresh, chilled, or
R B frozen, but not othervise preserved:
107.61 } 002§ Beef specially processed into
fancy cuts, special shapes, or
atherwise made ready for parti-
cular uses by tha retail consumer
\ NEREE I o (but not ground or comminuted,
: ' . “ . diced or -cut into sizes for stew
) meat or similar uses, or rollad or
akevered), which meects the speci-
fications in regulations issued by
the U.S. Departument of Agriculture
for Prime or Choice beef, and which
has been so certified prior to
exportation by an official of the
government of the exporting couatry,
in accordance wvith regulations is~
sued by the Secretary of the
Treasury after consultation with
the Secraetary of Agricultur@sc..sves [Lbeceocs. 4% ad val.

107.62 | oozf : OLH@E.sernenanasssssarsasssacseasases fLbocosse 108 ad val. Frea (E*) 20% ad val.
3.2% ad val. (I)

Lbecssses J4X ad val. Free (E*,I) 20 ad val.

Frea (E®,I) 6¢ per 1b.

Free (E*,I) 202 ad val.

107.63 | 00 : OLREL e eossaasasssoncsssosasesscsassonnvos

1/ Duty on corned beef temporarily reduced. See
1tea 903.15 in part 1B, Appendix to the Tariff
Schedules.

: 2/ P.L. §8~482, as emended, provides that meats
i covared by the tariff descriptions in iteas 106.10,
N 106.22, 106.25, 107.55, 107.61, and 107.62 may be
made subject to an absolute quota by Presidential
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APPENDIX TO THE TARIFF SCHEDULES

Part 1. Temporary Legislation

Page 9-5

3 -
903

.15 - 903.25

1 -8

Itenm

Stat.|
Suf~
fix

Articles

Units
of
Quantity

Rates of Duty

Effective

Special

Period

903.15

4, For so long as itema 905.10 and 905.1) are in
effect, headnotes 3, 4, and 5 of subpart C of part |
of schedule 3 shall be suspended (except insofar as
they relate to hair of the camel) and in lieu thereof--

(a) for purposes of item 307.40--

(i) the classification provisions for wool
not finer than 468 shall apply to any package
of wool zontaining not over 10 percent by
weight of wool finer than 46s but not con=
taining wool finer than 48s; and .

(ii) the citation for imports clawsifiable
under item 307.40 shall be such item number
followed by the item number for the part of
the contents of the package which determines
the rate of duty; and

(b) for purposes of item 905.11, a tolerance
of not more than 10 percent of wools not finer than
48g may be allowed in each bale or package of wools
}mported as not finer than 46s.

5. For the purposes of the superior heading to
items 906.10 and 906.12, the term "mass-produced kita"
includes only those which are designed to be sold in
the customs territory of the lUnited States exclusively
in kit form.

6. For the purposes of item 911.95, the term
“apntertainment broadcast band receivers' means re-
ceivers designed principally to receive signals in
the AM (530-1710 KHz) and FM (88-108 MHz)} entertain-
ment broadcast bands, whether or not capsble of re-
ceiving signals on other bands such as aviation,
television, marine, public safety, industrial, and
citizens bands.

l/ Corned beef in airtight containers {provided for in
item 107.48, part 2B, schedule 1)....ieiiiiiiienannnans

1/ Sce Appendix statistical headnote 1.

Note: The shaded ares indicates that the effective
period for special tariff treatment has expired.

3% ad val.

No change
(A%, E*, 1)

No change

In or before
12/11/89
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APPENDIX J

LIVE CATTLE AND MEAT OF CATTLE: VU.S. RATES OF DUTY, BY TSUS ITEMS



Live cattle and meat of cattle: U.S. rates of duty, by TSUS items

Staged col. 1 rate of duty effective with respect to
articles entered on or after Jan. 1—

Pre-MTN
1930 Col. 1

rate rate
Description of duty of duty 1980 1981 1982 1983 1984 1985 1986

1987

Col. 2
rate
of duty

Average ad
valorem of
1986 duty

—~——Cents per pound; percent ad valorem——
Cattle:
Purebred cattle for

breeding (item
100.01 pt.)........... Free Free Free Free Free Free Free Free Free

Other:
Waighing under 200
pounds each:
For not over 200,000
head entered in
the 12-month
period beginning
fpr. 1 in any year
(item 100.40)..... 2.5¢ 1.5¢ 1.3¢ 1.1¢ 1¢ 1¢ 1¢ 1¢ 1¢
Other (item 100.43)... 2.5¢ 2.5¢ 2¢ 1.5¢ i¢ 1¢ i¢ 1¢ 1¢
Weighing 200 pounds or
more but under 700
pounds each (item
100.45)............. 2.5¢ 2.5¢ 2¢ 1.5¢ 1¢ 1¢ 1¢ 1¢ 1¢
Weighing 700 pounds or )
more each:
Cows imported special-
ly for dairy pur-
poses (item .
100.50)........... 3¢ 1.5¢ Free Free Free Free Free Free Free
Other:
For not over
400,000 head
entered in the
12-month per-
iod beginning
Apr. 1 in any
year, of which
not over
120,000 shall
be entered in
any quarter
beginning
Apr. 1,
July 1,
Oct. 1, or
Jan. 1 (item
100.53)........ 3¢ 1.5¢ 1.3¢ 1.1¢ 1¢ 1¢ 1¢ 1¢ 1¢
Other (item
100.55)........ 3¢ 2.5¢. 2¢ 1.5¢ 1¢ 1¢ i¢ 1¢ 1¢
Meats of cattle (except
edible meat offal),
fresh, chilled, or
frozen (item 106.10) 1/. 6¢ 3¢ 2.5¢ 2¢ 2¢ 2¢ 2¢ 2¢ 2¢

See footnotes at end of table.

Free

1¢
1¢

it

Free

1¢
1¢

2¢

Free

2.5¢

3¢

3¢
3¢

6¢

Percent

2.0

2.0

96¢



Live cattle and meat of cattle: U.S. rates of duty, by TSUS items (continued)

Staged col. 1 rate of duty effective with respect to
articles entered on or after Jan. 1—

. Pre—MTN :
1930 Col. 1 Col. 2 Average ad
. rate rate . rate valorem of
Desc}iption of duty of duty 1980 1981 1982 1983 1984 1985 1986 1987 of duty 1986 duty
———Cents per pound; percent ad valorem—— ) Percent
Sausages, whether or not in
" airtight containers:
Beef, in airtight con-
tainers (item
107.20) 2/.......coon 30% 15% 7.5% 7.5% 7.5% 7.5% 7.5% 7.5% 7.5% 7.5% 30% o]
Other beef (item .
107.25) 2/............ 20% 10% 5% 5% 5% 5% 5% 5% 5% 5% 20% 5.0

Beef and veal, prepared or
preserved (except sau—
- sages):
Beef or veal, cured or
pickled:
Valued not over 30
cents per pound )
(item 107.40) 2/.... 4.5¢ 3¢ 2.7¢ 2.5¢ 2.2¢ 2¢ 1.7¢ 1.5¢ 1.2¢ 1¢ 4.5¢ 0
Valued over 30 cents
per pound (item

107.45) 2/.......... 30% 10% 10% 10% 10% 10% 10% 10% 10% 10% 30% 4.5
Beef in airtight con— ' :
tainers: o
Corned beef (item @]
. 107.48) 2/, 3/...... 30% 15% 4.5% 3% 3% 3% 7.5% . 7.5% 7.5% 7.5% 30% 0.7 ~
Other (item 107.52)..... 30% 15% 4.5% k} 3 3% K} A 3% 3% C3% 3% 30% 3.0

Other:
Valued not over 30 cents
per pound (item S
107.55). ... .oivvnnns 6¢ 3¢ 2.5¢ 2¢ 2¢ 2¢ 2¢ . 2¢ 2¢ 2¢ 6¢ 11.5
Valued over 30 cents .
per pound:
Prepared, whether
fresh, chilled, or
frozen, but not
otherwise preser—

ved: 1/
Beef, high quality .o
(item 107.61)... 20% 10% 7% 4% 4% 4% 4% 4% 4% © A% 20% - 4.0
Other (item 107.62). 20% 10% 7% 4% 4% 4% a% - A% 4% S 4% 20% 10.0
Other (item 107.63)... 20% 10% 7% 4% 4% 4% 4% 4% 4% 4% 20% 4.0

1/ P.L. 88-482, as amended, provides that meats covered by the tariff descriptions 'in items 106.10, 106.25, 107.55, 107.61, and 107.62 may be made subject
to an absolute quota by Presidential proclamation. C :

2/ Imports are eligible for duty-free treatment under the Generalized System of Preferences.: ) ) )
3/ Included in item 107.50 at the same rates of duty prior to Jan. 1, 1976. Duty on corned beef temporarily reduced.  See item 903.15 in part 1B, Appendix

to the Tariff Schedules.
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APPENDIX K

RECOGNIZED BREEDS AUTHORIZED FOR DUTY-FREE ENTRY UNDER THE
TARIFF SCHEDULES OF THE UNITED STATES




151.7

hall be presented to Lo spector
efore the animal and pedigree certifi-
ate are examined as provided in
151.7. :

3ec. 101, 76 Stat. 72; 16 U.S.C. 1202)
38 FR 23357, Dec. 9, 1871}

151.7 Exuminstion of animal.

(a) For the purpose of duternuning
lentity, un  examination shall be
aade by an inspector of each animal
or which free entry is claimed under
he act. All animals shall be examined
t the port of entry: Provided. howet:-
r. That dogs. other than those regu-
ited under §92.18 of this chapter,
nd cats may be examined cither at
he port of entry or at any other port
‘here customs entry is made.

(b) The owner, agent, or importer
hall provide adequate assistance and
acilities for restraining and otherwise
.andling the animal and present it in
uch manner and under such condi-
ions as in the opinion of the inspector
{1l make a proper examination possi-
le. Otherwise, the examination of the
nimal will be refused or postponed by
he inspector until the owner, agent,
r importer meets these requirements.
(¢) A pedigree certificate, as required
y §151.4 shall be presented at the
ime of examination to the inspector
iwaking the examination in order that
roper  identification of the animal
138y be made. When upon such exami-
.ation of any animal, the color, mark-
13s, or other identifying characteris-
ics do not conform with the descrip-
ion given in the pedigree certificate
nd the owner, agent, or importer de-
ires to pursue the matter further, the
aspector shall issue ANH Form 17-419

o the owner, agent, or importer, and

hall forward the pedigree certificate
or this animal, together with ANH
‘orm 17-419, to the Washington office
f Veterinary Services by certified
aail. A determination will be made by
uch office as Lo the identity of the
nimal in question and the cligibility
f the animal for certification under
151.2. The pedigree certificate will be
eturned to the party who submitted
. as soon as such determination is
aade. Removal of an animal from the
ort where examination is made prior
o presentation of the pedigree certifi-
ate or other failure to comply with

9 CFR Ch. | (1-1-86 Edition)

the requirements of this paragraph
shall constitute a waiver of any fur-
ther claim to certification under the
regulations in this part.

(See. 201, 46 Stat, 673; 19 US.C. 1201, as
smended; sec. 101, 76 Stat. 72; 19 U.S.C.
1202)

(26 FRt 6072, July 7, 1961}

8150 Eligibility of an animal for certifi-
cation.

To be eligible for certification under
the act, an animal must be purebred of
a recognized breed and have been reg-
istered in good faith in a book of
record listed in § 151.9 and must not
have been registered on inspection
without regard to purity of breeding.

{23 FR 10104, Dec. 23, 1958)

RECOGNITION OF BREEDS AND BOOKS OF
RECORD

§131.Y Recugnized breeds and books of
record.

Breeds of animals and books of
record listed in paragraphs (a) and (b
are hereby recognized. Recognition of
such breeds and books of record will
be continued, however, only if the
books of record involved are kept by
the custodians thereof in a form
which is reasonably current and the
book otherwise meets the require-
ments of this part, in the opinion of
the Deputy Administrator, Veterinary
Services. When a registry association
which publishes a book of record that
was recognized in printed form ceases
to publish the book in such form and
in lieu thereof publishes the book in
microfilm form, the recognition of
such book of record will be continued
only if the book meets the require-
ments of this part. A copy of each
printed volume and microfilm record
of a book of record published after the
book is recognized under this part
shall be sent to Veterinary Services
immediately following such publica-
tion. All books of record sent to Vet-
erinary Services, Animal and Plant
Health Inspection Service, United
States Department of Agriculture,
shall be submitted through the United
States Government Despatch Agency,
26 Federal Plaza, New York, New York
10007, U.S.A.

556

Animal and Plant Health Inspection Service, USDA

(a) Breeds and books of record in
countries other than Canada. Books of
the registry associations listed below
are recognized for the following
breeds: Provided, That no Belted Gal-
loway cattle, horse of Criolla, Fjord-
hest (formerly known as Westland),
Holstein, Shetland Pony or Welsh
Pony and Cob breed, dog or cat regis-

§151.9

tered in any of the books named shall
be certified under the act as purebred
unless a pedigree certificate showing
three complete generations of known
and recorded purebred ancestry of the
particular breed involved, issued by
the appropriate association listed
below, is submitted for such animal.

CATTLE

Cooe - Name ol breed HBook of record By whom publshed

1101 Angus Angus Herd Book ..........| ADerduen-Angus Catue Sucikly, Hugh R. NeitsOn, sl
tetary, Pohgree House, 17 Boun-Accord Sq., Aber-
Qwen, Scouand.

LR R T35 IO . SO R New Zualand Aberdeen-Angus | Mew Zeaiand Angus Cate 8 " AnsO-

Herd Book. cavon, Post Othce Box B3, Hastngs, New Zealand.

102 Cattie Hard Book ......... { Tha Atncanger Caftio Brewdurs’ Socely, undes e
supervision and authonty of the South Atncan Stug
800k Assoaaton, £L. Housenam, sacrowwy, 40
Hunry St., Bloemlionian, Ureun of Sauth Amnca.

1201 | AlJOmey .............oonneeruanns] Hord Book of the Badwick of | Royal Alderney Agncuitral Society (The Alderney

Guurnsey (Aktermey Branch). Branch of the Roya! Guernsey A and H. Socery),

P.D. Sumner, socretary, The Bungaiow. Butes, Aloer-
ney, Channel lales.

1202 | Ayrshwe . .....ccvccnnnecnnf Aytohwio Hetd BOOK ............c...... ... | Ayrsture Cattle Herd Boun Socety ol Gresl Brun ara
treland, John Graham, sacrelary. 1 Racecowurse Rd..
Ayt, Scorans

1301 | Devon...........cccomerers oe.ne| Disvy's Devon hietd Book ... ......... .. Davon Calte treuoers’ Socwety, Cynl Ernest Berry,
secrelary. Count Houss, The Squire, WivelsCombe,
Sometsat, Engiand.

1302 | DOXIO ..o e .| DI 1D BOUK ... s | Duter Caltie Socely, T. S, POk, secrelary, Mamx

1103 | Belled Galioway ... ... | Beltod Galloway Huro Buos

Fartn, Swbos Lane, Lower Kingswood, Taaworin,
Surrey, England

e o | Bolle@ Gatowbsy Calte Sovwty, J. Camnpbel Lang

suCiolary. Galioway Estale Oftca, Newion Slewart,
Wiglownshwe, Scotland. )

1104 Gatioway Hurd Book . ... .. ... | Galioway Catie Socwity of Greal Britan and lelany.
Dunaia M. McQuesn, secratary, Roughtulls, Daibudl-
ve, Scuuand.

1203 | G Y Enghsh G y Herd BOua...... .| Engush Guernsey Carue Socwety, J W. Bamer, secre-

1105 | Heretord

1205 | Hoistein-Foesan ......... ... | Fiesch Rundvee-Stambouk

Highland Herd Book.............

tary, Mappin Housd, Winalsy St., Cxdord S, Lonuon.
W 1, England.

Hetd Book Of the Bauwxh of | Ruysl Guemnsoy Agiculiaal and horbCullural Socuty.
Guurnaey (Guernsey Branch).

H. C, Lo Paye, secretary. States Ascace Bacony, St.
Petor Port, Guernsey, Channwi (Sios.

..} Huerd Bouk ot Herelord Carte . ....| Huretord Hesd Book Scaety R.J. Bentwy, secretary, 3

Otta S1.. Haratord, Engianc.

.......... highlana Catue Socaty of Scotand, Donaic G Nolia,

saCivlary, 17 Yok P1, Perth, Stouana

.......... Versoniging. “Het Fnescn Rundves-Samtoes,” D 3
M. Dghstria, secretary, Zudomienn 2-6, Leeuwaroon,
Tha Netherlands.

1206 | ...... do N n Rundvew-Slam- | Veteeruging: “HE! Neoeandscne Rundves-Stamooes,”

boek.

1304 | ... 1< TS Kearry Catlia HoIQ BOOK... -

1305 | Lincoln Red ......oconvneinnnne,

Jersey Herd BOOR ......os coenvnnnnnn,

Lincoln Rud Herd Book ...

H. W, J. Denxer, Chug! Agmuustator. Sadhouasrs-
planisoen 24, * ge. The N T

Hoyal Jeisey Agncuttural and Horucullwal Socmn .
G. Shepard, socretary, 3 Mukcasier St, SU hauer.
Jassey, Channel isies.

. Jursey Herd Book of United ning- | Jersey Cattie Socety of the Unieo Kingdom, Eowara
gom.

Ashby, secratary, 19 Bloormabuy Sq. Longon, w. C
1. Engiand.

