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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. !I Specifically, the Cormnission 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 cattle between the United States and 
· Can~da; 

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

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

o 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 Cormnission, 
Washington, DC, and by publishing the notice in the Federal Register of 
December 29, 1986 (51 F.R. 46942). !,/ 

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. 11 

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). !I 

!/ The request from the United States Senate Committee on Finance is 
_reproduced in appendix A. 
z1 A copy of the notice of the Commission's investigation is reproduced in 
appendix B. 
11 A list of witnesses appearing at the hearing is presented in Appendix D. 
!/ 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 leading 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 overatl. 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. 
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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 fed 
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 tr~cked 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 declined 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 Canadian cattle-raising 
and meatpacking industries are, overall, closely comparable. 

The variation i~ the level of technology employed by different cattl~,m.en, 
meatpackers, and processors· in the United States and Canada probably exceeds 
the variation in the composite level O·f technology employed in the two 
countries in general. 

o U.S. and imported Canadian cattle and beef tend to be closely 
comparable in quality. 

Live cattle imported into the United 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!/ 

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. cat.tle ·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 11 percent from the 115.0 million animals as 
of January 1, 1983. 

!/ Table A presents an industry and market profile for 1982-1986. 
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Table A. 
Profile of the U.S. liv~ ~attle and beef 111&rket, 1982-86 

ltem 

Live cattle: 
Apparent consumption: !I 

Quantity (1,000 animals) ••... 
Value (111illion dollar•>.· ..... 

Production: 
Quantity (1,000 animals) .... . 
Value (million dollars) ...... . 

Imports: 
Quantity (1,000 animals): 

From Canada .............•.. 
Total ....•..........•..••.. 

Value (million dollars): 

1982 

39,26" 
11 

U,200 
!I , 

•95 
1,005 

1983 

U,925 
11. 

359 
921 

From Canada................ 182.2 173.• 
Total...................... 297.7 312.6 

Imports-to-consumption ratio 
(quantity) percent: 

From Canada.................. ·1.3 0.9 
Total........................ 2.6 2.3 

Exports: 
Quantity (1,000 animals): 

Canada 11.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 86 90 
Total. . . . • . . . . . . . . . . . . . • •. . . 122 131 

Value (million dollars): 
Canada 11.................. 57.• 59.9 
Total. .. ; ............•..•.. 97.l 96.• 

Exports-to-production ratio 
(quantity) percent: 

Canada. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . • • . • 11 11 
Total........................ 11 11 

Cash receipts from sales of 
cattle and calves (million 
dollars) .......•••••.....••.. 29,813 28,685 

8eef and veal: 
Apparent consumption: 

Quantity <mllllon pounds) •.. : 
Value (million do~lars) •••. ,: 

Production: 
Quantity (million pounds).· ... 
Value (million dolYars) .••.•. 

Imports: 
Quantity: 

From Canada .....•.......... 
Total ...........•.......... 

Value (million dollars): 

. 2•,•56 
-11 

22,98• 
11 

160 
2,033 

From Canada................ 116.6 
Total. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1, 388. 3 

Imports-to-consumption ratio 
(quantity) percent: 

From Canada .......•.......• · .•. 
Total ........................ . 

Exjiorts: 
Quantity: 

Canada !I ................. . 
Total ................••.• •· 

Value (million dollars): 
Ot111t1dt1 !/, ................ . 
Total. ..•.......••••....••. 

Exports-to-production ratio 
(quantity) percent: 

Canada ..........•......•..... 
Total ...•..•............• : •.. 

0.1 
8.3 

26 
262 

59.0 
•25 ... 

25, 16 7 
11 

23,696 
11 

166 
1,992 

118.7 
1,388.0 

0.1 
7 .9 

28 
287 

69 ... 
•51.0 

!I 
1.2 

•1,259 
11 

•2,500 
.2/ 

363 
753 

188.3 
285.8 

0.9 
1.8 

u 
102 

28.0 
71.5 

30,66• 

25, .. 03 
11 

2•;093 
!I 

212 
1,8"7 

U5.0 
1,251.0 

0.8 
7.3 

60 
363 

Ul.• 
576.5 

11 
1.5 

Abaolute 
change, Percent•&• 
1986 from change, \986 

1985 1986 1982 f r!!ll 1982 

39,67• 
11 

359 
835 

"1,201 
11 

2"7 
1,33• 

-2,999 
ll 

-2•8 
329 

180.9 · l•Z.9 -39.3 
306.5 •26.0 128.3 

0.9 0.6 -0.7 
2.1 3.3 0.7 

58 71 -15 
173 156 3• 

37.1 2/ !I 
15•.2 11 ll 

11 11 1' 
11 11 11 

28, 7•1 11 11 

25,869 
!I 

z•,2u 
!I 

Z•O 
2,091 

26,0U 1,628 
1 !' 

23,631 6"7 
i/ 1' 

168 
z,1.u 

8 
lU 

155.7 133.3 16.7 
1,30].4. 1,270,l -118.2 

0.9 
8.1 

57 
364 

lU.Z 
590.9 

0.6 -0.1 
1.2 -0.1 

. 53 21 
545 283 

!I 11 
11 J.I 

3.7 

-6.8 

-50.1 
32.7 

-21.6 
U.1 

-53.8 
26.9 

-17.• 
27.9 

6.7 

Z.8 

5.0 
5.6 

U.3 
-8.5 

-1•.3 
-1.2 

103.8 
108.0 

ll Commercial slaughter. !I Hot available. 11 Compiled from official 1tatistics of Statiatics 
Canada. !I Estimated by staff of USITC. 11 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 ant export• 
derived from official statistics of the U.S. Department of Co11111erce except •• not-4. 
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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; 

and, 

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

(3) dairy operations, that maintain herds of dairy cows to produce milk; 

(4) meatpacking plants. 

o The U.S. cattle and beef industry is composed of family-owned cattle 
farms, ranches, and feedlots, andmeatpacking 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-voliime businesses that include publicly owned corp.orations, 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. 
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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. In 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$1.2 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 l, 1987, inventory of cattle and calves in Canada, at 
10.S million animals, was down from 11.6 million animals as of 
January l, ·· 1983. In 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 
industry 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 Provi.nces, production is concentrated in the Prairie Provinces of Alberta, 
Saskatchewan, and Manitoba and in Ontario and Quebec. The Prairie Provinces 
are associate,d 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 cycle is a period of approximately 10 years during which 
the number of cattle on farms alternately expands and contracts for 
several consecutive years in response to both biological and 
economic factors. 

U.S. cattle inventories peaked at 132.0 million as of January l, 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 Jariµary 1, 1987. 
A similar trend existed in U.S. beef cow inventories. Ind~stry 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 
during 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 veal consumption rose by 8 percent during 1982-86, 
·while, poultry consumption 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 tol7:4 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. imports of live cattle and calves amounted to about 1 million 
animals annually during 1982-86 and came from Canada and Mexico. 

Total U.S. imports of live 
753,000 animals, valued at $286 
valued at $426 million in 1986. 
sources. 

cattle and calves during 1982-86, ranged from 
million in 1984, to 1.3 million animals, 

Canada and Mexico were virtually the only 
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Canada's share of total U.S. imports 
49 percent in 1982 to 19 percent in 1986. 
supplied by Canada r·anged from 66 percent 
($143 million) in 1986. 

in terms of quantity ranged from 
In terms of value, the share 

($188 million) ih 1984 to 34 percent 

U.S. imports of live cattle and calves· from all source.s 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 increased. from about 8 percent of 
quantity and value in 1982 and 1983 to about 12 percent in 1984and 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. consWiiption .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 weight equivalent),- . 
valued at $ll 7 million, in 1982 to 212 million pounds,. valued at $134 million, 
in 19.86, 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 calve·s 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 regulations, 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 B.elt 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 iri 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 calf 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 incr~ased in 
recent years, rising from 1.2 billion pounds in 1982 to 1.5 billion pounds in 
1986. 

o The Uni.ted StJates accounted for virtually all of Canada's imports of 
live cattle and table beef during 1982-86, but New Zeala~_<!i_ 

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 subject to import duties and 
health and sanitary regulations, arid certain beef and veal is 
subject to quantitative limitations . 

. Imports of certain purebred cattle for breeding p~rposes 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 1¢ 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 piants 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 s~bject 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. impor~s 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); .!/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 
CAN¢2 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 . 

.!/ 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 inimediate 
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 see 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, 198.6, 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 Government'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$14.4 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 Government 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. !I 

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 young.er 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 interrnuscular 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 £! that are tanned into leather, fat 
used to make tallow, 1/ 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. 

!I 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. 
£! The average cattle hide weighs about 60 pounds. 
ll The average cattle carcass yields' about 13 pounds of edible tallow and 
45 pounds of inedible tallow. 

1 
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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, !I 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. 

Th~ee 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 Beefrnaster, 
as well as many others. 

!I I.e., listed in the official book of registry of the breed association. 
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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 conunon 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 conunon 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 
purp9ses 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 conunon 
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 ·1onger. 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. 
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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 
1-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 a~d 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 !,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 11 
consumed in the United States. 

11 Table beef is beef that is ready for cooking and consumption without 
further processing. 
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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 ma.de. ready for consµmpti.on by meat 
processors, some of whom are also meatpackers. 

The sex, age, and manner iri 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) ~ill grade 
animals upon request for a fee. The USDA grading system is voluntary and is 
entirely different from the health and sanitary inspection des'cribed in the 
part of this report entitled "U.S. Customs Treatment." The o~ficial USDA 
grades for cattle and beef carcasses and primal cuts are-Prime, Choice, Good, 
Standard, Commercial, Utility, Cutter, and Canner. Cattle and carcasses are 
also evaluated in terms of conformation and percent of usable meat ct.its, 
so-called yield grades.· The official USDA yield grades are 1, 2, 3, , 4, and 5, 
with 1 being the highest and 5, the lowest. 

Most steers and heifers that are finished in feedlots grade Prime and 
Choice, and yield carcasses of the same grades .. Some cull cows grade Good and 
yield Good carcasses. Prime, Choice, and Good -beef is' associated with 
so..,-called table beef. Beef from Standard and·Commerciai grade cattle may be 
used for table beef, depending on market conditions, or may be used for 
manufacturing beef. Manufacturing beef is further proc~s~ed by various means 
to improve its-palatability. Beef from Utility, Cutter, and Canner animals 
and carcasses is associated with manufacturing beef. 

Regardless of grade, certain.patts of beef carcasses generally have 
particular outlets. For example, ne~ks, shanks, plates, and trimmings, even 
those from Choice carcasses, usuaily/are used for manufacturing meat. Steaks 
and roasts even from Utility carcasses may be used for table· beef. Flanks and 
briskets' may b'e consumed as table be~f or manuf ac tu ring beef dependil'l:g on · 
market-·demand. Figures 1 and 2 provide information on how processors normally 
divide cattle carcasses for marketing, and figures 3 and 4 provide similar 
informat:ion-on calf carcasses. 

i ' 
As can be determined from figur~ 5, the weight of the carcass (650 pounds) 

from an average steer·(l,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 us~ally 
are not skinned or split until the final stages of processing. 

The carcass may be partially or fully processed at the meatpacking plant, 
~r 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 
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Figure !.--Wholesale cuts of beef 

PRIMAL (WHOLESALE) CUTS AND BONE STRUCTURE OF BEEF 

Chuck. Sq. Cut 
ChucK, Blade Half 
Chuck. Blade Portion 
Chuck. Arm Half 

CHUCK 

SHANK 

Shank 
Shank. Trmd. 
Shank. Center 

Rib. Regular 
10· x 10" 
Ribs 3 x 4 
Short Ribs 

RIB 

BRISKET 

Brisket, Bl 
Brisket. Bnls. 

National Live Stock and Meat Board 

Short Loin 
Regular 10" 
Short Loin 3 x 4 
Tenderloin 

(SHORT LOIN) 

PLATE 

Plate 
Short Ribs 

Sirloin Bl 
Top Sirloin 
Bottom Sirloin 
Half Tip 
Tenderloin 

LOIN (SIRLOIN) 

FLANK· 

Flank Meat 
FlanK Steak 

Round 
Rump 
Sha.nk 
Half Tip 

ROUND 

TIP 

Tip 

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 counrtow.ard the rear 
(1 to 12). The primal c~u.ck contains 
five ribs (1:-5). The primal rib con-· 
tains seven ribs (6-12). 

Some retaiiers 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 rea.r to front. 

Source: Reproduced with permission of the National Live Stock and Meat Boar~. 
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Figure 2.--Retail ~uts;of beef 

Source: 

RETAIL CUTS OF BEEF 

~~ C.:'---­
~ ~A 

@Boneiess • <»@~ 
Chuck E·1e ~st• C~uck Sharl Ribs 

,~~~~~ fZ•-). • -. ~ .J ···~ ••. 7~/' " 
~/ ~ •.. -.-. J 

Blade @ Arm Q) 
Roast or Slc.:K Pol·Roasl or Steak 

r.-.3 .:; :">':1 ~
··~ 

\.:!I .. -.?'N ,.. 