Bnush hairy Catlie hord Book ......| Brush Kerry Catle Society, R O. nubl, secréwry, The

Muuslony, Sanmore Hul, Swanmore, MioGmsas, Enyg-
any.

+ .| FOY8l Dublin Sociaty, Horace H. Podis, registas, Bau s

Brayga, Dubhin. Irdland.

¢ v o | Lincoln Roo Cattie Socely. W Dunnaway socrelary

Agnculture House, Park St., Linvoin, Engiand.

551
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CatTLe—Continued

2208

102

.| Polska

.| Registro-Malncula  de  Caballos

Ksiega Stadna Ko,
Asabskch Cryste) Krw.
General Stud Book.....

de Pura Sangre.

Code Nama of braed buo- ol :ucom By whom publishay
1209 | Red Danwsn. ... ... Slainbiug  Ovet Roer al Hod | De S, hunde Danshke | . AL Wit
Oansk Malkstace. Pudersen, secrelary, Vindegade 72, Ooanse Den-
Stambog over Tyre at Rod Dansk mark
Malhurace -
Rugistur-S1amboy) over Kvaeg at
Roa Dansk Malherace,
1306 | Red POl ... ... ...... ..... | Red Poit Hero Book.. Red Poll Cattle Sociaty ol Greal Brtan and lieland,
Inc.. A. C. Bunon, secrelary, 32 Punces Si., lpswich,
Suttolk, England.
1307 | Snorthorn . L L Coaluy's Herd Book.. .... ... ...} Shorthorn Society of Great Butain and Iretand, Arthus
Greenhalgh, secrelary, Victoria House, Soulhampton
Row. London, W.C. 1, England.
1107 | South Dewvun...... .. . Herd Booh  Of Seuth  Duevon | South Devon Herd Book Society, W. G. Turpii, secre-
Cattiw. ury 16 Sherborne Rd., Newton Abbat, Devon, Eng-
1Ms | Simmental .. insh Simmaiital Catlle Socwty ...... | insh Sxmmamal Catile Society Ltd., Sprnghill Casrigtwo-
. B ‘ ), Co. Cork, reland
1308 | Sussen. . . ... Sussax Hara Book | Sussea Herd Book Society. A. G. Holland, sacrotary,
17 Devonshus St, London, W. 1, €
1309 [ waish . .. welsn Black Catile Herd Book ......,| Weish Black Cattie Socsety, G. Wilams Eawards, sec-
telary, 13 Bangor Si., Caernarvon, No. Wales.
HORSES
ode Name of breed Book of recorg By whom pubhshed
ATADO ... i Arab Horse Stud Book

The Arab Horse Socoaly Col. R. C. ge V. Askin,
. Farnh Surrey,

10\varzystwa Hodowli Koma Arabskiego, Mana Brykc-
Tynska, secrelary, Ksako 1w, Safego 2, Poland.

Waeatherby & Sons, 15 Cavendish Sq., London, W. 1,
England.

Jefatwra de Cria Caballar y Remonta, Don Manusl Diaz
Calderon, Secretano Stud-book, Muirustenio del Ejer-
cito, Madnd, Spain.

.80, . Siuc Book Arg de Haci de 1a Nacion, Lotena de Benali-
cencia Nacional y Casinas, Ricardo A. Maestri, Jote,
Av. Libertador General San Martin 4101, Capdal
Federal, Republica Argentna.
.0, Swa Book Francais Regisira das Co«vmum du Studbook Francas de Pur Sang, M.
Chuvaux oe Pur Sang. ., Chat, Service des
Haras, A de I'A st 78 rue do
o, Pans. France.
Stuag Book de Ven P Insttuto N de # Jonoe Coll Nunez,
Jete, Hipodromo “La Rmnonnda Caracas. Venezu-
ela.
...... do.... .| The Arabian Stud Book. (Rucog- | The Asatian Horse Club Registy of America, Inc.,
nuon of Wus book will be re- Hervy B. Babson, secrelary, 120 So. La Salle St,
sincted 10 Araban  horses Chicago 3, i
which ongmnate lor imporation
n Seud Asabw, of brace to
pwe Asabun siock of that
country.).
Aratian Russian Arabian Stud Book of | Mirustry of Agncultwe USSR, All-Urion Hesearch insu-
Moscow. Union of Sowiet So- {ute of Horsebreoading.
cahst Republcs,
Bolgaan.............c o] Stud-Book des Chevaux de Trait | Societe 1 Royale “Le Cheval de Tran Beige,” Edgard
Beiges. Bedarut, Secrowsire general, 45a rue de I'Ecuyer,
C Bay [ Bay Stud Book............... Cileveland Bay Horse Society, Oswald Wellord, secre-
tary, The Angelus, Roxby, Staithes, Saltburn, York-
shwre, England. .
Ciydesaaie Ci Swd-Book C dale Horse Society ol Greal Brtan & ireland,
Roben Jarvis, secrewary. 19 Hillington Gardens, Glas-
gow, SW. 2, Scotland.
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HoRses—Continued
Code Name of treed Book of record By whom published
" 2230 | Crolla. “Rogistre D Seccwon” de | & Rural A E. F. Garay, G Toc-
Rogisuro Genealogco para la reco, Flonda 460 Buenos Awes, Argentna.
Raza Cnolla,
2301 | F over Fyo Statens S

an2

2103

2104

" 2302

2105

2108

2213

2218

2221

2223

2224

Ame Hogstad, Suatens Stam-
boktorer, Munkedamavesen 35 VI, Osio, Norway.

Hacknoy Horse Sociaty, R. A Biown, secrotary, 16
Becatord Sq., London, W.C. 1, England.

wzmmmmmmum. V.. Hem
93,

Elmsmm Germany.
British Perchoron Horse Socioty, A. E. Vyse, secretary.
Owen Webb House, Gresham Rd., Cambnage, Eng-

Sociele 1 Mippique Percheronne de France, E. Le-
mane, socrewire general, 7 rue Viletio-Gate 3.
Nogenl-le -Rotrou (E-4-1), France.

Suttolk Suttolk Stud-Book
T ghbrod A han Stud Book....
...... do.... Ganeral Stud Book.........c.cnrvuinn

d Pony Siud-Book Sociely, Thomas H. F.
Mylos, secretary, 61 George SL, Perth, Scottand.

Shire Horso Society, A. G. Holland, secretary, 17
Devonshire St., London, W. 1, Engtand.

Suftoin Horse Society, Raymond Keers, secretary, &
Charch SL, Woodbridge, Suttolk, England,

Holsten 5 Gestutin
F Bnush P Stud Book...........
land.
...... do.... .4 Stud-Book Percheron de France....
S Pony Stud-Book
.| Shue Horse Stud Book ................,

.| Australian Jockey Club and Victona Racing Club, W. J.

McFagden, Kecper of the Sud Book, 6 Bugh St,
Sydney, N.S.W., Ausuala.

Weatherty & Sons, 15 Cavendssh Sq., London, W. 1,
Engtand.

The Jockey Ciub of Jamaica, Miss L Pie, secietary,
10 Duke St., Kingston, Jamaica, B.W.i.

Ciub Hipco de Sanuago, Alejandro Obolensky Dadian,
Jete do Swa-Book, Casdia 3674, s-muo: Chuie.

Stua Book Francais Registe des
Chevaux do Pur Sang.

Libro G

der Cavals &
Puro Sangue.

Registe des Chevaux de Pur
Sang.

[l | do Hip: Jorge Cali Nunez,
Jate, Hpodiomo “La Fummam. Caracas, Venazu-
PR

New 2oatand Racing Conference. A. M. McBeatn,

secrelary, P.O. Box 1430, Wetkngton, C. 1, New
Zealand.

Jalatwra de Cna Cabaliar y Remonta, Don Manual Daz
Caideron, Secretano Stud-book, Muusieno del Ejer-
oo, Madnd, Spain.

Commussion du Stuadbook Francais de Pur Sang, M.
Maze-Sencier, inspectewr General, Chot, Servca oes
Haras, : oo I'Agncult 78 rue de
(7). Pans, France.

Jockey Ciub haliano, Gen. Fedenco Gasolol, segre-
tanio, Corso Vittorio Emanuaie 87, Rome, italy.

Jockey-Ciub de Beigique, Lt Col. Baron Jacques van
Zuylen van Nyeveh, Secretave general, 1 rue Gui-
mard, Brussels 4, Beigum.

Jockey Clb Brasiewo, Ricarao Xswvier da Sivewa,

Rio Branco 197, R de

Jockey Cib oot Pera, Albeno Aivasez Calderon, Ger-

do. Stud Book Bl
Dwator do Stud Book, Av.,
Janero, Brani.
.80 ..{ Stud Book Peruano
ente, Urnwon 1066, Lma, Pery.
g0 Stud Book
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de H da de la Nacon, Lotena de Banet-
cuncia Nacional y Casinos, Ricardo A. Maastri, Jule,
Av. Lborador General San Martn 4101, Capital
Foderal, Republca Argentina.
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2243

2234
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2235
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2303 | waish Pony and Cob ...

o |
®.!

o1

ao

Namg 0 Drved

Bulddl Lukdalul

Cnaviot

Cortenddio
Doiset Hoin

HMampshug Gown

HoRsEs—Con
Buus Ul fewand

Alwacan Slud Bouh  (Hevuyine
won Ul Yus LOOA will by fu-
stncivd 10 Throughbreds wm-
Poriagd us lohows. {4) Horsus
brsd Of - born i the United
Stalus, shpped 10 a lofegn
country and tuturned 10 thus
country, (D) hotsus Lred Of
born in Gieat Bntan, Northern
lrelang, Eve, or France, whose
pougrous Uaco wholly, o in
parn, 10 horses rad or born in
the Unmied States. (C) hoisus
tfrom countnus whero a ook of
putebred rogisrauon for Thot-
Oughtveds dous NOt axist; of
(d) hosses previously certiied
for entry under the act and for
wheh Corticates of Forogn
Reyistiauon weote issued by
The Jockey Ciub 0! Now York,
B8N0 WwiuCh were subsoquuntly
oaporied 10 any country and
feturnud 10 the Unied States
with such certhcates ).

Aigemenes deutsches  Gestu-
buch tw Volibha,

Stud Book Uruguayo ... ... ..

The General Stug Bour of South
Alnca

ASSES

Boou ol mcom

Jaca and Jennut Secton of Stud-
Book ou Lwe G )

Walsh Stud BOOK e, e e e

9 CFR Ch. | (1-1-86 Edition)
Lnued

ty whorm pubhishad®

Ave, Now Yuork 22, N.Y.

Uniaklonum tus vmmluuucm ur Runten, 6 Cologna
h, 100, Posttach 180,

Repubkc of (numnrm

Jule del Std Book Uruguayo. Jose C. Frigero, Head,
Uruguayan Jockay Club, Montevideo, Uruguay.

The Jockey Club of South Atnca, Box 3409, Joharnes-
burg, Union of South Alnca.

Wetsh Pony & Cob Socwty, J. A. Guorge, secietary,
Oftces of tho Royal Waish Agncuttwal Society,
Queen's Rd., Aberystwyth, Caraiganishwe, Wales.

By whom publshod

Socwte Conualo d'Agnculture des Deux- Sevvea R. Mal
unot, . Cite Ay ural

035 Amimaus Muhsws.due
Pouou

SHEEP

BoGh Of tecory

Bl Lutesicr FIOCK Book ... .

Chuviol Shoup Flock Boon.

Flock Buon 1or Conmmxiale Shodp
N Ausiiaia.

Cortanidie FIOCa Buok (Nuw Zoa-
ang)

Dotyut Hotn Fiuck Boun . ...

nampsnua Down Foce Bouk .

Noort {Daun- S-mus) France.

By whom pubh;hnd

| Socwty of Burour Leceslsr Sheep Bioedurs, Robert

Jarvis, sucretary, Room 273, 83 Hope St. Guasgow,

C 2, Scotana.

Chuviot Sheup Socwly, Guy H. Asmstiong, secretary,
Commercial Bm Bldgs., Hewick, Scotland.

The A H.T.C. Wooatud,

socretary, Royul Showgrouids, Epsom Road, Ascol

Vale, W. 2, Viclona, Austraka.

Tne Comadale Sheep Socwety, Inc.. C. H. Lawrence,

sucsatary, 154 Heretord Si., Chvisichurch, Now 2ea-

land.

Dorsat Horn Shewp Bmedeu Assocuuon € F. B

Lucas, y. Bank

Oorset, England.

Hampsiwe Down Shuup Broeders’ Association, Miss

Oors M. Stanbury, secroldry, 38 Endioss St, Saks-

bury, Wills., Englana.

Thu Jocany Club, Mis | Biunngn, Hegoler, 300 Park
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4209

4106

4107

4204

4108

4205

4206

4207

4218

49109

4001

Ndmu ol bmcd

Kent or Romney Marsh....

Kerry Hdl .........

Oxtord Down .........cc.ceverel

SreeP—Continued

houn ol lu«.om

sl o Romney Manah Floch
Bouk.

.| tewcestar Flock Book ... ..

| Kerry Huli Flock Book ........ .. ..........

§ 1559

By whom publishaed

Ronl o Roniney Maiash Shuup-Brosdsis’ Asaocativn.
G W Tulhuy, suctslary, Stabon Rd, Astiturd, Rent,
England.

Rerry Rl (Wales) Floch Socety, Raiph P. Evans,

y. ¢/o The R Co.. Ld, Knightan,

Radnorshure, Wales. '
Lucester Sheep Broedurs' A;so:-awn P. S Atunadn.
St.. Drtheid, €.

.| Flock Book of Lincoin L
Shegp.

Flock Book of
Shw:up.

Oxtord  Down

.| New Zealand Romney Marsh

Fiock Book.

Ryotand Flock Book

" AsdCiauon, Bian
Shetlcy, secretary, Westmunster Bank Chambers, 8
Guidnall St., Lincoin, England.

Oxtord Down Shwep Brewouers’ Assaciabon, Mrs L. I
Duacon, secielary. Thormyhetas, Buing Ra., Brated-
on-the-Green, Northampton, Engiand.

Now 2eaiand Romney Marsh Sheep Broodars’ Asso-
cianon, Inc.. R. J. J. Campoell, secretary. 117 Km-
boiton Rd., Fedding, New Zealand.

P Flack Book.......

.| Southdown Flock Book..

.| Soutdown Sheup Socuty of

New Zeaiand (Inc.).

W, dale L

g Shoap
Flock Book.

Flock Book tor Bnush Breeds of
Sheep in Austraba.

.| New Zeatand Flock Book .

Ry Flock Book Socwmty, Lid, P. J Hoskns, secté-
tary, 2J King St . Hesetord, Englang

.| Stwopshure  Sheep Breodors’ Assocaton and Floca

Book Socwety, Ivor Guy Mansell, secretary, Colleyo
Hill, Stuewsbury, Shropshea, England.

Swlmo-nSAeopSouexy Inc.. R. G Noahus, secro-
tary, W W Woods, Kent,
Englana

The Southdown Sheep Socwty of New Zsaiand (tnc.)
§. 1. McKenze, seciutary, AM.P. Chambers, 14
Broaaway, Paimerston North, New Zealand.

Suttotk Sheep Socwety, Hamry A. Bylord, saecelary, 30
Museum St., Ipswich, Suftola, Engiand

The Wensleydale Long Snoup B ' ASSOC
won, W. Ducumson socretary. “Carntme,’ cmrcn
Walk, Ul

Austahan Society ol Bmaoen of Bnusn Shesp, H.T.C.
Woodtull, secretary, Royal Show Grounds, Epsom
Ad., Ascot Vale, W. 2, ViClona, Austraka.

Now Zealand Shoap Breeders’ AssoCutan, H.M. Stuo-
hoime, secietary, P.O. Bax 3002, Adangion, Chnst.
church, New Zeaiand.

Goats
Cade Name of breed Book ot record By whom publshed
5001 | Saanen and Briush Goal Society Herd Boon | Briush Goat Socwty, Miss MF. Riygg. socreiary, Drs,

Toggunburg. (Seanen and Toggenouig Sec- Nortois, Engiand.
tons).

SWINE
Code Name of treed Book of record By whom pubkshed
6001 | insh Lasge Wiute

. Herd Book of insh Large Whie
Pigs.

Herd Book of the Py

Royal Dubiin Socety. Hotace H. Poole, regisiras, Ball's
Bnage. Dubtin, ireland.

Nabonal Po Broaders’

Breedors’ Associauon.

561

E.G. Waks, sacro-
tary. 69 Clarendon Rd., Watlord, Ments, England
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Sme—Conunued

By whom published

Doas

Name o| braed Book of tecory By wnom puou;ned
7306 | Ausiraban Raipw ... The Working Reipso Council Na- | The Working Kulpre Councd, P.O. Box E31 SI. James
tonat Stud Book. Sudnay 2000, Austraka.
7301 | Boxer ... i oo | BURGRZUCMDUCH....... oo e . .| Boner-Klub @, V. Sitz Munchen, Bernhard Schmitz,
Prasident, 38 Othersrasse, Munchen 9, Germany.
7201 | Dachshund Techal-Si h ..} D Tockelkiub e. V., Jose! Chateau, Stamm-
buchtutrer, \ /Rhen, Haus RI . Ger-
many.
7202 | Forhound .... Foxhound Kennel Stud Bock........ Maslars ol Foxhounds Associavon, LI Col J. E. S.
. Hon. Y. 51 Viclonia St
Lonoon S. W. 1, Engiand.
7203 | ....00.... | welsh Hound Stud Book ............... Weish Hound Assouahon lsmyn E. E. Davies, Hon
East Wales. T
7302 | German Shepherd........ .| Zuchtbuch fur dautsche Schater- | Veren fur deutsche Schaterhunde (SV), Hann Krem-
hunde (S2). heimer, H: , Boim
4, Augsburg 5, Gatmany
7303 | Great Dane .. ... ... [ 2uchibuch tur Deutsche Doggen...| Deutscher Doggen-Ciub, Richard Staadt, Prasident, El-
25, S Ohligs,
7204 | Greyhound .. .} Austrauan Greyhound Stud Book ...} The Austrahan and New Zealand Gleyhoum Associa-
! von, Robert John Madment, secretary, 349 Collins
St.. Meibourne, C. 1, Australia.
7205 | ....90. ..} Greynound Stud Book.............cconrenn. Nauonal Coumng Ciub, Sydney H. Dalton, secretary,
College Hul- Chambers, London, E.C. 4. England.
7206 § ..... do Insh Greyhound Stud Book.............| insh Coursing Club,. Miss K. Bulies, secretary, Davis
Ra., Clonmel, Co. Tipperary, lreland.
7207 | Hamner and Beagle ........... Harner and Beagle Siud Book.... .. Associaton of Masters of Harners and Beagles. J. J.
Kirkpatnck, Hon. socretary, East Wing, Kirtington
Park, Oxlom Enolano.
7304 | Rottwailer.... ... .| Zuchi- und Korbuch A Kiub, Mrs.
Ruehle Saueum Vorsleigstrasse 5 Stutigan-west,
Germany.
7305 | St. Bernard .. ......... .. ... | Barnhardiner-Zuchibuch. .. ............. St Bemlwasklm eV, Flw Hlacr\owma Zucmbuch-
. tutwer, 12,
7001 | Vasious recognizud insh Kennel Club Stud Boon......... insh Kennel Ciub, Miss Maud C. Fox, seaewy F«]
breeds. Eden Quay, Dubtin, C. 8, ireland.
7002 | ...... T TN Kennel Club Stud Book ... .. ... ... English Kennel Club, E. Holland Buchley, secretary, 1-
4 Clarges Si, Pccadily, London, W. 1, England.
7003 OO e e e ] Livie des Onginus Francas............ ] Societe 1 Cenvale Canine pour I'Amcboraton des
. Races dge Crwens en France, Col. Raout Nicole,
Droctow Agminestralews, 3 Rue de Choiseul,.Paris 2,
' France,
7004 G- 7. TN Livie das Ongines do la Socwie | Socele 1 Royale Sant-Hubert, R. Willocq, Secrelave
1 Royalu Sant-Hubert, 1, 391 Chaussee Saini-Pwerre, Brussels 4, Buigum.
7005 | ... do.... . Norsk Kennelkiubs Stambok............ Norsk Kennel Klub, Olal A. Roig, secrelary, Bjorn
Farmannsgate 18, Osio, Norway.
7006 | ...... 00 P des Kiub tw Terer 6. | Kiub tur Termier e.V., Withelm Vahle, Seluutar, Schone
V. Ausscm 8, Kd:lerbwh b. Fvanlfun/Mam Gesmany.
T007 | .80 vt s, S (o Hunde-Stamm- Carl
buch, Wittwer, secretary, Seestrasse 64, Kichberg/Zunch,
Swizeriand.
7008 | ... do Svensha K INub Regis- | Sv van Swedrup, y. Lin-
ter. gatan 25, O 4, Swed
3
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§ 151.9

CATs

Name of breed Book of record

By whom publshed

8001 | Long-hawed and shon-
haired. Fancy Swd Book.

The Governing Councdl ot the Cat

The Govunmg Counu ol the Cat Fancy, W.A. hnu
Way, 8
Sunay Enmand

(b) Breeds and books of record in
Canada—(1) Animals generally. The
books of record of the Canadian Na-
tional Live Stock Records, Ottawa,
Canada, of which F. G. Clark is Direc-
tor, are recognized for the following
breeds: Provided, That no animals reg-
istered in the Canadian National Live
Stock Records shall be certified under
the act as purebred unless such ani-
mals trace only to animals which are
proved to the satisfaction of Veteri-
nary Services to be of the same breed:
Provided further;, That no Dexter
cattle, Karakul sheep, Alpine goat,
Nubian goat, or horse of the American
Saddle Horse, Arabian, Canadian,
Morgan, Shetland Pony or Welsh
Pony and Cob breed in Canada shall
be certified under the act as purebred
unless a pedigree certificate showing
three complete generations of known
and recorded purebred ancestry of the
particular breed involved, issued by
the Canadian National Live Stock
Records, is submitted for such animal.

Code l Name of txeed l Code l Name ot treed
CaTTLe
1108 | Aberdeen, Angus.
1210 | Ayrstwe. 1111 | Hghiand.
1211 | Brown Swss. 1214 | Jersey.
1212 | Canadian. 1311 | Lincoin Red,
1310 | Dexter. 1312 | Red Poll.
1108 | Gatloway. 1313 | Shorthorn.
1213 | Guemnsey.
HURSES
2227 | American Saddie 2109 | Pescheron.
Horse.
2228 | Asabuan. 2304 | Shetiand Pony.
2107 | Beigan Dratt. 2110 | Stwe
Suttotk.
2229 | Canadian. 2111 | Thoroughbred.
2108 | Ciydesdale. 2232 | Welsh Pony.
2230 | Hackney. 2305 | and Cob.
2236 | Morgan.
SHEEP
4110 | Blackiace. 4115 l Lincoln,
4111 | Cheviot. 4116 | Menno.

Name ol breed Code Name of brecd

4112 Oxlord Down,

Corrwdale.
4113 | Cotawoald.
4209 { Dorsul Hom.
4210 | Hampstwre.
4211 | Karakul.
4212 | Kerry Hill.
4114 | Leiceslor.

13
a7
4214
4215
4216
a17

Ryeland.
Stvopshire.
Southdown,

GOoATs

5002

(2) Holstein-Friesian cattle in
Canada (Code 1215). The Holstein-
Friesian Association of Canada, Brant-
ford, Ontario, Canada, of which G. M.
Clemons is secretary and editor, is rec-
ognized for the Holstein-Friesian
breed registered in the Holstein-Frie-
sian Herd Book of that Association.

(3) Dogs in Canada (Code 7009). The
Stud Book of the Canadian Kennel
Club, Incorporated (Canadian Nation-
al Live Stock Records) is recognized
for all the breeds of dogs registered
therein: Provided, That no dog so reg-
istered shall be certified under the act
as purebred unless a pedigree certifi-
cate showing three complete genera-
tions of known and recorded purebred
ancestry of the particular breed in-
volved, issued by the Canadian Kennel
Club, Incorporated, is submitted for
such dog.

(4) Standardbred horses in Canada
(Code 2231). The Canadian Standard
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Bred Stud Book Kept by the Canadian
Standard Bred Horse Socicly, 122
Brown's Line, Toronto 14, Ontario,
Canada, is recognized for all Stand-
ardbred horses registered therein: Pro-
rided, That no Standard bred so regis-
tered shall be certified under the act
as purebred unless a pedigree certifi-
cate showing three complete genera-
tions of known and recorded purebred
Standardbred ancestry, issuecd by the
Canadian Standard Bred Horse Socie-
ty, is submitted for each such horse.

(8) Charolais cattle in Canada (Code
1112). The full French book of record
of the Canadian Charolals Association,
Calgary, Alberta, Canada, is recog-
nized for the Charolais breed regis-
tered therein.

(6) Maine-Anjou cattlle in Canada
(Code 1113). The full French book of
record of the Canadiaun Maine-Anjou
Association, which is maintained by
* the Canadian National Live Stock
Records, is recognized for the Maine-
Anjou breed registered in the Canadi-
an Maine-Anjou Herd Book: Provided,
That no Maine-Anjou cattle s0 regis-
tered shall be certified under the act
as purebred unless a pedigree ceriifi-
cate showing at least three gencra-
tions of known and recorded purcebred
ancestry of the breed involved, issued
by the Canadian National Live Stock
Records, is submitted for each such
animal.

(1) Simmental cattle in Cunada
(Code 1114). The Canadian Simmental
Association, Calgary, Alberta, Canada,
of which Mr. John Kish is Executive
Secretary, is recognized for the Sim-
mental breed registered in the Canadi-

an Simmental Association Full Blood:*

Herd Book: Provided, That no sim-
mental cattle so registered shall be
certified under the act as purcbred
unjless a pedigree certificate showing
at least three gencrations of known

9 CFR Ch. | (1-1-86 Edition)

and recorded purebred ancestry of the
breed involved, issued by the Canadian
Simmental Association is submitted
for each such animal.

(8) Hereford catlle in Canada (Code
1110). The Canadian Hereford Herd
Book of The Canadian Hereford Asso-
ciation, 5160 Skyline Way NE,, Calga-
ry. Alberta, Canada, of which Dr.
Duncan J. Porteous is General-Manag-
er, is recognized for the Hereford
breed registered therein.

(See. 101, 76 Stat. 72, Item 100.01, Titie 1,
Tanff Act of 1930. as amcended; 19 US.C.
1202, Item 100.01; 7 CFR 217, 251, and
371.2td))

(23 FR 10104, Dec. 23, 1958)

Epitonrial Note: For Federal Register cita-
tions alfecting § 151.9, see the List of CFR
Sections Affected in the Pinding Aids sec-
tion of this volume.

§151.10 Recugnition of additional breeds
und buuks of record.

Before a breed or a book of record
shall be added to those listed in this
part, the custodian of the book of
record involved shall submit to Veteri-
nary Services a complete copy of the
book of record, cunsisting of any pub-
lished printed volumes and any micro-
film records issued by the registry as-
sociation up to date of application, to-
gether with a copy of all rules and
forms in force on said date affecting
the registration of animals in said
book.

(24 FR 2644, Apr. 7, 1958}
§151.11

(a) If a registry association has not
published its book of record in printed
form, a record in approved microfilm
form which the Deputly Administrator,
Veterinary Services finds provides a
system for determining the recorded

Form of buoks of record.
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124 FR 2644, Apr. 7. 1959]

ancestry of the animals identified
therein will be acceptable. When a reg-
istry association which has published
its book of record in printed form
ceases such publication and in lieu
thereof publishes a microfilm record,
the microfilm record shall commence
with the first pedigree recorded by the
association which is not in the printed
volumes and shall otherwise be in ap-
proved form.

§ 15111

(b) A microfilm record ui}l be ap-
proved under this part only lfvll is 16
mm. non-perforated safety film ex-
posed at a reduction ratio not to
exceed 24 diameters. All information
on the original document shall be re-
produccd onto the microfilm so that it
js clearly readable. The microfilm
carton shall be indexed to state the
numbers of the pedigree certificates
on the ro!l of film it contains.

[24 FR 2644, Apr. 7, 1958}
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, Public Law 88-482
: 8Eth Congress, H. R. 1839
\ :'y . August 22, 19064

el

75 STAY, 394,

Tw groride for the free Ingwrtation af certaln wild animals; and to provhle
for the lnupasition of quolas ob cestain peat aml meat pruducts.

Be it ¢M¢M by the Senate and-Ilouse of Representatives of the

United States of Lincrica in Congrerss ussambled, That (a) item 85220
of title I of the Tariil Act of 1930 (Taritl Schedules of the United
States; 28 F.I, pert 1L, August 17, 1063) is amended to read as
follows:

|| R s

tieo for e3inktation b scstiGe 8¢ sduratienl pus-
POBB. ..oititrenintanntonrsnetsccsiraressrertos w Tree l Fres

(b) Meadnote | of pait 4 of schedule 8 of such title I ix amended
Ly striking out “iten 830.50," and incerting in lieu thereof “items
850.50 and 832.20.", :

(c) The amendments made by this section shall take effect 'on the
tenth day after the date of the e-actment of this \et.

Sec. 2. (a) It is the policy of the Congress thut the aggremate
uantity of the articles specilied in items 106.10 (relating to fres
chilled, or frozen cattle meut) and 106.20 (relating to fresh, chilled, or
frozen meat of guats and sheep (except lambs)) of the Turitf Sched-
ules of the United States which.may be imported.inte the United
States in any cilendar year beginning after December 31, 1064, should

Wild virds and
anicals,

Pree ontry.
J75 Stat, 406,
19 U332 1202,

Neat imporis,:

h, Lmitaticn.

774 3tas, 20,
19 U3C 12¢2,

not escecd 5,300,000 pountis; except-thdt this quantity shall be -

.or decreased for any calendar year by tins sama percentage:

that estimaled uverage annual domestic commercinl production of

- these articles in that calendar year and the two preceding calendar

years increascs or decreases in comparison with the average annual

domestic counneicial production of these articles during the years

1939 threugh 1953} inclosive.
) The Secretary of Agriculture, for each calendar year sfter
1964, shall estinate and publislr— J
-~ (1) before the beginning of such calendar year, the aggregate
qwuitggrmnb:d or such ealendar year by subsection (a}‘. and
. (8) beture the first day of each calendar quarter in such eal-
r year, (he agpregate quantity of the articles deseribed in

subsection (a) which (but Ior this section) would be imported-

in such calendar year.
In applying pangnxh (8) for the second or any succeeding calendar
rner in any ealendar year, actual im for the ing calen-
¢ quarter or quarters in such calendar year shall be taken into
account to the extent data is available. :
(e} (1) If tho aggregste quantity estimated befors any calendar
quarter by the Secretary of Agricuiture pursuant to subsection (b} (2)
equals or exceeds 110 pe-cent of the ag, te quantity estimated b
him pursuaut 1o subsection (b) (1), anc if there is no limitation in ol
fect under ¢his section with respect to such calendar year, the Prusi-
dent shall by proclanwition limit the total quantity of the asticles
described in w&edwn (a) which msy be entercd. or withdman from
warebouse, for cor.sumption, during such ealendnr year, to the aggre-
te quantity estimated for sueh enlendar: year by ths Seeretary of
%I{M}l‘u& pursuant to sabsection b)(l).w ' e
aggregate quantity estimated before any calendar quar-
ter by the Secrerary of Agriculturs pursuant to m‘setﬁon (b)(3)
does not equal or exceed 110 percent of the a <te quantity esti-
mated by Lim pursuant to subsestion (b) ‘.1), and if a Jualtasion is in
offect under this section with resyat to such ealendar yaar, such limiza-
tion shall ecass to apply as of the first day of such calendar quartes;

Prestdential
Preclamaiion,
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except that any limitation which has been in effect for the third
calendar (l;uarter of any calendar year shall continue in etfect for the
fourth calendar quarter of such year unless the proclamation is sus-
pended or the total quantity is increased pursuant to subsection (d).

(3) The Secretary of Agriculture shall allocate the total quantity
proclaimed under paragraph (1), and any increuse in such quantity
pursuant to subsection (d), among supplying countries on the basis
of the shares such countries supplied to the United States market dur-
ing a representative period of the articles described in subsection (a),

. except that due account may he given to special factors which have
affected or may nffect the trade in such articles. The Secretary of
Agriculture shall certify such allocations to the Secretary of the

Proclanstion (d) The President may suspend any proclamation made under sub-
suspension, section (c), or increase tiie total quantity proclaimed under such sub-
section, if he determines and proclaims that— ©
(1) such action is required by overriding economic or national
security interests of the United States, giving special weight to
the importance to the nation of the economic well being of the
domestic livestock industry;

2) the supp!{ of articles of the kind described in subsection
(3) will be inadequate to meet domestic demand at reasonable
prices; or .

(3) trade agreements entered into after the date of the enact-

ment of this Act ensure that the policy set forth in subsection (a)

. will be carried out.

Any such suspension shall be for such period, and any such increase
shall be in such amount, as the President determines and proclaims
to be necessary to carry out the purposes of this subsection.

(e) The Secretary of Agriculture hall issue such regulutions as he
determines to be necessary to prevent circumvention of the purposes of
this section. . .

(f) All determinations by the President and the Secretary of Agri-
culture under this section shall be final.

Approved August 22, 1964,

LEGISIATIVE HISTORYS _

HOUSE REPO™ TSt No, 25 (Comm. on Ways & Means) and No, 1824 (Comns,
of Congurense),
- SENATE REPORT No. 1167 (Ccem. on Fimance).
COMGRESS JIOMAL RECORDs = -
: Yol, 109 (1963)s Peb. 26, considered and passed flouse.
Yol. 110 (1964)s July 27, considered in Semats.
July 28, considered and pzssed Semate, amerded,.
Aug. 11, House dis ed to Senate amendzents
and requested conferince, -
" fug, 18, House and Ssmate agreed to cerferenss
N”ﬂ. )
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PUBLIC LAW 96-177—DEC. 81, 1979 93 STAT. 1291

Public Law 96-177

96th Congress
An Act

'I‘omcgig the method of establishing quotas on the importation of certain meat, to
include within such quotas certain meat products, and for other purposes.

Be it enacted by the Senate and House oigeﬁm resentatives of the
United States of America in Co t section 2 of the
Act of August 22, 1964, entitled “An Act to provide for the free
importation of certain wild animals, and to provide for the imposition
of quotas on certain meat and meat products" (19 U.S.C. 1202 note) is
amended to read as follows:

19;8'30' 2. (a) This section may be cited as the ‘Meat Import Act of

“(b) For purposes of this section—

“(1) The term ‘entered’ means entered, or withdrawn from
warehouse, for consumption in the customs territory of the
United States.

“(2) The term ‘meat articles’ means the articles provided for in
l:ht:l Tariff Schedules of the United States (19 US.C. 1202)
under—

“(4:)2 item 106.10 (relatmg to fresh, clnlled, or frozen cattle
mea

_Dec. 81,1979
[H.R. 2727)

Meat imports,
quota .
modifications.