Boneless Shoc,cer ~~-~-
Pol-RoaSt ill S!e.!K Cross Rib 

Pot-Roast 

~~~~ 
,..~.·~~ 
~~"1'§ 

::D Beel tor S:ew ©Ground Beef • • 

CHUCK 
SrJ•W ~.XII 1n l1au1a 

FORE SHANK BRISKET 
:raise. ~ook rn L1au1a 

~ ~-~ 
Fresh Brrsket 

Corned Brisket 

WHERE THEY COME FROM AND HOW TO COOK THEM 

• @-..--;~ 
Rib Steak. Boneless 

~\ 

.~ 
~ 

Rib Eye (Oelmomco) 
Roast or Steak 

{P.e:., 
~1: 

Too lJJm Steak ® <» 

r.-.~·-1 ~ '-~·,. 
f.Bone Steak 1 

• ~-

Q) 
Porterhouse Steak 

"'• -~@Q)~ 

Boneless ~ 
Too lJJm Steak 

#t!@Q) 
~Tenderloin 
(Filel Mignon) Sleakor 
Roast (also from Sirloin 131 

RIB SHORT LOIN 
Roast Broll Panoroll Pantry R01s1. Brod. Pant1ro1I, Pantry 

\ 

\ 
SHORT PLATE 

Burse. Cook H\. Lauio 

•--w·, 
···'JI!'~· \!:,.-~ ... 
~~v 

Pin Bone Sirloin Steak 

. 

2 

Fial Bene Sirloin Steak ®. 
Wedge Bone Sirloin Steak 

1 -~~ 
Roumi Steak 

.~--·- I ~\; 
Too Round Steak• 

~ 
:]) Bollom Round 

Roast or Steak• 

~.'./ 
/ 

/ 
Heel of Rouno 

~o ©@~ ~~-
Boneless Suloin Steak 1-£.:..ye_o_f R_o_un_d· ____ G_roun_d_Bee_t_·---1• 

SIRLOIN 
Brod. PanOfod. Pa:ntry 

FUNK 
Braise. t.1a• 111 l1au1d 

ROUNO 
Braise. Cook 1n L1au1CI 

I 
I 
I 

"' ~ ~· 
~~· ~~ 

G) Short Ribs ©@ 
Skrrt Steak Rolls• 

~~ 
~ 

.~~~ 
'~~:"'~· @~ @ 

©~6~ 
flank Steak Rolls• 

~~'?.' .. . ~ .. ~.'!/~4 .. . 
(j)~-~ ' ·~ 
@ s~t 1~~tew 

!also from other cut.i Ground Beet • 

T~p Steak• Tio Roast• 

~-t-@ . 
Tio Kabobs" 

Grouno Beet • • 

"\lay OC!' l=lo.u:eo. a1011N P.t'"~rou~ 01 Panlr1f'CI •tom ruqn QUillllY :l"otl This chart approved by 
...... , .. "

0
'" .. ·'"""" ..... .., .• , ............ ,n...... National Live Stock and Meat Board 

Reproduced with permission of the National Live Stock and Meat Board. 
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Figure 3.--Wholesale cuts of veal 

PRIMAL (WHOLESALE} CUTS AND BONE STRUCTURE OF VEAL 

SHOULDER 

SHANK 

RIB LOIN SIRLOIN 

BREAST 

VEAL RETAIL NAMES 

In the case of.veal. carcass size determines 
the method of cutting primal and subprimal 
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. 

LEG (ROUND) 

FLANK 

Source: Reproduced with permission of the National Live Stock and Meat Board. 
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Figure 4.--Retail cuts of veal 

RETAIL CUTS OF VEAL 

--Bnise.Coot iA U. --

""$·· ~teak ~oe Steak 

---B.-Plofrt---

---Rua.Braim---

SHOULDER 

... ~_ 

SHANK 

WHERE THEY COME FROM AND HOW TO COOK THEM 

·~ 
@~ 
Boneless Rib Choo 

I~ @i'!!l!'.I 
Rib Choo -a-.--
@~ 

Crown Roast 

-----
RIB 

<D . .J! 
Too Loin Choo 

t;J 
Loin Roast 

-----
LOIN 

I 
©Si;iom Chap --.--

Bo112less 
Sirloin Roast 

~· 

/~ 
<D Sirtoin Roast 

-----
SIRLOIN 

,, 
'- ~@ 

Round Steak 
Cutlets( Thin Slices) 

---'---llniso.Pnfrt---

v 
Boneless Rump Roast 

~ .,. . 
@@ . 

Round Roast 

---Rout. Brliso ---

ROUND (lEGl 

VEAL FOR GRINDING OR CUBING 

e~ 
Ground Veal• Patties• 

-------------- ----- -- R.a tS.bl Braise.Paatr, --

~~ 
@ 

Shank Cross C.ts 

~· 
®~ .... 

· Boneless Riblets 
---.c..~• U..il ---

., 
" ® Stulied Chops '~~-~ ..... 

• City Chicken ""' 

-Brlill.Pntry- -------Braisa.Pn~-------

This chart approved by "'l•at IQt SU!W QI' Ql'I"°"'° r!'3V Oi! "'AiOe tram ii,,,,. \:I.II 

"'"Ci.iD11 "•All1 m.-, oe......,. ,,°'" ..,.., tncll u.ia 

CHC9of~..,.,. 
National Live Stock and Meat Board 

.' ..... 

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



10 

Figure 5.--Steer carcass yield 

Re tall Other Carena 
Beef Products Total 
(lbs) (Lb•) (Lbl) 

ROUND (147.6 lbs) 
Top round .............. 22.5 
Bottom round ... ·······. 21.7 
Tip .................... 14.0 
Rump ......... ····· ... 5.1 
Stewing beef, ground beef, 

26.3 8IC. ........•......... 
Fat. bone ... ········ ... 58.0 

Total ........ ······.·· 89.6 58.0 147.6 

LOIN (110.5 lbs) 
Ponherhouse steak ...... 19.5 
~nesteak ............ 9.9 
Top loin steak ........... 5.4 
Sirloin steak . ········ ... 43.2 
Ground beef ............ 3.0 
Fat. bone .... ; ......... 29.5 

Total ...... ······· ... 81.0 29.:i 110.5 
FLANK (37.1 lbs) 
Flank steak ............. 3.7 
Ground beef ............ 13.8 
Fat .......... · ........... ~ 

Total ..... ··········· 17.5 19.6 37.1 

RIB (62.0 lbs) 
Rib roast ...•....... ._ ... 25.4 
Rib steak ............... 13.0 
Shon ribs ........ ·····. 4.9 

6.5 
12.2 

49.8 12.2 62.0 

43.2 
~ 

43.2 10.8 54.0 

63.6 
23.9 
22.1 
34.4 

~ 
144.0 32.8 176.8 

11.0 

~ 
11.0 16.3 27.3 

2'111 Misc. 9.0 
9.9 

9.0 9.9 18.9 

3.7 

~ 
3.7 12.1 15.8 

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 trimmi~gs 
(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. In 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: 

Period 

1983 ....................... . 
1984 ....................... . 
1985 ....................... . 
1986 ........................ . 
1987 ....................... . 

Value of inventory 
Million dollars 

46,708 
45,119 
44,139 
41,280 
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, !/ 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. T~e 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. 

!I 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~ hecause 
the Corn Belt also has large receipts from the sale of swine, dairy products, 
·grains' and oilseeds' sales of cattle and calves account for ·a 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 ac.count for a smalier 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 farming (exclu"ding Government payments) 
in 1985. 

Beef and veal accounted for 24.1 million pounds, or 62 p~rcent, of the 
39.4 billion pounds of red meat handled by the nearly 220,000.employees of the 
U.S. 'meatpacking and processing industries in 1985. These employees earned 
neariy $4 billion in wages during that year. Many me·atpacking coinpanies, 

-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 
physically limited to one speci~s of animal. 

During 1986, consumer expenditures for beef averaged $184.10 per capita 
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 11 with 
cattle in the United States during 1982-86: 

Number of operations 
Period with cattle 

1982.~ .. ; .... ~ ............ · .. 1,612,090 
1·983. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1t585 t 200 
1984........................ 1,54.3,490 
1985 ........... · ............. 1,493,880 
1986 ........................ 1,449,730 

11 An operation is any place having one or more head of cattle on hand at 
anytime during the year. 



14 

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: 

Period 

1982 ....................... . 
1983 ....................... . 
1984 ...................... · .. 
1985 ....................... . 
1986 ....................... . 

Number of operations 
with milk cows 

312,100 
303. 710 
284,740 
271,920 
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 withcattle. 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 operat_ions with milk cows since April 1986. 

Table E-2 shows that the number of feedlots in five major cattle-feeding 
States of the Corn ~elt (Illinois, Iowa, Kansas, Minnesota, ·and Nebraska) 
declined from 59,000 in 1982 to 38,600 in 1986, repreienting 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 m.imber with a 
capacity of 1,000 or more increased by 5 percent·, 'f.rom'l,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 markete_d 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: 

Period 

1982 ........ . 
1983 ........ . 
1984 ........ . 
1985 ........ . 
1986 ........ . 

Number of cattle­
slaughtering 
plants 

1,506 
1,502 
1,500 
1,451 
1,380 

Number of calf­
slaughtering 
plants 

836 
817 
854 
831 
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 ~vailable), 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: 

1981 ........ . 
1982 ........ . 
1983 ........ . 
1984 ........ . 
1985 ........ . 

Cattle inventory 

(1,000 employees) 
226.1 
218.1 
215.8 
219.4 
221.8 

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 l, 1983, to 102 million on 
January l, 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 11-percent decline in beef cows, from 
37.9 million as of January l, 1983, to 33.9 million as of January l, 1987, and 
a 5-percent drop in milk cows from 11.0 million to 10.5 million during the 
same interV'al. However, an increase in beef cows being kept for replacement, 
from 5.1 million on January l, 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 cat.tle 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-a-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, Swif_t, 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. In 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. 

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-6 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, 11 the Western Rangeland 
States, ~/and the Southeastern States}/ (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. In 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. 

11 The Corn Belt is associated with the States of Illinois, Indiana, Iowa, 
Kansas, Michigan, Minnesota, Missouri, Nebraska, Ohio: and Wisconsin. 
~I 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. 
}/ 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 Cattle Feedlots (Industry 0211): 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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Figure 7 .--Corn farms: Location in the United States, 1982 

Com Farms (Industry 0115): 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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Figure 8.• --Soybean farms: Location in the .United. States, 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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Figure 9 . --Beef cattle farms: Location in the United States, 1982 
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Nearly 97 percent of the feedlots in the region had a capacity of few~r 
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.l 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 feedltits 
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. Sunmter 
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 is naturally less fertile than that of the Corn Belt . 

As in the Corn Beit, cattle operations in the Southeastern States are 
often parts of general farms 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. In 1986, cattle herds in the 
Southeastern States averaged 45 aniI!lBls each. 

In 1986, there were 4i7,000 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. In 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 SO State.s, 
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. Alth.ough 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, Miiuie.sota, and Michigan, as 
descri.bed below. The January 1, 1987, cattle inventory showed thal of ~ilk 
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, o_r 28.percent of the U.S. total of 11.0 million, and 78,000 dairy 
cattle operations, 26 percent of the u.s: total of 303,710. 

Parts of. the Wisconsin, Minnesota, and Michigan region 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.~orn 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 chees~ ... milk powder, 
and butter, are manufactured .from the milk produced in these operations. 

·· ·nairy pro?uction is also concentrated in New.York al)d 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 animals and 15 percent of 
the u. s. ·total. The dairy· concentration in th'.e t'wo ·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 
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THE CANADIAN INDUSTRY 

Description ~nd 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. !./ 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 'l:J normally raise their animals on corn, 
which is the most common cattle feed in the United States. In Western 
Canada lf, 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 

!J 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. 
'l:J 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 
previously described U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) grading system. 
The official grades are Al, A2, A3, A4, Bl, B2, B3, B4, Cl, C2, Dl, 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 i'n both the United 
States and Canada report that cull _cattle iri 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 acknowledge.d 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 ~f 
slaughter accounted for by large-volume plants. · . · 

Cattle and calves are kept on most farms in Canada an4 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 economically rational 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 p~rcent.of cash 
receipts from sales of all animals and animal products. ·Among.Provinc;~s; <;ash 
receipts from cattle and calves were highest in Alberta, where they amounted -
to Can$1.2 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$1. l billion, or 34 percent of cash receipts from sales of an'"animals ~nd 
products. Cash receipts from cattle and calves were lowest. in Newfoundland 
where they amounted to Can$1. 3 million, or 3 percent of cas_h receipts from 
sales of all animals and products. The most recent official data: of .. 
Statistics Canada valued the Canadi_an cattle invento,ry at Can$7_.·l. billion as 
of 1 July 1985. The January 1987 value of inventory. was Can$5. 9 billion, .. 
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, Agriculture: Livestock 
and Poultry and are shown in the following tabulation: 



Operations with--

Beef cows ........... . 
Dairy cows .......... . 
Other y ............ . 

Total ........... . 
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Number of operations 
as of June 1, 1981 

114, 141 
67,899 
.3,033 

185 ,073 

y 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 ~s 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 y 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 !f. 

Y 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, !/ 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 shiEments by--
Number of Value of 4 largest 8 largest 

Year enterErises shiEments 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 l, 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 Janu~ry 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 industry is 
approximately one-eleventh.the size of the U.S. industry. '1:.J 

GeograEhic 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. 

!/ Submi~sion 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. 
~/Testimony of Mr. Stan Wilson at public hearing, p. 180 and hearing 
statement of CCA at p. 2. 
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Prairie Provinces .!J.--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. In 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 f?ct 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. In 1986 total slaughter in the 
region amounted to 1.8 million animals, or 55 percent of the Canadian total of 
3.2 million. In 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. In 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 ~f 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 l, 1984, the Province accounted for 6.56 million, or 26 percent of the 

.!J 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. In 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 Colu:mbia 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 J~~uary l, 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 .!/ are not well suited to the raising of 
cattle because of soil and climate. The January l, 1986, inventory of cattle 
and calves in the region was 338,000 animals, or 3 percent of the Canadian 

.!/ 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 l, 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. In 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. 



35 

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 inher,ent biological factors described below and the nature of the 
disposition of excess production units (i.e. female animals are ~laughtered 
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 i;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 re.tail sale. Choosing to expand productio11 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 p'roduction.. 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 beco~e 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 figure 12 
and the following tabulation (in thousands of animals): 

.!J Gilliam, Jr., The U.S. Beef Cow-Calf Industry, USDA, Washington, DC, 
September 1984, pp 1-3. 



All cattle 

1965---109,000 
1966---108,862 
1967---108,783 
1968---109,371 
1969---110,015 
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 
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Beef cows 

1965---33,400 
1966---33,500 
1967---33,770 
1968---34,570 
1969---35,490 
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 inventor~.es 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 inven~ories 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 !!.--Typical beef production schedule 
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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." Y 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 seve·re 
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 ~his 
period, the U.S. cattle industry was competing against expanding pork and ,:, .. 
poultry production'· 

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 Levels 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 :r:eflected, 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 billio~ 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 QY 18 percent. 

During 1982-86, U.S. imports of live cattle were equivalent to about 
2 percent of U.S. pro4uction. 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 l,ess than 1 percent of U.S. production and exports of 
beef and veal accounte4 for between 1 and 2 percent of U.S. production during 
1982-86. 

Some observers coµ~end that in assessing the effect of imports from 
Canada on the U.S. indµ~try, the import penetration ratio for beef and veal 
from Canada should inqlµqe 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 weigqt yield of 59 percent and by multiplying the pounds of 
imported live calves \iy 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 
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 .Y 168 319 y 24, 726 1.3 

!/ Carcass weight equivalent of U.S. beef and veal from U.S. imports of live 
cattle and calves. 
y Projected. 



41 

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 
supplies virtually all .U.S. consumption. 

During 1982-86, beef and veal accounted for approximately 40 percent of 
the red meat (includes 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 acco.unted 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 veal, 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 poun~s 
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 iive 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 mov~d 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 Japari are· primarily U.S. :,..,. 
meatpackers. Japan's purchases of beef and.veal are administered by that ·y 
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 
Conunission that U.S. exports of beef to Japan are far short of potential 
demand from Japanese consumers because of the Japanese import restrictions. 11 

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 oils and petroleum products. Substitution of 
palm oil for soap, and a gradual trend from tallow-based bar soaps to 

ll Testimony of Mr. Torn Cook, transcript of ,the h~aring, P: so.· 
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petroleum-based detergents, have combined to depress international tallow·and 
vegetable oil prices. !/ 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. 

!/ 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 

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 
compiied at all Canadian and Mexican border points of entry and are maintained 
for 3 years; thus, data were available for 1984-86. Y · 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·c~ttle 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 
calv~s) 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 

.!J 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 fs 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 consU1llption 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· 11 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 tqe Canadian cattle 
and calves imported for slaughter during.1986, including mos~ 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-2'1). 

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 
from Canada 

1982........... 495 
1983........... 359 
1984........... 363 
1985. . . . . . . . . . . 359 
1986........... 247 

U.S. Exports 
to Canada 

86 
90 
47 
57 
71 

Balance 

-409 
-269 
-316 
-302 
-176 

Importer profile.--Irnporters 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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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 carcasses and a penalty being applied for defective 
carcasses. Some packers 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 $ll. l million, in :;1983 
to a low of 4,765 animals, valued at $3.9 .million in 1986 (table E-25). ·fhe 
bulk of the imports consisted of femaie animals, both dairy and beef· types'. 

Fluctuations in import levels of purel;>red _cattle for .. breeding purposes 
apparently reflect decisions by individu,al c~ttlemeµ. The bulk of the imports 
reportedly consist of specific animals that cattlemen have selected for traits 
that they want to incorporate into the bloodlines -of their herds. 

U.S. Department of Commerce data also show that U.S. imports of·cows· 
imported specially fo·r dairy purposes (item 100. 50) from Canada during 1982-86 
ranged from a high of 15,000 animals, value.d .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 miHion, 
respectively (table E-26). 

Data from the previously describedQuarterly Recap of Import Animals 
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 clas.sifiable under item 100. 01·; 
purebred animals for breeding purposes not .clas.sifiabl_e ·under item 100 .01,' 
animals for breeding purposes, which ar~ 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 earlie~t year for which data 
are available) to 28,000 animals in-1985; in -1986. imports amounted to; 
31,0oo· 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 mcist 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 ~attle .and.calves· in 1985 
reportedly reflected, in part, drought in the Prairie Provinces of Canada~ .... ,. 
during late 1984 and early 1985 that resulted ~n reduced feed·supplies and. 
consequent high feed prices in Canada. 

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 fo.r feeding or grazing wei.ghing 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). 

Data from the U.S. Department of Commerce show that; during 1982-86, u:s. 
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 where 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 ~attle 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 
Canada, as calculated from a large statistical 
Canada, is shown in the following tabulation: 

into the United States from 
sample collected by Agriculture 

Steers and heifers ~C~ow.:.:..:;.s-=a~n=d_b.::..::u=l=l~s 
1 z 000 . 1 , 000 

Period Percent animals Percent animals 

1984 .......... - 34. 6 
1985.~······ .. 24.3 
1986 .......... 55.5 

108,077 
50, 229· 

111,158 

46.2 
62.2 
33.8 

144·, 311 
128,569 

67,696 

Calves 

Percent 

19.2 
13.5 
10.7 

1,000 
animals 

59,974 
27,905 
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. In 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 d~ring 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). 

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 high 
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 19.86. 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. In 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. In 
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 l, 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. plac~d on feed in the 13 State area in 
that quarter. · 

Table E-34 shows that U.S. imports from Canada of catde for slaughter, 
during 1984-86, ranged from a high of.the equivalent or 1..0.percentof U.S. 
commercial slaughter during the quart.e~ :July-:Septembe~ · 1984 (when imports were 
91, 000 animals and commercial slaughter was: .. 9·: 6 .million animals) to a low of 
the equivalent of less than 0.5.percent durJng the quarters July-September · 
1985 and October-December 1986,.when·imports ~er~ an estimated 33,000 animals 
and 26,000 animals, respectively, and commercial ~+augrrter was 9.4 million 
animals and 9. 2 million animals ,1 respe.ctively. .. . . 

Table E-35 shows that estimated U.S.· imports from Canada of veal calves. 
ranged from a high of the equivalent of 9 .·3. p~rcent of U.S. slaughter 
during the quarter Apr.il-June 1982 (when imports were. afr,_estimated'. . 
63, 000 animals and commercial slaughter was .. 675 ,·ooo animals) to a low of. less 
than 0. 3 percent during the quarter O~tober-December 1985 (when imports. 'were" 
an estimated 3,·ooo animals and commercial slaughter was 923',000 ani~als) 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 t;o ~ommercial sl~ughter 
generally declined during 1982-86, when the ratio is compared with the · · 
c~mparable quarter of previous years

1 
· 

Destination of U.S. imports of iive cattle and calves, 'by region.--The 
New England 11 and Mid-Atlantic States y accounted for only a· small share ~f 
U.S. cattle raising and processing b~t were the destination of a.significant 
share of U.S. imports of live cattle a:nd c.alves from Canada duritig:l984-86. 
As shown in figure 14, imports destined for the region, as calculated from t~e 
Quarterly Recap of Import Animals Inspected, declined from about 
122, 000 animals ( 01i:e- third of total U.S. imports o;. cattle and calves from 
Canada) in 1984 to about 85, 000 (slightly less than one;;fourth of the total). 
in 1985. In 1986, imports amounted to 59,000, again slightly less than 
one-fourth of the U.S. total. 

Imports of live cattle and calv~s from Canada through northeast ports 
(those administered through Buffalo, New York; Ogdensburg, New York; Portland, 
Maine; ~nd St. Albans, Vermont) were valued ~t $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 arid calves, with other ·countries supplying only 
a few animals for breeding purposes. The Provinces ac,ijoining New England and 
the Mid-·Atlantic States (Quebec, Ontario, and the Atlantic Provinces) supply 
virtually all imports of Canadian cattle entering the New Eng_land 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. 

11 Maine, New Hampshire, Vermont, Massachusetts, Connecticut, and Rhode Island. 
y New York, New -! ersey, Pennsylvania, Delaware, and., Maryland. 
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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 con~i.sted of Holstein steers destined for feedlots in 
Corn Belt; an additional 439 animals were destined.for foreign countries. In 
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 anim'als, were 
destined for the New England arid 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 northeast 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 anima+s 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 Provihcial 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 expor't 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.. Another 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,opo 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 suppiies 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 E~gland 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 veterina~ians 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 repo~t 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 apd calves for breeding or dairy 
purposes through northe.ast 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. In 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 contain.ing 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 kos~er veal. The ~ew ~ngland and 
Mid-Atlantic States represent a major U.S. market for both beef for 
manufacturing and kosher meats. 

The share of commercial calf slaughter inthe 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 t.o 
5 percent of the annual calf crop in the region during 1984-86 and about 
2 percent annually of the January l, inventory 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. impor~s 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. 

Detailed statistics concerning the value of imports into the Corn Belt 
States are not available. However, during 1982-86, the great bulk of. i_mports 
of all live cattle and calves from Canada entering. through Detroit, Michigan 
(which ranged from a high of $20. 2 million in 1.983, 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.l 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 amounte~ to $66.0 million in 1986).were destined for 
the Corn Belt States (table E-36). 

While detailed statistics are not avaiiable, 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. Impor~s of cattl~ for 
dairy purposes and veal calves into the region have been negligible howeyer. 

Imports of cattle for slaughter appear to have accounted. for the bulk.,of 
Canadian animals entering the Corn Belt States in 1984, but imp~rts_of fee4ef 
cattle apparently accounted for a larger share of the total in 1985, 
reflecting, in-part, the drought in the Prairie Provinc~s ·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 it?- imports 
of cattle and calves for feeding or grazing suggest ·that the drought in Cana.da 
contributed to a movement of animals to the United States that might otherwise 
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 ~ontacted 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 animais 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 Cqrn 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. 
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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). 

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 consisied of steers and heifers, 
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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 
1-year-old weaned calves, weighing about 600 pounds each. Most were 
reportedly crossbreed$ 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). In 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 fee~ 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 ca~tle 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 caives 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. In 
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). In 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 El 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 . o.f the Mexican Government is .to provide abundant 
supplies of beef to the domestic market. If conditions are ·favorable in the 
southern Mexican State~ and. the southern State cattlemen provide enough beef 
for the domestic market, the Mexican.export quota will be ·large. However; if 
unfavorable conditions. exi-st 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 
fo~ the .1980/81-1986/87 .quota years (in actual ·animals): 

Quota year 

.1980/81 
1981/82 
1982/83 
1983/84 
1984/85 
1985/86 
1986/87 

Authorized 
Mexican. cattle· 
export quota 

500,000 
468,000 
652,088 
728,743 
500,000 

. 964, 600. 
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. .!./ 

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 
e~ports of cattle to the United States. No official statement has been 
released regarding.this reopening . 

.!J 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 2io.4 million pounds, valued at $129.8 million (table 
E-39). Imports of f~e$J\, 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 9~ meat for manufacturing rather than table cuts; a 
large share of U. S . i_mports of beef and veal from Canada are reported to be 
destined for the hambµrger and sausage ~arket. The Canadian market pays a 
premium for animals ~~at are leaner than U.S. Choice and Prime, the type of 
animals that traditio~ally have yielded table beef for the U.S. market. 
Therefore, beef of C~n~~ian origin tends to be at a disadvantage in the U.S. 
table-beef market. Al~.o, 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 V.S. imports of beef and veal from Canada accounted for 
by various products, 1~83-86, 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 24 32 30 
Trimmings ................ 24 22 21 25 
Other .................... 2 2 3 4 

Total beef ............. 99 99 99 99 
Veal ..................... ·· 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 heifer.s. Meat derived from the iijlported carcasses is 
reportedly used for manufacturing products such as hamburgers and sausages. 

The _boneless beef and beef trimmings imported int_o the United States from 
Canada are derived from both cull cattle and fed steers and heifers. Boneless 
beef and beef ~rimmings from cull cat.tle 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 ~he basis of visual observat~on, but in the event of a 
dispute the percent CL can be determined by quantitative chemical analysis; 

.. 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 "?ith the same CL content can vary 
significantly. In 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. Bonel_ess 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 deriv~d 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 consisted 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 conten~ beef and trimmings that were derived 
from dairy cows slaughtered under the United States Dairy Termination Program 
(DTP). The DTP is discussed l.n 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 ~anitary regulations report that a larg~ 
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, SO 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 bonel.ess 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 198S, ·and 40 percent in 1986. 
Representatives of Canadian meat packers report that the area bound,ed 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 SO 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 consistefit 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 perce~t 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 
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 
ll percent in 1986. As with all beef and veai, 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 total~d 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. consump~ion 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. In 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. !/ 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. · 

!/ 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 MARKE'r. 

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 th~ United States have been similar, with numbers 
peaking in 1975, declining_until the late 1970's, expanding briefly, and theµ 
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 
busine'ss 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 bet:Ween 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 Ca~ada 
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 also 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: !/ 

In addition to impacting cattle and beef production and consumption in 
Canada, the cattle cycle is one of the factQrs than impacts -Canadian exports 

·of cattle and beef. Cattle arid calf numbers, as measured by the January 1 
inventory, are the most commonly quoted figures used in discussions of the 
cattle cycle. 

!/ Prehearing brief of the CCA, p. 13. 



Canada 
--- International boundary 

@ National capital 

----····Railroad 

Raad 

Province boundary 

+ International a1rpart 

0 500 K;tometers 

70 

Figure 15 . --ifap of Canada 

0 500 Moles 

':..:. ·Uof-~ . 

Source: United States Department of State, Bureau of Public Affairs. 



71 

Canadian cattle and calf numbers expanded durfng the early 1970's and 
reached a peak on January l, 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 ...... 14,278 1983· ...... 11,618 
1976 ...... 14,048 1984 .... :. 11,360 
1977 ...... 13 J 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 l inventory, are shown in the 
following tabulation (in thousands): 

Year 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 inasmuch' 
as meat c·onsumption levels tend to be higher 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. In 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 fo~ 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 ~attle 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, tQe median age rose during the decade. Economists of 
Agriculture Canada als~ 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, the total cattle and calf inventory: 
in Canada, at 10.6 million, was down 13 percent from January 1, i981, and t~~ 
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 P-rovinces contributed to a more rapid rate of herd reduction than 
might otherwise have occurred. They report that the drought ~n the Prairie 
Provinces was "bad" in 1984 and the situation was·"desperate" in 1985. 

There are some indications that the contraction.'phase 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 ~atio 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 CANlO 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. 11 

Consumption · ,- ., 

Live cattle and calves 

During 1982-86, cattle and calf consumption (Fe'derally 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 the .composition 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, refiects, 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 p'ercent 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·catt1e•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. 

11 Ibid,. at p. 31. 
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Some obser'Vers ·track developments in the· cattle cycle by comparing cow 
slaughter during the year with the January l cow inventory for that year. Cow 
slaughter in Canada as·a.share of the January l inventory is shown in the 
following tabulation (in percent): 

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

1982 ............ 13. 7 
1983 ............ 14.3 
1984 .... '. ...... ;15.2 
1985 ............ 17.2 
1986 ............. 16.0 

Inasmuch as Canadian exports of live .cattle and calves significantly 
exceed imports, and a large share of the exports consist or 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 p'ercent of consumption) and during 1986' when 
exports were 20 million pounds more than import~. equal to 0.9 percent of 
consumption. 

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 iri 
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 cattle~en, especially in the Prairie Provinces, contend that 
Provincial program$ 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 1 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 re.staurants, ~n 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 p9unds 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 steadily, from 49. 9 pounds per capita in 1982 to .57. 7 pounds per ,_ 
capita in 1986 ·and is proj ect_ed to increase to 60. 3 pounds per: capita in 
1987 .· The share of be~f, veal, pork, and poultry consumption accounted for by._­
beef and veal declined from about 45 percent in f982 to 43 percent in 1986 and 
is projected to decline to 41 percent in 1987. 

Productiori · 

Live cattle 

Canadian production of live cattle (the calf crop or the number of calves 
born during the year) ~eclined from 5.1 million animals in 1982 to 4.6 million 
animals in 1986, representing a. drop of 8 .. 7 percent (table E-47). The decline 
in the calf crop appare~t.ly was ·caused primarily by a decline in cow numbers 
during the.period. ·Also, calving rates were unusually low in 1985 possibly 
bec.ause drought in: the Prairie Provin~es was. stressful to breeding 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 ii:i 1-;trge measure because of a 
continued reduction in inventories, i.e., a continued sell~off of animals that 
might otherwise have been kept for breeding purposes. Inde.ed, as previously 
described, the January 1 inventory of cattle and calves declined from 
12.l 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 <;arcass weights shows both the effects of the introductior 
of the larger so-call~d exotic breeds of cattle into the genetic pool in 
recent years and th~ mpderate animal feed prices during the period that 
encouraged cattlemen tQ raise animals to heavier slaughter weights. 

Beef and veal p~oduction in Canada is also influenced by the number of 
live animals exporteq, 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, ~q~e dairy calves are retained for the production of 
beef. On the other p~µd, when feeder stock prices are weak, these calves are 
slaughtered. Veal production, therefore, demonstrates a strong inverse 
relationship to feeqer calf prices. As in the United States, the majority of 
veal calves slaughtereg in Canada are dairy calves and are, therefore, a 
byproduct of milk p~94uction. 

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 d~ring 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. availab.le·, imports 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 accounte.d 
for by imports during 1982-86,· all from the United States, is shown in the 
following tabulation (in percent) : 

Year Share 

1982 .... : ....... 3 .1 
1983 ............ 2. 5 
1984 ..... : .... : ... 3.3 
1985 ............ 1.2 
1986 ............ 2 .. 0 

The fluctuation reflects both changes in Canadian calf slaughter and levels of 
:imports. · 

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 
tabulatfon .(in percent) : 

Year Sha17e 

1982 .... ;~ . . . . . . . 2. 7 
1983 ... ~.: ...... 2.7 
1984 ............. 0. 7 
1985 ............ 1.9 
1986 ............ 1. 9 

The decline reflects primarily a decliJ!ie in imports. from the United States, 
and the low level in 1984 reflects unusually low imports in that year.· 

. .· ' " .· . ~ 
,. 

During 1982:.86, Canadian imports 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 ill.lports,.of feeder cattle and 
.calves, also all from the United States, were equal to less than. 
0;5 percent of the.Canadian' catf crop ~nnually 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-.4:9). In 1986, however, imports declined to 229 ·million 
j>9~t:i9s, down 10 percrent· from the year earlier lev~l. Imports were subject to 
·q:tl9tas in 1985, a~d ·imports of certain beef from the EC were. subject to 

-d -· . . .. -

countervailing duties duting·l986 and throug~ at least April 1987. As a share 
of production, imports rose from: the' equivalet'.tt ·of a_ low of 8; 6 percent in ,,. 
1982 to· the equivalent of.·a· hi'gh of 11. 6 percent in i.984 before declining to 
the equivalent of 10. 2 ~~,~~ent in 1986. Imports as a share of consumption 

,.J ,. 
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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 veai 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 i21.2 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.l million pounds, valued at Can$254.3 million. 

Canadian imports of fresh, chilled, or frozen bee~ 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.l 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 incre~sed 
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 il!lports 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 tabie 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 Choice 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 ~s hamburger, sausage,s, apd stews. Also, 
s.qme of the imports, especially some from Australia and New Zealan~, 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 ~afeter:i,.a steak 
hous~ chains that specialize in lower priced meals. 

Canadian imports of fresh, chilled, or frozen beef 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 f percent of the value 
in 1986. The bulk of the imports from the EC were· reportedly desti.ned for the 
Montreal area. Importers include both meat brokers and processors.· 

A number of factors appear to have contri~uted 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, incJ;uding cattle and 
calves, and certain fresh, chilled, or frozen meats, including bee~ and veal, 
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from the EC are limited to those from the United Kingdom, Ireland, and Denmark 
because of Canadian health ~nd 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 lev_el 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 
qanada. The USDA reported tha~ the export restitutions authorized for beef 
under the CAP, wh_ich 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 ~ew 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 ~6_1,000 animais .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 Canadi~n 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 1J 

1982 1983 1984 1985 1986 

Canadian exports of live ·cattle· and c.alves· 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): ....... _. ............ 96 96 95 94 95 

11·canadian exports of live cattle and calves, 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.ri 



82 

Owing in large part to the cost and difficulties associated with shipping live 
cattle and calves, the United States accounts for virtualiy 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 State~ can only be 
estimated; such.estim~tes for 1984-86, the only years available, are shown in 
the following tabulation: 

Estimated Canadian expor~s of cattle and calves for 
breeding and dairy purposes to--

1984 1985 1986 

The United States (l,000 animals) ..... ~ ................. 27 28 31 · 
All other markets (1,000 animals) ....................... 20 22 14 

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

exports (percent) .... ·.................................... 57 56 69 

Whereas details of exports are not available, Canadian exports of animals for 
breeding and animals for dairy purposes to all mar~ets are estimated to have 
accounted for less than 1 percent of Canadian annual production or 
January 1 inventories during 1982-86. 

Beef and veal 

During 1982-.86, Cat:iadian 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 be.ef 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 

Total (1, 000 pounds) ................. 134.7 136.3 172.8 199.9 176.2 
Exports t'o the United States as a 

share of total exports (percent) ....... 92 . 93 95 95 95 
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The United States ·also'accounted for by far the larg~st share of total 
Canadian exports of fresh, chilled: 'or frozen veai'.anriualiy 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 (l,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 ( l , 000 p·ounds) ...................... 1.1 1. 7 3.7 3.0 5.2 
Exports to the United States as a share of 

total exports (percent) ...... · ............... 82 100 100 97 98 

.!/ 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$18.6 million, in 1982 to 8.8 million 
pounds, valued at C~n$18.l 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 millfon pounds, valued at Can$283, 000, .in 
1986. Canada also exported rather small quanti~ies 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 ~arkets, 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 
im~ort 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. In addition, U.S. imports of 
certain beef and veal are subject to quantitative limitations imposed under 
authority of the Keat 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 !I 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 £1 of duty, 
pre-Multilateral Trade Negotiations (MTN) 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 (KFN) 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. 11 

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 desig~ated 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. 

!I For purposes of the TSUS, the term cattle refers to all such animals, 
including calves and dairy animals, regardless of sex, age, or size. 
£1 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 KFN 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. 
11 The only Communist countries currently eligible for MFN treatment are the 
People's Republic of Ch~na, 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 100.0l(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 
lb) 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 categor~es 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 

100.43 ...... . 
100. 45 ...... . 
100.55 ...... . 

Canada 

1.3 
1.1 
2.0 

All sources 

1.1 
1.6 
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 co.lumn 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 i 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 ai!':'.tight containers (TSUS item 107 .20) and ."other" beef 
sausages (item 107. 25.(pt.)) are dutiable a't, 7 .5 percent ad valorem and 
5 percent ad valor~,' respec):1ve'ly, if fro~- count-ries receiving the .coiumn 1 
rates of. duty. Imports from. countrie~ re.ceiying th~ column 2 rates are 
dutiable at 30 percent ad valorem, and 2o·percent ad valorem, respectively. !I 

Beef and veal, cured or pickled (classifiable under item 107.40, if 
valued not over ~9rJ per pound, .and classifiable under item 107 .45, if valued 
over 30rJ per pound) is dutiable at lit per pound and 10 percent ad valorem, 
respectively,,if from couptries.receiving the column 1 rate.of duty. Imports 
from countries receivirig the column 2 r'ate are_ dutiEible at 4. 5rJ per pound and 
30 percent ad valorem, _respectively. , .. -

'··"·;· 

Corned beef in airtight containers (canned corned. beef) (TSUS item 
107.48) and other beef _in airtight containers (item 107.52) are dutiable at 
3 percent ad valore~ apd 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 dutiable at 30 percent ad.yalorem for both 
TSUS items. 

However,_ as a resui't of the United-States-Arge~tine Agreement Concerning 
Hide Exports.and other Trade Matters' (TIAS 9976), the United States, in 
addition to other actions, 'lowered the.post-Kennedy ro~nd column 1 rate· of 
duty for canned corned beef (TSUS item 107:48) from 7.5· percent ad·valorem to 

· 4.5 p~rcent ad v~lorem on.October 1, 1979._ an!i to 3.0 per~ent ad valorem on 
October 1, 1980 (Pr_esidential Proclamation· 494, Sept. 29, 1979). Because 
Argentina took action inconsistent with its obligation under the agreement, 
the President terminat.ed the agreement (Presid.ential Proclamation 4993; 
Oct. 30, 1982) .. However_. among other _things, the column 1 rate of duty 
appiicable to canned co.riied 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 is scheduled to remain i­
effect until December 31, 1989. 

Other prepared or.preserved beef anli veal valued not over 30rJ per pound' 
(item 107.55) is dutiable at'2iper pound if from countries receiving the 
column 1 rate of duty_ arid. at·· ~rJ per pound if from c,c;>un_tries receiving the 
column 2 rate of duty. 

Certain high-quality prepared beef and veal (TSUS item l!H; 61) and other 
prepared and preserved beef and veal (item 10 7 . 6 3 , the.· res idu.al or so-cal led 
"basket" class) is dutiabl~ at 4 percent ad valorem if-from countries 
receiving the column 1 rate of duty. Imports from countries receiving the 
column 2 rate are dutiable at 20 percent-ad valorem for both item 107.61 and 
107.63. 

\. 