Meat lmport Act
of 197

Definitions.

“(B) items 106.22 and 106.25 (relating to fresh, chilled, or °

frozen meat of goats and sheep (except lambs)); and

- *(CO) items -107.55 and 107.62 (re topreparedand
preserved beef and veal (except sausage)), if the articles are
prepared whether fresh, chilled, or frozen, but not otherwme

: “(3) The term ‘Secretary’ means the Secretary of Agriculture.

“(c) The aggregate quantity of meat articles which may be entered

in any calendar year after 1979 may not exceed 1,204,600 000 pounds
except that this aggregate quantity shallbe— -

‘(1) increased or decreased for any calendar the same
percentage that the estimated ave. omestw commer-
OroCLaing calendar years neraase it slendaryear and 1o
p years increases in comparison
with the a annual domestic commercial production of

meat articles: unngealendaryeam1968thmugh1977 and‘

“(2) adjusted further under subsection (d).
For purposes of | ph (1), the eemnated annual domestic comn-
mercial production of meat articles for any calendar year does not
include the carcass weight of live cattle ed in items 100.40,
100. 1;43 100.45,_100.63, and 100 55 of such ules entered durmg
suchyear. -

“d) The ate quantity referred to in subeectron (c), as
increased or zecreaeed under ph (1) of such subsection, shall
be adjusted further for any cag endar year after 1979 by mulhplymg
such quantity by a fraction—

‘(1) the numerator of which is the average annual per capita
production of domestic cow beef during that calendar year (as
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93 STAT. 1292 PUBLIC LAW 96-177—DEC. 31, 1979

“Domestic cow
beef."”

19 USC 1202
note.

Publication in
Federal

Register.

estimat%d) and the 4 calendar years preceding such calendar
year; an :

“(2) the denominator of which is the average annual per capita
production of domestic cow beef in that calendar year (as
estimated) and the preceding calendar year.

For the purposes of this subsection, the phrase ‘domestic cow beef
means that portion of the total domestic cattle slaughter designated
by the Secretary as cow slaughter.

“(e) For each calendar year after 1979, the Secretary shall estimate
and publish—

(1) before the first day of such calendar year, the aggregate
quantity prescribed for such calendar year under subsection (c)
as adjusted under subsection (d); and

“(2) before the first day of each calendar quarter in such
calendar year, the aggre%zte quantity of meat articles which (but
for this section) would be entered during such calendar year.

In applying paragraph (2) for the second or any succeeding calendar
quarter in any calendar year, actual entries for the preceding
calendar quarter or quarters in such calendar year shall be taken
into account to the extent data is available. :

“fX1) If the aggregate quantity estimated before any calendar
quarter by the Secretary under subsection (eX2) is 110 percent or
more of the aggregate quantity estimated by him under subsection
(eX1), and if there is no limitation in effect under this section for such
calendar year with respect to meat articles, the President shall by
proclamation limit the total quantity of meat articles which may be
entered during such calen ear to the aggregate quantity
estimated for such calendar year by the Secretary under suz)section
(eX1); except that no limitation imposed under this paragraph for any
calenda: year may be less than 1,250,000,000 pounds. The President
shall include in the articles subject to any limit proclaimed under this
ggmgraph any article of meat provided for in item 107.61 of the Tariff

hedules of the United States (relating to high-quality beef specially
processed into fancy cuts). R

“2) If the | te quantity estimated before any calendar
quarter by the tary under subsection (eX2) is less than 110 .
percent of the te quantity estimated by him under subsection -
(eX1), and if a hmitation is in effect under this section for such
calendar year with res to meat articles, such limitation shall -
cease to apply as of the day of such calendar %t;rarber. If any such .
limitation been in effect for the third calen quarter of any
calendar year, then it shall continue in effect for the fourth calendar
quarter of such year unless the proclamation is suspended or the total
quantity is increased pursuant to subsection (g). :

“(@ The President may, after providing opportunity for public
comment by giving 30 days’ notice by publication in the Federal
Register of his intention to so act, suspend any proclamation made .
under subsection (f), or increase the total quantity proclaimed under
such subsection, if he determines and proclaims that— _

‘(1) such action is required by overriding economic or national
gecurity interests of the United States, giving special weight to
the importance to the Nation of the economic well-being of the
domestic cattle industry;

“(2) the supply of meat articles will be inadequate to meet
domestic demand at reasonable prices; or _

(3) trade agreements entered into after the date of enactment
of this Act insure that the policy set forth in subsections (c) and
(d) will be carried out.
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Any such suspension shall be for such periods, and any such increase
ghall be in such amount, as the President determines and proclaims
to be necessary to carry out the purposes of this subsection.

“(h) Notwithstanding the previous subsections, the total quantity
of meat articles which may be entered during any calendar year may
not be increased by the President if the fraction described in subsec-
tion (d) for that calendar year yields a quotient of less than 1.0,
unless—

“(1) during a period of national emergency declared under
section 201 of the National Emergencies Act of 1976, he deter-
mines and proclaims that such action is required by overriding
national security interests of the United States;

/2) he determines and proclaims that the supply of articles of
the kind to which the limitation would otherwise apply will be
inadequate, because of a natural disaster, disease, or major
national market disruption, to meet domestic demand at reason-
able prices; or

‘(8) on the basis of actual data for the first two quarters of the
calendar year, a revised calculation of the fraction described in
subsection (d) for the calendar year yields a quotient of 1.0 or
more,

Any such suspension shall be for such period, and any such increase
shall be in such amount, as the President determines and proclaims

- to carry out the purposes of this subsection. The-

to be neeessao?

effective geri of any such suspension or increase made pursuant to
paragraph (1) may not extend nd the termination, in accordance
with the provisions of section 202 of the National Emergencies Act of
1976, of such period of national emergency, notwi ing the
provisions of section 202(a) of that Act.

“() The Secretary shall allocate the total quantity proclaimed
under subsection (fX1) and any increase in such quantity m&d for
under subsection (g) among supilg;ing countries on the basis of the
shares of the United States market for meat articles such countries
supplied during a representative period. Notwithstanding the preced-
ing sentence, due account may be given to special factors which have
affected or may affect the trade in meat articles or cattle. The
MSecretary certify such allocations to the Secretary of the

ury.
““(j) The Secretary shall issue such regulations as he determines to
be necessary to prevent circumvention of the purposes of this section.
“(k) All determinations by the President and the Secretary under
this section shall be final. _

50 USC 1621.

50 USC 1622.

Regulatiom;.

Determinations.
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Swd , report Becretary of culture shall study the regional economic
e impact wngom of me‘:%ﬂ articles and re rort the results of his study,

m"’“‘mw’ any recommendations (including recommendations for

m‘l Wm if any) to the Committee on Ways and Means of the House
tatives and to the Committee on Finance of the Senate
notlatatﬂanuueBO 1980.".

!E:fggc"el ;};2‘8- 8ec. 2. This Act shall take effect January 1, 1980.
note. Approved December 31, 1979,

LEGISLATIVE HISTORY:

HOUSE REPORT No. 96-238 (Comm. on Ways and Means).

SENATE REPORT No. 96-465 (Comm. on Finance).

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, Vol. 125 (1979):
Nov. 18, 14, considered and passed House
Dec. 18, considered and passed Se

WEEKLY COMPILATION OF PRESIDENTIAL DOCUMENTS, Vol. 16, No. 62:
Dec. 81, Presidential statement.
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ACTIONS TAKEN UNDER THE MEAT IMPORT ACT OF 1964 AND THE
MEAT IMPORT ACT OF 1979
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‘Actions under the Meat Import Act, 1964-87

Adjusted Trigger
base pre- level (ad-

scribed Jjusted base Import level

under sec- plus 10% estimated under Actual Action taken by
Year tion 2(a) sec. 2(c) sec. 2(b)(2) imports President
Million pounds—---- -

1964..... - - - 739.9 Voluntary restraints
negotiated under
section 204 with
Mexico and Australia

1965..... 848.7 933.6 1st. qtr. 733.0 613.9 No new voluntary

2nd. qtr. 714.0 restraints.
Restraints with

3rd. qtr. 675.0 Mexico and Australia

4th. qtr. 630.0 continue.

1966..... 890.1 979.1 1st. qtr. 700.0 823.4 No new voluntary

2nd. qtr. 760.0 - restraint. Restraint
3rd. qtr. - with Mexico and
4th. qtr. 800.0 Australia continue
1967..... 904.6 995.1 1st. qtr. 960.0 894.9 No voluntary rest-
2nd. qtr. 900.0 raints negoitated
3rd. qtr. 860.0
. 4th. qtr. 860.0
1968..... 950.3 1,045.3 1st. qtr. 900.0 1,001.0 No voluntary restraint
2nd. qtr. 925.0 argreements
3rd. qtr. 935.0 negotiated
4th. qtr. 990.0
1969..... 988.0 1,086.8 1st. qtr. 1,035.0 1,084.1 Voluntary restraints
2nd. qtr. 1,035.0 negotiated with
3rd. qtr. 1,035.0 Honduras.
4th. qtr. 1,035.0
1970..... 998.8 1,098.7 1st. qtr. 1,061.5 1,170.4 Voluntary restraints
2nd. qtr. 1,061.5 negotiated with
3rd. qtr. 1,140.0 Haiti, Panama,
4th. qtr. 1,160.0 Australia, Ireland,

New Zealand,
Dominican Republic,
Honduras, Guatemala,
Nicaragua, Costa
Rica, Mexico.
Executive proclamation
issued for enforcing
quotas and simul-
taneously suspended.

See footnote at end of table.
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Actions under the Meat Import Act, 1964-87

Adjusted

base pre-

scribed

Trigger
level (ad-

justed base Import level

under sec- plus 10% estimated under Actual Action taken by
ear tion 2(a) sec. 2(c) sec. 2(b)(2) imports President
- Million pounds
1971..... 1.025.0 1,127.5 1st. qtr. 1,160.0 1,132.6 Voluntary restraints
2nd. qtr. 1,160.0 negotiated with
3rd. qtr. 1,160.0 Panama, Costa Rica,
Ath. qtr. 1,160.0 Guatemala,
: : Australia, Ireland,

" New Zealand, Haiti,
Dominican Republic,
Mexico, Nicaragua,
and Honduras.

Executive proclamation
imposed quotas and
simultaneously

_ S : suspended.
1972..... 1,042.4 1,148.6 1st. qtr. 1,240.0 1,355.5 Voluntary restraints
o " 2nd. qtr. 1,240.0 with El Salvador,
3rd. qtr. 1,240.0 Honduras, Australia,
4th. qtr. 1,275.0 Nicaragua, Dominican
Republic, Ireland,
New Zealand,
Guatemala, Haiti,
Mexico, and Costa
Rica.

Executive proclamation
imposed quota and
simultaneously

: suspended.

1973..... " 1,046.8 1,151.5 1st. qtr. 1,450.0 1,355.6 No voluntary rest-
2nd. qtr. '1,450.0 raints negotiated.
3rd. qtr. 1,450.0 Executive proclamation
4th. qtr. - imposing quotas and

. simultaneously

~ suspended. )
1974..... 1,027.9 1,130.7 lst. qtr. 1,575.0 1,079.1 No voluntary rest-
2nd. qtr. 1,575.0 raints negoitated

3rd. qtr. 1,210.0 Executive proclamation

4th. qtr. 1,115.0 imposing quotas and

simuitaneously
suspended.

)

See footnote at end of table.
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Actions under the Meat Import Act, 1964-87 o Cee s

1977

nnnnn

Adjusted
base pre-
scribed

Trigger
level (ad-

justed base Import level
estimated under Actual

under sec- plus 10%

Year tion 2(a) sec. 2(c)

sec.

2(b)(2) - imports

Action-@aken-by~
President

1,074.3

1,120.9

1,165.4

1,183.9

1,181.7

1,232.9

1,281.9

1,302.3

1st.
2nd.
3rd.
4th.

1st.
2nd.
3rd.
4th.

1st.
2nd.
3rd.
4th.

1st.
2nd.
3rd.
4th.

qtr.
qtr.
qtr.
qtr.

qtr.
qtr.
qtr.
qtr.

qtr.
qtr.
qtr.
qtr.

qtr.
qtr.
qtr.
qtr.

Million pounds

1,150.0 1,208.9
1,180.0
1,180.0
1,180.0

- 1,231.7
1,223.0 )
1,223.0
1,250.0

1,271.9 1,249.8
1,271.9
1,271.9
1,271.9

1,292.3 1,482.7
1,292.3
1,492.3

1,492.3

. Voluntary restraints

negotiated with
Haiti, Panama,
Guatemala, Australia
New Zealand,
Dominican Republic,
and Costa Rica.

Voluntary restraints
negotiated with
Australia, El
Salvador, Nicaragua,
Guatemala, Haiti,
Honduras, New
Zealand, Panama,
Dominican Republic,
Mexico, and Costa
Rica.

Executive proclamation
setting quota and
permitting increase.

Voluntary restraints
negotiated with
Australia, New
Zealand, Canada,
Mexico, Costa Rica,
Nicaragua, Honduras,
Guatemala, Dominican
Republic, El
Salavdor, Panama,
Haiti, and Belize.

Voluntary restraints

" negotiated with _
Australia, New Zea-
land, Canada, Mexico
Costa Rica, Wicar-
agua, Honduras,
Guatemala, Dominican
Republic, El - o
Salvador, Panama,
Haiti, and Belize.l/
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Adjusted Trigger
base pre- level (ad-
scribed  justed base Import level
under sec- plus 10% estimated under Actual Action taken by
Year tion 2(a) sec. 2(¢c) sec. 2(b)(2) imports President
: Million pounds--
1979..... . 1,131.6 1,244.8 1st. qtr. 1,570.0 1,533.9 Voluntary restraints
: 2nd. qtr. 1,570.0 ’ negoitated with
3vd. qtr. 1,570.0 Australia, New
4th. qtr. 1,570.0 Zealand, Canada,
- Mexico, Costa Rica,
Nicaragua, Honduras,
Guatemala, Dominican
Republic, El '
Salvador, Panama,
Haiti, and Belize.
Executive proclamation
setting quotas and
permitting increase.

1980..... 1,516.0 1,667.6 1st. qtr. 1,650 1,431.2 . No voluntary restraint

' 2nd. qtr. 1,571 argreements negotiated
3rd. qtr. 1,420
4th. qtr. 1,420

1981..... 1,316.0 1,447.0 1st. qtr. 1,458 1,235.7 No voluntary restraint
2nd. qtr. 1,402 argreements negotiated
3rd. qtr. 1,322
4th. qtr. 1,235

1982..... 1,181.8 1,300.0  1lst. qtr. 1,210 1,319.6 Voluntary restraint

' 2nd. qtr. 1,175 agreements negoitated
3rd. qtr. 1,225 - with Australia and New
4th. qtr. 1,294 Zealand, letters of

- understanding
- exchanged with
Canada 2/

1983..... 1,119.0 1,231.0 1st. qtr. 1,224 1,240.1 Voluntary restraint
2nd. qtr. 1,224 agreements negoitated
3rd. qtr. 1,224 with Australia and New
4th. qtr. 1,230 Zealand, letters of "

understanding
exchanged with
: _ Canada 3/

1984..... 1,117.0 1,228.7 1st. qtr. 1,190 1,141.5 No voluntary restraint
2nd. qtr. 1,190 argreements negotiated
3rd. qtr. 1,190 .
Ath. qtr. 1,190
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Actions under the Meat. Import Act, 1964-87

Adjusted Trigger

base pre- level (ad-

scribed justed base Import level

under sec- plus 10% estimated under Actual Action taken by
Year tion 2( sec. 2(c sec. 2(b)(2 imports President
Million pounds- ’ -

1985..... 1,199.0 1,319.0 1st. qtr. 1,215 1,318.6 No voluntary restraint
2nd. qtr. 1,200 argreements negotiated

3rd. qtr. 1,180

4th. qtr. 1,210
1986..... 1,309.0 1,440.0 1st. qtr. 1,300 1,239.7 No voluntary restraint
2nd. qtr. 1,390 , argreements negotiated

3rd. qtr. 1,395

4th. qtr. 1,395
1987..... 1,309.0 1,440.0 1st. qtr. 1,400 1,239.7 No voluntary restraint
2nd. qtr. 1,405 argreements negotiated
as of January 13, 1987

1/ On June 5, 1978, the United States announced its intention to increase its 1978
voluntary restraint level, negotiated in December 1977, by 200 million pounds.
2/ On October. 21, 1982, the United States signed VRA's (voluntary restraint
agreements) with Australia and New Zealand and exchanged letters with Canada to
limit those countries exports of the subject meats to the United States for the
rest of 1982. qt. The restraint levels for 1982 are shown in the following
tabulation: <
' Restraint levels in 1982
(million pounds)

Australia...... 676.9

New Zealand.... 340.0

Canada......... 121.2
3/ In 1983, the United States signed VRA's with Australia and New Zealand and
exchanged letters with Canada to limit those countries exports of the subject meats
to the United States for the rest of 1983. qt. The restraint levels for 1983 are
shown in the following tabulation:

Restraint levels in 1983

(million_ pounds) co

Australia...... 600.0

New Zealand.... 364.5

Canada......... 130.0

Source: Compiled from U.S. treaties and Other International Agreements (TIAS).
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SECTION 204 OF THE AGRICULTURAL ACT OF 1956
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188 PUBLIC LAW 840~MAY 28, 1856 {70 8rar.
Public Law 540 S - CHAPTER 327
Mnaza. 1956 AN ACT
[H.R. 10875)

To enact the Agricultural Act of 1036,
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the
Agricultural Act

of Dse United States of America in Congress assembled, That this Act may
be cited as the “Agricultural Act of 1056”.

TITLE I—-SOIL BANK ACT

Suort TrrLE
Skc. 101. This title may be cited as the “Soil Bank Act”.

Soil Bank Acte

DECLARATION OF POLICY

N
Skec. 102. The Congress hereby finds that the production of excessive
supplies of agricultural commodities depresses the prices and income
of farm fumilies; constitutes improper land use and brings about soil
erosion, depletion of soil fertilllty, and too rapid release of water
from lands where it falls, thereby adversely affecting .the national
welfare, impairing the productive facilities necessary for a continuous
and stable sup]p]y of agricultural commodities, and endangering an
adequate supply of water for agricultural and nonagricultural use;
overtaxes the facilities of interstate and foreign transportation; con-
gests terminal markets and handling and processing centers in the flow
of commodities from producers to consumers; depresses prices in
interstate and foreign commerce; disrupts the orderly marketing of
commodities in such comnmerce; and otherwise affects, burdens, and
obstructs interstate and foreign commerce. It is in the interest of
the general welfure that the soil and water resources of the Nation
be not wasted and depleted in the production of such burdensome
surpluses and that interstate and foreign commerce in_agricultural
commodities be protected from excessive supplies. It is hereby
declared to be the policy of the Congress and the purposes of this
title to protect and 1ncrease farm income, to protect the national soil,
"water, and forest and wildlife resources from waste and depletion, to
protect interstate and foreign commerce from the burdens and obstruc-
tions which result from the utilization of farmland for the production
of excessive supplies of agricultural commodities, and to provide for
the conservation of such resources and an adequate, balanced, and
orderly flow of such agricultural commodities in interstate and foreign
commerce. To effectuate the policy of Congress and the purposes of
this title programs are herein authorized to assist farmers to divert
a portion of their cropland from the production of excessive supplies
of agricultural commodities, and to carry out a program of soil, water,
forest and wildlife conservation. The activities authorized under
this title are supplementary to the acreage allotments and marketing
LY quotas authorized under the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938,
as amended, and together with such acreage allotments and marketing
quotas, constitute an over-all program to prevent excessive supplies
of agricultural commodities from burdening and obstructing inter-
state and foreign commerce.




49 Stat, 773
7 U8C 614+

Appropriations

49 Btat, 774

60 Btats 596,

68 Stat, 456

Appropristion.

. 19564 (1U. S.C. 1704).
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PUBLIC LAW 540~MAY 28, 1956 {70 BTAT
AGREEMENTS LIMITING JMPOKTS

Sec., 204.. The President may, whenever he determines such action
appropriate, negotiate with representatiyes of foreign governments
in an effort to obtain agreements limiting the export from such coun-
tries and the importation into the United States of any agricultural
commodity or product manufactured therefrom or textiles or textile

roducts, and the President is authorized to issue regulations govern-
ing the entry or withdrawal from warehouse of any such commodity,
product, textiles, or testile Products to cprry out any such agree-
ment. ﬁot-hing herein shall affect the authority &)rovide(l under
section 22 of the Agricultural Adjustment Act (of 1933) us amended.

APPROi’RIATION TO SBUPPLEMENT 8ECTION 32 FUNDS

Sec. 205. There is herebz authorized to be appropriated for each
fiscal year, beginning with the fiscal year ending June 30, 1957, the sum
of $600,000,000 to enable the Secretarpy of Agriculture to further carr
out the provisions of section 32, Public Law 320, Seventy-fourt
Congress, ag amended (7 U, S. C. 612¢), subject to all provisions of
law relating to the expenditure of funds a pro&;gated by such section,’
except that up to 50 per centum of such £500, ,000 may be devoted -
during any fiscal year to any one agricultural commodity or the
products thereof. ‘

TBANBI"EB: OF BARTERED MATERIALS TQ SUPPLEMENTAL 8TOCKPILE

Sec, 208. (a) Strategic and other materials acquired by the Com-
modity Credit Corporation as a result of barter or exchange of agri-
cultural commodities or products, unless acquired for the national
stockpile established pursuant to the Strategic and Critical Materials
Stock Piling Act (60 U, S. C. 98-98h), or for other purposes shall
be transferred to the sup})lementnl stockpile established by section
104 (b) of the Agricultural Trade Development and Assistance Act of

- (b) Strategic materials acquired by the Commodity Credit Corpora-
tion as a result of barter or exchange of agricultural commodities or
products may be entered, or withdrawn from warehouse, free of duty.

(¢) In order to reimburse the Commodity Credit Corporation for
materials transferred to the supplemental stockpile there are hereby
authorized to be appropriated amounts equal to the value of any
materials so transferred. The value of any such material for the
purpose of this subsection, shall be the lower of the domestic market

. price or the Commodity Credit Corporation’s investment therein as of

:he date of such transfer, as determined by the Secretary of Agricul-
ure, -

SURPLUS DISPOSAL ADMINISTRATOR

: %

Sko. 207. The Secretary of Agriculture is authorized to appoint an
agricultural surplus disposal administrator, at a salary rate of not
exceeding $15,000 per annum, whose duties shall include such responsi-
bility for activities of the Department, including those of the Com-
modity Credit Corporation, relating to the disposal of surplus agri-
cultural commodities as the secretary may direct.
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SCHEDULE “A" e
! Prage !
Taritt tems : Bnusn Most- General
Date ang Gooas Subject 10 Duty and Free Gooos :’:,',:',' F::,‘,‘;:d' GTe::'v'a ' Z'::.: Un:na:’::d
No. of Memo Tantt Tant! Tant!
GROUP |
ANIMALS, AGRICULTURAL PRODUCTS,
FISH AND PROVISIONS
100-1 Horses, cattle, sheep, goats, asses, swine and dogs, for
30/11/06 the improvement of stock. under regulations prescribed
by the Governor in Council ...................... Free Free Free —_ Free
200-1 Domestic fowls, pure-bred, for the improvement of stock,
2/6/31, homing or messenger pigeons, and pheasants ...... Free Free Free — Free
424.B '
205-1 Rabbits, pure-bred, for the improvement of stock, under
regulations prescribed by the Minister ............. Free Free Free — Free
300-1 Bees ..ot et Free Free Free - Free
30/11/06
400-1 Horses, N.O.P. o.viviiiiiiiiiiiieineenannnans each | Free Free $25.00 — <} Free
Animals, living, n.o.p.:
501-1 Cattle ..o i e e per pound | Free 1.5 cts. {3 cts. - St
P.C. 1980-3442 on and after January 1, 1982 1c. ! a.
18/12/80
502-1 Sheep, lambs and goats ................. per head | Free $1.00 $3.00 — $1.00
3 503-1 Silver or black foxes .................coiininnnn. Free Free 25 p.c. - Free
; 504-1 Cows imported specially for dairy purposes ........
per pound | Free Free 3 cts. - Free
505-1 I < T - T Free Free 25 p.c. — Free

Januarv 1 1¢
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January 1, 1984

SCHEDULE “A"
Page 2 )
Tarit! ltems g""‘"" ; Most- Genera)
Date an Gooas Subject 10 Duty and Free Goocs omia | oo | Tamr | ‘enmiar | retsn
NO. of Memo Tarift Taritt Taritt
~ 600-1 Live hogs’ .............................. .per pound | Free Free 3 cts. -— Free
Meats, fresh, n.o.p.: .
7011 _ Beef and veal ..oenrnnnn.. I _per pound | 2 cts. 2 cts. 8 cts. - 2 cts.
'MFN sscheduled rate changes: Table 1, Line 2. :
7031 Lamb and mMutton .................... per pound |4 cts. |41 cts. |8 . - |4
MFN scheduled rate changes: Table 1, Line 3. - :
Australian Trade Agreeniénr e Ceereeeanes -
' per pound 1/2 ct.
703-2 Lamb; when the growth, produce or manufacture of
New Zealand ............ccooeeinnnnn. Free
Note: In accordance ‘with- Article 1 of the Australian
Trade Agreement, lamb from that country is admissible
free of duty, on account of the treatment extended to .
importations of lamb from New Zcaland.
703-3 New Zealand

: MUtlon ......coveetiensnaannnans per pound 0.5 ct.

. 70441 POTK ... et per pound | Free Free S as. - Free
705-1 NoO P et iiesrenssennnenns per pound | Free Free |5 cts. -— Free
7071 Edible meat offal of all animals ........ per pound | Free Free S ats. - Free

~ 800-1 Canned beef ......... P e 15pc. |1Spe. |35p.c. - 15 p.c.

Australian Trade Agreement Free
'.F'.New,Zealand ......... e eeeeeneetereaeaanas Free
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SCHEDULE “A"

Citeap |
] ! PPage 3
. 8ntish Most- ! General
Tantt tems
Oste ang - Goods Subject to Duty and Free Gooas o | avon” | ot | emvar | “verama
. No. of Memo. Taritf Tarlt! Tartft
Australian Trade Agreement
800-2 Canned corned beef ........................ Free
805-1 Canned pork ..........oiiiitiiiettiiiiiiaiineaas 1Spc. [15pc. |3Spec. |10p.c. |15p.c
New Zealand ...........ccuiiiiiiienniannnnns Free
.3 '
- 810-1 Canned hams ...........c.coiiiiiinieiiinnnennnes 15pe. |1Spc. [35pc. - 15 p.c.
New Zealand .......coovvnevnrnennninnnennnnss Free
815-1 Pétés de foie gras, foies gras, preserved, in tins or |- .
-otherwise; lark patés ..............ceiinnnn.. Free Free | 35 p.c. = ~| Free
820-1 LAnimal liver paste .........c.ccvivenirnrenrinannnn Free Free 35 pc. - Free
825-1 Canned MEALS, M.OPo vuvvnrnninnnnrnninneeneninn. 15pec. |15pc. |35p.c. [12.5p.c. |15 p.c.
Canned snails of the genus Helix ................... 7.5 p.c. }7.5p.c. - 7.5 pc
New Zealand .............cccciiiiiiiinnann.. Free
830-1 Canned poultry or game, n.0.p. ceonnvnninnoin..... 15 pc. |15 pc. {35p.c - 15 p.c.
New Zealand ..............ccoiiiiiiiiiannn... Free

Januarv 1

1982
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SCHEDULE “A" Grosp |
. Page §
Tantt liems British Most- General
Date s Gooas Subect 10 Duty ana Fres Gooos o | Favoures: | Genet | el | Ux g
No. of Memo ' Tant! Taritt Taritt
940-1 Horse meat, tripe and other animal offal, ground or
unground, unfit for human consumption; whale meat;
feeds consisting wholly or in part of cereals but not
including baked biscuits; all the foregoing when for
use exclusively in the feeding of fur-bearing animals .
or in the manufacture of feeds for such purposes | Free Free Free -_ Free
9421 Animal offal for use in the manufacture of prepare
D12-2-1 .. foods for cats and dogs ....................... .. | Free. Free Free - Free
{Temporary tariff item: see Appendix 1)
945-1 o Feeds for use exclusively in the feeding of trout and salmon | § p.c. 5p.ec. |25 p.c. —_— 5 p.c.
MFN scheduled rate changes: Table 2, Line 166.
Meats, prepared or preserved, other than canned:
1001-1 Bacon, hams, shoulders and other pork ........... .
) per pound | Free 1 et 5 cts. -— 1ct.

- 1001-2 Salt pork in barrels ..................cc ... Free Free -_— Free
1001.3 Dry salt pork fatback for processing intb salt pork in
Di12-2-1 brine ... ... per pound | Free Free 5 cts. - Free

" (Temporary tariff item: see Appendix 1) i
1001-4 Pork sausages .................. e per pound | Free .6 ct. 5 cs. - .6 ct.

- 1002-1 D 1 36 - T per pound | Free Iet. 6 cs. Free I et.
1002-2 Salt beef in barrels ............cvuiiiiiiiiiann Free Free - Free
1100-1 Raw ReENNeL . ... ... ittt itiiiiaaannianeans Free Free Free - Free
1200-1 Sausage skins or casings, not cleaned ............... Free Free Free - Free
30/11/06 :

January 1, 1984
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CHAPTER 82

An Act to regulatc the importation into
Canada of fresh, chilled and frozen
meat and to amend the Enport and
Import Permits Act

[Assented to 18th December, 1981)

Her Majesty, by and with the advice and
consent of the Senate and House of Com-
mons of Canada, enacts as follows:

SHORT TITLE

1. This Act may be cited as the Mear
Import Act.

INTERPRETATION

2. In this Act,

“meat” means fresh, chilled and frozen beef
and veal;

“Minister” means the Minister of Agricul-
ture.

IMPORT RESTRICTIONS

3. (1) The Minister may, by order, with
the concurrence of the Minister of Industry,
Trade and Commerce,

(a) on or before the 1st day of Decembet

in any year or as soon as practicable there~

- after, after taking into account the for-
mula’ and considerations set out in the
schedule and consultations with states
exporting meat to Canada, establish such
restrictions on the quantity of meat that
may be imported into Canada in the fol-
lowing year as the Minister considers
appropriate; or
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29-30 ELIZABETH II

CHAPITRE 82-

Loi régissant I'importation de la viande frai-
che, réfrigérée ou congelée et modifiant
la Loi sur les licences d’exportation et
d’importation

[Sanctionnée le 18 décembre 1981]

Sa Majesté, sur I'avis et avec le consente-
ment du Sénat et de la Chambre des commu-
nes du Canada, décréte:

TITRE ABREGE

1. Loi sur l'importation de la viande.

DEFINITIONS

2. Les définitions qui suivent s’appliquent
4 la présente loi.

s«Ministres Le ministre de I'Agriculture.

eviande» Viande de beeuf ou de veau fraiche,
réfrigérée ou congelée.

LIMITATION DES IMPORTATIONS

3. (1) Le Ministre peut par arrété, avec
I'agrément du ministre de I'Industrie. et du
Commerce:

a) soit, au plus tard un 1* décembre ou
dés que possible aprés cette date, en tenant
compte de la formule et des considérations
énoncées dans I'annexe et des consultations
avec les Etats qui exportent de la viande
vers le Canada, faire appliquer pour I'an-
née suivante la limitation aux quantités
importables de viande que le Ministre
estime indiquée;

2725
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(b) adjust, suspend or revoke any restric-
tions established under paragraph (a).

(2) Where a state agrees ta restrain or
otherwise voluntarily restrains the quantity
of its exports of meat to Canada, the Minis-
ter may, by order, with the concurrence of

- the Minister of Industry, Trade and Com-

merce, suspend or revoke any restrictions
established under subsection (1) or adjust
such restrictions so as to increase the quanti-
ty of meat that may be imported into
Canada.

(3) Notwithstanding any restrictions
established under subsection (1), the Minis-
ter may, by order, with the concurrence of
the Minister of Industry, Trade and Com-
merce, permit the importation of meat into
Canada in excess of the quantity authorized
by those restrictions where the supply of
beef, veal and other meats in Canada is, in
his opinion, inadequate in relation to domes-
tic requirements.

4. Except as provided for in the General
Agreement on Tariffs and Trade, the Minis-
ter may not establish under this Act restric-
tions on the quantity of meat that may be
imported into Canada that would result in a
quantity that is less than the minimum
global access commitment agreed to by
Canada in multilateral trade negotiations
under that Agreement.

CUSTOMS DOCUMENTS

5. (1) Where the Minister notifies the
Minister of National Revenue that he
requires copies of invoices of goods imported

" into Canada or of other customs documents

relating thereto for the purpose of carrying
out his duties under this Act, the Minister of
National Revenue may, notwithstanding sub-
section 172(3) of the Customs Act, make
such copies available to the Minister or to
persons employed in the Department of
Agriculture who have been designated by the
Minister for the purposes of this section.

(2) Except for the purposes of a prosecu-
tion under subsection (4) or (5), but subject
to subsection (3),

293
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b) soit procéder a 1a modulation, a la sus-
pension ou A I'annulation des limites fixées
en vertu de I"alinéa a).

*(2) Dans les cas o un Etat convient de
réduire ou réduit spontanément le volume de
ses exportations de viande vers le Canada, le
Ministre peut par arrété, avec llagrément du
ministre de I'Industrie et du Commerce, sus-
pendre ou annuler les limites fixées en vertu
du paragraphe (1), ou les moduler de
manicre 3 augmenter les quantités de viande
importables au Canada.

(3) Le Ministre peut par arrété, avec
I'agrément du ministre de I'Industrie et du
Commerce, autoriser le dépassement des
limites fixées en vertu du paragraphe (1)
dans les cas ou il constate l'inadaptation de
I'offre a la demande intérieures pour ce qui
est du bazuf, du veau et des autres viandes.

4, Le Ministre ne peut, sauf conformité
avec I'Accord général sur les tarifs douaniers
et le commerce, s'autoriser de la présente loi
pour ramener le volume des importations de
viande 3 un chiffre inférieur 3 celui qui a fait
I'objet de I'engagement d'accés minimum
global pris par le Canada au cours des négo-
ciations commerciales multilatérales menées
dans le cadre de cet accord.

DOCUMENTS DOUANIERS

S. (1) Le ministre du Revenu national
peut, par dérogation au paragraphe 172(3)
de la Loi sur les douanes, fournir les copies
des documents douanicrs concernant des
marchandises importées au Canada, notam-
ment des factures, que le Ministre lui
demande expressément pour I'exercice de ses
fonctions prévues par la présente loi, soit au
Ministre, soit aux employés du ministére de
I'Agriculture que le Ministre désigne pour
I'application du présent article.