11 Among countries receiving the column 2 rate of duty, USDA health and 
sanitary regulations limit imports to those from Czechoslovakia. _ However, 
because Czechoslovakia ha~ not been found to b~ free of rinderpest and 
foot-and-mouth diseases, imports are limited.to prepared or preserved 

. t • • • 

products. In any event, U.S. imports 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 lOJ.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 Keat Import Act of 1964 !I and the Keat Import Act-of 1979 i1 

The Keat 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 arid decreased p~oduct prices."~/ The Committee concluded, on the basis 
of price data provided as a result of a Commission study, !I "that imported 
meat has played an important part in creating the distressed market 
conditions" in the indu~try. ~/ The Committee noted that imports of beef 
accounted for one-half of the total increased domestic use of beef over the 
8-year period 1956-6,. !I 

Under section 2Ca) of the Heat Import Act, the aggregate quantity of 
fresh, chilled, or fro~en beef and veal (TSUS item 106.10) and meat of mutton 
and goats (except lam~~) (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 ba~e quantity. l/ Provision w~s made for that base 
quantity (725,400,000 ppunds) to be increased or decreased for any calendar 
year by the same percentage that estimated average annual domestic commercial 
production of these •rticles in that calendar year and the 2 preceding 
calendar years increas~d 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. 

!I Reproduced as appendix K. 
i1 Reproduced as appendix L. 
~IS. Rept. No. 1167, 88th Cong., 2d sess. 2, reprinted in 1!96!/ U.~. Code 
Cong. and Ad Nes 3070, 3071 /hereinafter cited as Keat Import Repori/. 
!I Report on Investigation Bo. ·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. · 
~I Keat Import Report, note 3, page 1 at 3074. 
~I Ibid at 3071. 
ll 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 ex~eeded 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 
increased if the President determined and proclaimed pursuant to section 2(d) 
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 supply of articles of the kind described . . . 
will be inadequate to meet domestic demand at reasonable 
prices; or 

(3) trade ·agreements entered i'nto 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 Keat Import Act of 1979, which bec·ame effectiv·e January 1, 1980, 
amended the Keat 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 
MTN. 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 11 

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 conunodity 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 established 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 af feet the trade in such articles .. 

Each agreement sets forth the rights ~nd obligations of :each party. The 
agreements do not purport to be comprehensive in- the sense of providing 
enforcements, compens.ation, or penalty provisions. A typ,ical 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 o~ total import increases. 

11 Reproduced in app. N. 



91 

Health and Sanitary Regulations 

Certain health and sanitary 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 !/ by the U.S. Secretary of Agriculture. £1 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 tes~ 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 bec~use 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 

!I Rinderpest and foot-and-mouth diseases are highly contagious, infectious 
diseases that can afflict cloven-footed animals (such a'S cattle, sheep, swine, 
and deer). Because the diseases are easily transmitted and are debilitating, 
they are an ever-present threat to the U.S. l'ivestock industry. The diseases 
do not present a direct threat to human health. 
£1 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. !I However, section 20 does not provide 
that the imported products be inspected by U.S. inspectors during their 
preparation in the foreign country. !I 

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. £1 In.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 passage of the 1981 Farm Bill, 11 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. !I As required by the 
1981 Farm Bill, FSIS also vigorously carries on a species identification 
program under which the FSIS assures that meat is prop~rly identified by 
origin or ~pecies. 

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 me~t comes from animals that received 
veterinary.antemortem and postmortem inspections; that it is wholesome, not 

!I See U.S. Senate, Agriculture and Forestry Committee, Report on S. 2147, S. 
Report. No. 799 (9Qth 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. · 
£1 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). 
11 Sec. 1122 of Public Law 97-98, dated Dec. 22, 1981. 
!I 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. !/ 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. 'l:.J 

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. 

!/ Ibid., p. 26. 
'l:.J 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$0.0l 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$0.0l 
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 Meat 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 
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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. !/ 

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

Country or area 

New Zealand ............. . 
Australia ............... . 
United States ........... . 
EC ...................... . 
Nicaragua ................ . 

Total ............... . 

Million pounds 

63.5 
54.9 
21.6 
5.9 

__ ._7 
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 

!/ Canadian Government officials report that the quotas were imposed under 
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 importatlon 
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 
investigation, 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-cailed 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 
subs:i!'dization. 

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. !J 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 t.he 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 entering 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_l986, 1987, and 1988. On 
March 24, 1986, the CCA requested that the undertaking be te.rminated, again as 
provided for under the SIMA, and on March 27, 19$6, 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 amoupt 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 ·~nd 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: 

!/ 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(1) 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 Government 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 F-0od Inspection Directorate 

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 en~ure 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 Produc.tion 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 decl~red free of rinderpe~t 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 Ainerica, 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 fo'r 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, 

!/Testimony of Mr. Jim Graham, transcript of hearin~ 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. In or~er 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 fee4er 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 all 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 c.attle 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 imported into Canada, as shown in the 
following tabulation: 

Date of importation 

Oct. l, 1986-Nov. 30, 1986 
Dec. l, 1986-Jan. 31, 1987 
Feb. 1, 1987-Mar. 31, 1987 

Minimum weight 

500 pounds each 
600 pounds each 
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. !/ 

.!/ 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 th~t 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'. GOVERNMENT 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 ~pril through August 1986, and Karch through 
August 1987 .than for the other months . of the program, 

(3) limiting. the total number of dairy catt.le mark~ted .for slaughter. 
under the program ,in excess of th,e historical dairy herd culling 
rate to no. more than 7 percent qf 'the national dairy herd per' 
calendar· year; and, · · ., 

(4) purchasing and distributing dotriestically 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 conunissaries on military installations located outside the 
United States, or for export. 

The cumulative effect of these actions has been tom1n1m1ze 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 high-quality 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 I-August 31, 1986; September'!, 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 11 ... 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 
Kar. 1, 1987-

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

export ................... 47,585 33,999 12.484 94,068 
Total ................ ,. 928,893 332,004 291,872 1,552,769 

!I Includes animals slaughtered after off er to terminate herd but before 
Apr. 1, 1986. 

As indicated by tbe 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, !I 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: 

!I Inventory of milk cows and heifers 500 pounds and over for milk cows 
replacement, as of Jan. 1, 1987. 



Entitlement 
Period 1/ meat 21 

Million pounds 

1984/85; ..... 155.6 
1985/86 ...... 177.1 
1986/87 §_/ ••• 205.0 

l/ School year July 1-June 30. 
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DTP beef 3/ 
Million pounds 

0 
7.3 

98.0 

Total 
Million pounds 

155.6 
184.4 
303.0 

Total FNS 
purchases of 
entitlement 

_meat as a 
share of U.S. 
consumption 
of red meat 4/ 
Percent 

~/ 

~'­
~/ 

~/ Entitlement meat is red meat that is normally distributed to schools under 
the ongoing food distribution program. 
'J/ DTP meat is "Dairy Termination Program" meat--beef that is purchased as a 
result of the whole herd buyout program. --
!I Estimated from data presented in table E-19 
~I Less than 0.5 percent. 
§_I Estimated by officials of the USDA. 

Research and development 

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 concernsl 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 ~eef -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, required the prior approval of·: 
producers--who twice rejected an order in 1977 and 1980 referenda. 

The 1985 law launches a beef-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 Kay 18, 1.988. Promotion check-offs will 
continue after the referendum only if a majority of those 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 produce~s--particu1arly without 
their prior approval. Besides, they argue, the Federal Government shou.ld 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. i1 

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 commoditi.es, beef and beef products could be 
included. This program is currently .referred to as the Expor~ Enhancement 
Program (EEP) or GSK-500. 

The 1985 farm law also 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'. . . 

!I Eligible participants miist 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). 
'l:_I• For mo.re 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 Congr.essional 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, e,(ports 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 11 

Cattlemen, like farmers in a number of agricultural areas, are subject to 
.certain special provisions in the U.S. tax laws. Most of these tax prov1s1ons 
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: (~) 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 

!I Based on Congressional Research Service s~udy, 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 nonf amily 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 1-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 
supplie·s 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 exi>enses 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 exJ>enses 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 wi~l raise the cost of farm 
capital about 10 percent. !I 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 

!I 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 c~nsiderable 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 Feed Programs 

Drought assistance is available to farmers, inciuding 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. !I 

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 certairi agricultural cormnodities, 
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. 
During 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 

!/ Some or all of these programs may provide benefits that constitute 
countervaiiable 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. 
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the Provincial programs would be phased out. 11 The plan was reportedly 
designed to encourage the development of the Canadian red-meat industry and 
includes separate agreements for slaughter cattle ~I. 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, Ontario 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 dif f e~ence 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 Agricultur~ 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. 

11 Testimony of Mr. Charles Gracie, transcript of hearing at p. 190. 
~I 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--fp_r sl~ughter cat_tle ~overing the second quarter ,:, 
(April-June) 1986 . . .The _payment:• which was· announced on August 15 • 1986 • was 
limited to the amount of .. the premium fund est.ablished 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: 

. ; 

... i i" ••• 

Total payments.',·.' .. '.~~~.;:. . ... . . can$3 .ia4, 359. 60 
Number of cattle on which 

payments Jitere made ........ . 
N\Jmb.er:. of producers . · . , · 

. r~ceiv;ing paYiitents .... ·.·~·::. . . . . .. .. 

239,090 

2,379 

Officfals of the plan report- that. ·through April. 1987. cattlemen continued to 
contr~bute. intp. the. fund. at tl'te rate of Can$6 . 60 per animal enrolled. 

At the Commis_sion' s publ_ic he~ring on the investigation, the CCA 
testified that produc~r paynient-s into the slaughter-cattle program, since its 
inception and through the t:im~ of the hearing, amounted to Can$14,406,000. 
Producer.paylnents into the.feeder-calf.(cow-calf) p_rogram since its inception 
and through the time of the hearing amounted to' over Can$6 million. !I 

Programs of Agriculture Canada's Livestock Feed Board of Canada 

The •Livestock Fe~d Board of C11nada. (Boar~) was establ.ished by the 
Livestock Feed Assi.stanceAcf.of 1966; The objective of the Board is to 
ensure the availability 'of ... 'feedgrains 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 ensute. reasonable stability and fair equalization of feedgrain 
· prices in eastern Canada ... British ·columbia. the Yukon Territory. and· the ... 
Northw~st Territories/. · 

1 
...... 

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 f!O, generally ~ttains. a. fair equalization of feedgrain prices in 
these regions •. an objective of· the leg~slation. The total expenditures under 
th~ equalization program a~e a(fected by trend.s in livestock production, 
production of feedgrains •. and forage in eastern Canada and British Columbia. 
and the ma~ket pri:ce re1aHoriships· of' Canad1an and American grains. The · 

' B~~rd' s expenditures for fre~gllt equaU.z'ation. and storage assistanc~ during ., 
the fiscal.year.ended .. Karch_.31, 1982~ am9unted. to Can$13.8 million. In ·~· 
collaboration with Agricuiture Canada~ the Board has also administered grain 
storage p~ograms. ' ·. · · · · ·"' · 

i'· 

To further its objectives, the Board may purchase, ship, store, and sell 
ft'ttdgruinn. Aho, negot~ationu. J\\GY be carried. out to obtain adequate storage 

ll Te.atimonr of. Mr. Jim. Gra~~. lr.anscri~t 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 1 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 a means for 
interherd/flock .comparison to select visually and focus attention on 
those performance-tested animals that exhibit superior phenotype; 
and 

o A Sire Loan Pro~ram 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 conunodities. 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 Agriculture 
Oanada,and located throughout the.country. Study areas involve cattle . 
nutrition, reproduction, health, and marketing and meat quality~ preservation, 

. marketing, and various· other ·areas. ' 

Programs of the Prairie Farm Rehabilitation Administration of Agriculture 
·,. Canada·. 

The Pra.irie Farm Rehabilitation Adminis,tration implements programs 
directed to the conservaticm and development of soil and water resources in 
the Prairie Provinces. The Pasture Planning section of the Administration 
pr:ovide1;1 t.he policy development and technical input for 89 conununity pastures. 
on. approximately. 1.8 million.acres of land, where farrqers graze their cattle 
on·a cosJ recovery basis. The section assesses and analyzes range conditions 
and problems and· sets. stocking rates for. each pasture. i:t aiso· administers 
the breeding service on·conununity pastures, which encourages and permits 
farmers to upgrade their livestock herds. 

J. ,' 

Programs of the Farm Credit Corporation of Agriculture Canada 
i; • ~ ( • 

The Farm Credit Corporation was established by the Farm Credit Act of 
1959. Th.e 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-term 
.- lo"ns to individuaL farmers, . farming corporations·, and- cooperative farm 

.associations f.or the acquisition· of .farmland ·and for a broad array of 
agricultural operations.· Loans are arranged· for. a maximum of30 years and 
must· be secured. Generally the loans are made at a· fixed annud·rate of 
inter.~st )!Fhi~h is 1. percent above a base: rate; The base rate is the same as 
the yield on. G.overnment ·of. Canada bonds with maturities of 5 years to 10 _years. 

' ~~ 
The.Farm.Syndicates -Credit.Act.~-The Farm Syndicates Credit Act, which is 

also administered by the Farm Credit Corporation, provides long-term loans 
to farming corporations, cooperative farm associations, and other farm 
associ~tions, for.the purchase or improvement of ·farm buildings and land, or 
the ~~qu~sit~on of -farm machinery. ··Loans are made for up to Can$100,000 at· 
rates .~hat:; .. v~ry acc~r4ing to. the use to be made of the money. Interest rates 
are.prescri~ed by the Farm Credit Corporation and-are set· at levels 
that cover the Corporation's cost of money and its·administrative expenses. 

Canadian Dairy Commission of Agriculture Canada 

The Canadian Dairy Commission was established 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 high 
quality~ .. 

~ . _, ._ -· . 

. __ ,-., 
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Under its authority to purchase and sell dairy products, 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. These payments are 
made on milk production within a market-share quota system to meet the 
requirements of the domestic market and an approved expor~ 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-mark~t shares, which are determined and administered by 
the Provincial milk-marketing agencies. 

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

Drought Assistance 

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 fr~m the Province~ 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. 

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 Govet'n11l9nt. Expenditures 
under the program were to range from Can$30 to Can$48 per .c.ow. Exi:>enditures 
to cattlemen were schedu.led to amount to Can$30 million in 'Alberta, 
Can$16 million in Saskatchewan, and Can$2 million in British Columbia. 

Canadian Provincial Government Programs 

Provincial Government stabilization programs 

The Quebec Farm Income Stabilization Insurance ProKram.--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 participatirig 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 5-year program that expired on Karch 31, 1982. The program, 
administered by the Manitoba Minister of Agriculture and the Manitoba Beef 
Conunissiori, 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 
foll~wing tabulation (in thousands of Canadian dollars): 

Period Value 

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

l/ 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 is 
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 !/ ... '. ... 697.0 191.8 888.8 

11 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): 

1981: 
Calf ............ . 
Yearling ...... ~ .. 
Finishing ....... . 

Total ..... ; ... . 
1982: 

Calf ............ . 
Yearling ........ . 
Finishing ....... . 

Total ......... . 
1983: 

Calf ... · ......... . 
Yearling ........ . 
Finishing ....... . 

Total ......... . 

10,783,260 
3,914,080 
1,002,970 

15,700,310 

8,460,760 
2, 710, 710 

809,570 
11,981,040 

7,260,820 
1,975,400 
1.225,220 

10,461,440 

1984: 
Calf •............ 
Yearling ........ . 
Finishing ....... . 

Total ........ . 
1985 l/: 

Calf ............ . 
Yearling ........ . 
Finishing ....... . 

Total ......... . 

6,226,860 
1,454,080 

716,080 
8,397,020 

9,919,170 
1,958,860 

925,510 
12,803,540 

l/ 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 Conunission's public 
liearing on the investigation, the CCA testified that the AFGMAP was enactec:t by 
the Provincial Government to off set the affects of the Western Grains 
Transportation Act (WGTA), which became effective January 1, 1985. l/ 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$21 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 Provine.isl government 
officials, are shown in the following tabulation (in millions of Canadian 
dollars): 

TyPe of animal feed 

Beef cattle .......•.............. 
Dairy cattle .................... . 
Swine ........................... . 
Other l/ ........................ . 

Total ......................... . 

Disbursements 

62.9 
8.7 

28.6 
---1.d 
103.5 

l/ Believed to be almos.t all poultry. 

l/ 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 Off set Program, the amount of the Provincial Government payment 
is to be Can$13 ·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 th~ 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 interest 
charged to the borrower. 

The Office de Credit Agricole du Quebec under the Act to Promote Farm 
Improvement guarantees medium-term loans of up t-0 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 primary 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 Q1Jebec between the 
ages of 18 and 49 to receive payments equal to the net interest payable for 
5 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 prog~ains in Quebec available t~ 
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 conunodities in all regions of Quebec have received benefits 
under these programs. 

~ebec Veal Producers Income Assurance Plan.--The Province of Quebec 
opera~s 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 per~ent of the initial purchase costs of dairy cows, heifers, 
beef bulls, and certain other live animals up to a maximum of Can$1,500 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 no~thern 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 Qf their income from farming 
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 mot.tbs; interest reduction grants of up to 
5 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 aad 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 conunodities 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 guarantees 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, re~apitalization of debt, and land improvement. In 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 
farme~s 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 conunodities 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 o'f beginning to produce a product that may not be fully'·' 
ready for sale·for many months hence.· This· puts cattl'emen·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 $ame time, tieing up 
capital for an extended period. The risk involved :f,s 'reduced 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-mar.ket 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 
(which is directly manufactured into products such as sausages and ground 
beef) is 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. y 

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 potind in 1986, 
and then1 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 the 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·l3 of 
17 quarters during January-March 1983-January-March··,1987. The largest premium 

Y U.S. prices for 50 CL are·converted f.o.b. Midwest River Points to 
delivered. Chicago. 
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Figure 16 
50 percent chemical lean frozen boneless manufacturing beef: Comparative U.S. and 
Canadian average prices, by quarters, January 1980-March 1987 
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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 item 106 .10. Considering this, Canadian produc'ers 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 !/ 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 

!/ Prehearing submission by the CMC, Mar. 2, 1987, p. 8. 
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85 percent chemical lean frozen boneless manufacturing beef: Comparative U.S. and 
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fbmb, Canadian producers argue !/ that they must receive a premium for their 
product if it is to be sold to the United .SJ.~:tes to .cover bol'der brokerage 
and rejection risk. 

Cattle Prices 

In both the United States and Canada, cattle are sold either through 
direct sales or auction sales . Direct-sales prices are not ~vailabl'e; 
however, auction prices are widely published, readily available, and ·. 
reportedly accurately reflect pricing trends for direct sales. 

' Comparative U.S. and Canadian prices were analyzed for four different 
types of 'cattle: l) Fee.der cattle, 2) slaughter cattle, 3) cuil 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 Can~da, 
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 Unit.ed States but 
rose-2 percent in Canada. 

Feeder cattle.--Average prices received at auction for feeder cattle in 
both the United St~tes 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 quart.er of li986, 
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 ~f 1980.'~through 
the first quarter of 1987 :, -Pri~es in. Canada rose 26 percent from their· low 
during the third quarter of 198:5 to ·tl).e 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 fe~der 
cattle than Canadian cattlemen in 17 out ._of 29 .quarters during 1980-8~ ,:'they 
received, on average, only $.22 per cwt.more than the Canadians. This differ-

. . • \ •r ' 

ence ~s negated by the fact that U';S: imports of such cattle (weighing between 
600 and 700 pounds) would have a duty added of $1.00 per.~J(.t .. Also, Caiiadian 
cattlemen received a premium during all of 1986' and .the first quarter· .. of 1987. 

... :': . ~ 

!/ Prehearing submission by the CMG, Mar. 2, 1987, p. 8. 



Figure 18 
Feeder cattle: Comparative U.S. and Caaadian auction prices, by quarters, January 1980-
March 1987 
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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 dur·ing 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 decli~ed 
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 P~airie 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 iri 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 priCe_s 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 qua~ter 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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Figure 19 
Slaughter cattle: Comparative U.S. and Canadian auction prices, .by quarters, January 1980-
March 1987 
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Source: Compiled from data presented in table 63. 
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Figure 20 
Cull cattle: Comparati!e u..s. and Canadian auction prices, ·by quarters, January 1980- · 
March 1987 . 

0 Canada + United States 
Source:. Compiled from data presented in table 64. 
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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. incre~sed demand 
during those months for manufactur"ing 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 voiatile 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 befo;e 
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. Taking 
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. 

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, ~s 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. !/ Recent studies 
(by Haidacher et al., and by Huang) at the U.S. Department of Agriculture Y 
suggest that the price elasticity of demand for beef and veal at the retaf:·l 
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. 

!/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. 
Y 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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Figure 21 
Veal calves: Comparative U.S. and Canadian auction prices, by quarters, January 1980-
March 1987 
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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 value of the) total market price 
elasticity of demand and the price elasticity of supply facing domestic 
suppliers, divided by the import share. !/ Richardson and Mutti estimate (for 
all livestock and livestock products) the price elasticity of domestic supply 
to be 0.4; '];./ 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 elasticity 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 wa~ 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) y estimated that a 10-percent increase in beef and veal imports, 

.holding demand for beef constant, would lead to a 1-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 f±.1 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. 

!/ S. Magee, "The Welfare Effects of Restrictions on U.S. Imports," Brookings 
Papers on Economic Activity, 1972(3) pp. 664, 666., 
'];./ J. David Richardson and John Mutti, in Studies in International 
Environmental Economics (Ingo Walter, ed., Wiley, 1976)·. 
y C. W. Johnson .and ~.J. _FolwelL "Econ~me~ric Mod~l of .. the PNW Beef 
Industry," Research Bulletin XB 0972, Agriculture Research Ce~ter, Washington· 
State Univ., 1986. . 
f±.j The estimate by Huang of the cross-elasticity 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 fact~onstant): 
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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, t~e 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 f.or beef. 

",;.:... 

In the posthearing submission of the CCA, data ~ere presented concerning 
price eiasticity of demand for beef and "cross-price" elasticities of demand. 
These elasticities !/ 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 
pri~e will increase beef consumption by 0.6.percent and a 10 percent increase 
in chicken meat prices will increase beef com;umptiori 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 
.t~an in Canada (table E-66). y· Feedlot expenses in both the United States 
arid Canada declined during 1980-86. 

· Expenses for Canada East and Canada West are derived from Canadian 
·.. I. . ' 
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 sa~es 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 

!/Reported in "Consumer Demand for Major Foods in Canada", Agriculture 
Canada, Economics Branch, Publication No. 76/2. 
Y Expenses for Great Plains custom cattle feeding and Corn Belt cattle 
feeding from U.S.D.A. Economics Research Service, Live:stock and Poultry 
Outlook and Situation Report. Expenses for Great Plains include: Purchase of 
600 pound feeder steer, transportation to feedlot (300 .miles), commission, 
feed co·sts, feed handling and management charge, veterinary .and medicine, 
interest on cattle and feed cost, death loss, marketing (no charge as most 
sates 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 wit~ 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 iri: 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. y 

Y 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 document.s. 

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 
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 operatio~s: Total expenses of .operations in the Great Plains States 
and Canada West, by quarters, January 1980-March 1987 
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Figure 23 
Cattle feeding operations: Total expenses of operations in the Corn Belt States and 
Canada East, by quarters, January 1980~March 1987, 
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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 in 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 c~ttle 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 q\iarters during 1980-86, with an 
average loss of $4.90 per cwt (table E-69). In Canada West, losses were 

. repo_rted 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 un~eighted averages (based on weighted 
averages of sell"ing prices): whereas operators have some leeway in both buying 
and selling that·may help them to operate at levels above the stated net 

.. marg~ns: As seen in figtire 24, net margins in the Great Plains and Canada 
, West ·c:1~sely 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 ~nd Canada West, the operations herein 
conslde~ed have some leeway in both buying and selling cattle, whi'ch may 
enabl,.e them to operate at levels above the ·stated data. In the Corn Belt, 
operators were faced with neg~tive net margins (losses) during 25 of the 28 
quarters, averaging a loss .of $5.22 p~r· cwt during 1986-86, and in Canada East 
operator,s were faced with losses during 17 of the 28 quarters, averaging a 
~oss 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--~3; however, during 1984-86, the Canadian operators were more likely to 
nave positive net margins than thei"r U.S. counterparts (fig. 25). 

Exchange ·Rates 

Quai-terly exchange-rate data. reported l;>y the International· M~netary .. Fund 
indicate. that during the period January 1980 ·through December 1986, the .. 
nominal value of the Canadian'dollar depreciated relative to its u:s. 
counterp·~rt in 20 out of ·:27 ~qU:arters by an overall 15. 9 percent · · 
(table E-70). !/ 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.~ percent relative to the U.S. 
_:dollar--~ignificantly less than the ·apparent depreciation of 15. 9 percent 
represented by the change in the nominal exqhange rate. Figure 26 graphically 
depicts the apparent depreciation_.compared with real depreciation, during · 
198.0-86. ; 

··t-;·'· 

!/ International Monetary Furid, International Firiancial ·Statistics. · 
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Figure 24 
Cattle feeding operations: Net margins of operations in the Great Plains States and 
Canada West, by quarters, January 1980-December 1986 
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Great Plains Cottle + Canada West Cattle 

Source: Compiled from data presented in table 69. 
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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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Meatpacking and Processing 

Studies by the USDA, several land-grant colleges, and the Iowa Departm~nt 
'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 !J and the written submission by t~e CMC '!:..! 

<also support this contention. The competitive advantages include_ scale 
economies a·ssociated with volume purchases of inputs (including live cattle 
and supplies -and equipment), greater possibilities for labor specialization, 

:and maxi.mum utilizatibn of plant and equipment. 

Also, large-volume plants· quickly collect. economicat"ly viable ~mounts of 
byproducts (such· as hides and organs) and thus can send shipments to mark~t 
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. 

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-slaughtering 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 efficiencies of the larger. U.S. plants 
affect's the price they are able to pay for l~ve cattle, from both the United 
States and Canada." y 

.··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 prov_ided, but the cost of individual benefits is greater." !!/ 

!/ Transcripts of hearing at p. 206. 
'!:_! 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. 
y Posthearing ·submission of the CMC, p. 2. · 
!!} 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 iµ 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. 

Vith respect to the live animals that constitute the· genetic make-up of 
the herds in both countries, there also tends to be, in general, close 
comparability. Aithough there are some health and sanitary restrictions, 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 ft 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 poss~ble 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. !/ 

Transportation 

In a posthearing submission, y the CCA reported that per-loaded-mile 
transport~tion 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 

!/ Testimony of Mr. Don McClure, transcript of hearing at p .· 18. 
y "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. !/ 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. y 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. 11 Testimony of a large feedlot operator in the State 
of Washington indicating occasional sourcing of Mexican feeder catle !!:./ 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. 

!/ Testimony of Mark Thompson, Montana Cattle Feeders Association, transcript 
of hearing at p. 145. . . . .. . 
y Testimony of Walter Johnson, a Montana cattle producer, transcript of 
hearing at p. 132. 
11 Cost/mile times distance equals total transport costs; total costs divided 
by cattle weight equals cost per cwt. 
!!:./ Testimony of Jack Para, a Washington feedlot operator, transcript of 
hearing at p. 63. 
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APP.EHDIX A 

COPY OF THE LETTER TO CHAIRHAH LIEBELER 
FROM BOB PACKWOOD, CHAIRHAH, U. S. 

SEHATE COMMITTEE O& FIHANCE 



··(··: .--._ .... , .. l·•·"" ........... . 

Honorable Susan Liebeler 
Chairman 
International Trade CotlDllission 
701 E Street, N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20436 

Dear Madam Chai~n: 

October 16, 1986 

The Committee on Finance hereby requests, under Section 
332 of the Tariff Act of 1930, that the Commission conduct 
an investigation of the competitive 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 
in relation to imports from other major· sources, such as live 
cattle from Mexico and beef from Australia and New Zealand. 

Specifically,· the Commission's study·should, ·to the 
extent possible: 

1. Describe 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 .ccinsumption 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 •xports correlate 
with changes in exchange rates. To the extent 
possible, the Commission should assess the regional 
impact of imports by determining their geographic 
concentration. · 
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4. 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. 

5. 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. 

6. Discuss all other factors with a significant bearing 
on competitive conditions, including 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 p·resent 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 assist.ance. 

BOB PACKWOO~ c1 
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SUPPLEMENTARY INFOIUIATlON: The 
purpose of thia Notice is lo inform the 
public. pursuant to sec. 25 ol the OCS 
Lands Act Amendmenta ol 1978. that the 
Minerals Management Suvice is 
considering approval of the DOCD and 
that It is available for public review. 

Revised rules goveml1J8 practice• and 
· procedures under which the Mineral1 
Managerneat Service makea infonnation 
contained in DOCDa available to 
affected States. execwivea of affected 
local governments, and other interested 
parties became effective December 13, 
1979, (44 FR 53685}. Those practices and 
procedurea are eel out in reviaed IZ50.34 
of Title 30 of the CFR. 

Dated: December 19. 1988. 
I· Roaen Pean:,, 
Regional Director. Gulf of Mexico OCS 
Region. 
(FR Doc. e&-2907% Flied ~ 1:4& Hll 
BIUJllG.COCI& ta-

INTERNATIONAL TRAD£ 
COMMISSION 

llnvatlgatlona NOL 701-TA-283 and 731-
TA-114 (Pnllll••• t I 
Acetylaalicyllc Acid (Aaplrln) From 
Turkey 

Det8rmiua&io~ 

On the buia ol the record 1 developed 
in the subject inveatigationa. the 
Commission determines, 1 pUl'8uant to 
section 703(a) of the Tariff Act of 1930 
(19 U.S.C. 1671b{a)), that thet"e is a . 
reasoltfllble indication that an industry in 
the United States ia materially injured 
by reason of imporu from Turkey of 
bulk acetylsalicylic acid, 1 provided for 
in item 410.72 of the Tariff Schedules of 
the United Statea, which are alleged to 
be subsidized by the Government of 
Turkey. The Commi11ion also 
determines, 1 pursuant to section 733{a) 
of the Act (19 U.S.C. 1673b{a)), that there 
is a reasonable indication that an 
indu1try iD lhe United S&a&n ia 

1 The record ia defined ia I 201.Zji) of the 
CommiaaiOll'a Ra1el of Prattke ud Prootdwe I 19 
CHl 20"/ .Z( i U-

• Chainau UeWer diaMndlljl; ConuniNicmar 
Lodwick DOI pal1icipalilla-

I The product covered by theae inveeti11atiun1 ia 
acetyloalicylic acid (aspirin) canll1ining no additivea 
other than inaclivw •bml&lleea taucb aa .iarch. 
lactoae. ceil•I-. OT colorina material) BAd/m 
active aubatancea in concentraliona teaa than that 
apecified tor- 119rtlcalar --prncription dnig 
cumbioatioM of aapiriD &Ad active aubataAca aa 
publiabed lo tlwi Handbook of ~iplioa 
Drop. Biia edition. Americu Pbumaceulicat 
Aaaodallon. and la not In labtet. capaule. OI aimillll 
lorma !or direct "'-a CDftawaplioft. 

meteri~lly injured by reuoa of imports 
from Turkey of bulk acetylsalicylic acid 
which are alleged lo be sold in the 
United Slatea at leas that fair value 
(LTFV). 

Badr.growad 

On October 31. 1988, petitions were 
filed with the Commisaion and the 
Department of Commerce by Monsanto 
Co., SL Louis, MO. alleSiDi that an 
industry In the United State1 is 
material17 injured and threatened with 
materiale injury by reason of imports of 
bulk acetylsalicylic acid from TaneJ 
which are eubeidized by the 
Govemment of Turkey and sold in the 
United States at LTFV. AccordinslJ, 
effective OctobeT Sl, 1988. the · 
Commission instituted preliminary 
countiervaHlns duty investigation Ho. 
701-TA-213 (Preliminary) and 
preliminary anttdumpins lrwntigation 
No. r.n-TA-384 (Preliminary). 

Notice of the inatitutioa of the 
CommiAiC10'1 Investigation• and of a 
public conference to t>. held in 
connection therewith wa1 slvea hy 
poatiq copiu ol the notice in the Ofllae 
of the Sec:re&ary, U.S. International · 
Trade Commiaaion,Washinston. DC. 
end by pabliahins the notice in the r.-.. RePaa.r of November 7, 1988 (51 
FR 405Ztl- The conference was held In 
W ashinpn, DC. on October 20. 1988. 
and all pm"80lll who requested the . 
opportunilJ were pennitted to appear in 
person or by counsel. 

The Commission transmitted ila 
determinations In these i.nvea&igationa to 
the Secretary of Commerce on 
December 15, 1986. The views of the 
CommiHion are contained in usrrc 
Publication 1926 (December 1986), . 
entitled "Certain Acetylsalicylic Acid 
from Turluty. De&erminationt of the 
Commission in Investigations Noa. 701-
TA-283 and 731-TA-364 (Preliminary) 
Under the Tariff Act of 1930, Together 
With the litfonnation Obtained in the 
Investigations ... 

By order of the Commission. 
lalued: December 18. 1988. 

Kamaelb IL MaM>A. 
SeCl'Btary. 

(FR Doc. 81-289t5 Filed 12-2.._ 8:~ aml 
81WNGCOO£~ 

(332-2411 

Competitive Poaitlon of Carutdian Uve 
Cattle mnd Beet In U.S. Martete 

AGENCY: United Slates lntemational 
Trade Commission. 
ACTION: Institution of investigatloa. 

EFFECTIV• DAT£ December IS. 1986. 
SUMMARY: At the request of the United 
Statea Senate Committee on Finance, 
the Commlsaion has Instituted 
investi9alion No. 332-241 under section 
332(g) of the Tariff Act of 1930 (19 U.S.C. 
1332(9)). for the purpose of gatherins and 
presentins information on the 
competitive position of Canadian live 
cattle and beef in U.S. markets. 

FOii FURl'MSll .. FORMATION CONTACT: 
David E. Llldwick or Thomas Weatcot. 
Agriculture. Fisheries. and Forest 
Products Division, U.S. International 
Trade Comml11ion. Washington. D.C. 
20436. telephone (JOll 724-1783 and 724-
0095, respectively. 

Bac:kpouad aad Scope ol lava.tiaelima 

As requeeted by the Commitlee on 
Finance, die Commisalon in ita repent 
will seek to: · 

(Al Duc:ribe tbe United States and 
Canadian Ind•~ including elements 
tw:h u number of producen, indutry 
coiu:enlratioD, and seosraphic 
distriblltion. 

(B) Deecribe the United States and 
Canadian marketa in lerm1 of ; · 
COBIWDplioa levels and trends. 
production cycles. and both import and 
export levela and trends. 

(C) Deecribe.in detail the trade iD 
cattle between the United States and 
Canada, including a discussion of how · 
variations In the levels of exporta 
com!late with changes in exchanse 
rates. To the extent possible, the 
Commission 1hould a11eas the regional 
impact of importa by determinina their 
geographic concentraJton. 

(0) Deacribe the effect on trade in live 
cattle of: Tariffs, quotas, voluntary 
restraint qreemeo&a. countervailing and 
antidumping duties, and health and 
sanitary regulations. including 
re~ations with respect to Bluetongue 
diaeaae. 

(E) Identify Federal, State. and 
Provincial government assistance 
programs that are available to the cattle 
growing end processing industries. Such 
government assistance programs may 
include aasiatance that reduces fixed 
costs, that reducea variable costs, or 
that enhancea revenues. 

(F) Discuss all other factors with a 
significant bearing on competitive 
conditions, including product prices and 
transportation costs. 

The Commillee requested that the 
Commission report the results of ila 
investigation no later than 9 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 aubmissiona 

lntereated peraona are Invited to 
&ubmit written atatementa concerning 
the inveatigation. Commercial or 
financial information which a aubmitter 
desires :he Com;rJs.;ion to treat as 
confidential must be submitted on 
separate sheets of paper, each clearly 
marked "Confidential Busineu 
lnfurmation" at the top. All submissions 
requesting confidential treatment must 
conform with the requirement of I 201.6 
of the Commi1Sion's Rules of Practice 
and ProcedUJ'fl (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 Commi1Slon. 
written statements ahould be received at 
the earliest practicable date, but not 
later than March 1, 1987. All 
aubmiBBiona 1hould be addreBBed to the 
Secretary at the Commisaion'• office In 
Waahington. DC. 

Hearing-Impaired persona are adviaed 
that Information on thla matter can be 
obtained by contactlns our TDD 
terminal on (202) 724-000%. 

luued: DK8mber 17, 1986. 
By order of the Com.minion. 

Kemiatb a. Muon. 
Secretary. 
(FR Doc. •28948 Filed 12-~ 8:45 am] 
lllUJM8 com J0»0.11 

[lnveatlgatlon No. 337-T~253J 

Electrlcally Resistive llonocomponent 
Toner; Commlsalon Decision Not To 
Review lnltlal Determination 
Dealgnattng the lnve•Uptlon llore 
Compilcated 

AGENCY: U.S. International Trade 
Commission. 
ACTION: Nonreview of an Initial 
determination (ID) declarina the 
Investigation more complicated and 
exteodins the deadline for completion of 
the Investigation by 3 1110nths. 

IUllMARV: The Commiasion baa 
determined oot to review an ID (Order 
No. 7) declarins the above-captioned 
lnveatigation more complicated. and 
extendins the deadline for completion of 
the lnveatigatioJl by 3 months, i.e., until 
November 20. 1987. 

FOR fUllTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Edwin J. Madaj, Jr .. Eaq., Office of the 
General Counsel. U.S. International 
S--094999 .()Oj7(04)(l~D~IO:SO:n) 

Trade Commission, telephone 202-523-
0148. 

IUPPLIMENTARV INFORMATIOtc Tbe 
authority for the Commisaion's 
disposition of thia matter ls contained in 
section 337 of the Tariff Act of 19® (19 
U.S.C. 1337) and in I 210.53 of the 
Commisaion'a Rulea of Practice and 
Procedure (19 CFR 210.53). 

On November 19, 16M, the preaidina 
administrative law judge (ALJ) i1Bued 
both an order (Order No. 8) granting 
reapondenta Canon. Inc., and Canon. 
U.S.A., Inc. leave to amend.their·llJl8Wer 
to the complaint to add an addltionaJ · 
affirmativ!I defense and an ID (Order 
No. 7) designating the investigation 
more complicated within the ine&JJiq of 
I 210.59 of the Commission'• rules (19 
CFR 210.59). All procedural deadline• 
were extended for 3 months. · 
Complainant Aunyx Corp. had Indicated 
that it reserved the Jiaht to move to for a 
more complicated deatsnation· if tha 
motion to amend the answer was 
granted. while the Commission 
investigative attorney had &J'B\led that 
the inveatisation abould be decl8ied 
more complicated if leave tO amend the 
aruiwer waa granted. The ID Indicated 
that the baais for the more complicated 
desgination waa that the alread)' . 
complex aotitruat i1Sue1 of the 
investigation had been made even more 
involved by the new affirmative defenae 
of respondents' Jiahta under certain U.S. 
patents. The ID aJso found that unless 
the inveatisation was declared more 
complicated, there would be Insufficient 
time for adequate discovery and proper · 
development of the record. . . _ _;;;f-;;~ 

The Commisaion received no petitions 
for review of the ID nor any comments 
from other Government asencies. 

Cop.lea of the AI.rs ID and aJl other 
nonconfidential document& filed In . 
connection with this lnvestisation 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 Comminion. 701 E 
Street NW., Washington. DC 1.0436, · 
telephone 202-523--0181. Helllina­
lmpaired indlviduaJa are advised that 
Information concemins this 
inveatisation Can be obtained by 
contacting the CommiBBion'1 TDD 
terminal OD 202-724--0002 . 

B1orderof~e~qi0n. 
llllued: December u. 1-.. 

KenaedlR.M.-_ 
Secrwtary. 
(FR Doc;. 88-28947Filed12-~ 8:45 am) 
lllUJNQ COD& 7Q20.GMI 

[lnvntlptJon No. 731-TA-288 (FlnalJJ 

Eraaable Programmable Read Only 
llemorl" (EPROM'S) From Japan 
Detennlnation 

On the ba1i1 of the record 1 developed 
~0the •ubject lnvesUgaUon. the 

. mmisa\on determines,• pusuant to 
aectton 735lb) of the Tariff Act of 1930 
(19 u.s .. C.1&73d{b)), that an industry In 
the Uruted States is materially injured 
by reason of imports from Japan of 
eraaable programmable read only 
niemoriea (EPROM'a),.provtded for In 

· item 687.74 ofthe Tariff Schedule1 of the 
· United States, which have been found 

by the Depllf\ment of Commerce to be 
&old In the United Statea at le11 than fair 
value (LTFV). · 

Background 

The CommiBBion instituted thi1 
lnvestisation effective M&rch 17, 1986, 
followinS a preliminary determination 
by the Department of Commerce that 

.. lmporta of ~OM' a from Japan W!!re 
beina aold at LTFV within the meaning 
of aection 731 of the Act (19 U.S.C: 1673). 
Notice of the institution of the . 
Commi11ion ln11esUgation and of a 