(2) Sauf dans le cas de poursuites inten-
tées en vertu des paragraphes (4) ou (5),
sous réserve cependant du paragraphe (3):
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(a) no person, other than a person who
has been designated by the Minister for
the purposes of this section, shall be per-
mitted to examine copies of invoices or
other documents made available by the
Minister of National Revenue pursuant to
subsection (1); and .

() no person who has examined any such
copy shall disclose or knowingly cause to
be disclosed, by any means, any particu-
lars obtained in the course of the examina-
tion in such manner that it is possible from
such disclosure to relate the information to
any identifiable importer or agent or cus-
tomer of an importer.

(3) The Minister may, by order, authorize
the following information to be disclosed:

(a) information relating to a person or

organization in respect of which disclosure

is consented to in writing by the person or

organization concerned;

(b) information relating to a business in

respect of which disclosure is consented to

in writing by the owner for the time being

of the business; and

(¢) information available to the public

under any statutory or other law.

(4) Every person who knowingly contra-
venes subsection (2) is guilty of an offence
and is liable on summary conviction to a fine
not exceeding one thousand dollars or to
imprisonment for a term not exceeding six
months or to both.

(5) Every person who, having been desig-
nated by the Minister for the purposes of this
section, uses any information obtained in the
examination of copies of invoices or other
documents made available by the Minister of
Nationa] Revenue pursuant to subsection (1)
for the purpose of speculating in any stocks,
bonds or other security or in any product or
article is guilty of an offence and is liable on
summary conviction to a fine not exceeding
one thousand dollars or to imprisonment for
a term not exceeding six months or to both.

(6) Except for the purposes of a prosecu-
tion under subsection (4) or (5), any copy of
an invoice or other document made available

294
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a) seules les personnes désignées par le
Ministre pour I'application du présent arti-
cle sont autorisées & prendre connaissance
des copies de factures ou d'autres docu-
“ments fournies par le ministre du Revenu
national conformément au paragraphe (1);

b) il est interdit de révéler ou de faire
révéler, par quelque moyen que ce soit, les
renseignements obtenus lors de la prise de
connaissance de ces copies, d'une maniére
qui permette d’établir un rapprochement
avec un importateur, son mandataire ou
un de ses clients reconnaissable.

(3) Le Ministre peut, par arrété, autoriser
1a révélation:

a) de renseignements relatifs 4 une per-

sonne ou une organisation qui y consent

par écrit;

b) de renseignements relatifs & une entre-

prise dont le propriétaire y consent par

écrit;

¢) de renscignements mis 3 la disposition

du public en vertu d’une loi ou de toute

autre régle de droit.

(4) Quiconque contrevient sciemment au
paragraphe (2) est coupable d’une infraction
et passible, sur déclaration sommaire de cul-
pabilité, d’'une amende d’au plus mille dollars
et d'un emprisonnement d'au plus six mois,
ou de I'une de ces peines.

(5) Quiconque, étant désigné par le Minis-
tre pour l'application du présent article, se
sert des renseignements obtenus en prenant
connaissance des copies de factures ou d’au-
tres documents fournies par le ministre du
Revenu national conformément au paragra-
phe (1) pour spéculer sur des actions, obliga-
tions ou autres valeurs ou sur un produit ou
article est coupable d'une infraction et passi-
ble, sur déclaration sommaire de culpabilité,
d'une amende d’au plus mille dollars et d'un
emprisonnement d’au plus six mois, ou de
I'une de ces peines.

(6) Sauf dans le cas de poursuites inten-
tées en vertu des paragraphes (4) ou (5), les
copies de factures ou d'autres documents
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by the Minister of National Revenue pursu-
ant to subsection (1) is privileged and shall
not be used as evidence 'in any proceedings
whatever, and no person who has been desig-
nated by the Minister for the purposes of this
section shall, by an order of any court, tri-
bunal or other body, be requlred in any
proccedings whatever to give oral testimony
or to produce any copy of an invoice or other
document with respect to any information
obtained pursuant to this section.

fournies par le ministre du Revenu national
conformément au paragraphe (1) sont sou-
mises au secret professionnel et ne peuvent
servir de preuve dans aucunc procédure; qui-

“conque est désigné par le Ministre pour i'ap-

plication du présent article ne peut étre
requis, par ordonnance d'une gour, d’un tri-
bunal ou d’un autre organisme, lors d’unc
procédure, de faire une déposition orale ni de

" produire une copie de facture ou d’un autre

document ayant trait & des renseignements
obtenus conformément au présent article.

ADVISORY COMMITTEE COMITE CONSULTATIF

Advisory 6. (1) The Minister shall appoint an advi- 6. (1) Le Ministre constitue un comité  Comité
committee . P . . . , . . - consulwatif

sory committee consisting of a chairman and  consultatif composé d'un président et de

not less than two and not more than four deux i quatre autres membres, qui représen-

other members representative. of the meat tent les producteurs et les consommateurs de

industry and consumers. viande. ,
Temporary (2)Ifa member of the advisory committee (2) En cas d'absence ou d'empéchement  Suppléance
substitute . . 4 . ., . NP )
members is absent or unable to act, the Minister may  d'un membre du comité consultatif, le Minis-

. appoint a temporary substitute member, rep-  tre peut, selon les modalités qu'il peut pres-

resentative of the same sector as the member  crire, nommer un membre suppléant intéri-

replaced, on such terms and conditions as the  maire représentant le méme secteur que le

Minister may prescribe. - membre remplacé.
Functiona . (3) The advisory committee established (3) Le comité consultatif se réunit sur Mandat

under subsection (1) shall meet at the call of convocation du Ministre et conseille celui-ci

the Minister and shall advise the Minister sur les questions d'importation de vnande

with respect to such matters relating to the  dont le Ministre le saisit.

importation of meat into Canada as are

referred to it by the Minister.
Remuncration  (4) The members of the advisory commit- (4) Les membres du comité consultatif Rémunération
snd cxpenses . . . A . . . et frais

tee may be paid for their services such remu-  peuvent recevoir pour leurs services la rému-

neration and expenses as are ﬁxed by the nération et les frais fixés par le gouverneur

Govemor in Council. en conseil.

ANNUAL REPORT RAPPORT ANNUEL

Annusl report 7. As soon as practicable after the 31st 7. Au début de chaque année civile, le  Rapportannue

day of December in each year, the Minister - Ministre, dans les meilleurs délais, établit et

shall prepare and lay before Parliament a  dépose devant le Parlement un rapport sur

report of the operations . under this Act for I'application de la présente loi au cours de

that year. I'année précédente.

COMMENCEMENT ENTREE EN VIGUEUR

Cominginto 8. This Act shall come into force on a day 8. La présente loi entre en vigueur 4 la  Entrécen
force to be fixed by proclamation. date fixée par proclamation. nigueur
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Ca ¢ EIT: EXPORT AND IMPORT PERMITS ACT
oc. 29. 32 (2nd
Supp.): 1974,
c9
1974.¢.9.0.2 9, Subsection 5(1) of the Export and

Import Permits Act is, amended by adding
thereto, immediately after paragraph (a.l)
’ thereof, the following paragraph: *

“(a.2) to restrict, for the purpose of
supporting any action taken under the
Meat Import Act, the importation of
products to which that Act applies;”

SCHEDULE
(subsection 3(1))

1. Before establishing restrictions on the
quantity of meat that may be imported into
.Canada pursuant to subsection 3(1) of the
Act, the Minister shall take into account the
average level of beef or veal imports (tariff
item 701-1) in the base period 1971-1975
adjusted annually for changes from the base
period in the domestic disappearance of beef
. or veal with a further adjustment giving
' recognition to the cyclical nature of domestic
supplies and any other adjustments warrant-
ed by the other considerations set out below:

2. (a) Adjustment for Domestic Disap-
pearance
This adjustment shall be determined by a
three year moving average based on the cur-
rent year and two preceding years as com-
pared to average domestic disappearance in
the base period 1971-1975.

(b) Adjustment for Cyclical Changes in

Domestic Supplies
This adjustment shall be determined by a
five year moving average of annual cow and
heifer marketings (current and the four
preceding years) as compared to a two year
moving average of annual cow and heifer
marketings (current year and one preceding
year.)

(¢) Other Adjustment
The adjustments outlined in paragraphs (a)
and (b) may not, at times, yicld changes in
import levels consistent with changes in

Importation de la viande
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LOI1 SUR LES LICENCES D'EXPORTATION ET
D'IMPORTATION

‘9, Le paragraphe 5(1) de la Loi sur les
licences d’exporiation et d'imporiation est
modifié par I'insertion, aprés I'alinéa a.1), de
I'alinéa suivant: “

«a.2) appuyer unec mesure prise cn vertu
de la Loi sur I'importation de la viande
en limitant le volume des importations
des produits auxquels cette loi s’appli-
ques»

ANNEXE

[paragraphe 3(1)]

1. Pour fixer la limite des quantités de
viande importables conformément au para-
graphe 3(1) de la loi, le Ministre tient
compte du chiffre moyen des importations de
baeuf et de veau (numéro tarifaire 701-1)
enregistré pendant la période de référence
1971-1975 et corrigé annuellement des varia-
tions de la consommation intéricure de beeuf
et de veau par rapport i cette période,
compte tenu du caractére cyclique de I'offre
intéricure et des autres corrections découlant
des considérations qui suivent:

2. a) Corrections en fonction de la con-
sommation intérieure
Les corrections sont 3 déterminer selon une
moyenne mobile triennale fondée sur 'année
en cours ct deux années antéricures par rap-
port 4 la consommation intéricure moyenne
pendant la période de référence 1971-1975.

b) Corrections en fonction des variations

cycliques de l'offre intérieure
Ces corrections sont 4 calculer de la fagon
suivante: moyenne mobile quinquennale du
nombre de vaches et de génisses commercia-
lisées pendant I'année en cours et les quatre
années précédentes par rapport 4 la moyenne
mobile biennale correspondante pendant
I'année en cours ct une année antéricure.

¢) Autres corrections
Les corrections mentionnées aux alinéas a) et
b) ne permettent pas toujours de faire varier
le volume des importations en fonction de
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market requirecments. Regardless of the level
of imports indicated by the foregoing, if the
average per capita domestic disappearance
for the three year period centred on the
current year (with a projection of domestic
disappearance for the year for which import
levels are to be established) is below the
average per capita domestic disappearance
for the three year period centred on the year
preceding the current year, then, at a mini-
mum, import levels shall increase proportion-
ately to the expected increase in population.

3. The Minister shall also take into

account the following considerations:
(a) the supply and price of beef, veal and
other meats in Canada;
(b) any significant changes in conditions,
such as health measures or trade restric-
tions unrelated to this Act, affecting trade
between Canada and other states in cattle,
beef or veal; and
(¢) such other factors as the Minister con-
siders relevant.

4. The formula derived from paragraphs
2(a) and (b) may be represented-as:

Import level for year ahead = 5-year average
(1971-75) imports

X 3-year average (current year and preced-
ing 2 years) domestic disappearance

5-year average (1971-75) domestic dis-
appearance

X S-year average (current and preceding 4
years) domestic cow and heifer market-
ings

2-year average (current and preceding
year) domestic cow and heifer market-
ings
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I’évolution des besoins du marché. Indépen-
damment du volume des importations que
détermineraient les corrections, si la
moyenne triennale de la consommation inté-
rieure par habitant centrée sur l'année en
cours (avec extrapolation de la consomma-
tion intérieure pendant 'année.d’application
des limites) est inférieure & la moyenne trien-
nale de la consommation intéricure par habi-
tant centrée sur l'année précédente, le
volume des importations est relevé au moins
proportionnellement & 'expansion démogra-
phique anticipée.

3. Le Ministre tient également compte des
considérations suivantes:

a) I'offre et le prix du beeuf, du veau et
des autres viandes au Canada;

b) toute évolution importante des facteurs,
notamment les mesures sanitaires ou les
limitations commerciales indépendantes de
la présente loi, qui influent sur le com-
merce extéricur du bétail, du beeuf et du
veau; .
¢) tous autres critéres qu'il estime indi
qués.

4. La formule tirée des alinéas 2a) et b)
peut étre exprimée ainsi:

Volume d’'importation pour I’année suivante
= moyenne quinquennale (1971-1975) des
importations
X moyenne triennale (année en cours ct les 2
précédentes) de la consommation inté-

ricure

moyenne quinquennale (1971-1975) de
la consommation intéricure .

X moyenne quinquennale (année en cours et
les 4 précédentes) du nombre de vaches
et de génisses commercialisées

moyenne biennale (années en cours ct
précédente) du nombre de vaches et de
génisses commercialisées

QUEEN'S PRINTER FOR CANADA © IMPRIMEUR DE LA REINE POUR LE CANADA
OTTAWA, 198)
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APPENDIX R

ACTIONS TAKEN UNDER CANADA'S MEAT IMPORT ACT



Actions under the Meat Import Act

Global minimum
access commitment

Actions taken

agreed to at the Estimated Actual
GATT imports imports
fillion pounds
142 .28 - 125.2
143.6 137.0 127.9
145.1 130.0 171.7
146.5 168.0 166.9
147.8 - 163.1

Import licenses were required for last quarter of 1982 to
monitor trade; such licenses were issued freely. On December
31, 1982, the Minister of Agriculture announced his decision
that import controls would not be needed for 1983; the
decision was to be review quarterly.

Import license were required effective August 22, 1983 to
monitor trade; such licenses were issued freely on
.February 2, 1984, the Minister of Agriculture announced
his decision that import controls would not be needed
‘for 1984; the decision was to be reviewed quarterly.

On May 15, 1984, the advisory committee recommended that
‘a countervailing duty investigation be initiated con-
cerning imports of beef from the EC. On December 21, 1984,
an import of 146.6 million pounds for 1985, to become
effective January 1, 1985 was announced.

On May 13, 1985, the quota quantity applicable to the EC
was increased to 13.5 million pounds from 5.9 million
pounds. Nicaraqua's quota was increased from 0.7 million
pounds to 4.0 million pounds. Thus the new quota quantity
for 1986 totaled. On May 27, 1985 high—quality beef
(generally USDA prime and choice) was excluded from the
quota. On December 19, 1985, import controls (quotas)
for 1986 were imposed and immediately suspended.

On December 11, 1986, import controls (quotas) for 1987
waere imposed and immediately suspended.

00€
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APPENDIX S

EXCERPTS FROM THE FOOD SECURITY ACT OF 1985
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99 STAT. 1354 PUBLIC IAW 99-198-—DEC. 23, 1985

Public Law 99-198
99th Cangress
ST 4n dct

To extend and revise agricultural price support and related programs, to provide for
agricultural export, resource conservation, farm credit, and -agricultural research
and related programs, to continue food assistance to low-income persons, to ensure
consumers an abundance of food and fiber at reasonable prices, and for other

purposes.

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the
Umted States of America in Congress assembled,

- - SHORT TITLE

193?5"“0" 1. This Act may be cited as the “Food Security Act of
TABLE OF CONTENTS

Sec. 2. The table of contents is as follows:

Sec. 1. Short title. -
Sec. 2. Table of contents.

TITLE I-DAIRY

.. Bubtitle A—~Milk Price Support and Producer-Supported Dairy Program
'Sec. 10! Mﬂkyrica pnconducﬁon.andmﬂkpmduﬁonurmmﬁonm-
orcalondnyunlmw

Sec. 102. tive procedures. .

Sec. 103. Appliunonoflupponprwoformlk. ’

SnlMAwMaddmeﬁmdeMmmmuﬁonmu
beef, pork, and lamb producers.

Sec. 105. Domestic casein industry. .

8ec. 108. S relating to casein.
Sec. 107. mercd’dmmhon of historical distribution ol'lmlk.

Sec. 108.. Apphut.wn of amendmenta. : :
N smmn—mmwmmm
Sec.. 121 Nutwml Dairy Research Endowment Institute.
. : Subtitle C—Milk Marketing Orders

- Bec. ]81 Mlnmmndimhhpnulfwﬂmdmﬂkunderwhﬁngm
Sx.lszAMmuformdpmmmmmnmw
. - nation of milk prices. - - .
Bec. 183. Marketwids service paymenta. C
8ec. 134. Status.of producer handlers.

" Subtitle D—National Commission on Dairy Policy

Sec. 141 Findings and declaration of policy.
Sec. 142 Establishment of commission.
Sec. 143. Study and recommendations.

Sec. 144. Administration.

3 su
Sec. 146. Termination of commission.

Subtitle E—Miscellaneous

151. Transfer of dairy products to the military and veterans hospitals.
152. Extension of the dairy indemnity program.

Sec.
Sec.
Sec. 153. Dairy export incentive program.
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TITLE I—~WOOL AND MOHAIR

Sec.' 201. Extension of price support program.
Sec. 202, Foreign promotion programs.

TITLE m-WHEAT
Sec. 801. Whaat polL -
802. Marketing quctas. . o
803. Marketing quota apportionment factor.

. 804, Farm marketing quotas,

2608009
3¢
? el ]
&
8
g

07. Transfer of farm marketmg quotas.

308. Loan rates, target prices, disaster paym acmagelimxtauonandleb
”llzde programs, and land diversion for tha 1986 t.luough 1990 etopl of
w . v

Sec. 309. Nonapplwabxh of certificate requxmm

Sec. 310, Suapensmn of land use, wheat marketing allocanon. and produeer eerﬁﬂ-

te provigions,
Sec. 811. Suspensxon of certain q frovm .
See. 312. Nonapplwabxhty of secnon 07 of the Agnculuxral Act of 1949 to the 1986
through- 990cmpsofwheaf. L

“TTTLE IV—FEED GRAINS

Sec. 401 Loan rates..targvt ices, disaster payments, acreage hmitatwnandnt-
programs,a‘x’xglanddivomonforthelmthmngh 1990ctoplof .