publl~ bearios to be held in connection 
therewith wa1 Biven by postfna copies of 
the not,ice in the Office of the Secretary, 
U.S. International Trade Commiasion, · 
Waahlngton. DC. and by pubJiablns the 
notice In the. Federal llegiater of April 2. 
1986 (51 FR 11358). Subsequently, the 

. Department of Commerce extended the 
date of its fina) determination and. 

. accordlnaly, the Commission revised its 
schedule with a notice published in the 
Federal aepter of May 7, 1988 (51 FR 
18905). . ' . . 

· On July 30, 1986. Commerce entered 
into an agreement with Japan that 
suspended the lnvestisation pllnuarit to 
section 734 of the Act (19 U.S.C. 1873c) 
(51 FR 28253, Auguat 6, 1986). 1 on 
Ausust 28. 1986. however, petitioners 
filed a requeat to continue the 
investigation purauant to aection 
734(&)(2) of the Act (19 U.S.C. 
1673c(g)(2)) and. on October 30, 1986, 
Commerce published a final affirmative 
determination of sales at LTFV (51 FR 
39680). 

Notice of the continuation of the 
CommiSBion'1 final investigation and of 

· a hearing to be held in connection 
therewith was given by posting copiea or 
the notice in the Office of the Secretary 

. to the Commiuion and by publiahing th1! · 

'Th• reconi la defined ill t 207.2(il of Ille 
Commlaion'1 aw.. of Practice and Pl'ocedun (18 
CfR 207..2(1). . . 

1 0.alnnaD Uebeler di1aenting. 
'The Commjujaa publiabed ila 1uapenaion notir 

In the F..i.nl a..._ of Ausual 20, 1- (61 FR 
29108). 
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A8ficulture; the United Slatea 
lnfonnatioo Agency; and the 
Department of State. 

" In the United States. the ~ent 
of the Interior is responsible for 
directing and coordinating U.S. 
participation in the World Heritage 
Convention. The Department 
implements its respansibilities 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 thia legislative 
mandate (47 FR 23392). The rulea 
contain further information on tha 
Convention and its implementation in 
tha United Sta.tea. 

United States World Heritage 
Nominatiaaa: 19117 

The hderior Department, iD 
cooperatiaR with tbe Fedenl 
lnteragency Panel iar WClrid Heritage, 
h• selec:&ed the f.ailowiQs properties aa 
United Stzrtn nCHDioationa to die Wodd 
Heritaee Cammittee for inacripliOD Oil 

the Wedd Heritqe Uet. 

within a cultural area of the world. 00 
developments in architecture. . 
Hawaiian 
PU'UHONUA 0 HONAUNAU 

NATIONAL HISTORICAL PARK 
Hawaii {19° 25'N; 155" 55'W) 

This area (formerly known as City of 
Refuge National Historical Perle) 
includes sacred ground, where 
vanquished Hawaiian wamors, 
noncombatants, end kepu breakers were 
granted refuge from secular authority. 
Prehistoric housesites, royal fishponds, 
and spectacular shore scenery are 
features of the perk. Criteria: (iii) Bears 
e unique ar 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: PebrulltJ 9, 1967. 
P. Daniel Smith. 
Deputy Assi8tant SecreJary for Fiah and 
Widllf'tt and Parka. 
[FR Doc. 8'1-3504 Piled 2-18--67; 8:45 ~) 
lllWHG cooe GH~J0.11 

L Cultural Propmtiea INTERNATIONAL TRADE 
COMMISSION Architecture: Early United States 

THE THOMAS JEFFERSON (lnveatlgadon No. 332-2411 
AR~THEMB 

Monticello, Charlottesville, V.irginia (SS- CompotlUve P081tkm.of ariadlan Live 
O'N; 78" 30'W) Cattle and Beef In U.S. llarkota 
Thomas Jeffenon. .the third American AGENCY: International Trade 

President. was a pal arc:hitect who Commission. 
practiced the Classic Revival style. In N · f · d pl ·-~ 
Monticello.his.manal.0n. he comb•-:....1·.: .. ,, .A~ON:. o~tce o ttµle au · ~-: · · 

- ... "publicliearing. · - • · · 
elementa of Roman. Palladian. the 18th 
century French design with features EFFEC'mla9A111: Jimuuy n, 18&7. 
expressing hla extraordinary penonal FOR PURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
inventblenesa. Criteria: (i) A unique David R. Ludwick (z.o&-7H-tm,, Office 
artiatic achievement. a masterpiece of of Industries, U.S. lntemational Trade 
the creative geniua; and {ill baa exerted Camrnission. 701 E Street NW .. 
great influence, over a span of time and Washington. DC 20436. HeariDa· 
within a cultw:al area of the world. on impaired individuals may obtaio 
development in architecture. Information of this matter by contacting 
University of Virginia; Jeffaraon Diatrict the Commission's roD tenninal on 202-
Charlotteaville, Vilsinia,( ... ~.N; 71• 724-002.. 

30'W) ·-:: . SUPPUMEllTARY ~ml: On 
lncludea original data11111G1maud December 15, 1988, the Commia&ioo 

pwfeaagn' quctrtea b.ouaUaperiiooa inaUtuted tbe aub;ect invaatisatioo and 
~ on both Udca of• elODpted ennouooed that a public heuiq would 
terraced court. as well aa the damed be held at a time and place tD be 
Rotunda, a acaled4Jwn veraion ef the announced (St Flt '89U, Dec. 29, 1986). 
Pantheon. This building was the focal The poblic bearin8 ia scheduled lo begin 
point ofThoma11 Jefferson's design. et 9:30 a.m. April lil. 1987. anti to be 
Jefferaon e.nvisio11111d a oommu.nit7 of contimaed, if DeaU1aary.. beginnin3 at 
achol.iu:a JffiD& and llW.dy~ ill &a 9:30 a.m. April 17, at die .Ramada hul. 
architacturallr llDiM&d·N>mpl.ex d u.z.s MDUoway Lw. Bi.llinp. Mon\ana. 
buildinp. Critena: (ij A aniqwt artiatic All penom ahall b..,re the riabt to 
acbievement. a ~of the appear ill person or by CDWlael. to 
crea.tiWI eeni11a; and {iij baa exerted preeat infonnatian and tiO be bem'4i. 
great illlhu1ooe. Gira a apae af time end Penona wt.bins tD appear at tile public 

hearing should file requests to appear 
an~ ~hould file prehearing briefs 
(original and 14 copies) with the 
Secretary, U.S. International Trade 
Commission. 701 E Street NW., 
Washington, DC Z0436, not later than 
noon. March 23, 1987. 

Issued: February 13, 1987. 
By order of the Commisaion. 

Kennetla IL Muoa. 
Secretary. 
[FR Doc. 87-3547 Filed 2-16-87; 8:45 aml 
llWHG CODE 102lll-G-M 

[lnveatlgaUon No. 337-TA-242] 

Certain Dynamic Random Access 
Memorfea. Components Thereof. and 
Produc:ta Containing Same; lnltJal 
DotermlnaUon Terminating 
Respondents on tho Basia of 
Settlement Agreement 

AGENCY: International 'Ir.ade 
Commisaion. · 
ACTIOIC Notice ia berebf pven that the 
Commission hee received an iDiti.al 
determination from the presiding officer 
ID the above-captioned investigation 
terminating the lillkJwins ceapcmdmN 
on the basis of a settlement.apeemeat: 
Matsushita Electric Industrial Co., Ltd. 
Matsushita IDectnJait:li Qnoporation imd 
Matauahlta ileetrtci:orpcmrtion of 
America. 

SUPPLEMENT ARY INFOllllATIOIC Thi.I 
iDvatiptjonJ. beq aonmn:tecl 
pursuant to aecti.an 311 of1be Tuiff Act 

.,, ~9f ~31H;I us.c. uav). Ulldll' a. 
· COmmiaaian'• mlea. tbe preaicline 

officer's intial de&ermiDaJien will 
liec:mna the deterrrrinetioD .of the 
CmnmiaaiaD thirty (301 day1 after the 
date of ita 11el'Vim upoD the partiea. 
unleaa the Commission orders review of 
the initial detmmiDatioa. The initial 
determinatioa ill th..ia matter waa l8IVed 
upon the parti.ea cm Febntary 13, 1987. 

Copiea of the initial deturmination, the 
settlement agreement. and all other 
noncanfidential documenta med in 
connection with this investiaation ue 
available for inspection during official 
busineae hours (8:45 a.m. to 5:15 p.m.) ID 
the Of&e-ofthe Secretary, U.S. 
International Trade Commtasion. 701 E 
Street NW .. Washington. DC 2:0436. 
telephone 202-SZ3-<116t. Hearing 
impared individuals are adviaed that 
information an thia matter can be 
obtained by contrectiq the 
CommibSion's TDD terminal on 202-724-
0002. 

WRITmN COMMENTS: lDt.ecea&ad 
penon.a mav file wtiUen comments with 
the Commission oonceming tenninatton 
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WlftlSSIS AT THI PUBLIC HIARillG 
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TENTATIVE CALENDAR OF PUBLIC HEARING 

Those listed below appeared as witnesses at the United States 
International Trade Conunission's hearing: 

Subject 

fnv. No. 

Competitive Position of Canadian 
Live Cattle and Beef in U.S. 
Markets 

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: 
• .;. -: • ·~ 'l.. • ~ . . . 

National Cattlemen's Association 

Jack Dahl, NCA President, Gackle, Nor~h Dakota 

Tom Cook, Director, Industry Affairs, 
Washington, D.C. 

Tommy Beall, Cattle-Fax, Englewood, Colorad_o 

Washington Cattle Feeders Association, Pasco, 
Wash.ington 

Jake 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, Cha1.rman 

Dr. Don Ferlicka, State Veterinarian. 

Montana Cattleman's Association, Reedpoint, Montana 

Gene Van Oosten,, President 

Montana Stock.growers Association, Great Falls, Montana 

Jack: Eidel, President 

Bill Harr,- Member 

Montana Stockgrowers Association, Belt, Montana 

· Walter H. Johnson, Menber 

Montana Cattle Feeders Association 

Mark Thompson, Member 

Montana WIFE, Ma 1 ta, Montana 

Vickie Olson, Member 

Great Falls, Montana 

James A. Scott 

National Fanners Union 

Ken Siroky 

Ma 1 t~, Montana 

Ms. Esther Ruud 



WITNESS AND ORGANIZATION: 

Bronz & Farrell--Counsel 
Washington, D.C. 

on behalf of 
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The Canadian Cattlemen's· AssociaUon 

Stan. w·jlson, President .of the Associatfan .. · 

Jim Grah(lm, Chainnan of the Foreign .Trade 
Conmi.ttee of the Association 
. ' . ·. . 

Charles Gracey, Executive Vi.ce President 
of the ~ssociation 

Chri.s Mills, Agri:cultural Policy Advi:sor · 
to the Association 

. . 
Edward J. Farrell--OF COUNSEL 
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APPENDIX E 

STATISTICAL TABLES 
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Table E-1 
Cash receipts from farming, 1982-86 

(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 ........... 11560 1 1800 11960 11930 11861 
Total ................ 70,249 69,453 73,042 69,535 69,682 

Other agricultural 
crops ................•. 72,095 68,349 69,465 74,762 62,664 

Government payments ...... 31492 91295 8 1430 71704 111398 
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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~~~ .. 
Cattle fee4lots: . Huniber. in:5 major cattle.ifeedihg ·states,·_:_ll Pf, 'th~ .Com'Belt;·,, 
by capacity, 1982-86 

• • •• e.~ 

Item .·:; 1982 -t! .. ~· (: '1983 :: .. 1984 1985 1986'· .. 

llµmber of feedlots with. ·· · 
capacity of under . . . .. 
·1,,000 anim&is .. -..~/ :-.'• ... ·l ·~" . .:' 57 ;684 

Humber of feedlots with 
capacity of 1,000 

.. 

55~·425 '5·0·:658 . 43·,.\49 37;.~.22 
.-,_. - ;I. 

._ 

=1i275 ·1:u2 ·Lisi L378 animals or more }/· •.• : ••• ''-=1...,,'3,_1_,6.._--__ -=~-------=.r-;..-:::..-----~-=---.....,.--...­
Total. • • • • • • • • • • . • • • • 59 1 000 56,700 51,800 44,600 38~600 

!I Illinois, Iowa, ICansas, Minnesota, and Nebraska. 
1:.1 The number of feedlots with a capacity of under 1,000 animals is the number· 
at the end of the year. 
}/ The number of feedlots with a capacity of 1 1 000 or more animals is the 
number of lots operating anytime during the year. 

Source: Compiled from official statistics. of the U.S. Department of 
Agriculture. 
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Table E-3 
Bulilber of cattle. feedlots. in 8 major cattle-feeding States ·of the Weste·rn· 
rangelands, !I 1982-86. 

Item 1982 1983 1984 ,, .1985 1986 

' 
llumber . ........ ·· . . . . . . . . . . . 7 • 75 7 7,011 6. 797 : ·6 ,286 s· •. 992 

!l Arizona, California, Colorado, Idaho, Oklahoma,· South Dakota, Texas·, and·' 
~ailllington. · · : .. · ... 

,~qurce: Compiled from official· stath.tics of. the U.S.· Department of 
~t,iculture. ·, 
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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 

i. 981 ......... 489 521 599 
1982 ......... 471 505 580 
1983 ......... 463 501 570 
1984 ......... 435 471 533 
1985 ......... 391 429 481 

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

Calves 

262 
259 
251 
236 
219 
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Table E-5 
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 ......••..•...... 37,940 37,494 35,370 33,633 33,910 
Hilk cows ................. 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 ......... ~··· 7,965 7,851 8,056 8,090 7,548 
Steers 500 pounds and 

over .................... 16,214 16,371 16,369 15,967 15,249 
Bulls 500 pounds and 

over .................... 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 ...... ........... 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: Humber 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 ~1~98=6"--~~~~~~~~~ 
Humber 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 

·Under 1,000 •....... 
.1,000 to 9,999 .... . 
10,000 to 49,999 .. . 
50,000 to 499,999 .. · 
500,000 and over .. . 

Total ............ . 

904 
320. 
148 
122 

12 
1,506 

Thou- Thou- Thou- Thou- Thou-
sands Percent ~ Percent sands Percent sands ~ sands 

350 1.0 893 335 0.9 922 333 0.9 940 331 0.9 917 319 
1,035 2.9 345 1,076 2.9 313 933 2.5 277 866 2.4 244 817 
3,777 10.5 129 3,422 9.3 129 3,211 8.5 116 2,874 7.9 105 2,644 

19,301 53.8 121 18,712 51.1 120 18,230 48.5 99 14,572 40.2 95 14,987 
9,396_ 26.2 14 11.269 30.7 16 13,076 34.8 19 15.960 44.0 19 16.828 

33,859 1194.4 1,,502 34,814 11 94 .. 9 .1,.500 35, 783 11 95.2 1,451 34,602 11 95.4 1,380 35,594 
•• 1 • 

11. Remdnder account.ed ~or by. State insp~ctio". 

Hote.--Because of ro~nding, fig~res may not add to the totals shown. 

Source: Compiled from official statistics of the u.s. Department of Agriculture. 

Percent 

0.9 
2.2 
7.1 

40.2 
45.1 

11 95.5 

...... 
-..J 
...... 



Table E-7 
Calves: Number of federally inspected slaughter plants, by sizes, number of calves slaughtered in such plants, and shares of total co11U11ercial slaughter 
accounted for by sue~ plants, 1982-86 

1982 1983 1984 1985 1986 
Number of Share of Share of Share of Share of Share of 
cattle Quantity co11U11er- Quantity · conuner- Quantity co11U11er- Quantity co11U11er- Quantity conuner-
slaughtered slaugh- cial slaugh- cial slaugh- cial slaugh- cial slaugh- cial 
per year Plants tared slaughter Plants tered slaughter Plants tered slaughter Plants tared slaughter Plants tered slaughter 

Thou­
sands Percent 

Thou­
sands Percent 

Thou­
s ands Percent 

!h2!!:: 
sands Percent 

Thou­
s ands 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 !I 90.3 817 2,797 !/ 90.9 854 3,018 !I 91.7 831 3,145 !I 92.9 792 3,169 91.l 

!I 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. D!'partment of Agriculture. 
-....... N 
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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 

Item 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.l 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 

Arizona ................... 89 99 1/ !/ 
California ................ 19 41 36 52 
Colora.do .................... 66 99 !/ !I 
Florida ................... !I .!I 81 87 
Georgia ................... !I !I 80 97 

Idaho ..................... 83 96 !I !I 
Illinois .................. 61 85 !I !I 
Indiana.· .................. 81 88 !I !I 
Iowa ....................... 67 85 80 97 
Kansas .................... 73 92 !I !I 

Kentucky ...•..•••......•.. !/ !I 85 98 
Michigan .......•.......... 53 69 76 88 
Minnesota ................. 73 97 75 91 
Mississippi ............... !I !I 88 98 
Missouri .................. 85 98 !I !/ 

Montana ................... 96 98 11 11 
Nebraska .................. 43 62 62 83 
New Mexico ................ 98 100 !/ 11 
New York .................. 11 11 36 72 
North Carolina ............ !I !I 11 11 

North Dakota .............. 100 100 11 !/ 
Ohio ...................... 42 62 !I 11 
Oklahoma .................. 80 94 67 82 
Oregon .................... 65 74 1/ 11 
Pennsylvania .............. 77 87 46 66 

South Dakota .............• 95 99 99 95 
Tennessee ................. 11 !I 62 88 
Texas ..................... 52 82 41 45 
Washington ................ 73 99 11 1/ 
Wisconsin ................. 90 99 67 88 

!I Not available. 

Source: Compiled from unpublished data of the U.S. Department of Agriculture. 



Table !-10 
Cash receipts from agriculture in Canada, by Provinces, 1986 

Cattle and calves ...•.• 
Other meat animals •.... 
Dairy products •••...•.. 
Poultry and eggs .....•. 
Other animals and 

products ....•.••.••.• 
Total animals and 

products ...••..••.••. 
Other crops .....•.•..•• 
Other, including gov­

ernment payments ..... 
Grand total .•.•••. 

Newfoundland 

1,278 
4,623 

11,108 
20, 712 

Prince 
Edward 
Island 

32,388 
24,914 
30,414 
3,990 

Nova 
Scotia 

29,683 
36,183 
80,326 
49,009 

~In thousands of Canadian dollars~ 

Hew 
Brunswick Quebec Ontario 

22,918 294,792 1,143,802 
23,053 679,261 693,737 
53,417 1,011,977 958,731 
37,389 363,497 516,648 

British Canada 
Kan1toba Saskatchewan Alberta _Columbia Total 

316,265 480,602 1,160,070 161,983 
. 

3,643,781 
244,213 110,449 278,953 55,115 2,150,501 
106. 783, ' 75,462 228 ;955· 230,155 2,787,328 

96,980 52,362 133,820 161, 709 1,436,116 

890 2.919 13.809 3.568 30.635 53,536 17.947 12.896 23!635 20,047 179,882 

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 
5,346 92,537 48,125 72,053 502,430 2,030,438 1,309,054' 3,223,539 1,753,881 336,21~ 9,373,618 

432 10,088 10.116_ 8,911 _ _____3_!_9~6_21_· __ 134.338 23.n2 . is6,519 261,·9QQ_ 51.~11_4 i.001.193 
44,389 197,250 267,251 221,375 3,232,219 5,531,230 .2,114,854 '4,111,829 3,841,114 1,016,908 20,578,419 

Note.--Because of rounding, figures may not add to the totals shown. 

Source: Compiled from official statistics of Statistics Canada. 

·';: 

.,.... 
""" U1 
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Table E-11 
Live cattle: Number of cattle and operations in Canada, by size of operation, 
1981 

Number of cattle 
and calves per 
operation 

1 to 32 •...•..•... 
33 to 122 ......... 
123 and over ...... 

Total ...•..... 

Number of 
operations 

73,108 
86,419 
25 546 

185 ,073 

Percentage Percentage 
distribution distribution 

Total number of of total of total cattle 
cattle and calves operations and calves 
Thousands -~--------Percent-----------

1,062 25 8 
3,156 47 23 
6 698 ·28 69 

.10. 916 100 100 

Not~.--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) 

Trpe 1983 1984 1985 1986 1987 

Beef cows ............... 3,281 3,236 3,065 2,948 2,975 
Other beef cattle and 

calves .............. 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 .............. 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 ~ivestock and Animal Product Statistics, Statistics 
Canada. 

> 
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Table E-13 
Live cattle and calves: Number in Canada, by types, regions, and Provinces, 
as of Jan. 1, 1986 

(In thousands) 
Other beef Total beef 
cattle and cattle and Dairy 

Region and Province Beef cows calves calves cows 
Total cattle 
and calves 

Alberta. . . • . . . • • . . . . . . 1, 130. o 1, 765. o 2, 895. o 150. o 3, 045. o 
Saskatchewan.......... 760.0 908.0 1,668.0 77.0 1,745.0 
Manitoba.............. 325.0 485.0 810.0 80.0 890.0 
Prairie Provinces !I .. ~2~·=2=15"-'-.o"'--~~3~·~1~5~8~·~0~~-=-5~·~3~73"-'-.o"'--~~___..;:3~0~7~.~0~-=-5~,~68~0~.0;;._~ 
Western Canada, 

total .......••...... 
Ontario ............... . 
Quebec ............... . 
Nova Scotia .......... . 
New Brunswick ... · ..... . 
Prince Edward Island .. 
Newfoundland ......... . 
Atlantic 
Provinces~/ ....... . 

Eastern Canada, 

2,395.0 
325.0 
172.0 

26.6 
17.8 
10.9 
0.9 

56.2 

total............... 553.2 
Canada, total ..... 2,948.2 

3,500.0 
1,653.0 

623.0 
74.0 
54.0 
61.1 
3.1 

192.2 

2,468.2 
5,968.2 

11 Alberta, Saskatchewan, and Manitoba. 

5,895.0 
1,978.0 

795.0 
100.6 

71.8 
72.0 
4.0 

248.4 

3,021.4 
8,916.4 

395.0 
525.0 
665.0 

35.4 
28.7 
22.0 
3.2 

89.3 

. 1,279.3 
1,674.3 

6,290.0 
2,503.0 
1,460.0 

136.0 
100.5 

94.0 
7.2 

337.7 

4,300.7 
10,590.7 

~I 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) 

TYFe and use 1982 1983 1984 1985 1986 

Cattle and calves for slaughter 
shipped by--

Rail .......................... 17.3 5.5 18.4· 3.2 2.3 
Truck ................. · ......... 21.5 19.2 24.7 12.9 33.7 

Total ... : ..... : .............. 38.8 24.8 43.2 16.2 36.0 
Cattle and calves for feeding 

shipped by--
Rail ........................... 241.4 248.1 217.4 137.1 47.4 
Truck .........•............... 260.7 259.1 286.0 339.4 333.2 

Total ................ · .....•. 502.0 507.2 503.3 476.5 380.6 
All cattle and calves 

shipped by--
Rail ......................... :. - 258. 7 253.7 . 235. 8 140.3 49.7 
Truck . ........................ • 282.1 278.3 310.7 352.3 366.9 

Total . ...................... · 540.8 532.0 546.5 492.6 416.5 

Note.--Because of rounding, figures may not add to the t~tals shown. 

Source: Compiled from official statistics of Agriculture Canada. 



Table E-15 
·Live cattle and calves: U.S. production, 11 U.S. imports from Mexico, Canada, and total, U.S. exports, apparent 
consumption, ll and imports as a share of production and consumption, 1982-86 

Imports from--
Total, all Apparent 

Year , Production Mexico Canada countries Eicports consumption 
-------------------------Thousands-------------------------

1982 .. 44,200 510 495 1,005 122 38,864· 
1983 .. 43,925 562 359 921 131 39, 725. 
1984 .. 42,500 390 363 753 102 40,879 
1985 .. 41,045 476 359 836 173 39,674 

Share of producti.on and consumption supplied by imports 
from Mexico, Canada, and from·all countries . 

Mexico 
Produc­
tion 

Consump­
tion 

Canada 
Produc­
tion 

Consump­
tion 

Total, all 
countries 
Produc- Consump-
tion ti on 

------~--~---------~-~-Percent-------------------------

1.2 1.3 1.1 1.3 2.3 2.6 
1.3 1.4 .8 .9 2.1 2.3 
1.0 1.0 .9 .9 1.8 1.li 
.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 

11 The calf crop, which is the number of calves born during the year. 
~/ Commercial slaughter. 
11 Imports of live cattle and calves from all other sources combined. amounted to fewer than 1,000 animals in every year 
during 1982-85. •· 

Note.--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; 
imports and exports, compiled from official ·statistics of the U.S. Depart~ent of Commerce. 

.... 
00 
0 



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--
Exports of 
domestic Apparent 

Imports as a share of 
consumption from--

Imports as a share of 
production from--

Xear Production C~nada All_other rota! mercha11dise ~onsumption Canada All other Total Canada All other Total 
----------------------------Hill ion pounds--------------~------------- --------------------------~---------------------------

1982 .......... 22,984 160 1,873 2,033 254 24,456 0.7 7. 7 8.3 0.7 8.1 8.8 
1983 .......... 23,696 166 1,826 1,992 276 25,167 . 7 7.3 7.9 . 7 7. 7 8.4 
1984 ......•... 24,093 212 1,635 1,847 334 25,403 .8 6.4 7.3 .9 6.8 7. 7 
1985 .......... 24. 243 240 1,851 2,091 332 25,873 .9 7.2 8.1 1.0 7.6 8.6 
1986 .......... !/ 24,895 213 1,914 !I 2,127 504 !I 26,352 .8 7.3 8.1 .9 7.7 8.5 

!I Projected. 

Note.--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; imports and exports, compiled 
from official statistics of the U.S. Department of Commerce. · 

i--
00 ,..... 
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Table E-17 
Red meat and poultry: U.S. production, by types, 1982-86, January-March 1986, 
and January-Karch 1987 

~In mil lions of EOUnds2 
Lamb and Total red 

Period Beef Veal Pork nrutton meat 

1982 •••.•• 22,536 448 14,229 365 37,578 
1983 ...... 23,243 453 15,199 375 39,270 
1984 ..•... 23,598 495 14,812 379 39,284 
1985 .•.... 23,728 . 515 14,807 358 39,408 
1986 !/ ... 24 ,371 524 14,063 338 39,296 

!/ 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. 

Poultry 

15,425 
15,750 
16,392 
17. 340 
18,219 



Table E-18 
Cattle: Commercial slaughter, by classes of cattle, 1982-86 

Cows, 
bul.ls, 

Steers and heifers-- and stags Total 
. Year Fed Nonfed' Total tc:ulls) ~alves consumption 

-~--~---------~~~--~----~1.000 head-------~---~~----~----~~-~ 

1982 ••• ; ...... ·211. 902.' 2·, 769' . 27~6h .: 8;112 3 ;021 38,864 
1983 .•••••.•. 25,752 2,492 28,244 8,405 3,076 39. 725 
1984 ••••.•••• 25, 758 2,414 ·28,172' 9,410 3,297 40,879 
1985 ••••• ;.;. 26,155 "l,984 28,139 8,150 3,385 39,674 

Percent of total 
Fed. Nonfed 

64 7 
65 6 
63 6 
66 5 

1986 ....... :. -25, 957 ··2,660 28,61! 8.,67.3 .. 3,408 40,698 . 64 7 

Note.--Because of rounding, ·figures may not add to the .totals shown.' 

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

CUlls 

21 
21 
23 
21 
21 

Calves 

8 
8 
8 
9 
8 

..... 
00 
w 



Table E-19 
Keat, poultry, and fish: U.S. civilian consumption, total and per capita, 1982-86 

Red meat 1/ 
Total beef Lamb and Total red Poultry 

Year Beef Veal and veal Pork mutton meat meat 2/ Fish 3/ 

Total consumption (million pounds) 

1982 ......... 23,998 457 24,456 
1983 ......... 24,710 457 25,167 
1984 ......... 24,900 503 25,403 
1985 ......•.• 25,347 526 25,873 
1986 !'······ 25.809 543 26,352 

1982 ..... ;,,, 104.3 2.0 106.3 
1983 ....••... 106.2 ·.2.0 108.2. 
1984 ......... 106.1 2.1 108.2 
1985 ......... 106.~·' 2.2 109.2 
1986 !'······ 107.8 2.3 110.1 

!I Carcass-weight equivalent for red meat. 
i1 Certified-ready-to-cook weight. 

14,425 381 39,261 
15,369 388 40,924 
15,396 398 41,197 
15,646 385 41,905 
14,912 375 41,639 

Per capita consumption (pounds) 

62.6 1. 7 170.6 
66.1 ·. 1:7 175.9 
65.6 1. 7 175.5 
66.0 1.6 176.8 
62.3 1.5 174.0 

11 Edibl.e ~eight; excludes game fish consumption. 

Hote.--Because of rounding, figures may not add to the totals shown. 

14,703 2,828 
15'136. 3,03"! 
15. 722 3,217 
16,619 3,437 
17.360 3,519 

63.9 12.3 
65.0 13.'1 
66.9 13.7 
70.1 14.5 
72.5 14. j' 

All meat 

56,792 
59,099 
60,136 
61,961 
62.518 

246.8 
254.0 
254.8 
261.4 
261.2 

Source: Re.d meat and poultry conswilption, compiled from official statistics· of· the USDA; fish 
consumption, comp,qed· from the· u.s.· Department of Cmranerce .. 

..... 
00 
J:-o 



Table E-20 
Per capita disposable income and per capita expenditures for red meat 11 and pou.Ltry 11, 1982-86 

Per capita Ratio of expenditures for 
disposable Per capita expenditures for-- =d=i~s~p~o~s=a~b=l~e-=-in=-=c~om==e-~--~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~-
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 
1983 ......... 10,340 187.38 105.62 293.00 4 7. 33 340.33 1.81 
1984 ......... 11,265 188.33 100.28 288.61 54.39 343.00 1. 6 7 
1985 .... : .... 11,817 183.97 100.62 284.58 54.39 338.98 1.56 
1986 ~/ ...... 12,293 184.10 104.56 288.65 61. 70 350.42 1.49 

11 Red meat includes beef and pork only; poultry includes broilers and turkeys only. 
~I Based on first 9 months of 1986. 

Note.--Because of rounding, figures may not add to the totals shown. 

1.10 
1.02 

.89 

.85 

.85 

3.10 
2.83 
2.56 
2.41 
2.34 

.47 

.46 

.48 

.46 

.so 

3.57 
3.29 
3.04 
2.87 
2.83 

Source: Disposable income (Survey of Current Business, U.S. Department of Conunerce), Per capita· expenditures--Livestock and 
Poultry Situation, August 1986, U.S. Department of Agriculture. · 

...... 
00 
iJl 
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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: Compiled from official statistics of Agriculture Canada, Livestock 
Market Review. 



. 187 

Table E-22 -~· 

Live cattle and calves: U.S. exports to Mexico, by classes, 1982-86 ·~ · 

(In thousands) 
,, 

~ . ' 
Source 1982 1983 1984 1985 1986 ., 

' 
.. ' 

Beef. for .breeding: 
Hales· ........ · .......... ; 2 1 5 12 s 
_F~~~es ·~ ...••. ! ~ .... ·• •• •. • ••.. 3 ·' : 1 ·5 25 9 

Tota·l .... ! •.•••.• -. _, •·• ~ · 5- 2 
·'. 

10 37 14 
Dairy for breeding: 

Males ............ "· ........ !/' . !/ 1 5 1 - -
Females ................ s l 8 25 23 

Total .. .._ ..... · .. ·· .. · .... 'S 1 9 30 24 ,. 

. Total breeding"~~ .... · 10" 3 19 67 38 ' 
: 

Not fe>r breeding:. 8 2 20 28 19 
Grand total ...•....... 18 : : . 5. '. 40 95 57 

!I Less than 500 ani~ls_. 

Note.--Because of rounding, figures may not add to the to~.als shown. 
'· 

Sour~e: · Compiled from official statistfos of the U.S. D~partment of Conunerce. 
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Table E-23 
Beef and veal: U.S. exports, by principal markets, 1982-86 

Market 

Japan . ........... ; ....... . 
Canada ..... ~: ••........... 
Brazil •................... 
All other .......... , ..... . 

Total .........•....... 

1982 

16_4 ,607_ 
25,608 

4 
72,251 

262,470 

Japan ..................... : $238, 96 7 
Canada .......•........ ~. ~: . . _58 ,·9-71 
Brazil. ..... :._ ..•• _.......... 5 

1983 1984 1985 

-Quantity (1,000.pounds) 1/ 

188,249 244,478 259,571 
27 •. 727 60,340 57,057 

4 66 0 
71,101 57,957 47,325 

287,081 362,841 363,953 

Value (l,000 dollars) 

$259,695 $329,744 $356,728 
69,384 141,425 148,157 

70 82 

1986 

351,925 
53,424 
89,819 
50,038 

545.206 

$480,166 
151,"SOO 

32,415 
121,893 105,238 85 ·, 965 90,753 Al 1 ot~er .... _. . . . .. . . . . . . . . . _. =1=2 "'"""7 ....... 4..;...4"'""'3'--_.=;;:;=---~'-----==...-..=.;;..;:;.. _ ___,;;=--...;;..;:;.=-------.....___.-__ 

Tot~l •. :.~ .••.•....... 425,386 451,042 576,489 590,850 755,134 

!I Carcass weight equivalent. 

Source: Exporot;.s·to· Canada· compiled from· official statistics of Agriculture 
Canada; exports to all other markets compiled from official statistics of the 
U.S.·· Department of. Commerce. 
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Table E-24 
Live cattle and calves: U.S. imports from Mexico, Canada, and all other 
sources, 1982-86 

. Source 1982 1983 1984 1985 1986 

Quantity (thousands) 

Mexico. • • • . . . • . . . • . . . . . . . . 510 562 390 476 1,087 
Canada ..•.•• ·.......•.•.... 495 359 363 359 247 

l/ 1/ 11 1/ All other .•.•..•.••....... ~~~1~'~~~~----~~~~----~~~~-=-~~~~---'---
921 753 836 1,335 Total .•...•....•.•.•.. ~-1=.....;0~0~5.._~~~---=-~~~'-"'-'""-~~---"~~~~-.....~=---

Value (1,000 dollars) 

Mexico.· .................... 115,028 138,902 96,420 124,124 282,273 
Canada .......... • ......... 182,247 173,353 188,133 180,905 142,922 
All other .....•........... 423 387 1,210 1,491 759 

Total ................. 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 Conunerce. 
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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: !/ 
Canada ...........................•. 1,089 951 716 576 537 
All other sources .................. 0 7 66 37 6 

Total ............................ 1,089 958 782 613 543 
Dairy females: i.1 

Canada ...........................•. 3,126 3,598 2,878 3,384 1,962 
All other sources .................. 0 0 6 0 0 

Total ....•...................•... 3,126 3,598 2,884 3,384 1,962 
Other females: 'J/ 

Canada ............................. 3,527 4,803 2,696 2,205 2,266 
All other sources .................. 12 133 130 98 0 

Total .....•.........•............ 3,539 4,936 2,826 2,303 2,266 
Total: 

Canada ... • ......................... 7,742 9,352 6,290 6,165 4,765 
All other sources .................. 12 140 202 135 6 

Total . ........................... 7,754 9,492 6;492 6,300 4, 771 

Value (1,000 dollars) 

Males: !I 
Canada ....•........................ 1,345 1,243 933 658 579 
All other sources .................. 31 399 211 21 

Total .......•.................... 1,345 1,274 1,332 869 601 
Dairy females: ~I 

Canada ......•...................... 3,222 4,261 2,535 2,449 1,469 
All other sources .................. 3 

Total . ........................... 3,222 4,261 2,538 2,449 1,469 
Other females: 'J..I 

Canada ............................. 4,359 5,579 2,578 2,084 1,901 
All other sources ............•..... 36 299 600 393 1 

Total ............................ 4,395 5,878 3,178 2,477 1,901 
Total: 

Canada ............................. 8,926 11,083 6,046 5,188 3,949 
All other sources .................. 36 330 1.002 607 21 

Total ............. -............... 8,962 11,413 7,048 5,795 3,970 

!I TSU SA item No. 100.0130. 
~I TSU SA item No. 100.0140. 
'J..I TSU SA 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 Conunerce. 
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Table E-26 
Cows for dairy purposes: 11 U.S. imports from Canada and all other sources, 
1982-86 

Source 

Canada . ................ • .. '• ........... 
All other sources •....•.•.••.....•.... 

Total . ...................... · ..... 

Canada . ... ~ .......................... 
All other sources . .................... 

Total . .......................... · ...... 

11 TSUS item Ho. 100.50. 
!I Fewer than 500 animals. 

1982 

8 
0 
8 

7,049 

7,049 

1983 1984 1985 

Quantity (thousands) 

.13 8 14 
2/ ·21 0 

13 8 14 

.value (l,000 dollars) 

10,320 5,723 10,336 
81 13 

'10,402 5,736 10,336 

Note.--Because of rounding, figures may not add to the totals shown·. 

1986 

15 
2 

17 

10,582 
- 804 

11,386 

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



Table E-27 
Live cattle and calves: Quantity of U.S. imports from Canada, by reported intended use and 
by selected border ports of entry, 1984-86 

Purebred ani­
mals (for free 
entry) and other 

(Q_~antity) _ 

animals for Feeding or Other 
Port and year _breecii_p_g_ OLdaill __ grazing_ _ S!~ughter Subti:>tal, purposes 

1984: 
New England and 

Total. 

mid-Atlantic ..... 12,955 9,172 105,233 127,360 · 771 128,131 
MI & ND ............ 7,220 9,145 87,640 l04;oo5''. 9,<ii6 113,921 
MT................. 6,498 2,895 l~,958 28,35!. 947 29,298 
ID & WA............ 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 
mid-Atlantic ..... 15,924 274 10,460 86;658 382 87,040 

MI & ND ............ 7,784 47,688 58,420 113,892 18,784 132,676 
MT ................. 3,801 62,901 _9,121. 75,823 . 1,120 76,943 
ID & WA............ 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,~39 . 4,984 65,423 

MI & ND ............. 10,333 3,568 44,063 57"964 2,732 60,696 
'MT ................. 2,629 2,826 27,821 33,'276 570 33,846 

ID & WA............ 534 1 098 87 536. 89. 168 232 89 400 
Total ............ 30,545 10,018 200,28~ 24~ 1 847 8,518 

Note.--Because of rounding, figures may not add to the totals shown.-

Source: Compiled from "Quarterly Recap of Import Animals Inspected," Animal.and Plant Health 
Inspection Service, U.S. Department of Agriculture. · 

, 

..... 
\0 
N 



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 January Februarl!'. Karch AJ!ril Mal!'. June Jull!'. August SeJ!tember October November December 

Q!,!antitl!'. {thousands2 

1982 ••..... 1 1 8 14 13 5 4 5 10 15 15 6 
1983 ......• 2 2 3 4 2 3 2 2 1 2 3 3 
1984 ...•. ;. 1 1 1 1 2 1 1 !I 1 3 3 3 
1985 .••.... 1 10 31 30 14 2 1 1 2 2 9 6 
1986 ....... 4 2 2 1 2 1 1 1 1 1 2 2 
1987 ....... 1 1 

Value {l,000 dollars2 

. 1982 ..•.... 397 359 2,368 4,291 4,507 1,656 1,342 1,601 3,119 4,280 3,937 1,822 
1983 ....... 846 898 1,237 1,3°98 660 757 446 439 266 869 743 1,269 
1984 ..•.... 505 464 376 341 664 225 286 134 473 944 926 1,175 
1985 ......• 334 3,789 11,136 10, 753 5,321 892 414 351 522 926 2,127 1,674 
1986 .••...• 1,472 556 710 386 851 336 261 260 425 424 898 622 
1987 ...••.. 318 283 

!I 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. 

Total 

97 
28 
18 

107 ...... 
20 '° \,,.) 

29,680 
9,830 
6,512 

38,241 
7,201 



Table E-29 
Calves weighing under 200 pounds each: U.S. imports for consumption from Canada, by month, 1982-86 and January-February 1987 

Year Januarl Februarl March A1:1ril Hal June Jull August September October November December Total 

2!:!antitl ~thousands~ 

1982 ....... 8 12 21 25 25 13 6 8 8 8 15 8 158 
1983 ....... 5 3 7 12 14 8 5 5 5 8 7 8 88 
1984 ....... 5 6 8 15 17 8 5 3 3 3 3 2 78 
1985 ....... 3 3 3 3 4 2 1 1 2 1 1 1 26 
1986 ....... 1 1 1 5 4 2 1 !I 1 1 1 !I 18 
1987 ....... 1 1 

Value ~1 1 000 dollars~ 
~ 

1982 ....... 409 614 1,206 1,475 1,857 976 458 564 630 438 549 377 9,552 
\0 
.i::-

1983 ....... 283 212 551 895 1,328 744 301 302 215 384 341 362 5,918 
1984 ....... 219 320 471 960 1,263 734 398 239 169 188 106 82 5,148 
1985 ....... 145 172 220 243 374 289 49 57 95 34 34 35 1,746 
1986 ....... 80 98 105 349 346 179 54 38 31 140 80 10 1,511 
1987 ....... 158 100 

!I 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 Conunerce. 



Table E-30 
Ca,ttle weigMn~ 700.,pou~ds or more each: !/ U.S. import~ .for con.sumption from Canada, by month, 1982-86 and January-February 1987 

Year January Februat"Y__tt&rch Aprii __ · Kay June- July August September October November December ·Total 

1982 ...... . 
19~3 ..•.... 
lj84 ......• 
1985 ...... . 
1986 ......• 
1987 ...•..• 

l9!l2 ..••..•. 
1983 .•...•. 
1984 ••....• 
1985 ...•... 
1986 ...... . 
1987 ..•.••. 

12 
22 

8 
13 
19 
12 

7,864 
12,982 

5,913 
8,291 

11,455 
7,729 

9 
19 
15 
20 
25 
18 

4,978 
11,178 
10,353 
12,329 
15,191 
'tl, 717 

!I TSUS items 100.53 and 100.55. 

18 
28 
17 
30 
21 

10,118 
17,319 
11,680 
18,647 
13,682 

21 
24 
18 
21 
15. 

14,164 
14,956 
12,751 
13,245 
·9,872 

16 
23 
15 
17 
15 

10,388 
15,221 . 
10,246 
10,127 

9,232 

Quantity (thousands) 

:11 
.18 
'20 
17 

. 16 

15 
15 

·33 
11 
24 

17 
10 
.32 
ll 
17 

Value U.000 dollars) 

10, 751 
12,003 
12,685 
10,537 
~.279 ' 

8, 794 
10,092 
21,086 

7,171 
14,656 

10,436 
6,664' 

20,974 
7,414 

11,569 

17 
'16 
32 
'11 

14 

10,141 
9,924 

19,282 
6,485 
9,523 

19 
16 
26 
15 

7 

9,455 
9,oao 

16,869 
8, 788 
4,931 

~I Does not 1nclude purebred animals· for·breeding purposes or cows imported specially for dairy purposes.· 

Note.--Because of rounding, figures '~y not add to the. totals shown. 

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

36 
17 
21 
19 
11 

17,191 
9,159 

12,288 
10,577 
6,218 

26 
13 
17 
20 
·6 

12,759 
7 ,624' 

10,578 
11, 181 

4,070 

223 
221 
254 
205 
189 

127,~40 

136 ,2,02 
164,704 
125,J91 
119,6'79 

.... 
\0 
\JI 



Table E-31 
All cattle: l/ U.S. imports for consumption from Canada, by month, 1982-86 and January-F~bruary 1987 

Year Januar;i: Februar;i: Karch A2ril Ka;i: June Jul;i: August se2tember o·ctober November December Total 

!2!!antit;i: ~thousands2 

1982 .•••..• 22 22 48 60 56 36 27 32 38 44 68 42 495 
1983 ....... JO· 25 42 ·44 ' 43 32 23 18 23 27 : . 29 25 359 
1984 ...•... 14 23 27 36 35 30 40 n. 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 ~l,000 dollars2 
..... 
ID 

"' 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 12,0114 11,992 11,283 16,601 12,974 11,251 6,3.99 8,437 5,5115 142,922 
1987 ..•...• 9,006 13,317 

l/ TSUSA items 100.0130-100.0150 and 100.40-100.55. 

Note.--Because of roundi~~· figures may not add to the totals shown. 

Source: C~iled from. official st_~ti,i;;tics of the U.S. Department of Comierce. 
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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....................................... 389 475 1,066 
Canada ....................................... -=2~4-----===------.:.:. __ _ 125 10 

Total. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ...:4..::1..:.3 ___ __;:=..=::.__ ___ -=..a...:..:....:.... __ 600 1,076 

(Percent of total) 

Mexico....................................... 94 79 99 
21 1 Canada ....................................... -~6 ___ -'-....;:;.=-------=---

Total ....... ·............................. 100 100 100 

Note.--Because of rounding, figures may not add to the totals shown. 

Source: Imports from Hexico·compiled from official statistics 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-
Category Karch June 

1984: 
Number of cattle and calves placed 

on feed in 13 major cattle feeding 
States (l,000 animals) ........... 5,511 

Cattle and calves for feeding 
or grazing imported from 
Canada (l,000 animals)........... 2 

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)................. !I 

1985: 
Number of cattle and calves placed 

on feed in 13 major cattle feeding 
States (l,000 animals) .......•... 5,315 

Cattle and calves for feeding 
or grazing imported from 
Canada (l,000 animals) ..... ,..... 68 

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)................. 1. 3 

1986: 
Number of cattle and calves placed 

on feed in 13 major cattle feeding 
States (l,000 animals) ......•.... 5,270 

Cattle and calves for feeding 
or grazing imported from 
Canada (1,000 animals)........... 4 

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) . . . • . • . . . . . . . . . . • 0. 1 

!I Less than 0.05 percent. 

5,562 

9 

0.2 

5,206 

0.8 

5,221 

2 

!I 

July- October­
September December 

6,252 7,592 

5 7 

0.1 0.1 

5,480 7,365 

2 

!' 0.2 

6,336 6,726 

1 2 

!I 11 

Note.--Because of rounding figures may not add to the totals shown. 

Total 

24,917 

24 

0.1 

23,366 

125 

0.5 

23,553 

10 

!I 

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. 
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Table E-34 
Cattle: U.S. commercial slaughter, imports .. for c'orisumption for slaughter from 
Canada, and imports from Canada as a share of U.S.· commercial slaughter, by 
quarters, 1984-86 

January- ·April-
Year and item Harch June 

·July­
September 

October­
December Total 

1984: 
U.S. commercial slaughter 

(1,000 animals) .......... 9,169 9,343 9;562 9,508 37,582 
Imports of cattle for 

slaughter from Canada 
(1,000 animals)......... 46 46 91 52 234 

Imports from Canada as a 
share of commercial 
slaughter (percent)..... 0.5 0.5 1.0 0.5 0.6 

1985: 
U.S. commercial slaughter 

(1,000 animals) .....•••. 8,936 
Imports of cattle for 

9,022. 9,352 8, 97,9 36,289 

slaughter from.Canada 
(1,000 animals)......... 51 46 33 54 184 

Imports from Canada as a 
share of commercial 
slaughter (percent)..... 0.6 0.5 0.4 0.6 0.5 

1986: 
U.S. commercial slaughter 

(1,000 animals) ......... 8,884 9,573 9,653 9,179 37,289 
Imports of cattle for 

slaughter from Canada : ·. 

(1,000 animals)......... 68 51 42 26 
Imports from Canada as a 

share of commercial 
slaughter (percent)..... 0.6 0.5 0.5 0.3 

!/ 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 Service, U.S. 
Department of Agriculture. 

.. ; . 

187 

0.5 
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Table E-35 
Calves: U.S. commercial slaughter, imports for consumption from Canada, and 
imports from Canada as a share of U.S. commercial slaughter, by quarters, 1982-86 

January- April-
Year and item · March · June 

1982: 
U.S. commercial slaughter 

(1, 000 animals) . . . . . . . . . 7 70 
Imports from Canada. 

(1,000 animals)......... 41 
Imports from Canada as a 

share of U.S. commercial 
slaughter {percent) ..... 5.3 

1983: 
U.S. commercial slaughter 

(1,000 animals) ......... 734 
Imports from Canada 

. (1,000 animals)........... 15 
Imports from Canada as a 

share of U.S. commercial 
slaughter {percent) ..... 2.0 

1984: 
U.S. commercial slaughter 

(1,000 animals) ......... 817 
Imports from Canada 

(1,000 animals)......... 9 
Imports from Canada as a 

share of U.S. commercial 
slaughter {percent) ..... 1.1 

1985: 
U.S. Commercial slaughter 

(1,000 animals) ......... 820 
Imports from Canada 

(1,000 animals)......... 9 
Imports from Canada as a 

share of U.S. commercial 
slaughter {percent) ..... 1.1 

1986: 
U.S. commercial slaughter 

(1,000 animals) ......... 873 
Imports from Canada 

(1,000 animals)......... 3 
Imports from Canada as a 

share of U.S. commercial 
slaughter (percent) ..... 0.3 

l/Less than 0.5 percent. 

675 

63 

9.3 

669 

34 

5.1 

745 

40 

5.4 

770 

9 

1.2 

836 

11 

1.3 

July­
September 

710 

22 

2.9 

805 

15 

1.9 

856 

11 

1.3 

872 

4 

0.5 

859 

2 

0.2 

October­
December 

807 

31 

3.8 

868 

23. 

2.6 

874 

8 

0.9 

923 

3 

0.3 

839 

2 

0.2 

Note.--Because of rounding, figures may not add to the totals shown. 

Total 

3,021 

158 

5.2 

3,076 

88 

2.9 

3,293 

68 

2.1 

3,385 

26 

0.8 

3,407 

18 

0.5 

Source: Commercial slaughter based on official statistics of the U.S. 
Department of Agriculture, imports compiled frqm official statistics of the U.S. 
Department of Commerce. 
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Table E-36 
Live cattle: U.S. imports, by customs districts, 1982-86 

Country of origin and 
customs district 

Canada: 
Buffalo, NY ............ . 
Detroit, KI ............ . 
Great Falls, KT ........ . 
Ogdensburg, NY ......... . 
Pembina, ND ........... .. 
Portland, ME ........... . 
Seattle, WA ••••••••••••• 
St. Albans, VT ......... . 
All other .............. . 

Total ................ . 
Mexico: 

El Paso, TX ............ . 
Laredo, TX ............. . 
Nogales, AZ ............ . 
All other .............. . 

Total ................ . 
All other ................ . 

Grand total .......... . 

!I Fewer than 500 animals. 
~/ Less than $500. 

1982 

18 
21 
65 

165 
134 

17 
49 
25 

1 
495 

313 
90 

106 
1 

510 
11 

1,005 

1983 1984 1985 

Quantity (l,000 animals) 

29 
28 
56 

120 
48 
19 
42 
16 

1 
359 

292 
,132 
138 

11 
562 

11 
921 

28 
18 
88 
68 
87 
15 
43 
16 
11 

363 

205 
80 

105 
11' 

390 
11 

754 

29 
18 

113 
38 
94 
12 
43 

7 
5 

359 

257 
68 

151 
1/ 

476 
2 

837 

Note.---Because of rounding, figures may not add to the totals shown. 

1986 

21 
18 

104 
29 
40 

6 
19 

8 
2 

247 

495 
287 
287 

18 
1 087 

1 
1,335 

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



Table E-37 
Calves weighing 200 pounds or more but under 700 pounds each: l/ U.S. imports for consumption, from Mexico, by month, 1982-86 

(In thousands) 

Year January February Karch April Kay June July ·AuRust S_eptember October November December 

1982 ....... 16 18 32 65 79 40 21 16 47' 1 66 108 
1983 ....... 32 22 22 16 81 122 52 63 36 2 8 105 
1984 ....... 113 94 71 27 14 2 15 '!,.I 11 3 1 39 
1985 ....... 60 4 4 4 15 22 21 15 17 2 101 201 
1986 ....... 137 75 70 54 103 38 50 32 18 12 202 264 

11 TSUS items 100.45; does not include pure bred animals imported for breeding purposes. 
£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. 

Total 

508 
560 
389 
466 

1,054 

N 
0 
N 
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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--
Source 1982 i983 1984 1985 1986 1986 -1987 

Quantity c1.ooo·pounds, carcass weight equivalent) 

Australia .......•... ." 
New Zealand .....•.... 
Argentina ...... :· .... . 
Canada ........•....... 
Costa Rica .. ~ ...•...• 
Brazil ..............• 
Dominican Repub.lic ... 
Denmark .....••..••..• 
Guatemala .....•.•••.• 
All other .•.• · •.•..•.. 

Total ...••....... 

Austr!JJia .. , •..• , .•.. 
New Zealand •...••...• 
Argentina .•.. · ...• ; .. . 
Canada ......•.... · ... . 
Costa Rica .......•... 
Brazil .............•. 
Dominican Republic ... 
Denmark ....••... · •...• 
Guatemala .•..•.• : ...• 
All other ...•••..•••. 

.. Total. •...•• ; •••• 

972,805 
468,415 
122,921 

,159,821 
71,194 
85,933 
14,827 
11, 776 
8,457 

116.412 
2.032,561 

629,816. 
311,184 
89,109 

116,570 
53,378 
54,075 

·13;115 
22,438 

6,931 
91,576 

1,388,252 

!I Included in all-other. 

834,575 
485,605 
157,661 
166,384 

47 ,630 . 
135,651 

10,534 
8,451 

26,485 
119,350 

1;992,326 

728,082 
431,006 
143,5.74 
212,399 
59,066 

. 152,012 
2,366 

15,447 
.26,393' 

76 ,825 
'1,847.170 

795,060 
516,105 
178,739 
240,448 

7·3,250 
. 139,153. 

24, 724 
15,572 
40,093 
67,418 

2,090,564 

934,482 
502,243 
154,622 
212,550 
103,205 
. 88 ,889 

36,733 
13 ,474. 

!/ 
81.278 

2.127.475 

Value Cl.000 dollars) 

569,,371 
336,934 
108;350 
118,673 

36,928 
80,554 

9,400 .. 
18,045 
17,058 
92 t 710 

480,558 
297 ,593 

'. 101, 703 
144,947 

44,765 
82,260 

2,206 
21,643 
1_6 ,411 
58,919 

1,388,023 1,251,005 

473,583 
320,096 
116,704 
155, 726 

51,059 
71,102 
17,469 
22,596 
22,367 
52. 716 

537,200 
292,650 
104,451 
134,197 

11·,340 
46,833 
25,661 
20,864 

!/ 
·63,314 

1,303,418 i,296,511 

Note.--Because of rounding, figures may not add to the totals shown. 

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

140, 715 
63,324 
30,328 
49,922 
21,550 
17,793 
6,093 
2,573 

!/ 
20,620 

352,918 

86,151 
40,657 
19,210 
31,019 
14. 6 78 
9,018. 
4,263 
3,327 

!/ 
16' 712 

. 225,035 

141,925 
99,278 
38,012 
36,385 
15,686 

9,842 
. 4,436 
1,467 

!/ 
6,261 

353,292 

88,330 
62,263 
30,141 
25,099 
11,163 
6,767 
3,453 
3,147 

!/ 
5,031 

235,395 
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Table E-39 
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 

Januarv-Februarv--
Source 1982 1983 1984 1985 1986 1986 1987 

Australia .........•.. 
New Zealand ......... . 
Canada ...•........... 
Costa Rica .......•... 
Dominican Republic ... 
Guatemala .......•.... 
Denmark ......•....... 
Honduras .•........... 
All other ........... . 

Total ........... . 

Australia ...•......•. 
New Zealand ......... . 
Canada ..... · .........• 
Costa Rica .......... . 
Dominican Republic .. . 
Guatemala ......•••... 
Denmark .............. . 
Honduras ............ . 
All other ...........• 

Total .....•.•.... 

969,298 
467,033 
158,879 

71,194 
14,827 
8,457 
2,036 

48,111 
60,965 

l,800,800 

625,833 
310,157 
114,097 

53,378 
. 13,t75 

6,931 
1,236 

35,496 
46,401 

1,206,704 

Quantity (l,000 pounds, carcass. weight equivalent) 

832,230 
484,170 
161,763 

47,630 
10,534 
26,483 

0 
49,424 
63,861 

l.676 ,095. 

566,562 
335,944 
112,270 
. 36 ,928 

9,400 
17,056 

35,594 
46 ,916 

1,160,670 

726 ,251 
429,604 
210,418 
59,066 

2,366 
26,393 

7,431 
30,456 
30,975 

l.522.960 

794,193 
514,971 
237,321 

73,250 
24,724 
40,093 

7 ,602 
19, 776 
35,143 

1,747,073 

933,796 
501,204 
210,382 
103,126 

36,733 
13,443 
5,586 

30,586 
18.9.79 

1.853.835 

Value Cl.000 dollars) 

477 ,911 
296,534 
141,221 

44,765 
2,206 

16,411 
. 4,833 
21,930 
21.489 

1,027,300 

472,831 
319,349 
151,240 

51,059 
17,469 
22,367 
5,095 

11,818 
25,630 

1,076,858 

536 ,59~8 
291,730 
129;782 

71,274 
25,661 
8,065 
3,917 

20,808 
15,684 

1,103,519 

140,593 
63,142 
.49,611 
21,555 
6,093 
5,545 
1,522 
7,336 
6,010 

301.407 

86,004 
40,513 
30,475 
14,678 

4,263 
3,256 
1,125 
4,787 
6,449 

191,551 

Note.--Because of rounding, figures may not add to the totals shown. 

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

141,914 
99,238 
36,188 
15;686 

4,436 
2,935 

440 
112 

l,300 
302.248 

88~312 
62,215· 
24,441 
11,163 

3,453 
1,744 

301 
108 
822 

192,559 
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Table E-40 
Freah, chilled, or frozen beef and veal: Product weight of U.S. imports for consumption, by 
major sources, 1982-86, January-Febri.iary 1986, and January-February 1987 

January-February 
Source 1982 1983 1984 1985 1986 1986 1987 

Quantity (1,000 pounds, product weight) 

Australia ........... . 
New Zealand ......... . 
Canada .............. . 
Costa Rica .......... . 
Dominican Republic .. . 
Guatemala ........... . 
Denmark ............. . 
Honduras ............ . 
All other ........... . 

Total ........... . 

Australia ........... . 
New Zealand ......... . 
Canada .............. . 
Costa Rica .......... . 
Dominican Republic .. . 
Guatemala ........... . 
Denmark ...... · ....... . 
Honduras ............ . 
All other ........... . 

Total ........... . 

715 ,298 
345,838 
124,985 
52,392 
10,992 
6,399 
1,497 

35,398 
44,876 

1.337,675 

625,833 
310,157 
114,097 
53,378 
13,175 

6,931 
1,236 

35,496 
'46,401 

1,206,704 

613,404 
359,165 
128,439: 

35,025 
7,800 

19,483 
0 

36,341 
47,143 

l,246,800 

566,562 
335,944 
112,270 

36,928 
9,400 

17 ,056 

35,594 
46,916 

1,160,670 

535,410 
319,963. 
167,102 
43,431 
1,804 

19,477 
5,737 

22,394 
23,092 

1.138,410 

. 585. 390 
381,845 
193,351 
54,091 
18,280 
29,480 
6,002 

14,565 
27 ,5 70 

1,310,574 

688,487 
372,572 
172,523 

76, 113 
27,021 

9,963 
4,222 

22,530 
15, 136 

l,388,567 