- REFERRRE

Sec. 402, Nonopphcabdxty of acchq;d 105 ofthe agnculh-ml ‘act.of 1949 to ths 1988

1990 crops of fi

_ Sec. 403. Price- aupport for corn silage. -

’l‘ITLa V—(XYI'I’ON

-A-Sw.ml.uanmtes.targe ces, disaster payments, whmiuﬂonmm.:

d iand dxver.non for the 1986 through 1990 crops of upland cotton.

_Sc.soz.Suspenmnnof -acreage. allotments, marketing quotas, and rdatadp'o-“

Sec..508. Commodxty Credxt Corpomticn sales priee mtnctmm.
Sec. §04. Miscellaneous cotton pmvmons.

Sec.sos smm‘;myallotm for 1991 of plaudeomn. B
enta for crop u
Sec.507 .Extra long staple cotten.

“TITLE VI—-RICE

'Sec.smloanm rices, disaster pa ta.aaeaschmltaﬁonm-'ﬁ.'

target prices,
-and'land diversion for the 1985through lswmofm

-'Sec. 602. Marketing loan for tho 1985 crop of rice -

Soc. 608 Marketmg eertxﬁcutes.
"'l'!’LEVII—PEANUTS ‘

' Bee. 701 ‘Suspension of marketiog quotas and aan
- Sec. 702. National ?u ta and fi '
oy e‘o ponndaxe oof;_m armponndaga

'Soc. 704, Marketing penaitics; dispoition- of q@al'-.naanaz;,"

Sec. 705. Price support program.
Sec. 706.. portemreeord&
Sec. 707. Suspension- ofcer:am pnce suppoﬁprovism

. 'TITLE VII—SOYBEANS
Sec. 3l. Soybean price aupport. ’
“TITLE [X—SUGAR °

Sec. 901. Sugar price support.
Sec. 902. Prevention of sugar lonn forfexmres.
Sec. 903. Protection of sugar producers. :

TITLE X—GENERAL OOMMODITY PROVISIONS
Subtitle A—Miscellaneous Commodity vaiaions

Sec. 1001, Payment limitations.
Sea 1002, Advanoe deﬁcxency and dxvemon payments.
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Sec. 1003. Advance recourse commodity loans.

Sec. 1004. Interest payment certificates.

Sec. 1005. Payments in commodities.

8ec. 1008. Wheat and feed grain export certificate programs.

8ec. 1007. Commodity Credit Corporation sales grla restrictions.

8ec. 1008. Disaster payments for 1985 through 1990 crops of peanuts, soybeans,
sugar beets, and sugarcane.

Sec. 1009. Cost reduction options.

Sec. 1010. Multiyear set-asides.

Sec. 1011. Supplemental set-aside and acreage limitation authority.

Sec. 1012. Producer reserve program for wheat and feed grains.

Sec. 1013. Extension of reserve.

Sec. 1014. Normally planted acreage.

Sec. 101§. Special grazing and hay program. -

Sec. 1016. Advance announcement of programs.

Sec. 1017. Determinations of the

Sec. '1018. Application of terms in the Axﬁcultunl Act of 1049,

Sec. 1019. Normal supply.

Sec. 1020. Marketing year for corn.

Sec. 1021. Federal Crop Insurance Corporation emergency funding suthority.

Sec. 1022. Crop insurance study.

Sec. 1028. National Ammmmcwofhdmsmmm

Sec. 1024. qu\ud fueh

Bubtitle B—Uuifom Base Acresge and Yleln Provisions

Sec. lml.mm.dpmmnddmmfw&omumh.uﬂnd
cotton, and rice programs. -

Subtitle O—Honq '
See. 1041. Honoy prieo mpport. '
'E'I'I'LE XI—TRADE '
 Siabtitle A~Prblic Law 460 nnd Use of Burplul Oummodiﬂ- in- lnhnndoml
;- Programs
‘Sec. 1101. Title 11 ofPuhlic Law 480—funding lmh.
Sec. 1102. Minimum t{nwagriculmnl eommodiﬁu distributed under title 1L
.8ec.- 1108. Title II of hc 480—minimum forﬂﬁadorpmdtoodud
104. Food basistancs proprases of valuntary sgencies. '
. assistance un
Sec. 1105. Extension of the lic Law. 480 aumt.hoﬁm
Sec.. 1106. Facilitation of exports.
8Sec. 1107. Farmer-to-farmer program under Pnblic I.nw 480
Sec: 1109. Use of sarpius °"i‘.§2§£’°"‘"‘ ternationsl programe
. Use o us co ties in ip -
Sec. 1110. Food for -

' 1 uniration.: :
&c. 1118. SpeaalAmﬂantfcrAgﬁculturdedMAﬂ.

SubnﬂeB—Mnintemmanchmlmtdmw

3 n. ;-
Sec. 1123. Agricultural trado consultat.ionl.
Sec. 1124. Targeted export assistance.
Sec. 1125. Short-term export credit. =
Sec. 1126. Cooperator market development program.
Sec. 1127. Develop:éent .and expansion of markets for United States uncnltunl
commodities.
Sec. 1128. Poultryt., beef and pork meats and meaHood products, equitable treat-
men
Sec. 1129. Pilot barter aJp:\:»g'm.m for exchange of agncnltnnl comnoditieo for m
gic materi
Sec. 1130. Agricultural export credit mvolvmg fund.
Sec. 1131. Intermediate export credit. -
: % ﬁgg. éogncuuural att.achedreporu.
ntract sanctity and producer embargo pmtecnan. '
Sec. 1134. Study to reduce foreign exchange risk.
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Subtitle C—Export Transportation of Agricultural Commodities

1141. Findings and declarations.

1142. Exemption of certain agricultural expom from the nquuernenu of the
cargo preference laws.

1143. Effect on other laws.

Subtitle D—Agricultural Importsd

1151. Trade consultations.

1152. Apricot Study.

1155. Study relating to brazlian ethanol imports.
1156. Study of oat imports.

Subtitle E—Trade Practices

1161. Tobacco pesticide residues. .

1162. Assessment of export duplaeement.

1163. Export sales of dairy products.

1164. Unfair trade practices.

1165. Thai rice.

1166. End users of im tobacco.

1167. Barter of agncuf:uml commodities for strategic and critical matemln.

TITLE XH—WNSERVATION
Subtitle A—Definitions

;?%’S’?S‘ﬁ’?’ £YEE ¥ ¥¥

1201. Definitions.
Subtitle B—~Highly Erodible Land Conservation

1211, Program ineligibility.
1212. Exemptions.
1213. Soil surveys..

Subudn C—Wetland Consemtion

122]1. Program ineligibility.
1222. Exemptions.
1223. Consultation with Secmfary of the Interior.

Subutle D—Conservation Acreage Reserve

1231. Conservation acnago reserve. -
1232. Duties of owners and operaton.
1233. Duties of the Secretary

.1234. g:yments. :

1236. Base history.

1

11

- Subtitle E—Administration
1241. Use.of Commodxty Credit Corporation.

1242. Use of other agencies. - * .
1243. Administration..

. tions. - -

1245. Authorization for appropriations.’

Subtitle F—~Other Conservation Miom

1251. Technical assistance for water resources.

1252. Soil and water resources conservation.

1253. Dry land farming.

1254. Softwood timber.

TITLE XIII—CREDIT

1301. Joint operations.

1302. Eligibility for real estate and operating loans.

1303. Family farm restriction.

1304. Water and waste disposal facilities. .

1304A. lntelrfst Il;a;tes—Wat.er and Waste Disposal Facility and Community Fa-
cili ns

1305. Mmeral rights as collateral.

1306. Farm recordkeeping training for limited resource borrowers.
1307. Nonsupervised accounts.

1308. Eligibility for emergency loans.

CEYE FYRRE  BYXR  RREER  KRRENR  ERP
%
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1309. Settlement of claims.

1310. Qil and gas royalties.

1311. County committees.

1312, Prompt approval of loans and loan guarantees.

1314. prosmon and leasing of farmland.
. Release of normal income security.
1316. Loan summary statements.
1317. Authorization of loan amounts. .
1318. Farm .debt restructure and conservation set-aside conservation eass-
ments.

1819. Administration of guaranteed farm loan programs.

1320. Interest rate reduction program.
Sec. 1992 mHomm P orosit 5 all rural utilities that participate in the

nsion o t to ul es pate in program
administered by the rural electrification administration.

Sec. 1823. Nonprofit national rural development and finance corporations.
Sec. 1324. Protection for purchasers of farm products.
Sec. 1325. Prohibiting coordinated financial statement.
Sec. 1326. Regulatory restraint.
Sec. 1327, Study of ﬁmn credit system.
Sec. 1328. Continuation of small farmer trammg and techmml assistance pmgram
Sec. 1329. Study of farm and home plan. -

TITLE XIV—AGRICULTURAL RESEARCH, mm:nsxou, AND TEACHING
" Subtitle A~General Provisions

£EF SREFEEEERE

Sec. 1401. Short title.
Sec. 1402. Findings.
” § }:gﬁ pR:sﬁ:omogfh f the Secre Agriculture.
. nsibilities of the cul
Sec. 1405. Joint Council on Food and At:r?cultural Sciences.
Sec. 1406. National Agricultural Research and Extension Users Advuory Boud
. 1407. Federal-State ership. .
1408. Report of the tary of Agriculture.
1409. Competitive, special, and facilities research grants.
. 1410. Grants for schools of veterinary medicine.
. 1411. Research facilities.
1412, Grants and fellowahxpu for food and agru:ultura.l sciences educatxon
. 1413. Food and human nutrition research and extension program.
-1414. Animal health and disease research.
1415. Extension at 1890 land-ﬁran
1416. Grants to upgrade 1890 d-grant' college extension fwlmu.
1417. Research at 1890 land-grant coll .
1418. International agricultural and extension.’
1419. Internationsl trade development centers.
1420. Agricultural information exchnnge wx th Ireland.
1421. Studies.
1422. Authorization for appropriations for ccrt.nm agncult,ural reuuch pro-

Sec.

Sec.

Sec.

Sec

Sec

Sec.

Sec

Sec.

Sec.

Sec.

Sec.

Sec.

Sec.

Sec.

Sec.

Sec.

grams.

%’ }25 e:t.homuon for ap%ropmuona for extension edumt.lon.

‘Sec. . Contracts, ts, and cooperative agreements.

Sec. 1425. Indirect costs.mn

Sec. 1426. Cost-reimbursable agreements.

Sec. 1427. Technology development.

Sec. 1428. Supplemental and nltemanve crops.

Sec. 1429. Aquaculture,

Sec. 1430. Rangeland research.

Sec. 1431. Authorization for appropnatxons for Federal agricultural mesrch facili-
ties.

Sec. 1432. Dairy goat research.

Sec. 1433. Grants to upgrade 1890 land-grant college research facilities.

Sec. 1434. Soybean Research Advisory lnstitute.

Sec. 1435. Smuh-Lever Act.

Sec. 1436. Market expansion research. .

Sec. 1437. Pesticide resistance study.

Sec. 1438. Expansion of education study.

Sec. 1439. Critical agricultural materials.

Sec. 1440. Special grants for financially stressed farmers and dislocated farmers.

Sec. 1441. Annual report on family farms. )

Sec. 1442. Conforming amendments to tables of contents. ’
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8ubmle B—Human Nutnuon Rasearch

Sec. 1451. Fmdmg!
Sec. 1452. Human nutrmon raean:h
Sec. 1453. Dietary assessment and studxa.

Subtitle C—Agricultural Productivity Reseuch

Sec. 1461. Definitions.
Sec. 1462. Findings.
Sec. 1463

Sec. 1464. Information study.

Sec.-1466. Research projecta.

Sec. 1466. Coordmauon. .

Sec. 1467. Reports.

Sec. 1468. Agreements.

Sec. 1469. Dissemination of data.

- Sec. 1470. Authorization for appmpmtxons.
Sec. 1471. Effective date.

TITLE XV: —-FOOD STAMP AND RELATED PROVISIONS -

-Subtitle A~Food Stamp Provisions

1501. Publicly operated community mental health centers.
%502. Determination of food sales volume :

lan.'
504. Definitions of the disabled.

520.
Sec. 1521. Dmc osure o mformntwn submitted by retail stnm.
3

. ‘or redemption of coupons.

Sec. 1524. Hours of operation. -
Sec. 1525. Certification of information.
Sec. 1526. Fraud detection. -
Sec. 1521. Verification.
Sec. 1528. Photographic identification cards.
Sec. 1629. Eligibility of the homelegs.
Sec. 1530. Expanded food and nutrition éducation pmgnm.
Sec..1531. Food stamp program information and nmphﬁad applwnhon at oocul

Sec. 1538. Liability for overissuance of coupons.

Sec. 1534. Collection of claims. . :

Sec. 1635. Food stamp intercept of u.nemployment beneﬁta.

= I At S M T e d st
. State agency ty, quality control, an. autormmc ta

Sec. 1538. Quality control studies and’ penalty moratorium. -

Sec. 1539. Geographical error-prone profiles. .

Sec. 1540. Pilot projects.

Sec. 1541. Authorization ceiling; authority to reduce beneﬁts.

Sec. 1542. Transfer of funds.

Sec. 1543. Puerto Rico block grant.

Subtitle B—~Commodity Distribution Provisions

Sec. 1561. Transfer of section 32 commodities. .
Sec. 1662. Commodity distribution programs. -
Sec. 1563. Emergency eedmgorganmuons—defmmons.
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. Temporary emergency food assistance program.

. Repeal of provisions relating to the food security wheat reserve.
. Report on commodity displacement.

. Distribution of surpius commodities; processing agnomh.

. State cooperation.

. Authorization for funding and related provisions.

. Reauthorizations.

. Report.

Subtitle G—Nut.rition and Miscellaneous Provisions

- Nutrition education findings.

Purpose.

. Program.
. Administration.
. Authorization of appropnahona.
. Nutrition monitoring.

TITLE XVI-MARKETING
Subtitle A—Beef Promotion and Research Act of 1985
Amendment to Beef Research and Information Act. -

. Subtitle B—Pork Promotion, Research, and Oonm Infomaﬁon

Bec. 1611

Short title.

Sec. 1612. hndxng!anddeclamﬁonﬁm.

Sec. 1613.

Sec. 1614.

Sec. 1615. Notice

Sec. 1616.

. Selection of delegate body.
. National Pork Board.

ents.

. Permissive provisions.

. Referendum.

. Suspension and termination of ordex'l.
Refunds.

. Petition and review.
. IEnfc:urcem::nl:.

. Investigations,

. Preemption.

tive

. Administra provision.
. Authorization for appmpnaﬁoul.
. Effective date.

Subtitle C—Watermelon Research and Pmnoﬁnn Act

. Short title,
. Findings and declaration of policy

Definitions.

. Irgsuance c:if lans.

. Notice and hearings,

. Regulations.

. Required terms in plana.

. Permissive terms in plans.
. Assessment procedures.

. Petition and review.

. Enforcement.

Sec. 1652, Investigation and power to subpoena.

Sec. 1653.
Sec. 1654.
Sec. 1655.
Sec. 1656.
Sec. 1657.

Sec. 1661.

Requirement of referendum.
Suspension or termination of plana.
Amendment procedure.

Separsbili

Authorization of appropriations.

Subtitle D—Marketing Orders
Mazximum penalty for order violations.

Sec. 1662. Limitation on authority to terminate marketing orders.

3746



309

PUBLIC LAW 99-~198--DEC. 23, 1985 99 STAT. 1361

Sec. 1683. Confidentiality of information.
o Subtitle E—-Gmn Inspection
Sec. 1671. Grain standards.

Sec. 1672. New grain classifications.
Sec. 1673. Study of grain standards.

TITLE XVII—RELATED AND M]SCELLANFDUS MATTERS

Subtitle A—Pmmmg Inspection, and Labeling

Sec. 170]1. Poultry inspecti ’
Sec. 1702, lnspecuon and other standards for imported meat and meat food

products
Sec. 1703. Enmnatnon and report of labeling and sanitation standards for unpoﬂa-
- of agricult commodities.

Sec. 1704 Potalo inspection. )

_ Subtitle B—Agricultural Stabilization and Conservation Committees

Sec. 1711. Local committees.
Sec. 1712. County committees. - - -
Sec. 1713. Salary and travel expenses.

Subtitle C—National As'nculmra.l Policy Commmon Act of 1985

Sec. 1721. Short title. ,
Sec. 1722. Definitions. o
Sec. 1723. Establishment ofeommmon
- Sec. 1724. Conduct of study.
:- Sec. 1725..Reports. - -: --
Sec. 1726. Administration. -
. Sec. 1727, Authorization of appmpnauonn.
Sec.’ 1723 Termmatxon. :

-Subtitle D—Natwnal Aquacultun lmpmament Aa of 1985
Sec. 1731. Short title. . Lo

Sec. 1734. National aquaculture dm!opment plan. -

Sec. 1735. Functions and ers of secretaries.

Sec. 1736. Coordination of national activities regud.mg aqnncu!tun.
Sec. 1737 Authorization of appmpmnou.

- Bubtitle E—Specml Study and Pilot Pmpch on Futum 'l‘radmg

Sec. 1741. Findings and declaration of policy.’
Sec. 1742, Stud;ng the Department of Agncultun
Sec. 1748. Pilot program. .