Value (l;OOO dollars) 

477 ,911 
296 ,534 
141,221 

44,765 
2,206 

16 ,411 
4,833 

21,930 
21,489 

1,027 ,300 

472,831 
319,349 
151,240 
51,059 
17,469 
22,367 
5,095 

11,818 
25,630 

1,076,858 

536,598 
291,730 
129. 782 

71,274 
25,661 

8,065 
3,917 

20,808 
15,684 

1,103,519 

Note.--Because of rounding, figures may not add to the totals shown. 

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

103,667 
47 ,680 
40,485 
15,871 
4,480 
4,085 
1,198 
5,394 
5,037 

227,898 

86,004 
40,513 
30,475 
14,678 
4,263 
3,256 
1,125 
4,787 
6,450 

191,551 

104,584 
73,647 
30,839 
11,534 
3,261 
2,158 

335 
82 

1,007 
227,448 

88,312 
62,215 
24,441 
11,163 

3,453 
1,744 

301 
108 
825 

192,561 
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Table E-41 
Beef and veal: U.S. imports for consumption from Canada, by selected U.S. 
customs districts, 1982-86 

Customs district 

Ogdensburg, NY ......... . 
Great Falls, KT ........ ·. 
Pembina, ND ............ . 
Buffalo, NY ............ . 
Detroit,. KI ............ . 
Seattle, WA ............ . 
All other .............. . 

Total •.............. 

Ogdensburg, NY ......... . 
Great Falls, KT •........ 
Pembina, ND ............ . 
Buffalo, NY ............ . 
Detroit, HI ............ . 
Seattle, WA ............ . 
All other ••........••... 

Total ..••••......... 

1982 1983 1984 1985 

Quantity (l,000 pounds, product weight) 

48,021 
25,646 
15,586 
26, 170 
5,597 
1,946 
3,697 

126,663 

47,884 
21,887 
12,950 
22,381 
5,072 
2,204 
4,192 

116,570 

47,096 
30,490 
13,970 
26,317 
8,459 
3,181 
2,764 

132,277 

66,807 
39,593 
21,924 
30,828 
6,823 
2,289 
l,180 

169,444 

52,285 
48,160 
45,402 
29,227 
16,823 

3,754 
884 

196,535 

Value (1,000 dollars) 

44,158 
25,650 
11,404 
21,354 

9,647 
3,319 
3,141 

118,673 

60,369 
32,437 
17,159 
24,416 

6,479 
2,491 
1,596 

144,947 

45,799 
36,600 
33,225 
21,728 
13,588 

3,500 
l,286 

155,726 

Note.--Because of rounding, figures may not add to the totals shown. 

Source: Compiled from official statistics of the U.S. Customs Service. 

1986 

38,373 
44,519 
38,919 
30,526 
19,030 

1,564 
289 

173,220 

32,505 
30,331 
27,046 
23,322 
16,104 

1,268 
509 

131,085 



Table E-42 
All beef and veal: U.S. imports for consumption from Canada, by month, January 1982-February 1987 

Year JanuarI FebruarI Karch April KaI June Jul I August September October November December Total 

~1,000 pounds, carcass weight eguivalentl 

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 ..........• 17 952 18 432 

Value ~1,000 dollars2 

1982 ........... 10,091 10,265 12,115_ 9,426 8,534 . 10,301 8, 158 11,793 15,370 12,606 6,924 387 116,570 
198j. Y:· .... :·;· . . - i2,894 'll,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 l? ,05_2_ 15,527 . 15,211 __ 12,582 ;~.172 7,794 8,015 7,990 11,163 15,527 13,324 144,947 . , 
198~· ..... :::·.' •.• 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 N 

1987-. · •... · .•..•. ·12 ,554 '12,545 .•. 0 
...... 

'.,.,,. 

Note: Because of rounding,' figures may not add to-. the to_tals shown. 
' . ·.· . . 

Source: Compiled from official statisti'i:s of the U.S. Department of Conanerce. . ' ' . 



Table E-43 
Fresh, chilled, or frozen beef and veal: Carcass weight equivalent of U.S. imports for consumption from Canada, by month, January 
1982-February 1987 

Year January Februar:z: March AEril Ha:z: June Jul:z: August SeEtember October November December 

Q!,!antit:z: (l,000 l!Ounds, carcass weight eguivalent2 

1982 ....... 14,483 14,888 17. 778 12,990 11,294 12,632 11,168 16,089 20,685 17,319 9,227 325 
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 
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 
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 
1986 ....... 22,89, 26. 715 20,616 15,418 15,645 14,425 16,478 16,734 17,699 12,887 18,518 12,351 
1987 ....... 17 838 18 350 

Value tl,000 dollars2 

1982 ....... 9,933 10,133 11,972, 9,276 8,315 10,056 .8,556 11,529 15,167 12,363 6,591 205 
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 
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 
·'1985 ......... 10,028 . 17,619 18,892 11,936 11,867 . 10,497· 8,112 9,046 10,193 10,648 15,351 16,452 
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 
1987 ......• 12,170' 12,272 

Hote.--Because of· rounding, figures may not add to the totals shown. 

Source: Compiled from official statistics of the U.S. ~partment of Commerce. 

Total 

158,879 
161,763 
210,418 
237,321 
210,382 

114,097 
112,270 
141,221 
151.-240 
129,782 

N 
0 
00 

.· .. 



Table E-44 
Fresh, chilled, or frozen beef and veal: Product weight of U.S. imports for consumption, from Canada, by month, 1982-86 and 
January-February 1987 

Year January Februar:z: March A11ril Ma:z: June Jul:z: August Se2tember October November December 

Quantit:z: {l,000 2ounds 1 2roduct 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 
1983 ....... 15,408 12,926 18,290 14,208 10,542 10,323 ll,Q73 13,190 9,530 5,733 5,050 2,166 
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 
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 
1986 ....... 18,5 77 21,907 16. 790 12,350 12,390' 11,582 13,304 13,559 14,680 10,513 16,047 10,825 
1987 ....... 15 305 15 534 

Value {l,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 
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 
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 
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 
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 
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. 

Total 

124,985 
128,439 
167,102 
193,351 
172,523 

114,097 
112,270 
141, 221 
151,240 
129,782 

N 
0 
\0 
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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 Cl,000 pounds, carcass weight equivalent) 

Argentina •........... 
Brazil ....•..•.....•• 
Denmark .....•••....... 
Uruguay ............. . 
Canada ....••.•..•••.. 
All other ........•... 

Total •.•••......• 

Argentina .•...•...... 
Brazil ...........••.. 
Denmark ..........••.. 
Uruguay ....•••......• 
Canada ...••.......•.. 
All other ....•....•.. 

Total ........... . 

122,921 
85,933 

9, 740 
6,185 

943 
6,039 

231,761 

89,109 
54,075 
21,203 
3,912 
2,473 

10.776 
181,548 

157,661 
135,651 

8,451 
4,640 
4,621 
5,207 

316,231 

108,350 
80,554 
18,045 

2,842 
6,402 

11.158 
227,353 

143,574 
152,012 

8,015 
13,432 
1,980 
5,197 

324,210 

178,739 
139,152 

7 ,971 
6,848 
3,127 
7,654 

343,491 

154,622 
88,889 

7,887 
14. 758 
2,167 
5,316 

273,639 

Value (1,000 dollars) 

101, 703 
82,260 
16,810 

7,944 
3, 726 

11.261 
223,704 

116,704 
71,101 
17 ,501 

4,424 
4,486 

12,345 
226,561 

104,451 
46,833 
16,948 

8,727 
4,415 

11.618 
192,992 

Note.--Because of rounding, figures may not add to the totals shown. 

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

30,328 
17. 793 
1,051 
1,324 

312 
708 

51,516 

19,210 
9,018 
2,202 

895 
544 

1,614 
33,484 

38,012 
9,842 
1,028 
1,431 

197 
534 

51,044 

30,141 
6,767 
2,846 
1,080 

658 
1.342 

42,834 
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Table E-46 
Quota-type meats: !/ U.S. imports for consumption, by sources, 1982-86 

(In thousands of pounds) 

Source 1982 1983 ·. 1984 1985 1986 21 

Australia •...•.......... 714,8'37 601,135 542,774 595,692 601~582 
New Zealand ............. 348,761 367 ,877 328,248 398,576 340,582 
Canada .................. 124,680 129,998 166,207 187,762 169,846 
Costa Rica .............. 45 ,5.25 33,427. 38,270 54,660 63,252 
Dominican Republic ..... ·. 10,244 8,017 1,692 18,860 23,795 
Honduras .•.............. 31,737 34,102 22,317 15,116 19,788 
Guatemala ............... 5,237 19,066 18,351 28,229 6,701 
Sweden .................. 0 0 2,020 3,444 6,674 
European Conununity ...... 7,004 11,223 9,708 9, 725 6,172 
El Salvador ............. 2 ,568' 3,267 2. 777 1,664 649 
Guam . •.•••••••••.••••••• 531 343 
Belize ••..•.....•...•..• 0 0 0 263 189 
Panama . .................. 4,419 1,900 1,277 118 90 
Nicaragua •...••.••..•... 23,2~8 28,.094 7~793 3,914 0 
Hai ti . .................. 882 662 37 46 0 
Mexico .....•..•..•...... · 451· 1 318 0 0 0 

Total ............... 1,319,594 ~.240,086 1, 141,471 1,318,600 1,239,663 

!I Fresh, chilled, or frozen beef and veal, mutton, goat·meat, and certain 
prepared beef. 
?:_! Preliminary. 

Note.--Because of rounding, figures may not add to the totals shown. 

Source: Compiled from official statistics 9f the U.S. customs Service. 



Table E-47 
Cattle and calves: Canadian production, imports, exports, and apparent consumption, 1982-86 

Apparent 
consumption 11 

Imports as a 
share of--

Consump-

Exports as a 
share of--

Year 
Produc­
tion 21 Imports Exports 3/ Cattle Calves Total 

Produc­
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 

!I Humber slaughtered at federally inspected and provincially fospected slaughter plants. 
i1 Calf crop, or the number of calves born during the year. ' 
~I Estimated by the staff of the U.S. International Trade Co11U11ission. 

Source: Production compiled from officials statistics of Statistics Canada, imports and apparent consumption 
compiled from official statistics of Agricultute Canada, exports estimated by staff of the U.S. International Trade. 
Co11U11ission based on official U.S. import statistics of the U.S. Department of Co11U11erce and official export 
statistics of Statistics Canada. · 

N .­
N 
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Table E-48 
Cattle and calves: Composition of Canadian slaughter, !I 1982-86 

(in thousands) 
Total Total 
cattle cattle 

Year Steers . Heifers Cows Bulls slaughter Calf and calf 

1982 21 •• 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 

!I Includes both federally and provincially inspected slaughter. 
'!:/ 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. 
Beef and veal: Canadian production, imports, exports, apparent consumption, and imports and 
exports as a share of production and consumption, 1982-86 

Apparent 

Imports as a 
share of--

consump- Produc- Consump-

Exports as a share of--

Year 
Produc­
tion Imports EXPorts tion 1/ tion tion Production Cons\.II!l~tion 
----Million pounds, carcass weight equivalent---- --------------Percent-------------

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.l 11.1 

11 Includes changes in inventories. 

Source: Compiled from official statistics of the U.S. Department of Agriculture. N ..... 
.i:-
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Table E-50 
Red meat and poultry: Consumption in Canada, ··by·· tYJ>e ~ 1982-86 

Year 

1982 •...••• 
1983. ~ .•. • •. 
1984 ••••••• 
1985 •••.••• 
1986 ••••••• 

··(in millions of pounds) 
Beef and veal 1/ Pork 1/ Total 

2,291 ·' 
2,291 
2,222 
2,273 
2,235 

1,517 
1,5_72 
1,541 
1,594 

- 1,488 

· 3·,808 
3,863" 
3,763 
3,8.67 
3,123' 

!I Carcass weight equivalent~ 
!I Ready-to-cook equivalent. 

Poultry 2/ 

1,228 
1,281 
1,3,05 
1,402 
1,,457 

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

'. 
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Table E-51 
Red meat and poultry: . Per capita consumption in Canada, by types, 1982-87 

Year 

1982 . ................... . 
l983 . ... • ............... . 
1984 ................... . 
1985 ~ .................. . 
1986 l/ ................ . 
"l.987 '!::/ ••••••••••••••••• 

l/ Preliminary. 
'/:;_/ Projected. 

·' , .. · 

Beef and 
veal:·· ... 

92.9'". 
91.9. 
88.4" 
89.5 
88.6 
84.2 

· . . . . ( in pounds) 

Pork 

61.4 
63.1 
61.5 
62.8 
60.9 
62.0 

Beef, veal, 
and pork 
total Poultry 

154.3 
155.0 
150.1. 
150.3· 
149.5 
146.2 

49.9 
50.5 
52.2 
55.2 
57.-7 
60.3 

Beef,. veal, 
pork, and 
poultry 
total 

204.2 
205.5 
203.3 
205.5 
207 .2 '·. 
206.5 

So~rce: Compiled from official statistics of the U.S. Department of 
~riculture. 
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Table E-52 
Beef, fresh, chilled, or frozen: 11 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 ••••••••••••••.• 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 ...... • ......... 8,488 15,679 55,243 24,370 2,599 
Nicaragua ......... 698 21681 18.031 41306 4.289 

Total ......... 168,692 185,866 271,494 252,122 254,293 

ll Canadian conunodity 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: !I Canadian imports from Australia, the 
United States, and all other sources, 1982-86 

Source 1982 1983 1984 1985 
Quantity (million pounds) 

Australia ...•..•.. 3.2 1.5 
United States ..... 0.8 0.4 
All other ......... 21 21 

Total ......... 4.0. 1.9 

Australia ......... 5,585 2,306 
United States ..... 1,554 1,117 
All other ......... 70 3/ -

Total ......... 7,209 3,423 

!I Canadian commodity No. 011-08. 
~I Less than 0.5 million pounds. 
11 Less than $0.5 million. 

1.0 1. 7 
1. 7 0.6 

21 21 
2.8 2.6 

Value ($CAN 1,000) 

2,245 2,706 
3,397 1,362 

58 435 
5,700 4,503 

1986 

2.6 
1.1 

21 
3.7 

3, 779 
2,155 

3/ 
5,934 

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-54 
Cured beef !/: Canadian imports from the United States and all other 
sources, 1982-86 

Source 1982 1983 1984 1985 
Qµantity Cl.000 pounds) 

United States •.•. 386 276 172 324 
All other ....•... 0 0 0 0 

Total ........ 386 276 172 324 
Value (l,000 Canadian dollars) 

United States .... 3,369 2,977 2,606 2,123 
All other ....•... 

Total •...•... 3,369 2,977 2,606 2,123 

!I Canadian conunodity No. 013.09. 

Source: Compiled from official statistics of Statistics Canada. 

1986 

225 
0 

225 

2,526 

2,526 
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Table E-55 
Canned beef: · Canadian. imports; by 'major sources, 1982-86 

Source 1982 1983 1984 1985 · 1986 ... 
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 . ............ 220 483 357 ·185 384 
Argentina ......... 981 . ·l,/t21 822 1,174 485 
All other .....•.... 131 : : . 80 346 421 9 

Total ..•.•.... 11. 778 13.289 11,031 12,940 8,556 
.;. Value (1,000 Canadian dollars) 

Brazil ..... ~ ..•••. 8,633 9·,916 7,945 9;465 6,540 
Australia •...•.•.• 6. ~.74 . 4 ,415 .. 3,372 3,692 2 ,8.9,9 
Italy ...•.•. · •••... 507 1,048 794 '. 853 990 
Argentina .......•. 1,313 1,702 957 1,402 587 
All other ..•..... ·• • <' 165 I,• n1· '408 214 6 

Total ......... 16,893 17, 193 13,478 15. 626 11,022 

!/Includes canned corned ~eef, 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 

Purebred dairy 11 ........... . 
Purebred except dairy 11 .... . 
Dairy, n.e.s., weighing less 

than 200 pounds 11 ........ . 
Dairy, n.e.s., weighing 200 

pounds or over ii ......... . 
N.e.s., weighing less than 

200 pounds~/ ............. . 
N.e.s., weighing 200 pounds 

or more but not over 450 
pounds §_/ ••••• · ••••••••••••• 

N.e.s., weighing 450 pounds 
but not over 700 
pounds II ................ ·. 

N.e.s., weighing 700 pounds 
and over §1 ..•...•.••..••.. 

9,495 
5,338 

847 

1, 710 

0 

2 

0 

1,370 
Total ................... . 18,762 

Purebred dairy 11 ........... . 
Purebred except dairy 11 .... . 
Dairy, n.e.s., weighing less 

than 200 pounds l/ ........ . 
Dairy, n.e.s., weighing 200 

pounds or over it .. : ...... . 
N.e.s., weighing less than 

200 pounds~/ ............. . 
N.e.s., weighing 200 pounds 

or more but not over 450 
pounds §_/ •••••••••••••••••• 

N.e.s., weighing 450 pounds 
but not over 700 
pounds II ................. . 

N.e.s., weighing 700 pounds 
and over§/ ............... . 

20,567 
5,972 

35 

2,070 

25 

9 

1,708 

1 616 
Total ................... . 32,002 

. !I Canadian corranodity No . 1-10. 
£1 Canadian corranodity No. 1-19. 

~-' Canadian corranodity No. 1-45. 
ii Canadian corranodity No. 1-49. 
~/ Canadian corranodity No. 1-75. 
~I Canadian corranodity No. 1-83. 
71 Canadian corranodity No. 1-85. 
§I Canadian corranodity No. 1-90. 

1983 1984 
Quantity 

10,201 14,698 
4,981 1,533 

2 0 

150 3,253 

18 0 

0 10 

0 6 

1985 

12,950 
1,520 

0 

5. 717 

0 

0 

0 

288 841 l,858 
15,640 20.341 22,045 

(l,000 Canadian dollars) 

26,793 
6,753 

4 

296 

4 

1 

2 
33,853 

31,421 
2,544 

3,928 

5 

3 

3 

6 
37. 910 

25,533 
3,319 

6,527 

21 

131 

178 
35,709 

Note.--Because of rounding, figures may not add to the totals shown. 

Source: Compiled from official statistics of Statistics Canada. 

1986 

12,527 
376 

0 

960 

2 

3 

3 

302 
14 ,173 

26,103 
1,155 

960 

2 

3 

3 

352 
28,578 
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Table E-57 
Beef and veal: Canadian exports to all markets except the United 
States, by types, 1982-86 

Type 1982 1983 1984 1985 
(Million pounds) 

Beef, fresh, chilled, or 
frozen !I ................ 10.7 9.6 9.4 9.5 

Beef, cured '!,_I ••••••••••••• 4.4 4.0 3.5 2.i 
Veal, fresh, chilled, or 

frozen 11 ................ 0.2 4/ 4/ 0.1 

(Canl,000 dollars) 

Beef, fresh, chilled, or 
frozen !I. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 18, 560 12,608 12,564 15. 719 

Beef, cured'!,_/ ............. 3,120 2,616 2,566 2,750 
Veal, fresh, chilled, or 

1986 

8.8 
0.2 

0.1 

18,119 
283 

frozen 11 ................ ~-=2=88=-~~~---"=-~~~=.;;;..~~~--':;;;...;..;:;'--~-='-&..:.-==~ 83 209 145 2,585 
Total .................. 21,968 

!I Canadian conunodity Nos. 011-01, 
'!,_/ Canadian conunodity No. 013-09. 
11 Canadian conunodity Nos. 011-07 
~I Less than 50,000 pounds. 

15,307 

011-03, and 

and 011-08. 

15,339 18,614 

011-05. 

Source: Compiled from official statistics of Statistics Canada. 

20,987 
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Table E-58 
Quota-type beef and veal: !I· Canadian imports by major sources, 1982-86 

(Million pounds) 

Source 1982 1983 1984 1985 1986 

Australia .........•....•. 47 .o 33.1 29.5 43.2 68.9 
New Zealand .............. 49.8 54.7 37.3 s·1.1 45.4 
United States ............ 20.1 23.8 44.8 •43.4 42.4 
European Conum.mity ....... 7.7 14.8 50.3 24.7 2.6 
All other ................ . 7 1.5 9.7 4.4 3.7 

Total .........•...... 125.2 127.9 171. 7 166.9 163.1 

!I Canadian tariff item No.· 7Gl-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 bonel.ess ma:nuf acturing beef: . Comparative annual .aver~ge-U. s. and 
Canadian prices, by types, delivered to Chicago, 1983-86 and January-Karch 1987 

Period 

1983 ............. 
1984 ......... · .... 
1985 ............. 
1986 .......... ; .. 
January-Karch 
1987 ............. 

(Cents per·pound) 
50 percent 
chemical ·lean 
from--
United 
States 1/. 

54.3 
58.8 
46.7 
48-.8 

53.0 

Canada 

54.0 
60.5 
48.8 
49.4 

55 .. 3 

85 percent 
chemical lean 
from--
United 
States 

104.3 
97.1 
95.7 
91.9 

100.9 

Canada 

105.1 
99.4 
97.5 
93.0 

100.0 

l/ Converted from f.o.b. Midwest river points delivered to Chicago, by adding 
a factor of 2' per pound. 

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 
Frozen boneless manufacturing beef: Comparative average U.S. and Canadian prices, by types, ~y 
~uarters, delivered to Chicago, 1983-86 and January-Karch 1987 

Period 

1983: 
1st Quarter ... . 
2d Quarter .... . 
3d Quarter .... . 
4th Quarter ... . 

1984: 
1st Quarter ... . 
2d Quarter .... . 
3d Quarter .... . 
4th Quarter ... . 

1985: 
1st Quarter ... . 
2d Quarter .... . 
3d Quarter ...•. 
4th Quarter .... 

1986: 
1st Quarter .... 
2d Quarter ••.•. 
3d Quarter ....•• 
4th Quarter .... 

1987: 
1st Quarter ..... 

(Cents per pound) 
~50~p~e~r~c=e~n=t'--"c~h-em==ic=a=l~l=e=a~no.....:.f~r-om=---~~~~- 85 percent chemical lean from--
United Premium for United Premium for 
States l/ Canada U.S. product 2/ States Canada U.S. product 2/ 

58.0 
60.1 
51.2 
48.3 

58.5 
58.9 
62.7 
55.0 

55.9 
47 .5 
37.8 
45.9 

44.8 
38.6 
54.0 
58.3 

53.0 

54.7 
61.6 
50.4 
49.8 

59.0 
60.9 
63.5 
58.3 

60.3 
50.0 
40.5 
44.3 

45.6 
41.4 
51.9 
59.4 

55.3 

3.4 
-1.4 

.8 
-1.5 

-.5 
-2.0 
-.8 

-3.3 

-4.4 
-2.6 
-2.7 
1.6 

-.8 
-2.8 
2.2 

-1.0 

-2.3 

107.5 
111.4 
103.5 

95.3 

102.0 
101.6 

95.8 
89.8 

100.8 
98.1 
92.6 
91.1 

,92.3 
92.5 
94.2 
88.2 

100.9 

105.0 
110.7 
106.9 

97 .8 

102.2 
103.8 
98.5 
93.3 

101.8 
99.9 
94.1 
94.0 

93.0 
90.9 
93.4 
94.8 

100.0 

2.4 
• 7 

-3.2 
-2.6 

-.2 
-2.1 
-2.8 
-3.5 

-1.0 
-1.8 
-1.6 
-2.9 

-.7 
1.6 

.8 
-6.6 

.9 

11 Converted from f.o.b. Midwest river points delivered to Chicago, by adding a factor of 
2¢ per pound. 
it 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. 



226 

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) 

~F=e=e=d=e-r-=c_a=t=t_l_e_l_/'--~~ Slaughter cattle 2/ ~c_u_1_1-"-ca~t-t~l~e"-'3~/~~~~ Veal 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 6 7. 6 7 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.-Har. 
1987 ..... 67.80 73.05 61. 77 59.02 42.61 40.89 74 .87 74.91 

!I U.S. prices based on average of sales (No. 1 steers, medium frame 600 to 700 lbs.) located in 
Amarillo, TX; Billings, HT; Kansas City, KO; South St. Paul, HN; and Thomasville, GA. Canadian 
prices based on average of sales in Calgary, Alberta; Montreal, Quebec; Southern Saskatchewan; 
Toronto, Ontario; and Winnipeg, Manitoba. 
£1 U.S. prices based on average of sales (slaughter cattle, steers, choice Nos. 2 to 4, 1,100 to 
1,300 lbs.) located in Amarillo, Tx; Greeley, CO; Hoses Lake, WA; omaha, NE; South St. Paul, KN; 
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. 
11 U.S. prices based on average of sales (cows, co11U11ercial Nos. 2 to 4) located in omaha, NE; Salt 
Lake City, UT; and South St. Paul, HN. Canadian prices based on average of sales in Calgary, 
Alberta; Montreal, Quebec; Southern Saskatchewan; Toronto, Ontario; and Winnipeg, Manitoba. 
!/ 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: l/ Comparative U.S. and Canadian auction prices, by quat'tet's, 1980-86 and 
January-March 1987 

(U.S. dollars pet' ijundt'ed weight) 
Pt'emium 
paid in Range. of' prices in 

Period United States 21 Canada 3/ United States United States Canada 

1980:. 
1st Quarter .... 78.39 78.09 0.30 6.41 7.35 
2d Quarter ..... 67.90 6 7 .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 
2d 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 Quartet' ..•. 65.66 64.80 .86 5.30 6.12 
2d Quat'ter ..... 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 
2d 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 
3d Quarter ..... 58. 72 57.97 .75 5.84 3.68 
4th Quartet' .... 59.84 60.04 -.20 5.94 5.38 

1986: 
1st Quarter .... 60.07 60.40 -.33 6.02 6.14 
2d Quarter ..... 56.99 58.76 -1. 77 6.42 15.21 
3d Quartet' ..... 61. 75 63.74 -1.99 6.60 6.32 
4th Quarter .... 61. 72 65.98 -4.26 7.72 11.82 

1987: 
1st Quarter .... 67.80 73.05 -5.25 5.50 13.29 

!I For the United States, feeder cattle prices were accUDDJlated for Ho. 1 steers, medium frame 600. 
to 700 lbs; Canadian prices were accumulated for feedet' steers, 600 to 700 lbs. 
i1 Based on average of sales located in Amarillo, TX; Billings, KT; Kansas City, KO; South St. 
Paul, KN; and Thomasville, GA. 
ll Canadian prices based on average of sales located in Calgary, Alberta; Kontt'eal, 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, Poultt'y, Grain and Seed 
Division. Canadian prices from Livestock Hat'ket Review, Agricultut'e Canada, Marketing and 
Economics Branch. 
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Table E-63 
Slaughter cattle: !I Comparative U.S. and Canadian auction prices, by 
quarters, 1980-86 and January-March 1987 

Period 

1980: 
1st Quarter ••.• · 
2d Quarter •.•.• 
3d Quarter ..... 
4th Quarter ..•. 

1981: 
1st Quarter .... 
2d Quarter ....• 
3d Quarter ....• 
4th Quarter ...• 

1982: 
1st Quarter .... 
2d Quarter .•... 
3d Quarter ...•• 
4th Quarter .... 

1983: 
1st Quarter ... . 
2d Quarter .... . 
3d Quarter ...•. 
4th Quarter .... 

1984: 
1st Quarter ... . 
2d Quarter .... . 
3d Quarter .... . 
4th Quarter ... . 

1985: 
1st Quarter ... . 
2d Quarter .... . 
3d Quarter ....• 
4th Quarter .... 

1986: 
1st Quarter .... 
2d Quarter ....• 
3d Quarter .... . 
4th Quarter ... . 

1987 
1st Quarter .. · .. 

(U.S. dollars per hundred weight) 

United 
States 2/ Canada 3/ 

66.84 
65.73 
71.04 
67 .06 

62.89 
67 .50 
67.00 
61.50 

64.01 
71.42 
64.46 
59.67 

62.40 
67.93 
61.14 
61.51 

67 .42 
66.78 
63.69 
63.97 

62.87. 
58.58 
52.89 
62. 79 

57 .62 
55.48 
59.14 
60.95 

61. 77 

66.53 
61.94· 
67 .06 
68.66 

63.59 
64.23 
64.22 
60.32 

56.05 
67 .03 
61.89 
57.73 

57.87 
63.43 
57 .55 
58. 74 

60.49 
61.49 
60.10 
61.30 

58.50 
57 .08 
51.33 
57 .64 

54.73 
53.05 
55.61 
58.43 

59.02 

Premium paid in 
United States 

0.31 
3.79 
3.98 

-1.60 

-. 70 
3.27 
2. 78 
1.18 

7.96 
4.39 
2.57 
1.94 

4.53 
4.50 
3.59. 
2. 77 

6 .93 ' 
5.29 
3.59 
2.67 

4.37 
1.50 
1.56 
5.15 

2.89 
2.43 
3.53 
2.52 

2.75 

Range of prices in 
United 
States Canada 

3.08 
4.32 
2.25 
4.91 

5. 75 
3.96 
2.25 
5.33 

1.89 
3.37 
2.49 
4. 70 

3.11 
3.30 
2.54 
3.60 

6.63 
4.09 
3.89 
3.55 

2.41 
3. 77 
2.74 
2.65 

1.68 
2.50 
2. 71 
2.42 

3.64 

6.64 
5.61 
6.37 
4.89 

"5. 73 
7.82 
6.25 
6. 71 

8.13 
6.49 
7.49 
6.11 

8.08 
6.62 
6.62 
7.25 

6.64 
7.08 
9.50 
7.35 

9.04 
5.05 
4.80 
4.85 

8.92 
6.84 
5.89 
6.91 

6.51 

!I 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. 
£! Based on average of sales located in Amarillo, TX; Greely, CO; Moses Lake, 
WA; Omaha, NE; South St. Paul, MN; and Visalia, CA. 
11 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: !I Comparative U.S. and Canadian auction prices, by quarters, 
1980-86 and January-March 1987 

Period 

1980: 
1st Quarter .... 
2d Quarter ....• 
3d Quarter.~ .•. 
4th Quarter .... 

1981: 
1st Quarter ... . 
2d Quarter .... . 
3d Quarter ••.•. 
4th Quarter .... 

1982: 
1st Quarter ... . 
2d Quarter .... . 
3d Quarter ....• 
4th Quarter .... 

1983: 
1st Quarter ... . 
2d Quarter .... . 
3d Quarter .... . 
4th Quarter ... . 

1984: 
1st Quarter ... . 
2d Quarter .... . 
3d Quarter .... . 
4th Quarter ... . 

1985: 
1st Quarter ... . 
2d Quarter .... . 
3d Quarter .... . 
4th Quarter ... . 

1986: 
1st Quarter ... . 
2d Quarter .... . 
3d Quarter .... . 
4th Quarter ... . 

1987: 
1st Quarter .... 

(U.S. dollars per hundred weight) 

United 
States 2/ Canada 3/ 

48.31 
43.36 
44.51 
43.55 

42.27 
42.59 
42.97 
37.78 

38.41 
42.68 
41.65 
37.10 

40.02 
42. 78 
39.10 
35.00 

39.56 
42.62 
40.35 
37.30 

41. 33 
40.69 
35.35 
32.33 

35. 71 
36.51 
37.45 
35.95 

42.61 

47 .96 
44.12 
46.22 
44.73 

43. 04 
43.83 
44 .46 
36.87 

36.41 
41.28 
41. 98 
35.19 

38.39 
43.20 
41. 22 
35.33 

37.90 
41. 14 
40.05 
36.24 

38.23 
39.32 
36.54 
33.55 

36.33 
36.35 
37.98 
36.21 

40.89 

Premium paid in 
United States 

0.35 
-.76 

-1. 71 
-1.18 

-. 77 
-1.24 
-1.49 

.91 

2.00 
1. 40 
-.33 
1.91 

1.63 
-.42 

-2.12 
-.33 

1.66 
1.48 

.30 
1.06 

3.10 
1._37 

-1.19 
-1.22 

-.62 
.16 

-.53 
-.26 

1. 72 

Range of prices in 
United 
States _ Canada 

0. 74 
.95 
.70 
.37 

.32 

. 40 

.59 
1.40 

.71 

.92 
1. 77 
1.09 

.60 

. 43 

.58 
1.21 

.62 
1.13 
1.88 
2. 77 

1.52 
1. 70 

.17 

.57 

.98 

.68 
1. 72 
1.12 

1. 24 

6.98 
5.51 
4. 77 
7.12 

6.29 
4.11 
6.05 
7.24 

6.85 
3.32 
3.60-
6.26 

4.53 
3.57 
6.47 
7.85 

3.95 
4.18 
6. 77 
6.45 

4.06 
3.00 
4.20 
6.16 

4.24 
3.34 
3.03 
4.58 

5.37 

!I U.S. prices based on sales of cows, conunercial Nos. 2 to 4. Canadian 
prices based on sales of cows, Nos. D1 and 2. 
ZI Based on average of ·sales located in Omaha, NE; Salt Lake City, UT; and 
South St. Paul, KN. 
11 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: !/ Comparative U.S. and Canadian auction prices, by quarters, 
1980-86 and January-March 1987 

Period 

1980 
1st Quarter ... . 
2d Quarter .... . 
3d Quarter •.... 
4th Quarter .•.. 

1981 
1st Quarter ... . 
2d Quarter .... . 
3d Quarter .... . 
4th Quarter ... . 

1982 
1st Quarter .... 
2d Quarter ..•.. 
3d Quarter ..... 
4th Quarter ..•• 

1983 
1st Quarter ... . 
2d Quarter .... . 
3d Quarter ..•.. 
4th Quarter .... 

1984 
1st Quarter ... . 
2d Quarter .... . 
3d Quarter .... . 
4th Quarter ... . 

1985 
1st Quarter ... . 
2d Quarter .... . 
3d Quarter .... . 
4th Quarter ... . 

1986: 
1st Quarter ... . 
2d Quarter .... . 
3d Quarter ..••. 
4th Quarter .... 

1987: 
1st Quarter •... 

(U.S. dollars per hundred weight) 

United 
States 2/ 

89.16 
83.57 
83.86 

'82.55 

85.26 
88.50 
81. 70 
76.54 

79.29 
84.72 
80.05 
78.06 

84.19 
81.34 
75.65 
71.14 

81.95 
81.22 
61.23 
62.62 

71.91 
71.15 
66.46 
64.80 

67 .07 
69.66 
68.62 
71.09 

74.87 

Canada 3/ 

93.67 
86.85 
85.34 
86.80 

84.66 
85.27 
80.23 
76.25 

76.75 
76.34 
73.96 
74.74 

77 .44 
77 .37 
69.74 
72.98 

72.03 
74.98 
73.37 
69.62 

68.76 
68.90 
64.52 
65.27 

67 .06 
66.89 
66.34 
69.77 

74.91 

Premium paid in 
United States 

-4.51 
-3.28 
-1.48 
-4.25 

.60 
3.23 
1.47 

.29 

2.54 
8.38 
6.09 
3.32 

6.75 
3.97 
5.91 

-1.84 

9.92 
6.24 

-12.14 
-7 .00 

3.15 
2.25 
1.94 
-.47 

.01 
2. 77 
2.28 
1.32 

.04 

Range of prices in 
United 
States 

35.15 
22.15 
9.64 
7.08 

12.35 
9. 73 
9.70 

14.33 

19.91 
7.02 
6.64 
3.86 

17 .47 
13.26 

3.05 
22.16 

17.27 
8.46 

13.72 
22.98 

27.70 
20.01 
12.36 
22.31 

32.46 
24. 70 
9.15 
7.18 

13.59 

Canada 

25.61 
20.69 
18.49 
35.09 

32.40 
27.00 
26.60 
36.94 

34.55 
30.21 
23.44 

'30.17 

23.98 
29.43 
25.26 
12.49 

21.99 
21.59 
18.86 
16.23 

19.42 
16.91 
12.83 
19.20 

22.18 
10. 71 
11.13 
15.94 

20.65 

l/ .u. S. prices based on sales of vealers, Choice, 150 to 250 lbs, except 150 
to 300 lbs from 1985 on. Canadian prices based on sales of good veal calves. 
~I Based on average of sales located in Albany, NY and South St. Paul, MN. 
11 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 21 East 31 West 4/ 

1980 ......................... 73.69 71. 76 79.31 69.67 
1981 ........................ 75.86 72. 77 74.10 67.73 
1982 ........................ 67 .92 66.21 61. 72 58.48 
1983 ................ · ......... 68.27 66.18 65.70 59.03 
1984 ........................ 70.26 69.28 66.26 59.41 
1985 ........................ 69.21 67.73 61.19 59.37 
1986 ........................ 61.36 61.58 57.29 55.62 

!/ 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. Host 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. 
~I 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. 
11 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 lbs, net gain 450 lbs, kept 180 days. 
!/ Represents only what expenses would b~ 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 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-Karch 1987 

(U.S. dollars per hundred weight) 
United States Canada 
Great 

Period Plains 1/ Corn Belt 2/ East 3/ West 4/ 

1980: 
1st Quarter ............... 73.99 73.29 85.06 74.06 
2d Quarter ................ 75.52 73.13 78.81 71.62 
3d Quarter .....••.•.•..... 75. 77 73.09 80.49 69.33 
4th Quarter ............... 69.48 67.54 72.86 63.66 

1981: 
1st Quarter ...••...•...... 74.57 73.25 72.92 67.17 
2d Quarter ........••...... 78.69 74.06 77 .07 69.21 
3d Quarter ................ 77 .83 73.21 74.49 67. 97 
4th Quarter .........•..... 72.34 70.56 71.91 66.58 

1982: 
1st Quarter ............... 69.62 68.03 64. 78 58.07 
2d Quarter ................ 66.36 64.26 60.12 55.97 
3d Quarter ................ 67 .14 64.85 59.37 57 .81 
4th Quarter ...•........... 68.56 67. 70 62.61 62.08 

1983: 
1st Quarter ............... 67. 71 65.68 62.57 58.08 
2d Quarter ................ 65.13 62.60 62.61 57.56 
3d Quarter ................ 70.21 67 .12 66.97 60.50 
4th Quarter .............•• 70.02 69.30 70.64 60.00 

1984: 
1st Quarter ............... 67 .02 65. 78 64.63 55.46· 
2d Quarter ................ 69.55 68.00 64.37 60.22 
3d Quarter ................ 73.07 71.59 68.62 60.22 
4th Quarter ............... 71.40 71. 77 67 .39 61. 71 

1985: 
1st Quarter .............•. 70.18 68.69 60.69 57. 78 
2d Quarter ................ 69.41 66.79 59.98 58.91 
3d Quarter ................ 70. 79 68.29 61.57 59.85 
4th Quarter •.............. 66.45 6 7 .15 62.54 60.93 

1986: 
1st Quarter ........•.•.... 61.24 61.6 7 56.65 55.22 
2d Quarter ....••.......•.. 62.60 61.38 57.92 55.61 
3d Quarter .....•.......... 62.68 62.58 58.28 54.42 
4th Quarter ••......•...... 58.93 60. 70 56.33 57.23 

1987: 
1st Quarter ..............• 59.86 59.54 61.18 59.59 

!I 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. Kost 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 (l,100 lbs less 4-percent shrink). Choice 
nlaughter steers, 900 to 1,100 lbs, Texas-New Mexico direct. 
i1 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 lbb, for a net 
gain of 450 lbs. 
11 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 lbs, net gain 450 lbs, kept 180 days. 
!I 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 Outlook Report. Data for Canadian 
expenses from Canadian Cattlemen's Association, 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 

Year Plains 11 

1980 ....................... . -5.10 
1981 ....................... . -9.46 
1982 ....................... . -1.66 
1983.· ...................... . -3.87 
1984 ....................... . -3.24 
1985 ....................... . -8.75 
1986 ....................... . -2.25 

Corn Belt 21 

-4.66 
-8.93 
-1.99 
-3.62 
-4.01 
-9.50 
-3.86 

East 3/ 

-9.68 
-7.60 
3.40 

-1.99 
-.72 

-1.22 
2.46 

West 4/ 

. -3. 73 
-5.05 

2.04 
-.14 

.89 
-3.74 
-1.12 

!I Feeder steer, weight in 600 lbs, weight out 1,056 lbs after 4-percent 
shrink, net gain of 456 lbs. 
it Feeder steer, weight 600 lbs, weight out 1,050 lbs, net gain of 450 lbs. 
11 Yearling steer, weight in 700 lbs weight out 1,150 lbs, net gain of 450 -lbs. 
!I 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. 
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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 11 Corn Belt 2/ East 31 West 4/ 

1980: 
1st Quarter ..... ; ......... -5.72 -6.18 -14.08 -7.69 
2d Quarter ............... -8.63 -8.48 -13.82 -9.89 
3d Quarter ............... -4.16 -1.94 -10.07 -3.39 
4th Quarter ......•.•...... -1.88 -2.03 -. 74 6.04 

1981: 
1st Quarter ............... -8.25 -11. 26 -6.13 -4.38 
2d Quarter .........••.... -9.82 -7.38 -10.21 -2.68 
3d Quarter ............•. · -10.18 -6.68 -6.24 -5.09 
4th Quarter ......•..•..... -9.60 -10.39 -7.83 -8.05 

1982: 
1st Quarter ............... -4.91 -4.67 -4.33 ~2.00 

2d Quarter ............... 6.19 6.20 12.55 11.87 
3d Quarter ............... -0.96 -.66 7.29 3.56 
4th Quarter ............... -6.95 -8.83 -1.91 -5.27 

1983: 
1st Quarter ......•..•..... -4.29 -4.17 .05 -1. 79 
2d Quarter .......... · •.... 4.06 4.60 5.17 6.04 
3d Quarter ............... -8.27 -6.22 -5.24 -3.63 
4th Quarter ........•...... -6.96 -8.69 -7.95 -1.19 

1984: 
1st Quarter ............... 2.63 1.56 1.10 5.05 
2d Quarter ............... -1.98 -2.00 1. 71 .69 
3d Quarter ............... -7.67 -7 .31 -4.62 -1.45 
4th Quarter ............... -5.93 -8.28 -1.09 -.75 

1985: 
1st Quarter ............... -6.34 -6.83 3.00 -.20 
2d Quarter ............... -9.06 -9.13 1.17 -1. 73 
3d Quarter ............... -16.72 -16.12 -6.66 -9.61 
4th Quarter ............... -2.88 -5.94 -2.37 -3.44 

1986: 
1st Quarter ............... -2.57 -4.45 2.68 -3.03 
2d Quarter ............... -7.02 -6.86 -.50 -3.98 
3d Quarter ............... -2.83 -3.67 1.15 1.05 
4th Quarter ............... 3.43 -.45 6.49 1.48 

l/ Feeder steer, weight in 600 lbs, weight out 1,056 lbs after 4-percent 
shrink, net gain of 456 lbs. 
ZI Feeder steer, weight 600 lbs, weight out 1,050 lbs, net gain of 450 lbs. 
~I Yearling steer, weight in 700 lbs, weight out 1,150 lbs, net gain of 450 
lbs. 
!I 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. 
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Table E-70 
U.S.-Canadian exchange rates: l/ Nominal-exchange-rate equivalents of the Canadian 
dollar, real-exchange-rate equivalents, and producer price indicators 
in the United States and Canada, £1 indexed by quarters, January 1980-December 1986 

U.S. Canadian Nominal- Nominal- Real-
Producers Producers exchange 

Period Price Index Price Index rate 
January-Karch 1980=100.0 

1980: 
January-March ...... 100.0 
April-June ......... 102.1 
July-September ..... 105.4 
October-December ... 107.6 

1981: 
January-Karch ...... 110.7 
April-June ......... 113.4 
July-September ..... 114.3 
October-December ... 114.3 

1982: 
January-Karch ...... 115.2 
April-June ......... 115.4 
July-September ..... 116.0 
October-December ... 116.0 

1983: 
January-March ...... 116.0 
April-June. . . . . . . . . 116 . 3 
July-September ....• 117.4 
October-December ... 118.l 

1984: 
January-March ...... 119.3 
April-June ......... 120.1 
July-September ..... 119.8 
October-December ... 119.5 

1985: 
January-Karch ...... 119.3 
April-June ......... 119.4 
July-September ..... 118.6 
October-December ... 119.3 

1986: 
January-Karch ...... 117.5 
April-June ......... 115.3 
July-September ..... 114.7 
October-December ... 115.3 

100.0 
10~.l 
103.9 
107.4 

110.2 
112. 7 
115.0 
116.5 

118.1 
120.4 
121.3 
121.7 

122.6 
124.4 
125.4 
126.0 

128.0 
129.6 
130.4 
130. 7 

132.3 
133.0 
133.1 
134.l 

135.4 
133.3 
133.6 

!I 

0.8589 
.8545 
.8631 
.8447 

.8378 

.8343 

.8253 

.8391 

.8272 

.8035 

.8001 

.8120 

.8148 

.8123 

.8112 

.8074 

.7966 

. 7737 

. 7611 

.7585 

.7389 

.7303 

.7353 

. 7250 

. 7124 

.7224 

. 7218 

. 7222 

exchange- exchange­
rate index rate index 3/ 
January-March 1980=100.0 

100.0 
99.5 

100.5 
98.4 

97.5 
97.1 
96.1 
97.7 

96.3 
93.6 
93.2 
94.5 

94.9 
94.5 
94.4 
94.0 

92.8 
90.1 
88.6 
88.3 

86.0 
85.0 
85.6 
85.9 

82.9 
84.1 
84.0 
84.1 

100.0 
98.5 
99.1 
98.2 

97.1 
96.5 
96.7 
99.6 

98.7 
97.6 
97.4 
99.1 

100.3 
101.1 
100.9 
100.3 

99.5 
97 .2 
96.5 
96.6 

95.4 
94.7 
96.1 
96.6 

95.5 
97 .2 
97.8 

!/ 

!I Exchange rates expressed in U.S. dollars per unit of Canadian currency. 
£1 Producer price indicators--intended to measure final product prices--are based on 
average quarterly indexes presented in line 63 of the International Financial 
Statistics. 
11 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. 
!I Hot available as of Hay 1987. 

Source: International Monetary Fund, International Financial Statistics, 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 

1980 ....••..•.•••••••.••.•. $1.1693 
1981. . . . . . • • . . . . • • • . . . • • . . . 1.19.89 
1982....................... 1.2337 
1983 .........•........•.•.. 1.2324 
1984 .........•..... · ...•••.. 1.2951 
1985 . . . . • . . • . • . • . . • • . . . . . . . 1. 3655 
1986 . . . . . . . . . . • . . . . . . . . • • . . . 1. 3895 

U.S. currency 

$1.00 
1.00 
1.00 
1.00 
1.00 
1.00 
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 

U.S. 

Cattle hides ......... . 
Calf hides ..... : ..... . 
Tallow ............... . 
Animal grease ........ . 
Animal oil and fat ... . 

(nes) .............. . 

EEC (12) 
Cattle hides ......... . 
Calf hides ........... . 
Tallow ............... . 
Animal grease ........ . 
Animal oil and fat ... . 

(nes) .............. . 

1,000 dollars 
(1986) 

21,516 (ll'X.) 
2,573 (17'X.) 
2 I 543 ( 4'X.) 

1,650 (34'X.) 

25,334 (13'X.) 
7,489 (50'X.) 

26,819 (41'1.) 

790 (16'1.) 

Exports from 

38,948 
4,940 
2,968 

977 
1,408 

277 
0 
0 

59 
29 

(99'X.) 
( lOO'X.) 
( lOO'X.) 

( 94'X.) 
( 97'X.) 

Title: Proximate Trade and Trade Balance Figures for Cattle Hides, Calf 
Hides, Tallo~, Animal Grease and Animal Oils and Fats 

(1) Canada/U.S. 
(2) Canada/EEC 12 

12 months ended Dec. 86 

Note: 1. Exports and imports expressed in Canadian dollars. Source: . 
Statistics Canada Exports and Imports by commodities. 

Balance 

-17,432 
-· 2, 407 

425 
977 

+ 242 
-21,000 

+25,057 
+ 7,489 
+26,819 

59. 
+ 761 
+60,067 

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 reported by ''Quarterly Recap of ImpoJ:t ~iJl18la Inspected 

: . . . ,:·.. . . 
Destination 1984 1985 1986 

-----------· 
Alaba1a 19 176 397 
Al ask a 327 993 247 
Arizona 298 199 19 
Arkansas 70 141 75 
California ______ ""66""'5r------~16~7i0 _____ --:1~0~01 
Colorado 908 16847 2061 
Connecticut 4384 2148 2356 
Dela1me 0 o 0 
Florida 216 729 378 
Georgi a 42 99 95 
Idaho 3627 4548 829 
Illinois 366 108 137 
Indi'ana 2493 664 3776 
Iowa 5143 12580 5205 
Kansas 4570 6944 436 
Kentuckv 4l4 1643 1093 
Louisiana 176 138 27 
"aine 15124 13320 2624 
"aryland 1450 87 39 
"assachusetts _____ ..,,.,.,12 .... 5 ______ 3:.:0.::.8 ______ ..;2--..44 
"ichigan 15552 10487 7391 
l'linntsota 34493 28126 15159 
l'lississippi 2 35 151 
l'li ssouri 819 445 292 
l'lontana 3334 15060 1922 
Nebraska 25529 33482 13643 
Nevada 29 23 21 
New Ha.tpshi re 82 128 33 
New Jersey 1019 953 2332 
New l'lex i co I O 50 
New York 51877 24787 18717 
North Carolina 575 825 914 
North Dakota 7859 15470 5269 
Ohio 4436 3037 2802 
Oklahoma 49 44 168 
Oregon 2o78 2319 636 
Pennsylvania 37617 36357 22544 
Rhode Island I 0 I 
South Carolina 39 101 32 
South Dakota 11681 11669 4682 
Tennessee 
Texas 
Utah 
Ver1ont 
Virginia 
Washington 
West Virgina 
Wisconsin 
Wyo1ing 
Hawaii 
Puerto Rico 

TOTAL 

137 130 104 
1956 5357 4091 

13941 5747 21942 
10249 7146 9173 

136 227 501 
102069 78772 87826 

432 108 117 
1105 715 846 
1836 17534 159 

0 7 0 
32 

369350 362465 242557 
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APPENDIX U 

SAMPLE COPY OF USDA FORM 17-30D "QUARTERLY RECAP 
OF IMPORT ANIMALS INSPECTED" 



.. - . - - -- ----- ---- ---- ---- -- -- --- --- --- - - -- - ----

PORT OF ENTRY 
-- -- -- ---- - -- ---- .. - -- - -----

QUARTERLY RECAP OF IMPORT ANIMALS INSPECTED 
Champlain, ?IT• (<:cwwli1111 und At.:xicun 811rdr.r l'ort., uf f:111ry) 

QUARTER ENDING 

INSTRUCTIONS: Prnpnrc in triplicate. Forward original and I copy to llyausville, l\ld. Retain copy for Station File. March '31, 1936 
PASSED FOR ENTRY REJECTED FOR ENTRY 

~~=~-~]PUREBRED 
-·---·-.----

TOTAL TOTAL 

SPECIES 
BREEDING FEEDING OTHER PASSED PUREBRED BREEDING FEEDING OTHER REJECTED 

NOT FOR FREE OR OR SLAUGHTER PURPOSES {Totnl Cols. FOR FREE OR OR &LAUGHTER PURPOSES (Total Cols. 
INSPECTE1. ENTRY DAIRV GRAZING A 1hru FJ ENTRY DAIRY GRAZING H 1hr11 LJ .. 

-- -- A····--- -B- --c---D-- -- E F---G -- -H I J K L M --

I. <:.11!11· 11 1·t:' -,..,, 1~1 352 819 7 7 
-·-··· ··--·· ·----· r-----··-·-· --··-

2. l·:quinrs ,.. .. 
. ·!;; 15 112 FO 

---· 
3. Sheep l~ .~ 

4. Goats 

s. s,,·inc 20 6'/l; 694 
6. Other ?..81 2Al . .\nimalst 

7. Totals 
~3 11 39/c l.01 10~~ 393 19l;.8 7 tl11•m.< 1-6) 

ENTRIES NUMBER I OTHER ANIMALS (Spccily trpecles and No.) 18. DESTINATION 

8. l>rivcn 011 foot 

9. Transponat ion by 
railroad 

10. Transpon:ition l1y 
tnl<"k 'rar 

II. TOTAL ENTRIES 

(/rem 8 • 9 • /0) 

Poultry entered 

12. Inspected 

13. Not inspected 

J.i. TOTAL POUL TRY 

(Item 12 + Item 13) 

15. Total No. Egp;s 
entered 

Sc111e11 c111crc1I 
16:Total Nu. lots 

17. Total No. ampules 

ANH FORM 17-300 
FEB 1972 

25 R:2 nf_,neck :· he:asa~:.ts 2 Sea Liana STATE NO.CATTLE NO. OTHER 
-- A B c--

150 Cl: •1c.'-: ar F ~ rtrip.t~ s 5 Bt•'x>ons .t.Z. - 3 
; Chir.ipanz~s '17 Ra cine Pigeons lj'i' -. - 11 
2 Kanr,!l.l'OOS 4 Pc,t Bir-is ·fl: •• - 22 

lJ ... 7 10 T"i.!mro CA. - 2 
2 .U!'i.ca.n kor,s IL. 23 -

, , '1 3 Li~cre KY. - 1 
-·· · ~fA. 4 -

REMARKS !ID. - 7 
15 "' NJ. - 30 l.{f.. :·2 -

·- NY. 1.35 258 mi. 1 -
OH. - 1 tr~. 1 -
PA. 145 521 ~HI .. - t\ 

15 
VA. 81. 255 

Totals VT. 411 9 AiQ 1_1?0 

TOTAL 188 + ~18C 
--- (Mu•I eaual Item 70} , ar.R 

19. TOTAL NUMBER OF DAYS DURING THE QUARTER SIGN":·/RE o,-··POA'f. V,Ta~N 
150 t.. INSPECTION SERVICE WAS 4VAILABLE e. ANIMALS WERE OFFERED FOR ENTRY /' t ... -. ~·( •• • . /*'·~ <· ~;,_ ... ;,·; ·: : - .. 

Ill REGULAR I ~I OVE9~ME Ill REGULAR lt21 OVERllME DATE 
... ~~ / 

19S~ l.0,'771 ; ') l;.9 April 1, o .... 

PREVIOUS EDITION MAY BE USED USDA - APHS 

N 
~ 
N 



QUARTERLY RECAP OF IMPORT ANIMALS.INSPECTED ~T~TR~ •:j (}. / .-~;- ·i·--
(Conadian and Mexican Border Port.~ of l:.'ntry) _.. .;./'t:.., ·- I - ,,: ----· 

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~.;_~....;,.~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~--fOUARTE"V-NOING 

IHSTRUCTIOHS1 Prepnre in triplicate. Forward criginal and I copy 10 flyausville, Md. llctain copy for Station File. .n i:?.-- , ~ i / q .~ 1r· · ~ --·-·i 
PASSED FOR ENTRY REJECTED FOR ENTRY --

-----~---~-~----~--- -· ----
TOTAL TOTAL 

SPECIES ANIMALS PUREBRED BREEDING FEEDING OTHER PASSEO PUREBRED BREEDING FEEDING OTHER REJECT ED 
NOT FOR FREE OR OR SLAUGHTER PURPOSES (Totul Cols. FOR FREE OR OR SLAUGHTER PURPOSES (7"ural Cols. 

INSPECTEC ENTRY DAIRY CRAZING 11.1hr11 FJ. ENTRY DAIRY CRAZING II rhru /.) 
-- A -- -- B - -- C D --1-- E F - -- t-- G -- ·-- H I J K L --· -- M --

1. C;111lc j 'X '"6 9 </.~~ 7 4-'fifn '7 Sf l1 5"t. . 
2. Equines 'fj / 7/ / 7 tj 
3. Sheep / t:;J t; £?/?, 

4. Goals. 

S. Swine l__}_Q 77 ::Z...~ 7 CJ ;j b -·-
6. Oth"r , J 

A11i111alsl ) {.,../- J lJ 
1

. ~r
0

:~.'..s 1·6) / s> // ~ /':) 3 / i6 '2../? // ~ / 7J Jo/ N 
.i:-

EN TRIES NUMBER I OTHER ANIMALS (Spoclly species and No.) 18. 0 t::STIN ATION W 

STATE NO. CATTLE NO. OTHER 
8. Driven on foot • /;AC.) -- .. e. c .--.-

- · - I " •-P £L•"1·-, ./ C . . ( '-f tt>·r,-~ Lt: tt- / ··" ~ "; . .J 
9.1 r_ansportation by _ . . 0 f? j . ,. , 7 ~ r· 

railroad 0.,. ? {, '-.. 

10. Tran<"portation by I D 5 <iJ f 
trur:k/c:nr 1o? r.11 <.'~~/) l.'7?...C/ 

11. TOTAL ENTRIES ~ f'- I) - / 

(lt<'m B + 9 + 10) ?> {) ~ ~ 

-~-fu~·.J-r~_.,~.:.-+--~~-~)~-Pou1try entered REMARKS • • 

I\/ v ·-- 2 12. Inspected ·-

13. Not inspected -

14. TOTAL POUL TRY T I (/. / f'I / i IC 
'1'""' a+ ilem 13) -

0
'

0 
s o Y5v;- ~ v ..,. -~ 

15. Tu1al No. Ei.;~s TOTAL 188 t 18C ,. 7 j , J 
rnlrrrcl - (Mu~I oouol ll~m 7G) l 0 
Semen Clltrred ___ ___!!:~~AL NU~BER OF DAY~~URl~G THE QUART_~R SIGNA~F POR~ ~ETERINARIAN)-....._\ . ~ 

~6.Tutal No. lots - . ~-~:10N SERVICE w-~~.;'~~BLEI e-.~~IMALs wER_:_~F~ED FOR ENT~ --~!./,.£&:..>-C'--zA.. C .. f~C<!-·"l.~_:.1j. 
Ill OECULAR 1121 OVEOl IME Ill Ill.GUI.AR 1121 OVERTIME OATE 

8 
,' 

·1.Tutal N1•.a111p11l.,s - :_5 Cj ;J (> I :-;: cj 3 C> /- -;l; .. ~ - ).f,., 

VS FORM t 1·300 REPLACES ANtt FORM 17·300 (2/72) WlilCtt MAY OC: IJ51::0. USDA . AF'Hl<: 



- ----- - --- - -- ----- -------- - -- --- -- -

__§_wee~grass, Mt. .. QUARTERLY RECAP OF IMPOR-l ANIMALS INSPECTED 

QUARTER ENDING 

INSTRUCTIONSr Prepare in uiplica&e. Fonvartl origi11<1I anJ 1copy10 llyuttsville, l\lcl. Retain copy for S1111ion File. l?-31-85 
PASSED FOR ENTRY .. ""' ' 

REJECTED FOR ENTRY 

. .. TOTAL TOTAL 

SPECIES 
ANIMALS PUREBRED BREEDING FEEDING 

OTHER PASSED PUREBRED BREEDING FEEDING OTHER REJEC TEO 
NOT FOR FREE OR OR SLAUGHTER PURPOSES {1"ntul Culs. FOR FREE OR OR SLAUGHTER PURPOSES (Total (;uls. . INSPECTEC -ENTRY DAIRY GRAZING A 1hru FJ ENTRY DAIRY GRAZING II ,,_,,. l.J 

-A--B--c-~D E--F- --G -- -- H-
_, 

J- '-::-- K L-·-~M --.. 
I. C:a11 lc 85 852 2028 1661 119 4745 20 3 6 . - 29 

' 2. E11uines 77 37 445 559 l l 

J.Sheep 16 7 23 

4. C.u.ils 1 1 

5. s,,·ine 9 7643 7652 
N 

6. Other .i::-

A11i111alsl 22 22 .i::-

----·--·--
7. To1ol1 

"'~'"· 1·6) 77 85 914 2028 9304 594 13002 20 3 6 1 30 
EN TRIES NUMBER I OTHER ANIMALS (SpocllyapoclasanJ/Vo.)State t;ac:c: e 11tner l8. DESTINATION 

Pet Birds ME. 185 251 STATE NO.CATTLE NO. OTHER 
8. llriven on luot 0 4 parrots Neb. 627 1 Artzbna iao ~I 

4 cockatiel Nevada 7 47 Arkansa11 13 9. Transporlalion h)' N. Mexico 47 Calif. l 461 r.1ilrua1I 0 l parakeet N. Carolina l Colo. 643 19 -- . -- -- ---·-·---- 1 budgie N. Dakota 35 4 10. Tr.111sponatin11 Ly Ga. 41 \ruck' car 410 1 bighorn sheep or to ! 15 Hawaii 
'2 stone sheep 0 < a. Idaho 4 15 11. TOT AL EtHRIES Ore5on 39 Illinoil> 4 

(11.-111 a t 9 t IOI 410 l llama s. akota 3 10 Iowa 9 7235 
l'ou liry cntcreJ HEMARKS Jenn. 265° i1 Kansas 1271 3 l alpaca Texas Ky. 1 l Utah 113{ 13 12. ln,;pcc11:1l 21, 550 7 black bears ~irAinia Mass. 1 ,.. 

Mich. 1 Was . " 13. Nill inspeclc•I 
. 

Wyoming 78 lY Minn •. 6 0 
M~ 1&!. 2_,_ ---

U. TOTAL POUL TRY 
21,550 TotDla 4745 8257 

(11,,,11 I 2 t llom I .J) .. 
lS. Total Nu. 1-:~i;,; I ") ', ._, 

TOT AL 118 t. IBC 13,002 
Clllt"l"' '"'""' COlllll Item 7G) 

Semen cnleretl 19, TOTAL NUMBER OF DAYS DURING THE Qu°ARTER 
..... ,u •• oc "l"'si[i({,'"t" ----------

16:Tutal No. lots 23 A. INSPECTION SEHVICE WAS AVAILAOLE n. ANIMALS wen£ OFFERl!:D FOR CNTRY ·-~.L_lJ~-· _1 -~-!:"7 ~----- -- - - ·---- .. ·--·--·-- -- .. - ii"i ;;;:auL~~ -- ·· 1,:;i·o\i£:,. ~~~ · ··· '" ii~G";;;· -·-1121 o\ii~l-1.:.. • .----~01 
OATE 

17. T'tal No. 11111pul1:s . 1-2-86 s raws 2l•. 70 
4NH FORM 17-JOD PREVIOUS EDITIOH MAY BE USED USDA - APtlS 
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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 STA~ANNOTATEO (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 finai 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 II 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. 
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TARIFF SCHEDULES OF THE UNITED STATES ANNOTATED (1~87) 

SCRF.DULV. 1. - ANIMAi. ANl'I 1TF.CF.Ti\RLF. PROl\llCTS 
Part 1~ - Llve Animals 

Stat 
It11111 Suf­

fiz 

Articles 
Dai ta 

of 
Quantity 

100.01 

PART 1 • - LIVE ANIMALS 

Part 1 headnote•: 

1. this part covers all live aaimala, verte­
brate and invertebrate, except fiah and ahellfiah 
(see part• 3 and 15 of this schedule) and microbial 
culture• (see part 3 of schedule 4), but including 
whale• and other ae• mammals. 

2. Unless the context require• otherwise, each 
proviaion for nmaed or described animals apnliea 
to such animals reRardleaa of their sis• or aae, 
e.a., "8beep" includes lebs. 

3. Certsin special proviaiona applyina to live 
animala are in schedule 8. 

Animals (except black, silver, or platinum foxea, 
and any fox which i• a awtation, or type developed, 
therefrom), certified to the collector of cuatoma 
by the Department of A@:riculture •• being pure bred 
of a recoanized breed and duly registered in a book 
of record recoanized by the·Secretary of A@:riculture 
for that breed, imported by a citizen or •Keney of 
the United State• specially for breedinR purpoaea, 
"'1ether intended to be used by the importer himself 
or for sale for.such purposea •••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

Roraea: 
10 Kale......................................... No. 
20 Female....................................... No. 

Cattle: 
30. Kale......................................... No. 

Female: 
40 Dairy................................... No. 
50 Other.................................... No. 
80 Animals, not specially provided for............... No. 

Animals, domesticated, strayinR aero•• the boundary 
line into any forei~n country, or driven aero•• 
such boundary line by the owner for temporary 
pastun•e purpoeea. only, toaether with their. 
offsprin~: 

Free 

100 .OJ 00 If brought back to the United !;tatea within 
8 -nths.. •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• •• .... No •••••• Free 

l 

100.04 00 Other............................................. No...... Subject to rates 
set forth in 
this part 

100.05 00 Animals, 1!811e, imported to be liberated in the 
·. United States for stockin@: purpose•.................... No...... Free 

Rates of Duty 

Spectai 

Pa2e 1-1 

1 - 1 --
100.01 - 10ti.n5 

2 

-

Free 

Free 

Subject to rate• 
set forth in 
thia part 



1'11ge 1-4 

1 - 1 --
1 "'' ,, 7 - '•'·' 7J 

Stat. 
ltl!lll Suf-

fix 

Live 

100.1)7 UJ 

l\);).1)9 00 
too. n 00 
!iJJ.lO OU 

100.25 
20 
411 

' lJJ. 10 uo 
: 

100.)1 •)0 
: 
Liv1t 

lOtl. )5 01) 

:' 

1'.)J.4J 00 

: 

11)0 • .;) 00 

1')0.45 00 

100.50 00 ,I 

lJ0.53 uo i 
.' 

' 
i 

! 

100.ss 00 

100.f)I) ix> 
100.63 00 
100.65 00 

100. 70 00 

-. ; 

100. 73 Oil .. 
lil0.75 00 

1:)0.77 00 . 
lOJ.79 .uo 

: 

; 

' 
' 