Subtxtle -F—-Anuml Welfare

Sec. 1751. Findings. ,

Sec. 1752. Standards and certification proeeu.

Sec. 1753. Inspections.

Sec. 1754. Penalty for release of trade gecrets.

Sec. 1755. Increased penalties for violation of the Act.

Sec. 1756. Definitions.

Sec. 1757. Consultation with the Secretary of Health and Human Services.

Sec. 1758. Technical amendment.

Sec. 1759. Eﬂ'ecuve date. . -

Subtitle G—Miscellaneous

Sec. 1761. Commodity credit corporation storage contracts.

Sec. 1762. Weather and climate information in agriculture.

Sec. 1763. Emergency feed program.

Sec. 1764. Controll subsumces production control. -

Sec. 1765. Study of unleaded fuel in agricultural machinery.

Sec. 1766. Potato advisory panel.

Sec. 1767. Viruses, serums, toxins, and analagous products.

Sec. 1768. Authorization of appropriations for Federal lnsectmde Fungicide, and
Rodenticide Act. -

Sec. 1769. User fees for reports, publications, and loftwm

Sec. 1770. Confidentiality of information.
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Sec. 1771. Land conveyance to Irwin County, Georgia.
Sec. 1772. National tree seed laboratory.
Sec. 1773. Control of grasshoppers and mormon crickets on all Federal lands.

Sec. 1774, Study of a strategic ethanol reserve.
TITLE XVIII—GENERAL EFFECTIVE DATE

Sec. 1801. Effective Date.
TITLE I—DAIRY

Subtxtle A—Milk Price Suplport and Producer-Supported Dairy
rogram

MILK ' PRICE SUPPORT, PRICE REDUCTION, AND MILK PRODUCTION
TERMINATION PROGRAMS FOR CALENDAR YEARS 1986 THROUGH

1990

Skc. 101. (a) Section 201(d) of the Agricultural Act of 1949 (7 U.S.C.
1446(d)) is amended }' striking out paragraphs (1) and (2) and
inserting in lieu thereot the following:

“(1XA) During the period beginning on January 1, 1986, and
. ending on December 31, 1990, the price of milk shall be sup-
rtej as provided in this subsectxon
“(B) During the period g on January 1, 1986, and
ending on December 31, 1986, the price of milk shall be su
. rteg at a rate equal to 811 60 per hundredwexght for mx&
eontmrung 3.67 percent milkfat.
“{CXi) During the period beginning on January 1, 1987, and
ending on September 30, 1987, the price of milk shall be su
rte«f at a rate equal to $11. '35 per hundredweight for mi
oont.ammg 3.67 percent milkfat.
“(n) Except as provided in subparagraph (D), during the
g on October 1, 1987, and ending on December
1, 1990 the pnce of milk a.ll be supported at a rate equal to
i}& klfo per hundredwerght for milk containing 3.67 percent
- ‘DXi) Subject to clause @i), if for any of the calendar years
1988, 1989, and 1990, the level of purchases of milk and the
products of milk under this subsection (less sales under sectxon

-- 407 for unrestricted use), as estimated by the Secre

" January 1 of such calendar year, will exceed 5,000,00 000

pounds (milk equivalent), on January 1 of such calendar year,
the Secretary shall reduce 3'350 cents the rate of price support
for milk as in effect on such

“ii) The rate of price support for milk may not be reduced
under clause (i) unless—

“(D the milk production termination program under
paragraph (3) achieved a reduction in the production of
milk by participants in the program of at least
12,000, 000 000 pounds during the 18 months of the program;

or
“(I) the Secretary submita to Congress a certification,
mcludmg a statement of facts in support of the certification
of the Secretary, that reasonable contract offers were ex-
tended by the Secretary under such program but such offers
were not accepted by a sufficient number of producers
making reasonable bids for contracts to achieve such a
reduction in production.
“(E) If for any of the calendar years 1988, 1989, and 1990, the
level of purchases of milk and the products of milk under this
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subsection (less sales under section 407 for unrestricted use), as
estimated by the Secre on January 1 of such calendar year,
will not exceed 2,500,000,000 pounds (milk equivalent), the Sec-
retary shall increase by 50 cents the rate of price support for
milk in effect on such date. -

“(F) The Erice of milk shall be supported through the pur-
chase of milk and the products of milk. .-

“*“(2XA) During the period beginning on Aﬁnl 1, 1986, and
ending on Seg:ember 30, 1987, the Secretary shall provide for a
reduction to be made in the price received by producers for all
milk produced in the United States and marketed by producers
for commercial use. U : .

‘“B) The amount of the reduction under subparagraph (A) in
- the price received by producers shall be—

“(i) the period beginning on April 1,.1986, and ending on
December 31, 1986, 40 cents per hundredweight of milk
marketed; and e

_ ‘i) during the first 9 months of 1987, 25 cents per
- hundredweight of milk marketed. o )
~ *(C) The funds represented by the reduction in price, required
under subparagraph (A) to be applied to the marketings of milk
mprodueer. shall be collected and remitted to the Commodity
t Corporation, at such time and in such manner as pre-
“scribed by the Secretary, by each person making payment to a
producer for milk purchased from such producer, except that in
the case of a producer who markets mﬂi of the producer’s own
production directly to consumers, such funds shall be remitted
directly to the Corporation by such producer.. . - . - - ’
“(D) The funds remitted to the Corporation under this para-
graph shall be considered as included in the payments to a
- producer of milk for purposes of the minimum price provisions
of the Agricultural Adjustment Act (7 U.S.C. 601 et seq.),
~reenacted with amendments by the- Agricultural Marketing
@ Bavagraph (9 of section, 201D of the Agricultural Act of 1949
‘aragrap of section of.the Agri o
(T 11.8.C. 1446(d)) is amended by— . .-+ ..« o5 ..
. (1) striking out subparagraphs (A).through (G), and inserting
in lieu thereof the following: -~ .= . - = “-- ... . .
- “YAXi) The Secretary shall establish and carry out under this
paragraph a milk production termination program for the 18-
month period beginning April 1,1986. - ..~ - .. . .
*(ii) Under ‘the tmﬁ production termination program ‘re-
quired under this subpar a%h, the Secretary, at the request of
any producer of milk in the United States who submits to the
Secretary a bid, may offer to enter into a-contract with the
groducer for the purpose of terminating the production of milk
y the producer. in return for a payment to be made by the

Secr_gta?r. .

*(ili) For the 18-month period for which the milk production
termination program under this subparagraph is in effect, the
Secretary shall— .

*“(I) as soon as practicable, determine the total number of
dairy cattle the Secretary estimates will be marketed for
slaughter as a result of such program; and .

‘“Il' by regulation sgecxfy marketing procedures to
ensure that greater numbers of dairy cattle slaughtered as
a result of the production termination program provided for
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in this section shall be slaughtered in each of the periods of
April through August 1986, and March through August
1987 than for the other months of the program. Such
procedures also shall ensure that such sales of dairy cattle
for slaughter shall occur on a basis estimated by the Sec-
retary that maintains historical seasonal marketing pat-
terns. During such 18-month period, the Secretary shall
limit the total number of dairy cattle marketed for
slaughter under the program in excess of the historical
dairy herd culling rate to no more than 7 percent of the
national dairy herd per calendar year.

“(iv) Each contract made under this subparagraph shall pro-

vide that— : :

“(I) the producer shall sell for slaughter or for export all
the dairy cattle in which such producer owns an interest;

“(II) during a period of 3, 4, or 5 years, as specified by the
Secretary in each producer contract and beginning on the
day the producer completes compliance with subclause (I),
the producer neither shall acquire any interest in dairy
cattle or in the production of milk nor acquire, or make
available to any person, any milk production capacity of a
facility that becomes available because of compliance by a
producer with such subclause unless the Secretary shall by
reg'ulation otherwise permit; and ~ :

: ‘(II) if the producer fails to comply with such contract,
the producer shall repay to the Secretary the entire pay-
ment received under the contract, including simple interest

. payable at a rate prescribed by the Secretary, which shall,
to the extent practicable, reflect the cost to the Corporation
of its borrowings from the Treasury of the United States,
commencing on the date payment is first received under

" such contract. : ‘ R

‘4v) Any producer of milk who seeks to enter into a contract

for pa&'ments under this pax;:fraph shall provide the Secretary
‘with (I) evidence of such produ

cer's marketing history; (II) the -

size and composition of the producer’s dairy herd during the -

period the marketing history is determined; and (III) the size -
and composition of the producer’s dairy herd at the time the bid

is submitted, as the Secretary deems necessary and appropriate.- =

“(vi) Except-as provided in subparagraph (D), no producer who
commenced marketing of milk in the 15-month period ending -
March 31, 1986, shall be eligible to enter into a contract for
payments under this subparagraph. o o

‘(vii) A contract entered into under this paragraph by .a
producer who by reason of death cannot perform or assign such
con(tiract may be performed or assigned by the estate of such
producer. S o

‘(B) The Secretary may establish and carry out a milk diver-
sion or milk production termination program for any of the
calendar years 1988, 1989, and 1990 as necessary to avoid the
creation of burdensome excess supplies of milk or milk products.

“(C) In setting the terms and conditions of any milk diversion
or milk production termination under this paragraph and of
each contract made under this subparagraph, the Secretary
shall take into account any adverse effect of such program or
contracts on beef, pork, and poultry producers in the United
States and shall take all feasible steps to minimize such effect.
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“O) A :rroducer who commenced marketing milk after
December 31, 1984, shall be eligible to enter into a contract for
payments under this subparagraph if such producer’s entire
milk production facility and entire dairy herd were transferred
to the producer by reason of a lfm from, or the death of, a
member or members of the family of the producer. The term
“‘member of the family of the producer’ means (i) an ancestor of
the producer, (ii) the spouse of the producer, (iii) a lineal
descendant of the producer, or the producer’s spouse, or a
parent of the producer, or (iv) the spouse of any such lineal
-descendant.”; .
(2) striking out subparagraphs (H), (D, (J), (L), and (O); and
(3) redesignating subparagraph (K) as subparagraph (E).
‘() P ph (5XB) of section 201(d) of the Agricultural Act of
1949 (7 U.S.C. 1446(dX5XB)) is amended by—.
.(1) striking out “(i)’"; :
(2) striking out “, (ii)” and inserting in lieu thereof ‘or”;
(3) striking out “, or (iii)” and all that follows through “para- .
graph @)"; ) e
(4) redesignating the text thereof as clause (i);
(5) adding at the end thereof the following: . :

*“(ii) Each person who buys, from a producer with respect to whom
there is in effect at the time of such sale a contract entered into
under- paragraph (3), one or more dairy cattle sold for slaughter or -
export, who knows that such cattle are sold for slaughter or export, -
and who fails to cause the slaughter or rt of such cattle withina
reasonable time after receiving such cattle shall be liable for a civil -
penalty of not more than $5,000 with respect to each of such cattle.

- *(iii) Each person who retains or acquires an interest in dairy
cattle or the production of milk in violation of a contract entered
into under this paragraph shall be liable, in addition to any amount
due under paragraph (3XAXiv), to a marketing penalty on the
tantity of milk produced during the period in which such owner-
ship is prohibi under the contract. Such penalty shall be com-
suted at the rate or rates of the support price for milk in effect

uring the period in which the milk production. .

‘“(iv) Each person who makes a false statement in a bid submitted
under paragraph (3) as to (I) the marketings of milk for commercial
- use by the producer, or (I) the size or composition of the dairy herd

that produced such marketings, or (IIl) the size or comggsition of the
dairy herd at the time the bid is submitted shall be subject, in
addition to any amount due under paragra}ah (3XAXiv) or clause (iii)
of this subparagraph, to a civil penalty of $5,000 for each head of ..
cattle to which such statement applied. . o

“(v) Each person who makes a false statément as to the number of
dairy cattle that was sold for slaughter or export under a contract
under paragraph (3XA) shall be subject, in addition to any amount
due under paragraph (3XAXiv) or clause (iii) of this subparagraph, to
a civil penalty of not more than $5,000 for each head of cattle to
which such statement applied.”. :

. (d) Section 201(c) of the Agricultural Act of 1949 (7 U.S.C. 1446(c))
is amended by striking out *“The pricé’”’ and inserting in lieu thereof
“Except as provided in subsection (d), the price”.

. (e) Section 201(d) of the Agricultural Act of 1949 (7 U.S.C. 1446(d))
is amended by adding at the end thereof the following:

' *“(7) The Secre shall carry out this subsection through the

Commodity Credit Corporation.”. :
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(ﬂ The provxsmns of tlus section shall become effective January 1,

ADMINISTRATIVE PROCEDUBB

:.SEc. 102. Section 553 of title 5, United States Code, shall not apply
with respect to the implementation of section 201(d) of the Agricul-
tural Act of 1949 (7 U.S.C. 1446(d)) by the Secretary of Agricul-
ture, as amended by section 101, including determinations made

(1) the level of price support for milk;
(2) any reduction in the prices paid to producers of milk; and
(3) the milk production termination program :

° APPLICATION OF BUPPOBT PRICE FOB MILK

. SEC 103. For | urposw of su portxng the price of milk under
sectxon 201(d) of the Agncultural Act of 1949, the Secretary of:

A Aﬁncmmm may not take into consideration any market value of
whey.

AVO!DANCE Ol" ADVERSE EFFECT OF un.x PRODUCI'ION MA’HON
o - PROGRAM ON BEEP, PORK, AND LAMB PRODUCERS ..

: Snc. 104 To minimize the adverse effect. of the milk productxon
termination ‘program: on beef, pork, and lamb producers in the

* . United States during the 18-month period for which such program is.
in effect under section. 201(d) of the Agricultural Act of . 1949 (7 -
U.8.C. 1446(d)), in such period— :

- ~. (1) the Secretary of iculture shall use funds available for

. ..the purposes of clause (2) of section 32 of the Act entitled “An

-+ Act to amend the Agricultural Adjustment Act, and for other

- purposes” (7 U.S.C. 612c), approved August 14, 1935, including

the contingency funds appropriated under such section 32, and - -

. other funds available to the Secretary under the commodity
- distribution and other nutrition programs of the Department of
Agriculture, “and - including . funds available through ‘the"
Commodity  Credit Corporatzon, to -purchase and distribute
200,000,000 pounds of red meat in addition to those quantities
“n rmally purchased and distributed by-the Secretary. Such
- purchases by the Secretary shall not reduce purchases of any
: othet agricultural commodities under section 32; - '

- (2) the Secretary of Agriculture shall use funds available
‘through the Commodity Credit Corporation to purchase
200,000,000 pounds of red meat, in addition to those quantities
normally purchased and dxstnbuted by the Secretary, and to

. make such meat available—
-, .. (A) to the Secretary of Defense, on a nonreimbursable

. basis, for use in commissaries on military installations

located outside of the United States; or
(B) for export under the authority of any law in effect on
or after the date of the enactment of this Act;

)] the Secretary of Defense and other Federal agencies, to the
maximum extent practicable, shall use increased quantities of
red meat to meet the food needs of the programs that they
administer, and State agencies are encouraged to cooperate in
such effort; and
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(4) the Secretary of Agriculture shall encourage the eonsump-
tion of red meat by the pubhc

DOMESTIC CASEIN INDUSTRY

Sec. 105. (a) The Commodity Credit Corporation shall provide - . . - ..
surplus stocks of nonfat dry milk of not less than 1,000,000 pounds"
annually to individuals or entities on a bid basis.

() The Commodity Credit Corporation may accept bids at lower .
than the resale price otherwise required by law, in order to promote
the strengthening of the domestic casein mduitg

(c) The Commodity Credit Corporation shall take appropriate
action to ensure that the nonfat milk sold ‘l:{ the Co ratxon _
under this section is used only for .the man :

' BTUDY RELATING TO CASEIN . -

Sac 106. The Secretary of Agriculture shall conduct a etudy to
determine whether imports of casein tend to interfere with or
render ineffective the milk price sup&;)rt program of the De
ment of Agriculture. Not later than 60 days after the date of the
. enactment of this Act, the Secretary shall report the results of such
study to the Committee on Agriculture of the House of Representa-

: txty:g agg to the Commxttee on- Agnculture Nutnt.mn, and Forestry '
of the nate, -

CmcthVENTION OF HIS'!'ORICAL D!STRIBUTION Ol' m

SEC 107 The Secretary of Agnculture shall— -
(1) monitor the Commodity Credit Corporation purchasee of
the products of milk during 1986 and 1987; and ,
(2) report to Congress, on a quarterly bas:s. on disruptions of,
or attempts by handlers or cooperative marketing associations
to circumvent, the historical distribution of milk among proc-
* esenrs dunng the mxlk productlon termmahon pmgram ,

A.PPLICAT!.ON Ol' AMENDMEN'I'B

' SEC 108 The amendments made by this subtxtle shall not affect
y liability of any person under section 201 of the Agricultural Act
of 1949 T U S.C. 1446). a8 in effect before the date of the enactment - -
of this Act.
Subtitle B—Daxry Research and Promotion-

NATIONAL DAIRY RESEARCH ENDOWMENT INBTITUTE

Sac 121. The Dairy Production Stabilization Act of 1983 (7 U S.C.
1421' note, et seq.) is amended by adding at the end thereof the
followmg'

“Subtitle C——Daxry Research Program

“DEFINITIONS

“Sac 130. For purposes of this subtitle— - -
“(1) the term ‘board’ means the board of trustees of the
Institute; .
“(2) the term ‘Department’ means the Department of Agri-
culture;
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