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TARIFF SCHEDULES OF THE UNITED STATES ANNOTATED (1'187) 

SCril::U1JL::: 1 • - MH11<\1.. AS!! vr::~r:TAdLE PKllDUCTS 
Part 1. '"'. I.iv" Anirnail'I 

'' Unit~ 

' 
Articles of 

Quantity l 

birds: 
Chickena, ducu, s••""• ,Juino11as, •nd turkey11: 

lu the dovn)' st.ti1e "itn quiU>1 not .u~-
ccn1i:»le •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• No •••••• 2c eolcll 

Other ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• Lo ••• ••• 2c per lb. 

Pigeons, fancy or r•cin~···•••••••••••••••••••••••· !'lo.••••• Frei! 

"uail, bo~llite •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• .'. No •••••• Uc o11ach 

Otner li"P. birds: 
llaluerl not ·>Vdr S5 dach •.••• ••••••••••••••••••• ........ ~c Clc&Ch 

Canarlo.!11 ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••. !'lo. 
Otlter •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• "io. 

Valuer! over S5 each: 
C;IMrid&••• •••••• ••.••••••• • •• •••••• ••• • •• No •.• •••· 5% ad v•t. 
Otiaer •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• No •••••• 4't •d val. 

,1111,uh :>ther than !>ir:ls: 
Allscs .and burr.Jti• • ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• No •••••• 15Z ad val • 

Cattld: 
~ei;&llilll:I onJdr 200 11ound11 e1&c11: 

Far not over 200,000 IU!1&J entureJ ln 
tile l.l..,,..>nt h pert>d be11innl"ll .\prU 1, 
tn· any ytsar •• •••••••••••••••••••••••••••• No ••••• v l~ per lb. 

Lb. 
Otht!r ••••••••••••••••••• •. • •••••••••••••• No.•• •• v le per lb. 

Lb. 

llc.lgning 200 pounds or IQt,JCI.! but und11r 70i.l 

pound11 ••c~l····••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• No ••••• v le per lb. 
Lb. 

We1;&hing 71);,) 11ound11 or llOrd eo1ch: 
Cows l•ilporteJ specially fur dairy 
pur~oaea ••••••.•••••••••••••••••.••••••• • No ••••• v Free 

Lb. 
ocner: 

For not :>ver 400,000 ne.1d e11tered 
l:t tile l2-111unth per lad beglnning 
April l, ln 1&Ry year, of whicl1 
not over 120,ilOU 11i1all '* en-
tdreJ i::i any quart.ir be"inl\l.ng 
April l, July 1, Oct"ber l, or 
Ji&nuary 1 ••••••••••••••••••••••••••• No ••••• v le per lb. 

Lb. 
Utnur. •••• •••••••• • •• • • • • •• • • • • •• • • •• No ••••• v le per lb. 

Lb. 

F,xea: 
Silver or black •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• No ••• ••• 7.5% ad vel. 

Ottlec •••••••••••••••••••••••••• • • ••. •• • •• • • • • No ••• ••• 1.si ad val. 

Goats ••••••••••.••••••••••.••••••••••••••••••••••• No •• •••• $1.50 per head 

Horses •nd :nules: 
Imported for ialmedi.lte ~laughter ••••••••••••• No •••• •• Free 

Other: 
rto'rses: 

V•lued not >Ver sna per head •••••• No •••••• Free 

Valued over $150 per head •••••••••• No ••• ••• Free 

1tules: 
Valued not over 5150 per head •••••• No •••••• $15 per head 

Valued over $150 per hei&d •••••••••• No ••• ••• 10% ad val. 

' 

; 

' : 

Rate~ of Duty 

Sp('d.l: 

Fr•" (;::,I) 

Free er:. ci 

Fr•e (C:, I) 

Free (A,i.:,I) 

I' rec (f:, I) 
Fru (A,.::,t) 

Free (E) 
4.8% ad val. (I) 

Free (t, l) 

Free (i;, I) 

Free o:,t> 

Free (E,l) 

Free (£,I) 

FrH (E,I) 
FrH (l::,I) 
Free (&,I) 

Free (E, I) 
Free CE) 
3.2 ad val. (I) 

2 

4c each 

Sc per lo. 
Free 
50c each 

50c each 

zo: ad Voll. 

lOA: ad val. 

15i ad v11l. 

.. 2.5e per lb. 

2.5e per lb. 

2.sc per lb. 

le per lih 

le per lb. 

le per lb. 

15% ad val. 
15% ad val. 
$3 per head 

Free 

SlO per head 
20% ad val. 

$30 per heed. 
20% ad .. a1. 



Stat 
lta Suf-

fiJI 

lOS.10 00 
lOS.20 00 
lOS.30 00 

lOS.40 00 

lOS.50 00 

lOS.5S 00 

lOS.60 00 
lOS. 70 00 

lOS.82 00 
lOS.84 00 
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SCHEOUU 1. • AHIHAL ANO VEUETAblJ:: PKOl>UCTS 
Part 2. - Heats 

ArticlH 

PA!lT 2. - MEATS 

Part 2 baadnotaa: 

1. thia part cover• oaly o11111&t8, 1aclud1113 meat 
offal, fit for h118811 conawaption. Tha meata of all 
aotmala. lacludiag vllalea alld other aaa -la but 
not flail aad·shellfiah (aae pert• 3 aod lS of chi• 
schedule), are covered, and ualeaa tba contut 
requir• otbaNiae, reference to an animal iacludaa 
auch aaiML ngardl•aa of ai&e or &11•. 

2. ID aa .. a•illl tba duty on meate, no allovaace 
shall be made for noriaal c-p.>nanta thereof such 
aa bonea, fat, aad hide or akin. The dutiable 
,..ight of ,..ata in airtight coat1&iaara subject to 
apeciflc ratea tacludea th• entire coatenta of th• 
coat.U.aera. 

Suopart A. '' Bird Heat 

Bir~• (daad), fresh, chilled, or froaen, if vbole, or 
if plucll.ed, oeheaded, eviscerated, or cut lnto plecea 
(iacludiag edible offal), but not otbarvlae prepared 
or preurv1td: 

Birds, vbole, or which have baen plucked only: 
Chiclten•, ducks, geeae, aa~ guinea•·········· 
T\arkeys •••••• •. • • • •. • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
Other- •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

Bird• which have be1tn plucked, beheaded, and 
eviscerated (including blrda with any edible 
offal retained ln or returned to the •bdominal 
cavity), whether or not the feet have been 
removed, but :wt cut into placea: 

Olick.eta • •••••••••••••••••••••• ~ ••••••••••••• 

Tllrke1a: 
Valued under 40 cants per pound ••••••••• 

Valued 40 or ~ore cents per pound••••••• 

Othdr•••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

Otbier ••••••• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • ." • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

Bird• otbeNiaa prepared or preaervad: 
Goo•e-livar product•· ••••••••••••••••••••••••••• •. 
Ott..r •••••••••••••••••••••••••• • •••••••••••••••••• 

Uni ta 
of 

Quantity 1 

Lb •••••• 3c per lb. 
Lb ••••••. 8.Sc par lb. 
Lb...... 2.sc per lb. 

Lb •• •••• Sc: per lb. 

Lb ••••• • Sc per lb. 

Lb •••••• 12.SZ ad val. 

Lb •••••• Sc: par lb. 
Lb •••••• lOc: per lb· 

Lb •••••• ).Sc: per lb. 
Lb •••••• Sc par lb. 

Ratea of Duty 

Special 

Pree (E.l) 
Free (E,1) 
Pree (A,£, I) 

Free (E,l} 

Pree (!) 
l.6c par lb.( 1) 
Free (!) 
4Z ad val. (1) 
Free (A,E., l) 
Free (E,l) 

' 

Free (E,l) 
Free (A,£.1) 

l'age 1- 7 

1 - 2 - A 
105.10 - 105.84 

2 

lOc per lb. 
lOc per lb. 
lOc per lb. 

lOc per lb. 

lOc: per lb. 

251 ad val. 

lOc: par lb. 
lOc: per lb. 

lOc: per lb. 
lOc: per lb. 
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TARIFF SCHEDULES OP THE UNITi:j,OSTATES ANNOTATED (1987) 

SCHEDULE 1. - ANIMAL AMO VEGETASLE PRODUCTS 
Pare 2. - . Kea cs 

1 - 2 - B 
106.10 - 106.25 

Ite11 

106.10 

106.22 

106.25 

Stat, 
Suf­

f iz 

!../ 
20 
40 
60 
80 
001/ 

00.!/ 

Ardclea 

Subpart: B. - Heat:s Other Than Bird Meat: 

Subpart B headnote: 

1. For tbe purpo•e• of tbia •ubpart --
(a) tbe term "frHh, chilled, or frozen" cover• 

meat• even tbough completely detendoniaed and 
deboned, but doe• not cover meat• vbich have been 
prepared or pre•erved; and 

(bl the term "prepared or preaerved" cover• 
meat• even if in a freah, chilled, or frozen •tate 
if such meat• have been ground or co111111inuted, 
diced or cut into aize• for stew ,,.at or 1imilar 
use•, rolled and ak.everecl, or 1pecially proce••ed 
into fancy cute, special shapes, or othervi1e made 
ready for particular uaea by the retail cons1ner; 
and alao cover• meat• which have been subjected to 
proceseea such a• dryiog, curing, smoking, cooking, 
aeasoniog, flavoring, or to any combination of 
such proceaaea. 

Meats (except meal offal), fresh, chilled, or frozen, 
of all animals (except birde): 

Cattle ........................................... . 
Beef, with bone: 

Fresh or chilled ...................... .. 
Frozen ...•.......•.••.•. •••• .. ••• .•. •••• 

Beef, without bone.•••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Other (veal) ................................. . 

Sheep (except lambs) ............................. . 

Goat a ••••••••••••• , ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• ,. 

l/ P.L. 88-482, as ... nded, provides that me•t• 
co;'ered by the tariff description• in item• 106.10, 
106.22, IOti.25, 107.55, 107.61, and 107.62 may be 
made subject to an ab1olute quota by Pre1idential 
proc laiaat ioo. 

Olli ta 
of 

Quantity 

Lb. 
Lb. 
Lb. 
Lb. 
Lb ...... 

I 

1 

2c per lb. 

I.Sc per lb. 

Lb...... Free 

Katee of Duty 

Special 

Free (E*,I) 

Free (E,I) 

2 

6c per lb. 

Sc per lb. 

5e per lb. 



Stat. 
Item Suf­

fix 

106.JO 00 
106.40 

20 
40 

106.50 00 
106.55 

20 
40 

106.60 00 
106.65 00 

106.70 00 
106.75 

20 
40 

106.80 00 
106.85 00 

107 .10 00 
107.15 00 
107. 20 00 
107.25 

20 
40 

107 .JO 

20 
40 
60 

107.35 

15 

25 

40 
60 

TARIFF SCHEDULES OF THE ~ED STATES ANNOTATED {1987) 

SCHEDULE 1 • - ANIMAL AND VEGETABLE PRODUCTS 
Pare 2. - Meats 

Articlee 

Heats (except maat offal), fresh. chilled. or frozen, 
of all animals (except birds) (con.): 
~ •............................................. 
Svine ••••••• •• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

Fresh or chilled.~····••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Fro&an ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

GaD8 aniaials: 
Deer (except reindeer)••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Other •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

Rabbit •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Other ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

Frogs ••••••••• •·•···••••••·••••••·•···••••••·••·•• 
Horses (except meat packed in ilmaediate 
containers weighing with chair contents 
leas than 10 pounds each)••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

Other: 
Valued not over 30 cents per pound ••••••••••• 
Valued over 30 cents per pound ••••••••••••••• 

Rabbit •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Other ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

Edible meat offal, fresh, chilled, or frozen, of 
all animals (except birds): 

Valued not over 20 cents per pouad •••••••••••••••• 
Valued over 20 cents per pound •••••••••••••••••••• 

Sausages, whether or not in airtight containers: 
Porc: 

Fresh ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• • •• 
Other •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

Beef. in airtight containers •••••••••••••••••••••• 
Other •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• • •• ••.• 

Beef ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Other ......... • •••••• ••.••••••••••••••••••••• 

Pork, prepared or preaerv~d (except sausages): 
Not booed and cooked and packed in airtight 
containers .•.•.••••......••.••.•••••.••...••••• • •• 

llama and shoulders••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Bacon •••••••••••••••••••••••••••• • •• • ••••• • •• 
Other ••••••••••••• _. •••••••••••••••••• •• ••• •.• 

Boned and cooked and packed in airtight 
c.oocaiaers •..•.•..••••••••..••• • •• • • •• • •. • • • .• • • • • 

llama and shoulders: 

Units 
of 

Quantity 

Lb •••••• ........ 
Lb· 
Lb. 

Lb •••••• ........ 
Lb. 
Lb. 
Lb •••••• 

Lb •••••• 

Lb •••••• . ....... 
Lb. 
Lb. 

l 

0.5e per lb. 
Free 

Free 
2.5e per lb. 

Free 

Free 

le per lb. 
10% &d val. 

Lb •••••• Free 
Lb...... Free 

Lb •••••• 0.6c per lb. 
Lb •••••• 0.6e per lb. 
Lb •••••• 7 • .51 ad val. ........ 5% a4 val. 
Lb. 
Lb. 

•••••••• le per lb. 
Lb. 
Lb. 
Lb. 

•••••••• le per lb. 

lo containers holding leas than 
3 pound•···••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• Lb. 

In containers holding 3 pounds and 
over.................................... Lb. 

Bacon ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• •.. Lb. 
Other ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• •.. Lb. 

ll&tea of buty 

Special 

Free (E.I) 

Free CE.I) 

Free (A.E,I) 
Free (A;E) 
3.21 ad val. (I) 

Fre11 (A,E, I) 
Free (A,E, I) 
Free (A,E*, I) 
Free (A.E*,I) · 

Free CE.I) 

Free (E,I) 

Page 1-9 

1 - 2 -· 8 
106.30 - 107 35 

2 

7c per lb. 
2.se per lb. 

6e per lb. 
6e per lb. 

lOi ad val. 

Free 

6c per lb. 
20% ad val. 

.. 

6c per lb. 
30% ad val. 

3.2sc per lb· 
3.25c per lb· 
JOI ad val. 
20% ad val. 

3.2Sc per lb. 

le per lb • 

" 
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Page 1-1~ 

1 - 2 -· a· · · 
101.4·0·:. ii>J'."63. 

-- ............. ·st':.c:. 
II:- Suf-... ···-~- ~fii" 

SCKEOULE 1. ·ANIMAL AND VEGETABLE PRODUCTS 
Pare 2. - Heats 

Articles 
Uoits 

of 
Quantity 1 

Beef aod veal, prepared or preserved (except 
sausaae•): 

107.40 00 

·107.45 00 

Beef or veal, cured or picltled: 
Valued not over 30 ceots per pouod............ Lb...... le per lb. 

Valued over 30 cents per pouod··•••••••••••••• Lb •••••• 10% ad val. 

Rates of Duty. 

Special 2 

Free (A,E*,1) 4.5c per lb. 

Free (A,E*) 30% ad vAl.. 
3.2% ad val. (I) 

107.48 
Beef ill airtight coota.ioera: 

•••••••• 7.51 ad val. lf Free (A,E*,1) Corn.ad 'beef • •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
30% ad val • 

20 

40 

107.52 
20 

40 

107.55 002 

107.61 ·002 

101.62 002 

101.63 00 

ID COQtaiDBr& holding DOC more than 
2 poUlld.a • •••••••••••••••••••. • • • • • • • • • • • • • Lb. 

ID containers holding 1110re than 2 
pound.a ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

Other ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• • •• • • ••• 
ID containers holding not more tbaa 

Lb. 

· · 2 pouiad.a. • • • • •. • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • Lb. 

: · ID coataiDBra holding mre than 2 poUDda................................... Lb. 

3% ad val. 

Other: 
Valued not over 30 cents per pouod •••••••••••• Lb •••••• 2c per lb. 
Valued over 30 cents per pound: 

Prepared, whether fresh, chilled, or 
frosen, but not otherwise preaerved: 

Beef apecially proceaaed into 
fancy cues, apecial shapes, or 
otberviae made ready for parti­
cular uaes by the retail consumer 
(but not grouod or comminuted, 
«liced or·cut into si~•• for stew 
.. at or sim.ilar uses, or rolled or 
skewered), which meats the speci­
fications in regulations isaued by 
the u;s. Department of Agriculture 
for Prime or Choice beef, and which 
baa been so certified prior to 
ezportatioD by an official of the 
govern.ment of the exporting country, 
in accordance with regulations is­
sued by the Secretary of the 
t'resaury after cooaultation with 
the Secretary of Agriculture •••••••• Lb··•••• 41 ad val. 

Other ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• Lb •••••• 10% ad val. 

Other ....... •· •••••• :..................... Lb...... 41 ad val. 

1/ Duty oo corned beef tBlllporarilY reduced. See 
item 903.15 ia part 18, Appendix to th• tariff 
Schedules. 

2/ P.L. 88-482, aa aaanded, provide• that meats 
co;ered by the tariff deacript1ona in 1telltl 106.10, 
106.22, 106.25, 107.55, 107.61, and 107.62 may be 
made a~bject to an abaolyte quota by Preaidential 

Free (E*,I) 30% ad val. 

Free (E*,I) 6C per lb. 

Free (E*,I) 20% ad val. 

Free (E*) 201 ad val. 
3.2% ad val. (I) 
Free (E*,I) 201 ad val. 



Stat. 
Item Suf­

fiz 

903. n .Y 
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APPENDIX TO THE TARIFF SCHEDULES 
Part 1. Temporary Legislation 

Articles 

4. For •o lonR as item• 905.10 and 905.11 are in 
effect, headnotea 3, 4, and 5 of •ubpart C of part l 
of schedule 3 aha!! be •uspended (except in•ofar as 
they relate to hair of the camel) and in lieu thereof--

Cal for purposes of item 307.40--
(i) the classification provision• for wool 

not finer than 46a shall apply to any pack•Re 
of wool :ontainin~ not nver 10 percent hv 
weiRht of wool finer than 46s but not con­
taininR wool finer than 48•; and 

(ii) the citation for import• claasifiable 
under item 307.40 shall be such item number 
followed by the item number for the part of 
the contents of the packaRe which duterminee 
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 
48e may be allowed in each bale or package of wools 
_imported aa not finer than 46s. 

5. For the purpoaes of the superior headin~ to 
item• 906.10 and 906.12, the term "mau-produced kits" 
includes only those which are designed to be sold in 
thl? custom• territory of the United State• uxclusiv.,ly 
in kit form. 

6. For the purposes of item 911.95, the term 
"entertainment broadcast band r~ceivera" means re­
ceivers designed principally to receive eiRnals in 
the AM (530-1710 KKz) and FM (88-108 Miiz) entertain­
ment broadcast bands, whether or not capable of re­
ceivinR signals on other banrls ~uch as aviation, 
television, marine, public safety, industrial, and 
citizens band•. 

Corned beef in airtight containers (provided for in 
item 107.48, part 28, schedule 1) •..•...•.•...••••...•.• 

!/ See Appendix •tati•tical headnote I. 

Note: Tile shaded area indicates that the 1?ffectiv" 
period for •pccial tariff treatment ha• expir~d. 

Unite 
of 

Quantity 

Page 9-5 

} - 1 - 8 
9u3.1s - 9u3.25 

Rates of Duty 
t-~~~~~~~--~~~~~------~~Effective 

Period· 

3% ad val. 

Special 

No change 
(A*, E*, I) 

2 

No rhange 

, 

or hef ore 
12/11/89 
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APPENDIX J 

LIVE CATTLE AND MEAT OF CATTLE: U.S. RATES OF DUTY, BY TSUS ITEMS 



Live cattle and meat of cattle: U.S. rates of duty, by TSUS items 

Sta9ed col. 1 rate of dutl! effective with reseect to 
articles entered on or after Jan. 1~ 

Pre-/'1TN 
1930 Col. 1 Col. 2 Average ad 
rate rate rate valorem of 

Descrietion of dutl! of dutl! 1980 1981 1982 1983 1984 1985 1986 1987 of dutl! 1986 duty 
~ants per pound; percent ad valore~ Percent 

Cattle: 
Purebred cattle for 

breeding (item 
100.01 pt.) ........... Free Free Free Free Free Free Free Free Free Free Free 0 

Other: 
Weighing under 200 

pounds each: 
For not over 200,000 

he~ entered in 
the 12-aionth 
period beginning 
Apr. 1 in any year 
(item 100.40) ..... 2.S¢ 1.S¢ 1. 3¢ 1.1¢ 1¢ 1¢ 1¢ 1¢ 1¢ 1¢ 2.St 0 

Other (item 100.43) ... 2.St 2.S¢ 2¢ 1. S¢ 1¢ 1¢ 1¢ 1¢ 1¢ 1¢ 2.S¢ 1.1 
Weighing 200 pounds or 

more but under 700 
pounds each (item 
100.45) ............. 2 .5¢ 2.5¢ 2¢ 1.S¢ 1¢ 1¢ 1¢ 1¢ 1¢ 1¢ 2.5¢ 2.0 

Weighing 700 pounds or 
more each: N 

Cows imported special- V1 
ly for dairy pul"- (1\ 

poses (item 
100.50) ........... 3¢ 1.S¢ Free Free Free Free Free Free Free Free 3¢ 0 

Other: 
For not over 

400,000 head 
entered in the 
12-month per-
iod beginning 
Apr. 1 in any 
year, of "'hich 
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¢ 1¢ 3¢ 0 

Other (item 
100.55) ........ 3¢ 2. 5¢. 2¢ 1. St 1¢ 1¢ 1¢ 1¢ 1¢ 1¢ 3¢ 2.0 

Meats of cattle (except 
edible meat offal), 
fresh, chilled, or 
frozen (item 106.10) i/. 6¢ 3¢ 2.5¢ 2¢ 2¢ 2¢ 2¢ 2¢ 2¢ 2¢ 6¢ 2.3 

See footnotes at end of table. 



Live cattle and meat of cattle: U.S. rates of duty, by TSUS items (continued) 

Pre-f'fTN 

Staged col. 1 rate of duty effective with respect to 
articles entered on or after Jan. 1~ 

1930 Col. 1 Col. 2 Average ad 
rate rate rate valorem of 

Descfiption of duty of duty 1980 1981 1982 1983 1984 198S 1986 1987 of duty __ l_!l_8_6 duty 

Sausages, whether or not in 
airtight containers: 

Beef, in airtight con­
tainers (item 
107. 20) 2/ ............ 301. 

Other beef (ttem 
107. 2S) 2/. . . . . . . . . . . . 201. 

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) !/ .... 4.S¢ 

Valued over 30 cents 
per pound (item 
107.4S) 2/ .......... 30t. 

Beef in airtight con­
tainers: 

Corned beef (item 
. 107. 48) ?,,/. ~I. . . . . . 30t. 

Other (item 107.S2) ..... 301 
Other: 

Valued not over 30 cents 
per pound (item 
107.SS) ............. 6¢ 

Valued over 30 cents 
per pound: 

Prepared, whether 
fresh, chilled, or 
frozen, but not 
otherwise pre~er­
ved: !/ 

Beef, high quality 
(item 107.61) ... 201. 

Other (item 107.62). 201. 
Other (item 107.63) ... 201. 

lSt. 

lat. 

3¢ 

lat. 

lSI 
lSI 

3¢ 

lat. 
lat. 
lat. 

-----Cents per pound; percent ad valorem---- Percent 

7.St. 

St. 

2.7¢ 

101. 

4.SI 
4.51. 

2.S¢ 

7t. 
n 
7t. 

7. St. 

St. 

2.St 

101 

31 
31. 

2¢ 

41. 
41. 
41. 

7.St. 

St. 

2.2¢ 

lat. 

31. 
31. 

2¢ 

4t. 
41. 
41. 

7. St. 

St. 

2¢ 

lat. 

3t. 
31 

2¢ 

41. 
41. 
41. 

7.St. 

St. 

1. 7¢ 

101 

7.51. 
31. 

2¢ 

41 
41. 
41. 

7.St. 

St. 

i. st 

lat. 

7.St. 
31. 

2¢ 

4t. 
41. 
41. 

7.St. 

SI 

1. 2¢ 

101. 

7.St. 
31. 

2¢ 

41. 
41. 
41. 

7.St. 

St. 

1¢ 

101. 

7.St. 
31. 

2¢ 

4t. 
41. 
41. 

301. 

20t. 

4.S¢ 

301. 

30t. 
301. 

6¢ 

201 
2~ 

201. 

0 

s.o 

0 

4.S 

0.7 
3.0 

11.S 

4.0 
10.0 
4.0 

N 
V1 
....... 

!/ P.L. 88-482, as amended, provides that meats covered. by the tariff descriptions in items 106.10, 106.25, 107.5S, 107.61, and 107.62 may be made subject 
to an absolute quota by Presidential proclamation. 
?,,I Imports are eligible for duty-free treatment under the Generalized System of Preferences.· 
11 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 lB, Appendix 
to the Tariff Schedules. 
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APPENDIX K 

RECOGNIZED BREEDS AUTHORIZED FOR DUTY-FREE ENTRY UNDER THE 
IARIFF SCHEDULE~ OF THE UNITED STATES 



151.7 

hull lH: pJ't 1Se1Hcd lu ltll: i11.Jiwi'.'l11r 

.cforc l he animal and 1,.:Jii;n·c 1•1:rlit 1-

atc are examined a.. pro\'idcd in 
151.1. 

iec. 101. 7ti Stal. 72; 19 U.S.C. 121l~J 
16 F'R 233$7, Ure. 9, 19711 

151.7 •:1u1minatiun of animal. 

(a) Por the: purpose: of dclarnmiui; 
Jentity. an examination shall be 
.1ade by an inspc:ctor of each animal 
or which free entry is claimed under 
he act. All animals shall be examined 
t the port of entr}·: Prol'id<'d. /lowet:· 
r, That dogs. other than thoi.e regu­
Lted under A 92.18 of lllis chapter, 
nd cats may be examined either at 
he port of entry or at an}· other port 
·hi:re customs entry is made. 
<b> The owner, aiient. or importer 

hall provide adequate assistance: and 
lCilllles for restraining and otherwise 
.andJing the animal and present it in 
uch manner and under such condi· 
io1is as In th ... opinion or the inspector 
·llJ make a proper examination possi­
le. Ollu:rwise, the examination of the 
nimal will be refused or postponed by 
he inspector until the owner, agent, 
r import..r meet" these rt:quirements. 
<cl A pedii:ree certificate, as required 
y A 151.4 shall be presented at the 
1mc of examination lo the illcipector 
laking the examination in order that 
roper identification of th<' animal 
1ay be made. When upon such exami­
.ation or any animal, the color. mark· 
1gs, or other identifying characteris· 
ics do not conform with the descrip­
ion gi\'t!ll in the pedigree certificate 
nd the ov.·ner, agent, or importer de­
ires to pursue the matter further, the 
.lSpector shall issue ANH Form 11-419 
a the owner, agent, or importer, and 
hall forward the pedigree certificate 
:ir this animal, together with ANH 
'orm 17-419, lo the Washington office 
f Veterinary Ser\'ices by certified 
.1ail. A determination will be made by 
uch office as to the identity of the 
nimal in question and the eligibility 
. f the animal for certification under 
151.2. The pedigree certificate will be 

eturned to the party who submitted 
' as soon as such determinallon is 
:1ade. Removal of an animal from the 
•Ort where examination is made prior 
o presentation of the pedigree cert ifi· 
ate or other failure lo comply with 

9 Cfll Ch. I (l-1-86 Edition) 

thi: l'•!'tuin.'ml'flls of lhis paragraph 
shall conslitute a waiver of any fur­
ther claim to certification under the 
rei:ulallon.s in this part. 

l&c. 201, 46 Stat. 673; Ill U.S.C. 1201. a.s 
11meud.,d; sec. IOI, 76 Stal. 72; 19 U.S.C. 
1202> 

!26 FU ti072, July 7, 111611 

~ lfi 1.11 l::ligibility nf an 1mi1111sl fur •·ertifi· 
catiun. 

To be elii:ible for certification under 
the act, an animal must be purebred of 
a recognracd breed and have been reg­
istered in ·good faith in a book or 
record listed in § 151.9 and must not 
have been registered on inspection 
without regard to purity of breeding. 

12~ FH 10104, Dec. 23. 111581 

RECOGNITION 01' BllEEIIS AND BOOKS OF 
RECORD 

Ii 151.!I ltecugnized bred• and bouka ur 
re~urd. 

Breeds of animals and books of 
record Ii.sled in paragraphs <a) and <bi 
are hereby recognized. Recognition of 
such breeds and books of record will 
be continued, however, only if the 
books or record in\'olved are kept by 
the custodians thereof in a form 
which is reasonably current and the 
book otherwise mee~ the require· 
ments or this part, in the opinion of 
the Deputy Administrator, Veterinary 
Services. When a registry association 
which publishes a book of record that 
WllS 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 or record will be continued 
only If the book meets the require­
ments of this part. A copy or 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 Govenunent Despatch Agency, 
26 Federal Plaza, New York, New York 
10007, U.S.A. 
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Cal BreeW! and books of record i11 
countries other than Ca11ada. Boolui of 
the registry tM;SOCiatlons Ii.sled below 
a.re recognized for the followinc 
breeds: Provided, That no Belted Oal-
1011.·ay cattle, horse or Criolla, FJord· 
hest <formerly known as Westland>. 
Holstein, Shetland Pony or Welsh 
Pony and Cob breed, dog or cat rei:is· 

lt!rl!d in any of the books named shall 
be certified under the act as purebred 
unless a pedigree certificate showing 
three complete generations of kno11.n 
and recorded purebred ancestry of the 
particular breed involved, i.lisued by 
the appropriate llliliOCiation listed 
below, is submitted for such animal. 

CATTLE 

coo.. Narneol- Elook of recotd 

1101 __ ,.,_ ............. I Aber.....,.AnQul Hwa a..a. .... .. 

1112 I ...... dO ................................ I New Zualand Al>et_,.Angus 
HOid Boolo. 

11021-............ .. .. ,.,,_ earue -d 11oo1< ......... 

e, """"' po.DllSl..a 

"""'""""'~ngus Catue SC.001)', ""<II' R. -. k<· 
rtildry, PoGgfdO ~. 17 ~Acciord Sq., Aber· 
_,,_ Scouoncl. 

...,. ZuJand --·Ang.A Catuo a.-.· """°' 
aa11an. Pall Oftice Boii 83, Hullngl, - z-. 

Tile Alr-.:anoer CArtkl 81~1· Soclel)', und9 ~ 
14.;petvlMJn and autncwtl'W' ot me so.mi Atncan S&ucS 
8°'*' AMoaallOn, E L. ~rwm. wcrewry, .o 
~ SI., Baoemlon&ein. ur.un ot $oum Arne.A. 

1201 I ~ ............................ j -d llool< ol me Bailiw>U 01 I Royal IJOelney Agroculllllal Soc:oetr (Tne _,.,, 
Guulnaey ,_ e.ancn1. e.ancn o1 me Rorlll W.naey " 11111 H. s.-rv>. 

P.O. s..nv-. loOCIOlaty, The llungoiooo. Bu..,.,,,,,_. 
....... Chonrool ...... 

1202 I Ay1slwe ........................... 1 ,.,,..,.. Hold 8- .. Atr~rtt CatUe Herd Booa Soaety ol Great Sn&a.r'I w.a 
ltaland, Jonn Gf.i'Wn, MICIBLW). 1 ~ .. Rd .. 

1301 I Ouvon ..... 

1302 I Cle•UV" 

110~ I aen...i Gallowor .... 

1104 I u..iio..a, ........ .. 

1203 I GuerN>Uy ..... 

. i ""· ScotUnc. . 
0...-y • 0...on ....,d B- ............. 1 C-on C..111<1 ""''"'"" SocMiry, C,nl Et""5I lle11y. 

.. t)eat(.11 Hdld &"'6tl. ..... 

Bt.lldO (W!J,:n•ay Huro Bw~ . 

Gat1ov.111y Httrd 8~ .. 

"""10taty. Cour1 "°"""· Tne Squate. W-. 
Son"""''· EoVW"1 

w.<lol C..IU• Sooery, T. S. P>.:>., loOCIO""Y. M&OOf 
Fann. StubDS Lane. LOWEii ~ Taaworm. 
Surrey, EngJan.l 

liullud GaUO.llJ CdtUu &lC.lt!IV. J. C.1n;.bel LJ&in,; 
11MJC1u'41)'. C.C.UO-c.r EbUttb Ohieta, NidwU>l'I SI.OW.rt. 
'htg!.OWn:.IWU, Scollond. . 

Gail • .>•us)· Como S.X.r,o ut Gru1 8'ow.n And lld&.f\J. 
CA.w'ldiCI M Mc:Ouettn, MCfdldt), R~uQhf1111$, ~I· 

.... Scuiland. 
Er~ GuernM:ly Httrd &cK..k ........ I Eng11!Jl Guerl'\MfY Catut:s Society, J W. Baraw. r.ecr~· 

"'1), Moppon -· 11 .. n>1vy St, OdOld Sl.. L"°""". 
w 1, (ll'Wldr\J. 

1204 I ...... Oo ............................. I Ht:td ~ 01 trl& 6AU'*K:1t. 01 I R1.1yAI GuemMJY Agi.cu11 ... a1 and MOlbeultura! Socai;ri1. 
Gvurl'\Mty (Gl.Mlniay Buancti;. H. C. Lu Pa~. 60Cletaty. :>W.te:~ Alcaoe a..conr. St 

1105 I HerefOfd ..... 

1106 I 111\jnlancl.. 

1205 Hoaslem-FrlltiMlll 

.• H~d Boo..- ol Ht.felOfd Carne . 

. , H~gh&lind herd Book .... 

PtttUf Pon. Gt.R:tnsey, ~ l~ld. 

Huteford Held BOCIM Soc.ety A.J. BeruMfw. &aCtelar)'. 3 
Otta St.. Her•I01d. Eflijli>flC. 

M.gf'Jand Catlk: SCGhJfy or Scouand. OonaiO: G ~.; . 
SdCl•ldJY. 11 van. Pl . P"'1h, S.:Ouonc 

F1.etdl R~tftt·Slambotlk ........ I \:0Je;kJn1gmg. "t1ttl Ft~n f\u1\Chw-~\amt.oca.," Ot J 
M. Dt1~:..Ud, "8Cfetary. Z~ 2-6, Leeuvi.a1o.ln. 
1"'1 NellWlflands. 

1206 I ...... do ................................. 1 NdOdrW'lO~n R\JnchW·Stom· 1 Vt:tut:1Mging: ''Hcl ~tancu •• :he R~Sio:noouto..•· 
bod.k. H. w. J. Ot:uer. Ch~! Aom.r..sua1or. S~:..· 

1207 Ju11oey ................... . 

1208 I ...... ao .. 

1303 I Korry. 

1304 

pldn~n 24, ':i.·Gravanha\jO, The NfitUluf'1an0$. 
Ji:nsey Htad Book .. Rll)aJ JtMsat Agr~1lural and Horbc:ulh.lfal Soc.it) ri. 

G. ShepdltJ. &i&;:relat)'. 3 Mulc.aSler SL, SL ha11at. 
Juftidy, Channel I~ . 

JtJtwy Herd &ook ot UMed ~ I Jer~y CatUe Soc.ery ol tne Un.ioo ~. Ea..ara 
aom. 11.>hby, ...a•lal). 19 6'°"'''°"""' SQ. L~. w. c 

I. Engodlld. 
8nw.n l\dll) Can.le Natd B~ ...... BnllS.11 l(«ry G.41116 Soc.iot~. A 0. HUOA. a.ecrawy, T~u 

I 
MiiU:iolontt, SUlM'IOl'e Hui, Swvnohr, ~ E.nv­
Lan.l 

B•.01.)d, Ouolin lruland. 
!\~my Cdnld ht"f0 b~ ........... \ Fl1Jyal Oubhn So..:KJty, H,)(8Cd H. P~. lttglSUai, C.11. ll 

130!> I Un..;otn Red..... . ...) L1nt0ln A~ Herd ~ ... .. ..... ... l1nc.o1n Roo Catue Socie1r. W Ourn>it•~r WK:ttila:", 
A!;Jfteulturt: HOU"6, Paik St., L.&o...oul, E~r\d. 
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CAT1LE-Con11nued 
---r 
Code I ~.arn.t OI bfd~d buo11. OI fdCOrd 

1209 I Aud Oan1:..n. I S1c1ml.lu~ Ov1Jt t\Out al Roll 
D.:!.n:i.tr. Mc1lktir<1..:d. 

Slaml>oy over Tyre al HOd O.an5k 
Mdllr.ur.icu 

Au!Jl5h~1-S1aml>O\J ovur Kvctug at 
Roel 0411$k MalMttdCd. 

1306 I Adtl Pou... I Rud Poll H1ml Book ..... 

1307 I Snortnorn 

1107 I Suutn Oc1i1un ... 

1115 I $1mmunldl 

IJOd I Su~ir.. 

1309 I w-r.t1sn .. 

Cod.lu:i.'5 HtHLI Book .. 

Hard Bu..:i11. \JI Swth et: .... on 
Catud. 

111,h S.mmuntul Cdllltt Social~ ..... 

&.i~~ll Hr;ttd Sook ... 

we1sn Black CGnlc Hdrd Bouk .. 

HORSES 

By whom pulJIJ~ 
···--.. ---- ·- ··- -------- -------- ·-·-· 
Od Samv11korn.Ju 01111:.ke LdndbulOfornngt:r. A Wullt 

PUOOrsen. i.ecrelary, Vmdegade 72, Ooense. Oen· 
mar• 

Red Pou Cattle Socaery ol G1ea1 Bn1ain an<J heland. 
Inc .. A. C. Bunon, 68Cretaly, 32 Pl'ance!io SI., lpsww::h, 
SuHolk. England. 

Snorthorn Socaery ot G1ea1 Bntam and Ireland, Anhui 
Gteenl'Wgn, aecrewy, V1Ctotia ttous.u, Soulhampton 
Row. l~. W.C. 1, England. 

South Devon Hetd Boak Society. W. G. Turpin, seer&· 

1a<y, 16 Sllert>o<ne Ra .• ""'"""' Allbol, Oe""'1, Eng· 
land. 

tr1sh Smvnen1a1 CalUu Soc.ety lid, Sptlllgfl11l Cauigtwo· 
hill, Co. Golk, Ireland 

Susae• HB<d Boo> Sooety, A. G. Holland. sac<Ola<y, 
17 C>evonshue SL, London, W. 1, Engfand 

Wolsn Black CatlJo Socooty, G. WUl18111S Edwards, SOC· 
relaty, 13 Bangor SI., Caernarvon, No. Walea. 

®a r=.~~·~; ~~~~~1=~k--~~-~~~~~ --=1·------~~~~hsnoo -~~-=== 
·2201 I Arabian.... .. .................. !A.tab HorM Sti;d Book .. 

Z202 

2203 I ..... do ..... 

2204 I ...... ao .. 

PoJ:i.ka Kt.1aga Stadna t\0111. 
A.tab:i.iocn Cl)'t.lt11 K,...,1. 

GanetalS~B~ ........ 

Reg1slro·Ma1ncula de Catiallo~ 
de Pura Sangre. 

!205 I ... dO ............................... 1 Slud B- A<ganuno .. 

!206 I .... dO .............................. 1 S1ucs Book Franca1s Rt:1~1$1ta Gd$ 
Cnv .... au:a De Put Sdng. 

.!207 I . .ao , .. _ ......................... I Stud Book oe Ven~zi;ala .. 

!208 I ..... dO ............................ I Tho A<dlllan SIUO a-. (Aocog· 
naW>n ot ltus book •Ml be re· 
&lncied to Alabldn hOlsea 
•hleh Of91'\8l8 fOf' mponalal 
an Seuell Asdbwt, Of trace to 
pure Alablan a&ock of 1na1 
counuy.). 

!3().4 I Arc1tMan ........................ I Rua:Nan Alabutn Stud Book ol 
Moscow. Union of Sown So­
c:oahSt Ropul)llCs. 

!101 I Bolg.an ........................... I SIUO-S- Clea 0-awc do TrOJI 
Beiges. 

!209 I Clweland Bay ......... Oevoland Bay s~ B-..... 

!102 I C1yaesa.Jo .... Cly<Jesaate S~-- ..... 
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Thd Arab Horw Socioly. Col. R. c. do v. A:.ktn, 
attcrelary, Boechmea.d. Rowledge, Farnham, Surrey, 
England. 

1 owanyslwo HodOwb Konia A<atm>ugo, Maria Br;•c­
>:ynska, secrela<y, Kr .. o 1w, Sa<ugo 2, Poland. 

Waall\ettl't 6 Sons, 15 Ca•andrsh Sq., London. w. 1, 
England. 

Jetalura de Cna C&baUar y Remonta, Don Manual Oaa:z 
Caldo<on. Secto1an0 Slud-l>ook. """""'""° dol Ejer· 
cno. Madnd, Spain. 

M&nlslerio Cle Hacienda de la Nacion, Latona de Benol,.. 
c:encia Nacional y Casinos, Ricardo A. Maestri, Joie, 
Av. i.m.tador General San Martin 4101. Capdal 
F-.a. Rapullloc;a Algenlma. 

Commaa..sion du Sludbook Francais de Put Sang, M. 
Mazv-Sencier, lnapecteur Generat, Cl'Mtt, Sonnee des 
Haras. Minlslere de l'Agncullure. 78 rue de V&1enne 
(7), Pans, F<anca. 

tnsbtuto Naaonal de HlpOdlomos, J01ge Cou Nunez. 
Jete. Hlpodromo "La Rcnconada," C&ac.as. Venezu. 
ala. 

Tho Arabian HO<aa Clul> R-11y ot Am.,rica, Inc., 
Henry B. Baoson. aaaaiary, 120 So. La 5alla SI .. 
Cllicayo 3, IU. 

MLl'Uslly ot Aynculluu1 USSR, All-Union Ru~aatch ln&b· 
w1a ol Horaebreadwlg. 

Socoo1a 1 RoyaJe '"La 0-81 de Tr"" a..tga." Edgard 
Bedoru~ Secre1aira -al. •5a rue de l"Ecuyet, 
-.Belgium. 

Cleveland Bay HOt88 Socooty, Oawald WeH0<d, aaae­
IAIY. The Angelus, Rollby, Slailhea. Sanburn, "'°"'· 
..... England. . 

Clydeldale Horae Socooty ol Graa1 lln1aln 6 Ireland, 
Robet1 Jantis. oecra1A1Y. 19 Hilling1on Gardens. Glas­

-· s.w. 2, Scouand. 
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HORSES-Continued 

Cooe Name al bread Book oj record By-~ 

2210 I Cnoaa. ................................ ! "Rt95tre 0e1 .... irvo SeccK>n'' de I SocMJad ~Ulal Al~nW\a, E. F. Garay, Geronte Tec-
Rogoauo GenealogoCO pata la NCO, FIOnde 400, -- Aor ... Algenbl\L 
Raza Coollo. 

SLambOk CNet Fp-dflest. ........... . 

:: I E.~~~>:.1-y s~- ............... . 
SIAl8no s...-onior. Amo Hogalad. SlolAN 5...,,.. 

boktcwor. M&.ll'lkeOamlve.en 35 VI, Oak>, Norway. 
Hackney H0188 Socooty, R. A. &-. aectlllary. lb 

Bea10<d Sq.,~ W.C. 1, England. 
2212 I Holalein ............................. ( HOlsteiruachea Geatutbueh ............ 1 Vttmand dar ZucMer OOt Holsuuner Pf•oea o. V .• t1«sn 

H. Hol&lmann. Geochanatuh'•, -- 93, 
Elmshcm, Gonnany. 

2103 I Perchoron .......................... 1 8nliah Percheron S~ ilc>o> .......... 1 BR11Sh PerCheton HOt88 Society, A. E. Vyoo, IOCJOW't. 

2104 I ...... do ..................... .. 

2302 I Sheliand Pony ..... 

Ow"" W- -· Groshom RCI., Canaldgo. ~ 
land. 

SlUd·Book Perchelon de France ... I Sociale 1 Hippique PerehOIOf'W'le de France, E. Le· 

Sneuana Pony S~·S- ........ 

mane, &OCreiaire general, 7 rue Vd'8ae-Gale 1. 
l<_.,1-le·ROlrOU (E-6-L), f<anco. 

Sneuarid Pony Siucl-S- Society, Thomas H. F. 
Myloa, aeaala<y, 61 George St., Pe111>, Scolland. 

2105 I Shire .................................. 1 Shue HO<aa Slud S-................... 1 Shira H0<18 Socieiy, A. G. Holland, IOCJ&la<y, 17 

2106 I Suffolk .............................. .1 Sunolk S~·- ....... .. 

2213 I ThorOUQ11br8d ........... . Ausualian Slud ilc>o> ................ . 

De-.lonshito St.,~. W. 1, England. 
Sutton. Horse Socooiy, Raymond K-. aecreW). 6 

0..ch St, Woodbridge, SuHOlll, England. 
Auslralian Jodl.ey Club and Viclana Racing Clul>. W. J. 

Mcfadden, Kocpa( ot 1ho ~ llc>o>. 6 Bbgh St, 
Syllnay, 1<.S.W., Ausualia. . 

221• I ...... 00 .......................... . General S1ud B-......................... .) Waalhorby.6 Sona. 15 Ca•ona.sh Sq.,~ W. 1, 

2215 I ...... do ................................. 1 Jamaica Stud·S-........ . 

2216 I .... :.00 ........................... .. S~S-aeChlla ...... 

2217 I ...... 00 .................................. I S~ ilc>o> do Venazuala ..... .. 

2216 I ...... 00 .................................. I New Zealand s~ 8-..... .. 

England. 
Tho Jodl.ey Ci\b ol Jama.ca, Ml5& L PM. NCl•IOI). 

10 Dulle St, K<ngsion, JamalCL B.W.I. 
CIW Hopico do SanllagO, Alet8fldro Oboienaky Clo<han. 

Joie do SWG-ilc>o>. Caadla 3674, San11a9>. Cnde. 
1n>11w10 l<aaonal do Hlpodromos. Jo<go Coll Nunez. 

Jela, Hlpodlomo "La Rlnconada." Catocu, v.,....... 
ala. . 

New Zealand Rac&ng Conference. A. M. McScatn, 
...ctolalY. P.O. Boa 1430, WOll<nglOn, C. 1, New 
Zealand. 

2219 I ...... do .................................. I R-uo-MalrlCUla do Calialloa l Jalalu<a do Cna Caballar y Remonla. Don Manual Doaz 
do ""'8 Sang<e. Calde<on, Secralario Slud-lloo>, ....... _ dot El8'· 

Cl10, Madrid, Spain. 
2220 I Thel'ougllllrad .................... 1 Slud - f<anca<s R-u· dos Convrussion OU s...- flllncaJS do IV Sang, M. 

cr..v .... do IV Sang. Mazo·Sencie<, -- General, Olol, Sennce ooo 
Hares. M1n&s1we oe l'Agncutture, 78 rue do VareMO 
(7), Pans, Franco. 

Joekey Club 1iaaano. Gen. Feoerico Garolob, 1egra-
1ario. Cotso Vl110rio Emanuele 67, Romo, llaly. 

ae Pur I Joc••r·C,lul> do Belgique, ll Col. Baron ~ van 
Zuyten van Nyevett, Seaewre GB"Bfal, 1 rue GW­
mard. Brussels •. Belgourn. 

·2221 1 ...... 00 .................................. 1 Ubri!0~ Ciel Ca•alU di 

2222 ...... 00 .................................. R-lra dos 0-awc 
Sang. 

2223 I ...... do ................ . S~-B<asila<ro ..... 

222• I ...... do ............... . Sltld Book P•ruano ...... 

2225 I ...... 00 .................................. I S1ud Boo1< AlgonbnO ... .. 

559 

.Joci<ey Club Bta.,.,..o, Ricardo XllVlllf da Sitvoua, 
Dlralor do ~ a-_ Aw., RIO Btanoo 197, RIO do 
Janatro,Btlllll. 

Jockey Club 08I Pera. AlbonD Atv81ez Caidoton. Ger· 
ante, UTIOl 1006, Uma. Peru. 

Mln&stellO eta tiaoilnda Qe la Nae.on, Loter.a Cle 8enel1· 
cunc .. Naaonal y Cit.~. RICaldo A. M.wl&tri, Jdld, 
Av. Llber1adOr General San Maron 410,, Capital 
F acloral, fleput.loGa Algenllna. 
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~1Ufi::it:!i-Conl111ucd 

hu...,111 ol 11.: ... v• J 

A11,l...1.:Jfl !>luJ ho.I~ tfha .. ...i~l\I 

INJn ul lh1:. l.11.D wuU bu ht· 
tiolr~l.JJ to 1 l'IOf~hbltsdio tm· 
pouuo .. , IOllOWS. tCt) HOf:iofJlt 

brdO or bufn en U'ld UM~ 
Stalu:., ~ lV a IOftngn 
cwnU')' and 1111umed 10 lhaS 
country, 'D) hOl'bdi. tired ui 
born in Urddl Bntatn, Northern 
ltdl.lnd, E11e. or France. wf\o:.d 
~~5 .tr~o wnouy. °' 1n 

PM'. to nore.ai. bfud °' born m 
lhd Un.100 St.ti~. (C) hOf ~ 
from COYnlr1dS wl'lefo 1 l>l>Ok .,)f 
purCOhtd ftlgs5lrall0n fOf ThOf· 
ougnbtdd' doUS OQI d11::.I; Of 

(d) holus PfttVOUSly certltldd 
fOf en1ry undef the ac1 and IOJ 
whlc:h Cdn1hca1es ot Fcwol\ln 
RtJV1t.lro1UOO Vll'tlld is.wdd by 
The .kXkey Club ol Nll)w \ Oflt., 
ano whlCh WG1e ~nuy 
o.poned to any .:ounu-, and 
feturnud 10 the Un1l0d Sw.1ea 
With auch curti:hcalea ). 

Al1gumeines deul:.ct.es GttMu· 
tJuCt, fut VOltbtut. 

Stud BOOll. Urugu.syo . 

Thd Gen.:uo11 StU&J Book ot Soulll 
Arraca 

Wul:&h Slud Book ........ . 

ASSES 

u, ...,r,vrn lJuLll::.t1uu· 

1hu J,~,,,., flulJ, M1:. l ti1u111111n, Hl.:y1~lJ4f, :tUO Pwk 
A-wd, ~- 'IUfk 2~. NY. 

l.h1u11.1u11um lur Yolit>lulluchl u1wJ fturuian. 6 Colaynd 
WU91.k.lnPv:.ch, Hdflnbtthn$11...._ 100, Po:Ml..:;ll UM>. 
Rupubllc.: ot C..tt1many. 

Jule del Stud Book Uruguayo, Jow C. Fngeno. Head, 
Urugu.syM.n Jodi.er Club. MontttvaddO, U11.1gUUy. 

l he Jockey CIUb of Souin Mrrca. Boa :i.oll. Johor.­
bulg, Union of Sou!n "fnc:a. 

Wot~ Pony & COil Socooly, J. "· Goorge, MM:felary, 
Ortic.ts of tno R0yaJ Wttlsh Agnc..,nuutl Society, 
Oueen"• Rd., ""8fy51Wylh. C.U~e, Wafea 

·-·r ........ ·- .. 4· ... . -·. . ·------, - -----· ---·· ·--·---
.>Ga I ~ of br-0 8ootl ot rdCOfd By whom ~ -., .. _ --- -·-·-· - . -- . --·--· -- --· -·-- - ----- ---
001 I Po.tou .....•.. I Jae .. dOJ Jtmnul Secuon ol Stud· 5',,cauae (:(tnllate d'Agt~turu oes Oew.-Sewea R ....,_ 

Bu.:MI OU l.Mc! G~ue bnOI, Suc1ul8'fd, Qtu Adn'\anaWalNe, rue Ouyueaciln, 
dds Alllnwu.. ~.. ~ N.on tOttu•·S.V1u5), F1~ 

, Po-IOU 

--·· .. -·---- -- - ------·--------------

0.. ! ..... """ 01 DIUdd --· -· --- ·-· 

0 I '1 OtJl1,,hJI lv..:di.lu1 

J2 Cnct100I 

.JJleo. ....... 
I 

... le.,.,..,... 
11 I OU•MI Hain 

2 tow~dCA>•n 

I 

SHEEP 

B0u" Of l~t.>fJ 

th.M Jul l<.1M..~::.h::r flUl;lt. b4)0ti. .. 

Cr-..~~t :::.hu..ip FU.:k &..x>". 

Fkiit:k ti->a" IOI WrlUdakt Sl"lddp 
ar'l~llailtfl. 

W1~ FkJio.':" d~ (t,..,., l.ru­
lanO) I Doi .. , hum hu<:. liuu• ..... . 

I ttamp::.fllld Do.n f-~" Houk . 

soo 

Sywhom~Wh:td -·- -··-· ·--- -- --·---·----
SuctUty cl EIUlcJttr Lute.et..lur Sneep Br~r&, HODer1 

J.,...;,, .... ciuwy, Room 273. 9J Hope SI.. G-. 
c 2, Scollond. 

...:htl¥1UI ~ 5oi.:ldly, Guy H. Annatrong. Meretary, 
Commer"'°' Bank Bldgs., .... ...., •• Scollond. 

The lw>ualoan eon- "5aocoallon. H.T.C. w°"""'°. 
....,, • ..,.,. Royal si-grounda, Epaom Rood, "°""' 
VMG, W. 2. \'ic:ICWWl. AuaUU.. 

Tnu eon- Sheep Socoely. Inc .. C. H. La..,ence, 
MCtat.lf'r, 1~ HeretOfd St., ClvGLChurcn. ,._ Z•· 
lanO. 

Llor..,I Hom ~ 81.-..1· "5socla-. E. F. B. 
Luca:., 5&CIU141')', Bank <.:nambera. Oorchealer, 
Doloel.E"ljlana. 

H.unpa1Wt1 Down Sltdlll)p S.uedefa' Aa.soaatton .. Masa 
Doiia M. Slanbuty, -=iowy, :J8 Endluw SL, SU. 
bu<), W~1._, England. 

Animol ond Plont Heolth ln•pection Servi,e, USDA § u:.9 
SHEt:.P-Cont111u.id 

Co<kt NclmM ol breM.-\i i::iv.JA .JI ftll:!lfd Urwrtovm~J -----
•10~ I Kdnt OI ROl'Muy MarfJl ... I K.::111 °' nvmnuy Mor.ii flu.:h I t\1.1111 vi Rumnu~ Mora.h Sriuul>-Bi~tt· A1ao~ltV01. 

Book. G W Tu1t1ur. wcru\dry. Staban Rd, A1aohl!Jfd. tl.t:nl. 

En,iiand. 
•203 I !Corry H'1 ..... . ·I ~erry H"' Fioci< llooA .................. ~..,,., ...i (Wale•I Fioci< Soc..r,. Ralllfl P. Evans. 

i8Cr.ttary. c/o The Radnorsrwe Co .. Ltd., KnighLln. 
Radnor.,,..e. Wales ' 

•106 I L"""""8f ......... . ... I L"""'•"" FIOC• BooA .. I L..coster Sheep B•-•' ""'°""'"""· P. S """"""''· 
aeaeiary, The Eacnangu, E.wlange SI.. Dntt-. E. 
v or••·· Englllnd. · 

4107 I l.lnCOln ...................... .I Flock BOOk of L.Jncoln lon,J•ool lJncoln Longwool Sheep Br-s· ......,,,,.11()11, Br.on 
si-p. Sllefloy. aeaalary. We......,...,. Bank ~. 8 

G...ianall St., lJncoln. England. 
•204 I Oxford Down .........•........ I Fioci< B°"" of O•lord Down Odord Down Sh.lep Br-•· ~i.on. Mra L. I 

Sn.op. °""'4n. 110aeiary. Thom)1lela., 8&uing Rd .• &at .. lil· 
on-ine-Gleon. Nottnampton. England. 

•108 I Romney M8tsh ................ I N- Ze.iond Romney -~ i.- Zealarod R""""'y Marih Sheep Bl""""'•" .....,,_ 
FIOGk SOOI>.. cwsuon. Inc: .. R. J. J. Campbet1, aectetary. 117 Kim· 

1>o110n Rd .. Fetfd>ng. "- Z-. 
42051 Ryeland .................... ····· 1 Ryut.u"ld Flock~.... RydlarMl Ftoc11. 8oo1i. Soctdl). Lta, P. J HoWumi. lidCftJ· 

iary. 2J Kon;i SI. Helelord, England 
•206 Shropanue....... ..... ... .... Shtopshuo Fled llooA ......... Snropsrure Sheep 81-•· "5socoall0n and Fio.:. 

BOOk Socoely, Ivar Guy Mansell, IBCtOlaly. CollByO 
H>fl. Slvuwsbuty, ~·· England. 

•Z07 I Soullldown ..... . ............. I S<>utn<.town FIOO. 8000...... . . .. I Soulh.1own Shoop So<olr,. Inc .• R. G """"""· IBCt•· 
laly. Vw-aya. 8onnon(j WOOCI>. -· l<aN, 
Engi..oo 

•218 I ...... do................... . .... I Soulll<IOwn ~ Soc.oly ol The Soulll<IOwn Sheep Soc...., of N.,. Zealand line.) 
- Zealand (Inc.). S. I. Mcl(onz.a, ..... .,..,.,, "-M.P. enan-.. 1• 

S.oaoway, PalmetSton Nonh, New Zeal4nd. 

•2081 SYnotk ............................ ··1 s.Atotk Fioci< BOOk ....... ....... . ..•. s.:;:_, ~-=: =-~E=· ~Olar;. _:.o 
• 109 Wensleydale......... .. w ....... ydale longwool si-p The W ........ y<lale Lonywool ~p i;._,..,. ......,,,... 

FIOCI< BOOk. llO<l. W. Olciunson, ...crewy. ··c:anm.i: er..cn 
\";..,., UNOfSIQrl. L..ancasnae. England. 

•001 I Vanous recogn&Zed I Fk>cil 8ooa IOJ Bnusn Brbt)(SS of Au.sUal'-tn Socaety ot Breeders cl 8rt1.15h Shoa?. H.T.C. 
bree<ls Sheep W1 lw>llalla. WoodluJJ. 1BCteiary. Royal S.- GlOUndS, Epoorn 

Ra .. A!.co1 Vaill. Vt'. 2. vcu:w.a. Ausuaba. 
4002 I ..... do...... ,._.. Zeetand Fk>Ck Book t'ltdW Zealand Sheep Breeders' Auoa.lb.;>n, H.M. Stuo· 

~ Nameofbreeel 

5001 I S...nen and 
T_.-g 

~ Nomeofbreeel 

GOATS 

BOOli ot record 

hofme. aeaelaty, P.O. Boa :!002. -.g""'- °"1s•· 
ctiurcil.-Zeal4nd. 

s,-~ 

Bnt1:.n GOdl Society Held BOOM. I 8nt1lilh Goat Soc.tty, Mtsa M F. AlilQ. ldClt:taty, Ow.. 
IS..U"'n 4nd 1 _.,..g s..c;. Nof1ol•. Enyiand. 

""""'· 
SWINE 

Sook Qf IBCOfd BrwhOmpul>lo:.hed 

6001 I lnlh Large W1"18 .............. j Held Book of lnSh Large WM• 1 Royol Oublon Socoer,. Horace H. Poole, regrsuar, Beth 

!'>gs. ~- Dublon. ·-· BerUIWe ................ . 
~.Old ..... . 

Spola ....... , .................. . 
Large lllacll ................... . 

6002 I Large - ...•............... , Held 11ooA ol llWI Nallonaf P'lj I """"""' P'lj 81-•· l.uoaallOll, E.G. Wake. aeae-- -··················· .. Br-•·-· ...,.,. 69 aar- Rd.. Watford, -... England 
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SWINE-Continued ---[--·· ··- ... ·- ···- ..... ··---·-·-=r:·-·-- ------ ----------------Code Name ol bh,dd Book of record By whom pubh5hed 
--- -··- -·----·-·-- . ·--------· --- -- ----···---------------- - --

lttmwonn 
Bnllah Saoaktbd.ck 

-· ·- ------- . - - .. . - -----

Co.lv 

7306 

7J01 

7201 

7202 

7203 

7302 

7303 

7204 

7205 

7206 

7207 

7304 

7305 

7001 

7002 

7003 

700.a 

7005 

7006 

7007 

700tl 

DOGS 

Name ot bfu..:J 

I 
th.>.Jll. Of IUCOHJ 

. rh1.1 'V\'i.)fll.lll\) t\ul~ Council Nd· 
ll01w.I Slud Sook. 

Au:.lrabdn t\tt1p.u . 

eo .. ttt .......................... I 0uHir·ZUChlbi.Jch ... 

Oacosnuno ................... I T ock•l·Stamnv..ch .. 

Foanouna.. . ..... , ........ I Foah0une1 l(ennt:I Slud Book .. 

Welsh Hound Stud Book .. 

G1:mnan Snt:pnerd ......... I Zucntbuch fur daulsche SCrtalt!f-
hundo ISZ). 

Grttal 0dnct. .. I Zuchtbueh fur Oeutsclld Dogg~n .... 
Gra,nOYnd.. . Au5Uauan ~reyhound Slud Book .. 

. . Jo .. G1eynound Stuo Book .... 

.... do lrlYI GreyllOund Stud BOOk .. 

Hamer ilnd Buc1~1e .......... 1 Hamer and Bt:aglu Saud Book ... . 

Rotti.diler ................... I Zuehl· und KOfbucn ....... .. 

51. Serntttd .. . .... I 8oiJ1nllard1nar-ZuchlDuch ..... 

Vanous recogntiaa 1 l115t\ Kttntl\ll Club Slud Boo" ...... 
bteeo5. 

... dO..... Ken~I Cluo Stud Book .......... 

.. oo ............................. I LMe dV5 Ougi~ti. FranWt.1:. .. .. 

... oo ..... 

... 00 .... 

... 00 ......... 

... do ............ . 

l1v1e de.u. Ot1~1ne:. dd la Soc11t1tt 

1 Royaltt Saitll·Hubttr1. 
NOft>A Kennelk.lub& Stambok .... 

Zuchtbuet1 des Klub IUf Temw e. 
v. 

Schwe11eri&ehe:i Hunde·Stamm· 
i..cn. 

__ By w~m pul*:Jldd .. 

Tht1 W0tk10g ~ulPff;t Cuunc&I, P.O. l:Jo.c E31 St Jdmtrs. 
s.i,,.,,.2000 ...... u .... 

Soaor-Klub e. V. S.tz Munchen, Bernh81d Sctlm1lZ. 
Prasadenl, 31:t Otkerstrauu, Munc:len 9. Germany. 

Oooulscher T ecl.elklub e. v.. Josel Choteau. Siamm­
buchluhrer, VaUondaf/RhBtn, Hau5 RheU'Vliddor, Ger­
many. 

Maaler& ol Fo•hOund& A1o&OC1ab0n, LI. Cot. J. E. S. 
ChambefLayne, Hon. &eeretary, 51 VIC10fl8 St .. 
Lo.-., S. W. 1, England. 

Welah Hound AssocaabOn, ls&wyn E. E. 0aVMJ$, Hon 
aectetary, Ber1hddu, LJandlnam, Montgomerrstwe, 
EaslWales. ' 

Verean fur deul$Ch8 Sctwlerhunde tSV). HaM Ktem­
helmer, Haup1geschalW\llll01, BuUn Scnnanblunnen 
" Augsburg 5. Germanv. 

Deulscher Ooggen-Oub, Richard SlaadL Prasdenl, El· 
lersuasse 25, Sollngen-Ollllgs, Getmany. 

The Allsttahan and New Zealand Greyhound Aosoci<I· 
llOn, Rot>ert John Maldment, aecreiary, 349 Colbns 
SI., Melbourne, C. t, Au5Uaha. 

Nabonal Cour&.ng Club, Sydney' H. Callon, &oeeretary, 
College Hiil ~ •• ~. E.C. 4. England. 

lnsh C:O...sing Club,. Moss K. &.tlel, aecreiary, Davia 
RO .. Clonmel, Co. Tippesary, ketand. 

Asaoaabon ot Mastera or Hamers and Beagles, J. J. 
Krtpalnek, Hon. llOClelary, Eu! Wlflll, KorllUlglOn 
Pllt1l, Oxlcwd, England. 

Allgememer Oeutschef Rottwellet-Klub, Mrs. Josephane 
Fbeble, Sekre&arin, Vor51etgstras&e 5, Stuttgart·Wesl, 
Germany. 

SI. Bernllardsklub e. v .. Franz Hrachowona. Zuchl!JYCh­
luhret, BergmaMStrasse 35, Munchen 12, Germany. 

lnsh Kennel Club, Ml$i Maud C. Fox. &ee1e1aty, 23 
Eden Ouay, ~. c: 8, Ireland. 

Engh.n Kennel Club, E. Holland Buckley, 58Crelaly. 1-
4 Clargea St., l'lccaddly, London, W. t, England. 

SOc1ete 1 CentraMI Canine p:u l'AmtdlorabOn des 
Races de er.ens en France, Cot Raoul NtCOte, 
Dwecteur Aarnnstra1eu1, 3 Rue de Choiaeul •. Pans 2, 
France. · 

Sooele 1 Royide Saanl-Huber1, R. Wailocq, Secrelalre 
t, 391 Chaus&ee Saini-Pierre, BrllU<lh 4, S..1gourn. 

Notik Kennel Klub. Olaf A. Roig, aecrelary, B,orn 
Farmannagate 18, O&to. NOtWay. 

Klub II# Tefriel e.V., Wllholm Vlhle, Seluular, Schone 
Ausscht 9, Kelsterbaeh b. Frankful1/M&n, Getmany. 

SchwBIZ .. ilChe KynologllChen Geseuocnan. Carl 
W1nwer, aecrelaly, Seesu .... 64, Kllehberg/Zunch, 
Swnzefland. 

...... ao ............................... I Svenska KennelklubDens Rog.s· 1 SVenska K81V1Glktubben. Ivan Swedrup, ll;ICl&Lary, l.Jn-
ter. negaaan 2~. SIOCkholm 0 4, Sweden. 
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CATS 

Code I Nome ot blood 

8001 I Long-haired ond """'1· - T·-he-G-ov_et_nong_ Councoi ol lhe C41 The Gov°'nong Councoi ol lhe Gal Foney, W.4. H>.zol· 

Foney SWd a-. do<.,, """'""""· 1 - Woy, e.na1oa<1, 
Suney, England. 

~-ot-,.;;d::J . By whOm pubA&W'ted 

__ .._ _______ ..._ ___ . ___ _ 
<b> Breed& and books of record in 

Canada-<ll Animals generallu. 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 Llve 
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 
ttiree complete generatloris of known 
and recorded purebred ancestry of the 
particular breed Involved, Issued by 
the Canadian National Live Stock 
Records, Is submitted for such animal. 

3 Name ;,,-.;,.;;.d=rc;;;..T Name o1 bleed 

1106 Abe<deon, Angua. 
1210 Ayrshire. 
1211 Brown S...a. 
1212 Canadian. 
t310 Dewier. 
1109 Galloway. 

C..nLE 

1111 I H.ghland. 
1214 JlllMly. 
1311 Lincoln Rod. 
1312 Red Poll. 
13 t 3 Shonllorn 

--
:::ooe 

4112 
4113 
4209 
4210 
4211 
4212 
411.C 

----------
Name ot bleed 

CorrMtdate. 
Col>-
CJorioUl Horn 
Hampstwe. 
Kalakul. 
Kerry Halt 
Leice-. 

"""""· Angcwa. 
5002 Nubian. 

Saanen. 
T_.i,u,g. 

Barkstwe. 
Chealer Wrute. 
Ouroc·Jerwy. 
~e. 
Lacombe . 

0003 I Landt ace. 
Large Black. 
Poland Cllona. 
TanlWOf'th. 
Bn115h SaddlOOack. 
V-e. 

Cock. Nomeolbl-

4213 Owtcwdllown. 
4117 Rai--. 
42H R~. 
4215 Slvopatwe. 
·~16 -· 4217 SuttOllL 

GOATS 

s ...... 

<2> Holstein-Friesian cattle i11 
Canada <Code 1215>. The Holsteln­
Friesian Association of Canada, Brant­
ford, Ontario, Canada, of which O • .M. 
Clemons Is secretary and editor, Is rec­
ognized for the Holsteln-Frleslan 
breed registered In the Holsteln-Frie­
sian Herd Book of that Association. 

1213 Guernsey. ~--.1.------

C3l Dogs in Canada <Code 7009>. The 
Stud Book of the Canadian Kennel 
Club. Incorporated <Canadian Nation­
al Ll\'e Stock Records> Is recognized 
for all the breeds of dogs registered 
therein: Provided, That no dog so reg­
istered shall be certltled under the act 
as purebred unless a pedigree certifi­
cate showing three complete genera­
tions of known and recorded purebred 
ance:;try of the particular breed in­
volved, bsued by the Canadian Kennel 
Club, Incorporated, Is submitted for 
such dog. 

2227 American-.0 
Hone. 

2228 Arabian. 
2107 llelgoan Dratt. 

2229 Canadian. 
2108 Clydesdale. 
2230 Hacllney. 
2236 Morgen. 

41 to I Blacklaca. 
4111 Clleviol 

HORSES 

2109 Per chef on. 

2304 Shelland Pony. 
2110 Shore 

Sun Olk. 
2111 Tnoroughbled. 
2232 Wellih Pony. 
2305 ondCob. 

SHEEP 

14 1 • 51 l.oncoln. 
4116 Menno. 

<4> Standardbred horses in Canada 
<Code 2231). The Canadian Standard 
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Brtccl SI ucJ Uuuk kl'JJ! by l lie Ca11acJm11 
Standard Bred Horst: Socit:Ly. 12:! 
Brown's Linc. Toronto 14. Olllario. 
Canada, is recognized for all Stand· 
ardbred horses registered therein: Pro­
l'ided, That no Standard bred so regis· 
tered shall be certified undt>r til(' act 
as purebred unless a pedigree certifi· 
cate showing three complete l;enera· 
lions of known and recorded purebred 
Standardbred ancestry, issued by the 
Canadian Standard Bred Hors<: Socie· 
ty, is submitted for each such horse. 

<5> Charolai~ cattle i11 Canada 1Codt' 
11121. The full French book of record 
of the Canadian Charolais Association, 
Calgary, Alberta. Canada, Is recog· 
nized for the Charolai.s breed regis· 
tert!d therein. 

<61 Mai1te·A11jou catt/,• i11 Canada 
<Cod.· 11131. The full French book of 
record of the Canlldian Mai11e-Anjou 
Association. 11.·hich ls maintained by 
the Canadian National Li\'C Stock 
Records, i.s recognized for tile Maine­
Anjou breed registered in the Clllllldi· 
an Maine-Anjou Herd Book: Provided, 
Thal no Maine·Anjou cattle so rei:is· 
Lt>rcd shall be certified under tile act 
as purebred unless a pt:d1gn:e certifi­
cate showini; at lt:ast thret: genera­
tions of known and recorded purebred 
ancestry of lilt: brt:cd in\'OlVt:d, issued 
by the Canadian National Li\'t: Stock 
Records. i.s submitted for ellch such 
animal. 

<7> Si111me11lul cattl,• i11 Cu11ada 
<Code JJU>. The Canadian Simmental 
Association, Cali;ary, Alberta. Canada, 
of which Mr. John Ki.sh is Executive 
Secretary, Is recognized for the Sim­
menlal breed registered in the Canadi· 
an Simmental Association Full Blood· 
Herd Book: Provided, Thal no sim­
menlal cattle so registered shall be 
certified under the act as purebred 
unless a pedigree certificate showing 
at least three gent:ralions of known 

9 CFR Ch. I ( 1-1-86 Edition) 

a11d n:conlt:d purcbn:d ancestry of lhe 
brct·d invoil'ed. issued by the Canadian 
Simmental Association is submitted 
for each such animal. 

<6> llercford cattle i11 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. 

<Sec. 101. 76 SI.al. 12, llcni IUO.Ul, Tille I, 
TarifC Acl of 1930. a.s amcudt:d: 19 U.S.C. 
1202. Item 100.0J: 7 CFR 2.17. 2.SI. and 
371.:!<d II 

!23 FR 10104, Dec. :0:3, 19581 

EDJTORIAL NoTE: For J.'edt•ral Rt!~Uakr clla­
uons alfecting t 151.9, see lht• List of CF'R 
&:clioll.i Affected in the Pinding Aid.> sec· 
lion of ~his volume. 

11151.10 Recognition or additionlll brn:d• 
1md buuloo of ro:cord. 

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, consisting of any pub­
lished printed \'olumt:s 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 
tht: registration of animals In said 
book. 

124 FR 2644, Apr. 1. 195!1J 

11151.11 Form or bouk• or record. 

Ca) If a registry association has not 
published its book of record in printed 
form. a record in approved microfilm 
form which the Deputy Administrator, 
Veterinary Servict:s finds provides a 
system for determining the recorded 

5ti4 

Animal and Plant Health lnlipection Service, USDA 9 151.11 

124 PR 2dH Apr. 7. 195111 

ancestry of the animals identified 
therein will be acceptable. When a rec· 
istry association which has published 
its book of record in printed form 
ceases such publication and in lieu 
thereof publishes a microfilm record, 
the microtllm record shall conunence 
with the first pedigree recorded by the 
association which is not in the printed 
volumes and shall otherwise be in ap­
proved form. 

<bl A microfilm rt!Cord \I.ill be ap· 
proved under this part only if it 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
produced onto the microfilm so that it 
·is clearly readable. The microfilm 
carton shall bt: indexed to state the 
numbers of the pedigree certificates 
on the roll of film It contains. 
!24 FR 26H, Apr. 'I. 19591 

565 
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Public Law 88-482 
8&th Con;r~ss, H• R. 1839 

. Auauat 22~ 19G4 

,. ""· U!a. 
,.., p..W. lbr tM In. lh•a'""•tl•• ftf rntiaht wild aullna•a; ••I IO pnwllle 

for tbt l111p;1Sllk.D of cauo&u OD Hl&alD Dlellt aml Duna& pturlact... · 

81 II 11111el.:J 1'v tMi Scnatd t1n1l llouff ol R1prt:UA1tdit111 of IA• • 
UnittJ Slalt1 o/ .:J11ctriC1t in Ctingrl'u Ulffl!m61etl, 'J'lmt. (a) ittlll 11~:?.:."0 Vlld Ill ... _. 
of title I of the 'l'aritf Act of tu:SO IT11ri1r Schc1lula1 of th• \7niteJ ......ia. 
Stlllfli 28 F.11., i.r.rt II, • .\ugust 17, 1003) ii omendeJ to re11d ias Pree ••r.w~:o 
fo1low1 • .nA ••'· - • • U m=s lMe 

-·· llf ~ M -·Ill ear 9CWAUlla1M1hllc..U.. 
-,--1 ··ild 111lea:. nnc: ............. Ind 8'11, l:r.l*U'd .. , . 

. =-~:.~~~~~~.~.~~~.~~~.~:. , ... 
,,_ 1. 

(b) Ut1a<lnoce 1 of p:ut -I of sche<lulo 8 of iucb title I iii .amended 
Ly f!triking out "itC!lD 830.~," and bu;erting in lieu thereof .. items 
~.:.o end &Zi:!~."'. 

(c) 1"he am~nd111ents m:.de by this ll!Ction shall take elect ·oaf the 
&enth d.y aftu the dare of the e·•:ittmt-nt of this .\er. 

Sa:. ~ (a) It is the polin of the Conarca tluat the aure~t• Keat saport•1· 
q,u.·u.rity ~f the artid~ specified in items TuG.lo (rtl:ati11g to fres.h. Uaauca. 
clailled, or frozen c:utlo n1e1&f) :a"d lOG.30. (nlating tn fmh, cbil1Pd, or 
frozen niHt o! f:WU and aJiecn (exce1tt l:unbs)) of the Taril( Schad· 
ales of the rnueJ St:ues wliicla. mil)' bo in11t011eJ. . .inco .the \initt=d n1 •'•'• to. 
States in any calendar yeitr bt;tinni'n:; ii·frer Dtten1Lei.: 31, U>•"· •hould lt USC lZCI. 
11ot escec.-cl -::::..-'j(),OOu pounfta; except ··&halt tbi1 ·flu:uatity sltAIJ be · 
incrtuMl.or dce...ued for ~ny calemlar.)'tl\r tn:· tlRs s:un1:~t'lrceutap: 
that. ntiin11:eJ tl\"tt:ige"" annul do1natic coaui1t"rciul P-rocl•aetion uf 

· tlwe articl~ ?n thu calendar yeair and the t\\'O 1>=·eceCling calencbr 
pan inC'tt3Ri or decreuea in compRrison "·ith the anrap a11nul 
iloanestic cou~n~i~I proJuction of these articles durin&: the rur• 
1950 thrr.ugb 1'G.1,• incl111ive. · 

(b) The Secntary of A.~cultun. for ench caltnclar Jftr after 
JMI, shall estimate and pubhS:.- . · 

. (1) bclort th• beginning of such calendar ~r, tM acsnsat• 
~it.)' prescrilr.d fw lll'!h calendar year by 1ublection (a), and 
. - (I) bef...e tbe ft• da1 of each nlendu quaner ia 111th cal· 
endar fft'• the a .... te quantitJ of the articles cleircn'btcl In 
•bstctaon (a) wlliCh \Mat for thia MC&ion) ,.·oald be imported· 
In such ca!ind11r JDr. 

la appl1ing pangnpb (I) for the secoaad or any taCf!ttdinsr calendar 
quarter in anr C:llencbr ~. actual imports for tbe nrecodil!; calea· 
dar cparter or quarten in lllCh calendar J'IA' shall be tam into 
aoeoant to the tstent cWa is aT&H:.ble. · 

(o)(I) If tloo aggnpte qaantit7 estimated befon u1 calendar r...s~ 
•uarter b1 L\e f.ecMaiy of .\gricuitun pursuant. to nbtectaota (b~ (t) .... a-&u-. 
!f!Uls w tscet"ls 110 ~rent of tho IJ~le C\uantit7 tt1tima•w b7 
IUm purswmt to sut.Ctian (b) ( 1 ), omni tnen 11 llO limit:.cion in ... 
fed under ~hill ll'dion with res~ to such nlendtlr Jel!r, lbe l'Nli· 
eat tlaall by l::hm~tinn limit th• total quantit7 of the ardc111 
tlescn"bed in su ion (~' •hic:h ma7 be enttftd. OJ' witbd.nTR from 
warehoue, for cor.sum~ during such calcndRr year, to lb. ~ 

t q aantit7 utinwteCI f~r Rt'h mleudnr· 1•u bJ tbe SecnlUJ of 
ltun punuant to s-absfction (b) (1). · 
If the aggregate quntit7 eaunated bolon an~lew.'.ar \UAr• 

tel' ti7 the Seererary of .\JP'ic:ultura pur:IU&ftL to r.i '1on (b) (I) 
tloa not equal or acted HO t-ercent of the a~.:.t• q,outit1 ati-
mated bJ. Lim J>Ur•u•nt to SUQ:tioa (b) (1), Mel if a lbO!tadon is la 
effect un~u th•5 aection with rear~Uo .. teh alendar ytar, nch limi:a· 
doa WU cean to appl1 as of the lrJt d117 of such weadar ,uner: 

• 
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uce~ · tbl\t any limitation which h111 been in efect for the third 
calendl\r quarter of anv t:llendn \·t:ir shAll ~ntinue in elfect for the 
fourth eaJtondar quarter of such )=ear unle§ the proclull\:lt ion iii sus­
~d~ or the tot11l quantity is inuev..c;ed pttrsuant to subsection (d). 

(3) 1'he Secretary of Agriculture shllll alloc:ate the total quanritr 
procfAimed under pa.r:l1!1"4lt1h (1), And any incrt'ase in such qu:uui1v 
~rsul\nt to sub!!ection (d), :among supph·ing countries on the bai;is 
Of the sbAres !ouch countries suprlied to the t7nited :ir:atfS ntarket dur· 
ing a represent:ltin period of the :i.nicles d'5Cribed in subsection (a), 
ezcept th:i.t due llt't'Ount niny he J.tl\"en to spedlll factors which ha,·e 
affected or mAy nffect the trnde in such iarticles. The Se.:retary of 
Agriculture shall certify such ~ll~tions to the ~ary of the 
Tieasuey. ~ 

froolamHoa (d) 1'he President mnv ~usrend nnv proclam:ltion mnde under sub-
aupenllon. Stttion (c), or increnir,e'tf1e 101nl 'lmmtity proclaimed under such sub. 

&eCtion, 1f he detem1ines nnd prO<'laims tlun- · · 
(1) such action is ttquired b\'" overridinl? ttonomic or nntionAI 

11eeurity interests of the l"nitP<l Statts, :?h·ing special weight .to 
tlie importnnc:e to the nation of the economic well-being of the 
domt?St ·~ lh·estock indu..,"tr\"; 

(2) the supply of nrticleit of the kind d~ribed in subRCtion 
(a) wiJI be mndequate to meet domestic demand at l'e:lSOn:ible 
pnces; or · 

(3) trade ngreements entettd into After the dnte of the enact­
ment of this .-\ct ensure rlmt the policy set forth in subsection (a) 

. will be carried out • 
.. \n1 sucl1 suspension shnll be for ~ch period. and nny such increase 
shall be in such amount, as tbe President detemaines and proclaims 
to be neces.c:ary to c:nrry out the pu~ of t!1is subsection. 

(e) The secretary of .\grieulture !thall issue Slll'h rel!uhations u he 
dHennines to be necessary to pre,-ent circumvention of the purpo~ of 
this section. . 

(f) All dPtenninations by the President and the Secretary of .Agri· 
eultare under this section shnll be linal. 

Approved August ZZ, 1964, 

, 

JV$LATIVE HISTOR'll 

llJUSI llEPO"'TSI Roe 25 (Ce1111. cm Vq9 a fteam) ad Jlcl. 1124 (C-e 
ot Conr~renoo), 

SllllTI REPORT Jlo. 1167 (Coaii. on FiJ&DDe). 
COHQRISS JOllAL Jt!CORD• . . 
· lol, 109 (1963)• Feb. 2a1 oons14-red and puHd How•· 

Yol.; Do (1964)1 .lul,r 271 oon.slderecl la Senate, 
~ 28t CODSlde ... d lln.i pused S.ena'\ot amer.ded.. 

. Aug. 111 Her.la• d11aQ•eecl to Sasaie ••nca•a\8 
and l'equllted oonte,qnoe. · 
lug, 18, lfoUI• ud Senaie agl"ted to oeatel'tM• 
.. po .... 
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PUBLIC LAW 96-177-DEC. 31, 1979 

Public Law 96-177 

93 STAT. 1291 

96th Congress 
An Act 

To modify the method of establishing quotas on the importation of certain meat, t.o 
include within such quotas certain meat prodw:ta, and for other purpoees. 

Be it enacted by th£ Senate and House of Re2raentatives of th£ 
United States of America in C:Ongress assembkcl, That 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 88 follows: 

"SEC. 2. (a) This section may be cited 88 the 'Meat Import Act of 
1979'. 

"(b) For purposes of this section-
"(l) 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 
the Tariff Schedules of the United States (19 U.S.C. 1202) 
under-

"(A) item 106.10 (relating to fresh, chilled, or &or.en cattle 
meat); 

"CB> it.ems 106.22 and 106.25 (relating to fresh, chmed, or · 
frozen meat of goats and sheep (except lambs)); and 

· "(C) items • 107 .65 and 107.62 (relating to prepared and 
preserved beef and veal (except sausage)J, if the articles are 
prepared, whether fresh, chilled, or frozen, but not otherwise 
preserved. . · 

"(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 shall be- · · · · ·. 

"(l) increased or decreased for any calendar year~ the same 
percentage that the estimated average annual domestic commer­
cial production of meat 1ll'ticles in that calendar year and the 2 
prereding calendar years increases or decreases in 'COJDparison 
with the average annual domestic commercial production of 
meat articles dUring calendar ,ears 1968 through l!m; and 

. "(2) iuijusted further under sub8ection (d)~ . · · ·: · .. · .. -..-/. ·. 
For p~ of paragraph (1), the estimated annual domestic coin­
merCial production of meat articles for any calendar year does not 
include the carcass weight of live cattle Specified in items 100.40, 
100.48, 100.45,~100.53, and 100.65 of such SChedules entered during 
auchyear. · · . . · 

"(d) The .aggregate quantity referred to in subsection (c), as 
increased or decreased under paragraph (1) of such subsection, shall 
be acijusted further for any calendar year after 1979 by multiplying 
BUCb quantity by a fraction- · · · · ·: . 

"(l) the numerator of which is the ave~ annual per capita 
production of domestic cow beef during that calendar year (as 

Dec.81, 1979 
[H.R. 2727] 

Meat imports. 
quota · 
modifications. 

Meat Import Act 
or 1979. 
Defmitiona. 

· .. : .. 
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"Domestic cow 
beef." 

19USC1202 
note. 

Publication in 
Federal 
Register. 

estimated) and the 4 calendar years preceding such calendar 
year; and · · · 

"(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 beer 
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-

"(l) 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 aggregate 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. 

"(f)(l) If the aggregate quantity estimated before any calendar 
quarter by the Secretary under subsection (eX2) is 110 percent or 
more of the aggregate ~uantity estimated by him under subsection 
(eXl), 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 calendar year to the aggregate quantity 
estimated for such calendar year by the Secretary under subsection 
(eXl); except that no limitation imposed under this paragraph for any 
calendar year may be less than 1,250,000,000 pounds. The President 
shall include in the articles subject to any limit proclaimed under this 
paragraph any article of meat provided for in item 107.61 of the Tariff 
Schedules of the United States (relating to high-quality beef specia11y 
processed into fancy cuts). 

"(2) If the .aggregate quantity estimated before any calendar 
quarter by the Secretary under subsection (eX2) is less than 110 
percent of the aggregate quantity estimated by him under subsection · 
(eXl), and if a limitation is in effect under this section for such 
calendar year with respect to meat articles, such limitation shall · 
cease to apply as of the first day of such calendar quarter. If any such . 
limitation has been in effect for the third calendar quarter of any 
calendar year, th.en 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). · 

"(g) The President may, after providing opportunity for public 
comment by giving 80 days' notice by publication in the Federal 
Register of his intention to so act, suspend any proclamation made. 
under subsection <0, or increase the total quantity proclaimed under 
such subsection, if he determines and proclaims that- . 

"(l) 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 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 
shall be in such amount, 88 the President determines and proclaims 
t.o be necessary t.o carry out the purposes of this subsection. 

"(h) Notwithstanding the previous subsections, the t.otal quantity 
of meat articles which may be entered during any calendar rar may 
not be increased by the President if the fraction described m subsec­
tion (d) for that calendar year yields a quotient of less than 1.0, 
unless-

"(l) during a period of national emergency declared under 
section 201 of the National Emergencies Act of 1976, he deter- 50 USC 1621. 
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 t.o which the limitation would otherwise apply will be 
inadequate, because of a natural disaster, disease, or major 
national market disruption, t.o meet domestic demand at reason­
able prices; or 

"(3) on the basis of actual data for the first two quart.ers 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, 88 the President determines and proclaims 
t.o be necessary t.o carry out the purposes of this subsection. The · 
effective period of any such suspension or increase made pursuant to 
paragraph (1) may not extend beyond the termination, in accordance 
with the provisions of section 202 of the National Emergencies Act of 
1976, of such period of national emergency, notwithstanding the 50 usc 1622. 
provisions of section 202(a) of that Act. 

"CO The Secretary shall allocate the total quantity ~ed 
under subsection (f'Xl) and any increase in such quantity provided for 
under subsection (g) among supplying countries on the basis of the 
shares of the United Stat.es market for meat articles such countries 
supplied during a representative period. Notwithstanding thi:Jhreced­
ing sentence, due account may be given t.o special factors w · have 
affected orsh:tf affect the trade in meat ·articles or cattle. The 
Secretary certify such allocations to the Secretary of the 
Treasury. 

"(j) The Secretary shall issue such regulations as he determines to Regulations. 
be necessary t.o prevent circumvention of the purposes of this section. 

"(k) All determinations by the President and the Secretary under Detemiinations. 
this section shall be final. 



273 

93 S'I;'AT. 1294 PUBLIC LAW 96-177-DEC. 31, 1979 

Study, report "Q) The Secretary of Agriculture shall study the regional economic 
and tm• of imports of meat articles and report the ~ts of his study, 
::;=:~ns ~ witft any recommendations (including recommendations for 

tteea. leiialaticm, if any) to the C.Ommittee on Waye and Means of the House 
of'"'"Jlepreaantativee and to the C.Ommittee on Finance of the Senate 
notlatertbanJune80, 1980.". 

Effective date. 
19USC1202 
note. 

S.C. 2. Thia Act shall take effect January 1, 1980. 

Approved December 31, 1979. 

LEGISLATIVE IUSTORY: 

HOUSE REPORT No. 96-238 <Comm. on Ways and Means). 
SENATE REPORT No. 96-465 (Comm. on Finance). 
OONG~IONAL REOORD, Vol. 126 (1979>: 

Nov. 13, 14, considered and passed House. 
Dec. 18, considered and paued Senate. 

WEEKLY COMPILATION OF PRESIDENTIAL DOCUMENTS, Vol. 16, No. 62: 
Dec. 81, Presidential statement. 
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'Actions under the Keat 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(a) sec. 2(c) sec. 2Cb)(2) imports President 
----------------------------Killion pounds-----------------------------

1964 ..... 

1965 ..... 848.7 933.6 1st. qtr. 
2nd. qtr. 

3rd. qtr. 
4th. qtr. 

1966 ....• 890.1 979.1 1st. qtr. 
2nd. qtr. 
3rd. qtr. 
4th. qtr. 

1967 ..... 904.6 995.1 1st. qtr. 
2nd. qtr. 
3rd. qtr. 
4th. qtr. 

1968 ..... 950.3 1,045.3 1st. qtr. 
2nd. qtr. 
3rd. qtr. 
4th. qtr. 

1969 .•.•. 988.0 1,086.8 1st. qtr. 
2nd. qtr. 
3rd. qtr. 
4th. qtr. 

1970 ...•. 998.8 1,098.7 1st. qtr. 
2nd. qtr. 
3rd. qtr. 
4th. qtr. 

See footnote at end of table. 

739.9 

733.0 613.9 
714.0 

675.0 
630.0 
700.0 823.4 
760.0 

800.0 
960.0 894.9 
900.0 
860.0 
860.0 
900.0 1,001.0 
925.0 
935.0 
990.0 

1,035.0 1,084.1 
1,035.0 
1,035.0 
1,035.0 
1,061.5 1,170.4 
1,061.5 
1,140.0 
1,160.0 

Voluntary restraints 
negotiated under 
section 204 with 
Mexico and Australia 

No new voluntary 
restraints .. 
Restraints with 
Mexico and Australia 

continue. 
No new voluntary 

restraint. Restraint 
with Mexico and 
Australia continue 

No voluntary rest­
raints negoitated 

No voluntary restraint 
argreements 
negotiated 

Voluntary restraints 
negotiated with 
Honduras. 

Voluntary restraints 
negotiated with 
Haiti, Panama, 
Australia, Ireland, 
New Zealand, 
Dominican Republic, 
Honduras, Guatemala, 
Nicaragua, Costa 
Rica, Mexico. 

Executive proclamation 
issued for enforcing 
quotas and sinn.al­
taneously suspended. 
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Actions under the Keat 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(a) sec. 2(c) sec. 2Cb)(2) imi>orts President 
----------------------------Killion pounds-----------------------------

1971 ••..• 1.025 .o 1,127.5 

19)2 ••••• 1,042.4 1,148.6 

1973 •••••. 1,046.8 l, 151.5 

1974 ••••• 1,027.9 1,130.7 

• 

See footnote at end of table. 

1st. qtr. 
2nd. qtr. 
3rd. qtr. 
4th. qtr. 

1st. 
2nd. 
3rd. 
4th. 

1st. 
2nd. 
3rd. 
4th. 

1st. 
2nd. 
3rd. 
4th. 

qtr. 
qtr. 
qtr. 
qtr. 

qtr. 
qtr . 
qtr. 
qtr. 

qtr. 
qtr. 
qtr. 
qtr. 

1,160.0 1,132.6 
l, 160.0 
1,160.0 
l,i60.0 

1,240.0 1,355.5 
1,240.0 
1,240.0 
1,275.0 

1,450.0 1,355.6 
. 1,450.0 
1,450.0 

1,575.0 1,079.l 
1,575.0 
1,210.0 
1,115.0 

Voluntary restraints 
negotiated with 
Panama, Costa Rica, 
Guatemala, 
Australia, Ireland, 
Hew· Zealand, Haiti, 
Dominican Republic, 
Mexico, Nicaragua, 
and Honduras. 

Executive proclamation 
imposed quotas and 
simultaneously 
suspended. 

Voluntary restraints 
with El Salvador, 
Honduras, Australia, 
Nicaragua, Dominican 
Republic, Ireland, 
Hew Zealand, 
Guatemala, Haiti, 
Mexico, and Costa 
Rica. 

Executive proclamation 
imposed quota and 
simultaneously 
suspended. 

Ho voluntary rest­
raints negotiated. 

Executive proclamation 
imposing quotas and 
simultaneously 
suspended. 

Ho voluntary rest­
raints negoitated 

Executive proclamation 
imposing quotas and 
simuitaneously 
suspended . 



Year 

1975 ..... 

1976 ..... 

1977 •••.. 

1978 .•..• 
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Actions under the Heat Import Act, 1964-87 

Adjusted Trigger 
base pre- level Cad-
scribed justed base Import level 

.. -: .. 

under sec- plus 107. estimated under Actual Action·taken·by· 
tion 2(a} sec. 2(c} sec. 2(b}(2} imports President 
----------------------------Hill ion pounds----------------~--~---------

1,074.3 1, 181. 7 

1,120.9 1,232.9 

1,165.4 1,281. 9 

1,183.9 1,302.3 

1st. qtr. 
2nd. qtr. 
3rd. qtr. 
4th. qtr. 

1st. qtr. 
2nd. qtr. 
3rd. qtr. 
4th. qtr. 

1st. qtr. 
2nd. qtr. 
3rd. qtr. 
4th. qtr. 

1st. qtr. 
2nd. qtr. 
3rd. qtr. 
4th. qtr. 

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 
llJew Zealand, 
Dominican Republic, 
and Costa Rica. 

Voluntary restraints 
negotiated with 
Australia, El 
Salvador, lllicaragua, 
Guatemala, Haiti, 
Honduras, llJew· 
Zealand, Pa_nama, 
Dominican Republic, 
Hexico, and Costa 
Rica. 

Executive proclamation 
setting quota and 
permitting increase. 

Voluntary restraints 
negotiated with 
Australia, Bew 
Zealand, Canada, 
Mexico, Costa Rica, 
Hicaragua1 Honduras; 
Guatemala, Dominican 
Republic , El 
Salavdor, Panama, 
Haiti,· and Belize. 

Voluntary restraints . ~ ~ 

negotiated with 
Australia, Hew Zea­
land, Canada, Mexico 
Costa Rica, Hicar­
agua, Honduras, 
Guatemala, Dominican 
Republic, _-El - ,::;~ : 
Salvador, Panama/ · , .. 
Haiti, and Belize.!/ 
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Actions under the Keat 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(a) sec. 2(c) sec. 2(b)(2) itllllorts President 
------------------~---------Killion pounds-~-------------------~-------

1979 ...... 1,131.6 

1980 ..... 1,516.0 

1981 ..... 1,316.0 

1982 ..•.. 1,181.8 

1983 ...•. 1,119.0 

1984 .••.• 1,117.0 

1,244.8 

1,667.6 

1,447 .o 

1,300.0 

1,231.0 

1,228.7 

1st. 
2nd. 
3rd. 
4th. 

1st. 
2nd. 
3rd. 
4th. 
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. 

qtr. 
qtr. 
qtr. 
qtr. 

qtr. 
qtr. 
qtr. 
qtr. 

1,570.0 
1,570.0 
1,570.0 
1,570.0 

1,650 
1,571 
1,420 
1,420 
1,458 
l·,402 
1,322 
1,235 
1,210 
1,175 
1,225 
1,294 

1,224 
1,224 
1,224 
1,230 

1,190 
1,190 
1,190 
1,190 

1,533.9 Voluntary restraints 
negoitated with 
Australia, New 
Zealand, Canada, 
Mexico, Costa Rica, 
Nicaragua, Honduras, 
Guatemala, Dominican 
Repubiic, El 
Salvador, Panama, 
Haiti, and Belize. 

Executive proclamation 
setting quotas and 
pennitting increase. 

1,431.2 No voluntary restraint 
argreements negotiated 

1,235.7 No voluntary restraint 
argreements negotiated 

1,319.6 Voluntary restraint 
agreements negoitated 
with Australia and Bew 
Zealand, letters of 

· · understanding 
exchanged with 
Canada ~/ 

1,240.1 Voluntary restraint 
agreements negoitated 
with Australia and New 
Zealand, letters of 
understanding 
exchanged with 
Canada }/ 

1,141.S No voluntary restraint 
argreements negotiated 
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Actions under the Keat.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(a) sec. 2(c) sec. 2(b)(2) imports President 
----------------------------Killion pounds-----------------------------

1985..... 1,199.0 1,319.0 1st-. qtr. 1,215 1,3,18.6 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 

!I 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. 
~/ On October. 21, 1982, the United States signed VRA'.s (voluntary restraint 
agreements) with Australia and Rew 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 
Rew Zealand ...• 340.0 
Canada •..•••.•. 121.2 

11 In 1983, the United States signed VRA's with Australia and Hew 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) 

Australia •••.•. 600.0 
New Zealand ...• 364.5 
Canada .•..••... 130.0 

Source: Compiled from U.S. treaties and Other International Agreements CTIAS). 
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SECTION 204 OF THE AGRICULTURAL ACT OF 1936 
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... , 28, 1956 
(H.R. ·10875] 

Aaricultural Act 
of 1956, 

Soll Bank Act. 

52 Stat. s1. 
7 USC 1281, 
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PUBLIC LAW H<>-MAY 28, 1958 (70 STAT. 

Public Law 540 CHAPTER 327 
AN ACT 

To enact the Agrtculturai Act ot 1006. 

Be it enacted by the Senate a'Tld HOU8e of Representatives of the 
United States of America in Congress assembled, That this Act may 
be cited as the ''Agricultural Act of 1956". 

TITLJ.~ I-SOIL BANK ACT 

SHORT TITLE 

SEc. 101. This title may be cited as tlie "Soil Hank Act". 

DECLARA1l0N OF l'OLICY 
~ 

Sw. 102. The Congress hereby finds that the production of excessive 
supplies of agricultural commodities depresses the prices and income 
of farm families; constitutes improper land use and brings about soil 
ermiion, depletion of soil fertility, nnd too rapid relense of water 
from lands where it falls, thereby adversely affecting .the Dlltionul 
welfare, impairing th~ productive facilities necessary for a continuous 
and stable supply of agricultural commodities, and endangering am 
adequate supply of water for agricultural and nonugricuJtural use; 
overtaxes the facilities of interstate and foreign transpoi:tation; con­
gests terminal markets and handling and processinJ? 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 commerce; and otherwise affects, burdens, und 
obstructs interstate and foreign commerce. It is in the interest of 
the general welfare 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 forei~ commerce in agriculturnl 
commoditi~s be protected from excessive supplies. It is hereby 
de.clared to be the policy of the Congress and the purposes of this 
title to protect and mcrease farm income to protect U1e national soil, 
·water, and forest aud wildlife resources irom w-1\ste nud depletion, to 
protect interstate and foreign commerce from the burdens and obstmc­
tions which result from the utilization of farmlnnd for the production 
of excessive supplies of agricultural commodities, nnd to provide for 
the conservation of such resources and an adequate, balanced, nnd 
orderly flow of such agriculturnl commodities in interstate and forrii.rn 
commerce. To effectuate the policy of Congress and the purposes of 
this title pro~rams are herein authorized to assist. farmers tp 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 
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 forei~n commerce. 
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60 Stale 5116. 
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PUBLIC LAW MO-MAY 28, 1958 (TO STAT 

AOHV.l:.&O:~·fS LUUTJNO 1Ml'\1UTS 

SEC. 204 .• The President may, whenever he dete1·mines such action 
appropriate, negoti11te with representatives of forei~'ll governments 
in ~n effort 'to obtain a~reements limiting the export from such coun­
tries and tile importation into the Unitaj.' States of any agricultural 
commodity or product manufactured therefrom or textiles or textile 
products, and t11e President is authorized to issue regulations govern­
mg the.entry or withf]rqwal from warehouse of any such commodity, 
prOduct' textilea, or te:ttile f>roducts to ~j\rry out any such agree­
ment. Nothing herein shal affect th' authority provided under 
~tion ~2 of tl~e Agficultp.r~l A4justpt~l\~ Act (of 1933) 111; amended. 

AJ'PHOl'RIATION TO SUPPLEHENT SECTION 82 l''UNllS 

SEC. 205. There is hereby authorized to be appropriated for each 
fiscal year, beginning with the fi!!Cal year ending June ao, 1957, the sum 
of $500,000,000 to enuble the Secretary of Agriculture to further carry 
out the provisio~ of i;ection 32, Public Law 820, Seventy-fourth 
Congress, att amended (7 u; s. c. 612c)' subject to all provisions of 
I.aw rel~ting to the expenditure of funds appropriated by such section, 
except that up to 60 per centum of such $500,000,000 may be devoted . 
during any fiscal year to any Qne agricultural comniodity or the 
products thereof. · · 

TBANsn:-. Of BARTERED JrIATEBl.\L8 'f() !JUPJ>LEMENTAf, STOCK.PILE 

SEO. 206. (a) Strategic and other materials acquired by the Com­
modity Credit Corporation as a result of barter 01· exchnnge of agri­
cultural commodities or products, unless acquired for the national 
stockpile established pursuant to the Strategic and Critical lf.uterials 
Stocli Piling Act (50 U. S. C. 98-98h), or for other purposes shall 
be transferred to the supl>lemental stockpile established by section 
104 (b) of the Agricultura Tl'llde Pevelopment and Asi;istance Act of 

. 1954 (1U.S.C.1704). · . 
· (b) Strategic materials acquired by the Commodity Credit Corpora­
tion as a result of barter or exchange of agricultural commodities or 
product~ may be entered, or withdrawn from warehouse, free of duty. 

(c) In order to reimburse the Commodity Credit Corporlition for 
materials transferred to the supplemental stockpile there are hereby 
authorimd 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 
the date of such transfer, as deter~ined by tJ1e Secretary of Agricul­
ture. 

suµPLlJS DISP084L 4DHJNl8TRATOll 
. . ~ 

SEO. 207. The Secretary of Agriculture is autharized to appoint an 
agricultural surplus disposal administrator, at a salary rate of not 
exceeding $16,000 per annum, whose duties shalJ incJude such responsi­
bilit7 for act.ivities of t~e Depa~ment, inclu~ing those of the Com­
modity C1-ed1t Co!'Porahon.l. relatmg tQ the dlSposal of surplus abrri­
cultural commodities as the l:'ecretary m~y direct. 
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SELECTED PORTIONS OF THE CANADIAN TARIFF SCHEDULES 
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SCHEDULE "A" 

l';q:c 

Tariff 11em1 
Briusn Most· Ge.,eral 
Prefer· Fa•ourea· Ge.,eral Prete•· u "- ano 

Cate and Gooo1 Sut11ect to Duty ana Free Gooo1 en11a1 Na11on Tariff en11a1 tre1ana 
No. of Memo Tariff Tarotl Tarot! 

GROUP I 

ANIMALS, AGRICULTURAL PRODUCTS, 
FISH ANO PROVISIONS 

100·1 Horses, cattle, sheep. goats, asses, swine and dogs, for 
3011"1106 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, -
216131, homing or messenger pigeons, and pheasants ...... Free Free Free - Free 
424·8 

·-· 

205·1 Rabbits, pure-bred, for the improvement of stock, under 
regulations prescribed by the Minister ............. Free Free Free - Free 

-

300·1 Bees ............................................. Free Free Free - Free 
30/11/06 

400·1 Horses, n.o.p ................................ each Free Free S2S.OO - Free 

--------------
Animals, living, n.o.p.: 

501·1 Cattle ............................... per pound Free l.S cts. 3 cts. - • .5 Ct. 

P.C. 1980-3442 on and after January I, 1982 1 ct. 1 ct. 
18/12/80 

502·1 Sheep, lambs and goats ................. per head Free Sl.00 S3.00 - Sl.00 

503·1 Silver or black foxes ............................ Free Free 2S p.c. - Free 
' 

504·1 Cows imponed specially for dairy purposes ........ 
per pound Free Free 3 cu. - Free 

-. -·-· 

505·1 N.o.p. ........................................ Free Free 25 p.c. - Free 

.. -. . 
. . ----- ..... ---~----

Januarv I I c; 



.Gr.1up I 
Page 2 

Tariff Items 
Datt and 

No. 01 Memo 

600·1 

701-1 

703·1 

703-2 

703·3 

. 704·1 

705·1 

707·1 

800·1 
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SCHEDULE "A" 

Bn11111 
Prtftr· 

Gooos Subject to Duty ano Free Gooos enuat 
Tariff 

Live hop .......... : ....... '. ..... " ...... per pound Free 

. . --------------
' 

Meau, fresh, n.o.p.: . 
Bee( and veal . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . per pound 2 cu. 
MFN scheduled rate chanies: Table. I, Line 2. 

LAmb and mu non .................... per pound 4 cu. 
MFN scheduled raie chan1es: Table 1, Line 3. 

Australian Trade A1reement ; ..•.......•..•.•.... 
per pound Jn ct. 

Lamb, when· the arowth, produce or manufacture ·or 
New Zealand ... .'. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Free 

Note: In accordance '.~ith Anicle I or the Australian 
Trade Asreement, lamb' fro.m that country is admissible 
free of duty; on account .or the 'treatment extended to 
importations of lamb from New Zealand. 

Jllew Zealand 
Munoil ..................... ~ ... per pound O • .S ct. 

Pork ..... ·: . : . : ..................... per pound Free 

N.o.p ............. •:· ....... , ......... per pound Free 

Edible meat offal of all animals . . . . . . . . per pound Free 

' 
----:-~--------

MOii· 
Favoured· Ge!"leral 

Nation Tariff 
Tariff 

Free 3 cts. 

2 cts. 8 c:ts. 

4.1 cts. 8 c:ts. 

Free Sas. 

Free 5 cu. 

Free sets. 

Canned beef . : ....... ,. .. .' .... , .......... : . . . . . . . . . 1.S p.c:. t.s p.c. 35 p.c. 

Australian Trade Agreement .......•.......... ; Fl'H 

·• New Zealand ......... :. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . • . . . . Free 

January 1, 1984 

General 
Prefer· UK and 
enllal lrelal'id 
Tariff ; 

- Free 

- 2 Cts. 

4 cu. 

.. 

Free 

Free 

Free 

15 p;c. 



t&ntt ttems 
Oat• lftd 

No. of Memo. 

805-1 

.) ... 

810-1 

815-1 

820-1 

825-1 

83().1 
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SCt-:EDULE ···A" 

Gooela Subjeet to Duty and Free Gooela 

Australian Trade Agreement 
Clznntd com~ -.J .......... .' .......... : .. Frtt 

Canned pork ... .. . ... .. . . .. .. ... . .. . . ... . . ....... 
..... 

New Zealand ................................. Free 

' 

: 

Canned hams ..... ······ ......................... 
; 

New Zealand ................................ Free· 

. 
.. 

Pita de foie gras, foies gras, preserved, in tins or 
·otherwise; lark pit es ... ············· ............ 

Brn11n 
Prefer· 
entlal 
Tariff 

IS p.c. 

IS p.c. 

' 

Free 

, Animal liver paste . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Free 

Canned meau, n.o.p. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . JS p.c. 

MOSI· 
Favoured· 

Nellon 
Tart ti 

1' p.c. 

IS p.c. 

Free 

Free 

General 
Tariff 

35 p.c . 

lS p.c. 

3S p.c. 

. 

3S p.c. 

JS p.c. lS p.c. 

Canned mails of the genus Helix . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 7 .S p.c. 7 .S p.c. 

New Zealand ................................ Free 

Canned poultry or game, n.o.p .. ·................... 15 p.c:... _!~ .E.:c. 35 p.c. 

New Zealand . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Free 

General 
Prefer­
enllal 
Tariff 

10 p.c. 

-

- . 

t 1:, ·.J:-' I 

f' J~C ) 

UK ano 
.trelano 

IS p.c. 

. 

··-· 

JS p.c: 

Free 

Free 

12.S p.c. IS p.c. 

7.S p.c. 

15 p.c. 

Januarv 1 IQSU 



Tariff 11em1 
Date and 

No. ol Memo 

940·1 

942·1 
012-2-1 .. 

··-· 
945-1. 

1001·1 

1001·2 

1001·3 
D 12-2-1 

1 001-4 

1 002·1 

1 002·2 

1 100-1 

200·1 1 

3 0/11/06 
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SCHEDULE "A" 

Goods SubJ.flCI to Duly ana Free Ciooas 

Horse meat, tripe and other animal offal, ground or 
unground, unfit for human consumption; whale meat; 
feeds consisting wholly or in pan 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 

Animal offal for use in the manufacture of prepared 
food~ for cats and dogs ......................... 

(Temporary tariff item: see Appendix/) 

Feeds for use exclusively in the feeding of trout and salmon 
MFN scheduled rate changes: Table 2, Line 166. 

--------------
Meats, prepared or preserved, other than canned: 

Bacon, hams, shoulders and other pork ........... 
per pound 

Salt pork in barrels ........................... 

Dry salt pork fatback for processing into salt pork in 
brine .............................. per pound 

(Temporary tariff item: see Appendix I) 

Pork sausages . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . per pound 

N.o.p ... · ............................. per pound 

Salt beef in barrels ........................... 

--------------
Raw Rennet ..................................... 

Sausage skins or casings, not cleaned ............... 
... 

Brrtisn Most· Cie"eral 
Prefer· Favoureo· General Prefer· UK and 
enlial Na11on Tanlf ent1al lrerana 
Tariff T anlf Tariff 

Free Free Free - Free 

Free· Free Free - Free 

S p.c. S p.c. 2.S p.c. - S p.c. 

Free I ct. S cts. - 1 ct. 

.. 

Free Free - Free 

Free Free s cts. - Free 

-

Free .6 Ct. S cts. - .6 Ct. 

Free I Ct. 6 ctS. Free I ct. 

Free Free - Free 

Free Free Free - Free 

Free Free Free - Free 

January I. 19~ 
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. APPENDIX Q 

CANADA'S MEAT IMPORT ACT 



!1 
'.I ,. 
'! 

,, 

Shan tide 

DcfinitiOlll 
' 

29-30 ELIZABETH II 

CHAPTER 82 

An Act to regulate the importation into 
Canada of fresh, chilled and frozen 
meat and to amend the Export and 
Import Permits Act 

[Assented to 18th December, 198/J 

Her Majesty, by and with the advice and 
consent of the Senate and House of Com­
mons of Canada, enacts as follows: 

SHORT TITLE 

I. This Act may be cited as the Meat 
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 

Rcs1rictianof 3. (1) The Minister may, by order, with 
:mporu the concurrence of the Minister of Industry, 

Jradc and Commerce, 
(a) on or before the.1st day of December. 
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 imparted into Canada in the fol­
lowing year llS the Minister considers 
appropriate; or 
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29-30 ELIZABETH II 

. CHAPITRE 8.2 · 

Loi rcgissant l'importation de la viandc frai­
chc, rcfrigeree ou congclee ct modifiant 
la Loi sur Jes licences d'cxportation ct 
d'importation 

(Sanctionnee le 18decembre1981) 

Sa Majestc, sur l'avis ct avec le conscntc­
mcnt du Senat ct de la Chambrc des commu-
nes du Canada, decrctc: · 

TITRE ABREGE 

I. Loi sur /'importation de la viande. 

D£FINITIONS 

2. Les definitions qui suivcnt s'appliqucnt 
a la prescntc Joi . 
•Ministrc. Le ministrc de I' Agriculture. 
cviandc. Viandc de ba:uf ou de vcau fraiche, 

rcf rigcrec OU congclee. 

LIMITATION DES IMPORTATIONS 

3. ( 1) Le Ministrc pcut par arrctc, avec 
J'agrcmcnt du ministrc de J'Industric. ct du 
Commerce: 

a) soit, au plus tard un t• decembrc ou 
des quc possible apres cettc date, en tenant 
compte de la formulc ct des considerations 
cnoncees dans l'anncxe ct des consultations 
avcc Jes Etats qui exponent de la viandc 
vcrs le Canada, faire appliquer pour l'an­
nee suivantc la limitation aux quantit~ 
importables de viande quc le Ministrc 
estimc indiquec; 

2725 

Titrcabrqj 

1Miniwea 

Fiutionda 
limitcs 



2 

Rc:suiaions 
may be 
adjusted, etc. 

Additional 
impons 

Limitation 

Acquisition or 
customs 
documcnu 

Prohibition 
against 
divulging 
information 

c. 82 
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Meat Import 

(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 (I) or adjust 
such restrictions so as to increase the quanti­
ty of meat that may be imported into 
Canada. 

(3) Notwithstanding any restnct1ons 
established under subsection (I), 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. (I) 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 bis 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), 

b) soit procCder a la modulation. a la sus­
pension OU a l'annulation des Jimites fixces 
en vertu de l'alinea a). 

·• (2) Dans les cas ou un Etat convient de 
rCduire OU reduit spontanement le volume de 
ses exportations de viande vers le Canada, le 
Ministre peut par arrete, avec l:agrement du 
ministre de l'lndustrie et du Commerce, sus­
peridre ou annuler les limites fixees en vertu 
du paragraphe (I), ou les moduler de 
maniere a augmenter Jes quantiles de viande 
importables au Canada. 

(3) Le Ministre peut par arretc, avec 
J'agrement du ministre de l'lndustrie ct du 
Commerce, autoriser le depassement des 
limitcs fixecs en vertu du paragraphe (I) 
dans Jes cas ou ii constatc l'inadaptation de 
J'offre a la demande interieures pour cc qui 
est du ba:uf, du vcau et des autres viandcs. 

4. Le Ministre ne peut, sauf conformitc 
avcc l'Accord general sur les tarifs douaniers 
et le commerce, s'autoriser de la presentc loi 
pour ramener le volume des importations de 
viande a un chiff rc inferieur a cclui qui a fait 
l'objet de !'engagement d'acccs minimum 
global pris par le Canada au cours des ncgo­
ciations commerciales multilatcrales menecs 
dans le cadre de cet accord. 

DOCUMENTS DOUANIERS 

5. (I) Le ministre du Revenu national 
peut, par derogation au· paragraphe 172(3) 
de la Loi sur /es douanes, fournir les copies 
des documents douaniers concernant des 
marchandiscs importees au Canada, notam­
ment des facturcs, que le Ministre lui 
demande expressemcnt pour l'exercicc de ses 
fonctions prevues par la prcsente loi, soit au 
Ministre, soit aux employes du ministcre de 
!'Agriculture que le Ministre designe pour 
!'application du present article. 

(2) Sauf dans le cas de poursuites inten­
tees en vertu des paragraphes (4) ou (5), 
sous reserve cepcndant du paragraphc (3): 
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(a) no person. other than a pcr:ton 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 (I); and .. 
(b) no person who bas examined any such 
copy shall disclose or knowingly cause to 
be disclosed. by any means. any panicu­
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 imponcr 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 
(c) 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 
National 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 off cncc 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 m:ide available 

a) seulcs lcs pcrsonnes designees par le 
Ministrc pour !'application du present ani­
cle sont autorisecs a prendre connaissancc 
des copies de facturcs ou d'autrcs docu-

., mcnts fournies par le ministrc du Rcvcnu 
national conformemcnt au paragraphc ( 1 ); 
b) iJ est intcrdit de reveler OU de faire 
reveler, par quelquc moycn qi.i.c cc soit, Jes 
rcnseigncmcnts obtcnus lors de la prise de 
connaissancc de ccs copies. d•unc manierc 
qui pcrmcttc d'etablir un rapprochement 
avcc un importatcur, son mandatairc ou 
un de scs clients rcconnaissablc. 

(3) Le Ministrc peut, par arrctc, autoriscr 
la revelation: 

a) de rcnscigncmcnts rclatifs a une per­
sonne ou unc organisation qui y consent 
par Ccrit; 
b) de rcnscignemcnts rclatifs a une cntrc­
prise dont le proprictairc y consent par. 
Cc:rit; 
c) de rcnscigncmcnts mis a la disposition 
du public en vcrtu d'une loi ou de toute 
autrc regle de droit. 

(4) Quiconquc contrcvicnt scicmment au 
paragraphe (2) est coupable d•unc infraction 
ct passiblc, sur declaration sommairc de cul­
pabilitc. d•unc amcnde d'au plus millc dollars 
ct d'un cmprisonnement d•au plus six mois, 
ou de l'unc de ccs peines. 

(5) Quiconque. etant designc par le Minis­
trc pour )'application du present anicle. sc 
sert des rcnseigncmcnts obtenus en prenant 
connaissancc des copies de facturcs ou d'au­
trcs documents fournies par le ministrc du 
Revcnu national conformement au paragra­
phc ( 1) pour speculcr sur des actions, obliga­
tions ou autres valcurs ou sur un produit ou 
aniclc est coupablc d'unc infraction ct passi­
ble, sur declaration sommaire de culpabilite, 
d•unc amcnde d'au plus mille dollars ct d'un 
cmprisonncmcnt d'au plus six mois, ou de 
J'une de ccs peines. 

(6) Sauf d:ins le cas de poursuites intcn· 
tees en vcrtu des paragraphcs (4) ou (5), Jes 
copies de factures ou d•autrcs 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 bas been desig­
nated by the Minis'tcr for the purposes of this 
section shall, by an order of any court, tri­
bu111l or other body, be required in any 
proceedings whatever to give oral testimony 
or to produce any copy of an h1voicc or other 
document with respect to any information 
obtained pursuant to this section. 

ADVISORY COMMllTEE 

6. ( 1) .The Minister shall appoint an ildvi-
sory committee consisting of a chairman and 
not less than two and not more than four 
other members representative. of the meat 
industry and consumers. 

(2) If a member of the advisory committee 
is absent or unable to act, the Minister may 
appoint a temporary substitute member, rep-
rcsentative of the same sector as the member 
replaced, on such terms and conditions as the 
Minister. may prescribe. 

. (3) The advisory committi:c established 
under subsection ( l) shall m~t ~t the call of 
the Minister and shall advise the Minister 
with respect to such matters relating to the 
importation of meat into Canada as arc 
referred to it by the Minister. 

(4) The members of the advisory commit-
tee may be paid for their services such rcmu-
netation and expenses as arc fixed by the 
Governor in Council. 

ANNUAL REPORT 

fournics par le ministre du Revenu national 
conformcment au paragraphc (I) sont sou­
miscs au secret professionncl ct nc pcuvcnt 
scrvir de prcuve dans aucunc procCdure; qui-

··conque est designe par le Ministrc pour !'ap­
plication du present article ne pcut ctre 
rcquis, par ordonnancc d'unc c;our, d'un tri­
bunal ou d'un autrc organisme, !ors d'une 
procedure, de faire une deposition orale ni de 

· produirc une copie de facture ou d'un autrc 
document ayant trait a des rcnseignements 
obtcnus conformement au present article. 

COMITE CONSULTATIF 

6. (1) Le Ministrc constitue un comite 
consultatif compose d'un president et de 
deux a quatrc autres membres, qui represen-
tent lcs producteurs ct les consommateurs de 
viande. 

(2) J;n cas d'absencc ou d'cmpechemcnt 
d'un mcmbrc du comite consultatif, le Minis-
tre pcut, scion Jes modalites qu'il peut pres-
crirc, nommcr un membre suppleant intcri-
maire rcpresentant le memc secteur que le 
membrc rcmplace. 

(3) Le comite consultatif sc reunit sur 
convocation du Ministrc ct conscillc cclui-ci 
sur lcs questions d'importation de viandc 
dont le Ministrc le saisit. 

(4) Les mcmbrcs du comite consultatif 
pcuvcnt reccvoir pour !curs services la remu-
ncration ct lcs frais fixes par le gouvcrncur 
en conseil. 

RAPPORT ANNUEL 

Annual rcpon 7. As soon as practicable after the 3 lst 7. Au debut de chaquc annec civile, le 
Ministrc, dans lcs meilleurs delais, ctablit ct 
depose devant le Parlcment un rapport sur 
!'application de la prcscnte Joi au cours de 
l'anncc precedentc. 

Cominainto 
force 

day of December in each year, t.hc Minister 
shall prepare and lay before Parliament a 
report of the operations .under this Act for 
that year. ' 

COMMENCEMENT 

. 8. This Act shall come, into foi:cc on a day 
to be fixed by proclamation. 

ENTREE EN VIQUEUR 

8. La presente Joi cntrc en vigucur a la 
date fixcc par proclamation. 
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EXPORT AND IMPORT PERMITS ACT 

9. Subsection 5( 1) of the ~xport and 
Import Permits Act is ... amended by adding 
thereto, immediately after paragraph (a.I) 
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( I}) 

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 ~hall take into account the 
average level of beef or veal imP<>rts (tariff 
item 701-1) in the base period 1971-197 5 
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 hcif er 
marketings (current year and one preceding 
year.) 

(c) Other Adjustment 
The adjustments outlined in paragraphs (a) 
and (b) may not, at times, yield changes in 
import levels consistent with changes in 

LOI SUR LES LICENCES D'EXPORTATION ET 
D'IMPORTATION 

·'9. Le paragraphe 5( I) de la Loi sur /es 
licences d'exportation et d'importation est 
modifie par !'insertion, apres l'alinea a. I). de 
l'alinea suivant: •. 

ca.2) appuyer une mesure prise en vcrtu 
de la Loi sur /'importation de la viande 
en limitant le volume des importations 
des produits auxquels cette Joi s'appli­
que;• 

ANNEXE 

[paragraphe 3(1}] 

1. Pour fixer la limite des quantiles de 
viande importables conformement au para­
graphe 3( I) de la Joi, le Ministre tient 
compte du chiffre moyen des importations de 
ba:uf et de veau (numero tarifaire 701-1) 
cnregistrc pendant la periode de reference 
1971-1975 ct corrige annuellemcnt des varia­
tions de la consommation interieure de ba:uf 
ct de vcau par rapport a cette periode, 
compte tcnu du caractcre cyclique de l'offre 
intcrieure et des autres corrections dccoulant 
des considerations qui suivent: 

2. a) Corrections en /onction de la con· 
sommation intirieure 
Les corrections sont a determiner scion une 
moyenne mobile triennale fondce sur l'annce 
en cours et deux annees anterieures par rap­
port a la consommation interieure moyenne 
pendant la periode de reference 1971-197 5. 

b) Corrections en fonction des variations 
cyc/iques de /'of/re interieure 

Ces corrections sont a calculcr de la f a~n 
suivante: moyenne mobile quinquennale du 
nombre de vaches ct de genisses commercia­
lisees pendant l'annee en cours et Jes quatre 
annees prccCdentes par rapport 4 la moycnne 
mobile biennale correspondante pendant 
l'annee en cours et une annee antcrieurc. 

c) Autres corrections 
Les corrections mentionnees aux alineas a) ct 
b) nc permettcnt pas toujours de faire varier 
le volume des importations en fonction de 
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market requirements. Regardless of the level 
of imports indicated by the foregoing, if the 
average per capita domestic sfisappearance 
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 
(c) 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 5-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 

l'evolution des besoins du marche. lndepen­
damment du volume des importations que 
determineraient les corrections, si la 
inoyenne triennalc de la consommation inte­
rieure par habitant centrec sur l'annce en 
cours (avec extrapolation de la consomma­
tion intcrieure pendant l'annec.d'application 
des limites) est inferieurc a la moycnnc trien­
nale de la consommation intcrieurc par habi­
tant centrec sur l'annec prCcedcntc, le 
volume des importations est rclcve au moins 
proportionnellement a l'expansion dcmogra­
phique anticipec. 

3. Le Ministrc ticnt cgalement comptc des 
considerations suivantcs: 

a) l'offrc ct le prix du ~uf, du vcau ct 
des autres viandes au Canada; 
b) toute evolution importantc des factcurs, 
notamment les mesures sanitaircs ou lcs 
limitations commcrciales indcpendantes de 
la presente loi, qui influent sur le com· 
mcrce cxtericur du betail, du ~uf et du 
veau; 
c) tous autrcs critcres qu'il cstimc indi· 
ques. 

4. La formulc tirec des alineas 2a) ct b) 
peut etrc cxprimcc ains.i: 

Volume d'importation pour l'annee suivantc 
a moyenne quinquennalc (1971-1975) des 

importations 

x moyenne tricnnalc (annec en cours ct lcs 2 
prcccdcntcs) de la consommation inte­
ricurc 

moyennc quinquennale (1971-1975) de 
la consommation intericure 

x moyennc quinquennale (annec en cours ct 
les 4 prCc:Cdentes) du nombre de vaches 
et de gcnisses commcrcialisecs 

moyennc biennalc (annees en cours ct 
precedente) du nombrc de vaches et de 
gcnisscs commcrciaiisecs 

QUEEN'S PRINTER FOR CANADA= IMPRIMEUR DE LA REINE POUR LE CANADA 
01TAWA, 1981 
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APPENDIX R 

ACTIONS TAKEN UNDER CANADA'S MEAT .IMPORT ACT 

.. 



Actions under the Meat Import Act 

Global minimum 
access commitment 
agreed to at the Estimated Actual 

Year GATT imports · imports 
~~~~~~~~""!!.~il~l~1~·o~n~p~o~u~nd:J!!!s~~~~~~~~ 

1982.. .. . . . 142.28 125.2 

1983 ....... 143.6 137 .0 127.9 

1984....... 145.1 130.0 171. 7 

1985....... 146.5 168.0 166.9 

1986....... 147.8 163.l 

Actions taken 

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 mil lion 
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 
were imposed and immediately suspended. 

w 
0 
0 
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99 STAT. 1354 PUBLIC IAW 99-198-DEX:. 23, 1985 

Public Law 99-198 
99th Congress 

To utend and nm.. qricultural price 1Uppart and related pioograma. to provide for 
qricultural esport. rmource comervation. farm credit, aftd.qricultural reeearch 
and related Jll'Cl(P'IUDS. to continue food .. iltance to low-income penona, to enaww 
conswnen an abundance of food and fther at reuonable prices, and for other 
purpoees. 

Be it enacted by the Senate and Houae of &presentativa of the 
United States of America in Congress aasembkd, 

.SffORTTITU 

SECTION 1. This Act may be cited as the "Food Security Act of 
~~~ . . .. · 

TABLB OP CONTENTS 

SEC. 2. The table of content.a is as follows: 
Sec. 1. Short title. 
Sec. 2. Table o( contenta. 

TITLE I-DAIRY 

... Subtitle A-Milk.Price Support and ProduceJ'Supported Dail'J Prclpoam 

' Sec. 101. Milk price IUppOl't, price reduction. aad milk production tanninetion P,.· 
. · snma for calendar,_,. 1986 tbroush 1990. · 

Sec:. 102. Administrative proceduree. · . . 
Sec. 103. App!l,..tion o( IUpport price (or milk. · 
Sec:. lOC.. Avoidance of edvene etrect of milk pradw:tion terminatiOn pracnm on 

beef, pork, and lamb pradw:ien. 
Sec. 106. Domeliic cuein indllltrJ. 
Sec. 106. Study reJatinr to cuein. 
Sec. 107. Circumvention of historical diltribution o( milk. 
Sec. 108 •. Application or amendmenta. 

' ' .. ' • . Subtitle B-~ 8-uch and Promotion 
Sec.. 121. National Dairy s-rch Endowment Institute. 

' ' ; : ' ... . ' ' Subtitle C-Milk Marbdns chd8n 
·Sec. 181.· ·~~ acijusbisenta to pricel ror nuid milk under marbtins orden. 
Sec. 132. AcijuRmenta for eeuonal production; bearinp OD· amendmenta; det.ermJ. 

. ' . ' ' nation o( milk prices. ' . '' 
Sec. 183. Marketwide MrVice paymenta. 
Sec. 13'. St.atu1.of producer bandlen. 

· Subtitle D-Nat.ional Commi•on on Dairy Policy 
Sec. 141. Findinp and declaration of policy. "~ 
Sec. 1'2. F.st.abliahment or commiaaion. 
Sec. 143. Study and reconunendat.iom. 
Sec. 1'4. Adminiltrat.ion. . 
Sec. 145. FinaDcial lllpport. 
Sec. 146. Termination of commiaaion. 

Subtitle E-Miacellaneoua 
Sec. 151. Tranaf'er o( dairy produc:tl to the military and veteraaa hospitala. 
Sec. 152. Extension of the dairy indemnity program. 
Sec. 153. Dair>' ezport incentive program. 
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:PUBLIC LAW 99-19a--mx::. 23, 1985 

'1'lTLE n-WOOL AND MOHAIR 
Sec.. 201. Extension or prico support prognmi. 
Sec. 202. Foreign promotion programs. 

TITLE m-\VHEA'i': 
Sec; 801. Wheat -poll . 
Sec. 302. Marketing quctaa. 
Sec. 303. Marketing quota apportionment fai:tor. 
Sec. 804. Fnnn marketing quotas. 

99 STAT.· 1355 

Sec. 305. Marketing pena!tiell. 
Sec. 306. Referendum. · .. · . . 
Sec. 307. Trnnaf'er of form marlte.,,ing 9uotas. · · · 
Sec. 308. Loan rates, target prices, disaster pa~enta. ~ limitation and 11&t,. 

a&de programs. and land diversion for the 1986 thiough 1990 crop1 of 
wheat. · , . . .. . ... , ... · 

Sec. 309. Nonapplicability of certificate requirement&. .. . . . . . · · · - · 
Sec. 310. Suspension of land use, wheat marketing allocation. and producer· certifl.. 

. · cate provisions. · . ·. - ._ .. 
Sec. 311. Suspension of certain quota provisions. · · · · ' · ·. • : · · · · 
Sec. 312. Nonapplicability of eection 107 of the Agricultural Act ot 1949 to the 1986 

· - thrOUgh · 1990 crops of wheat. ... · · _ · - · ' 

. ·TITLE IV-FEED GRAINS 
Sec.. 401. Loan nites. target. pricea, disaster payments. a~ abnltatiou and·_. 

aside programs, ·and--Jand diversion· for the .1986- through 1990 crop1 al . 
feed grain& . - - .. . . . ... . . . - .. . 

Sec: ~- Non11pplicability of ll!lCtion-105'0f' the·apiculttt-l·act ot.1949 to the 1886 
· tbri>ugh 1990 crops of feed grain& · · , 

Sec. 403. Price support for oorn sil•'. .·. · 

. , : TITLE V-coTl'ON: ..... 
. ----Sec..501~-Lou. rates,. target:priccs, .clisaster pa~ta,-acreap limitation Jft'Oll'8ID, 

· . · - · and land divernion for the 1986 tDrOugh 1990 crop8 of uplalld CD&tmL; ' 
~-~~on of baae.~_.allotmetita,.lnarketinl quotaa, and ~pro. · 

·. . . 'VUIJOM... - . . . - . .. -• 
Sec. 508. Qnnmodity Credit ~tlon siileii price restrictioDa. 
Sec. 604. M~llaneous.cotton p.rovisiona., ·· • · · · · · · ·· 
Sec. 505. Skic:;:ucua. .- . _. . .. -· . 
Sec. 606. Pre · · allotmento for 1991 crojJ of upland cottma. 
8ec. 507. Extra long staple cotton. · --

·TITLE vz.;...RICZ' . 
Sec. 601.·~ -rates,:targvt Prices,·~·p.s,;m~m.-acr8ale-limit8tion·~ ... 
. . , _ _. ·•· -and· land divernion for the 1986ttirough1990.cropa.ol.rice. . . .. 

· · Sec. 602. Marketing loan for the 1985 crop of-rice.., •. . · 
Sec. 603. Marketing.cenifica_tes.'~ ,: . . . . ; 

.·. ~-VIi~PEANUTS 
• • - • • ••• , .... ·;:. ···• :"..- .... ·~- •.·. t •• ·'!. ,.· • .•• ;.;.: ··.. . - .... . • • • •• 

Sec. -701: '8118peJUlion of marketing quota.a ond acreap11llotment&- ·. 
· Sec. 702. National· poundage quota and farm pounda8'.-c1ua&a. ,, · 
. ·.Sec. 703. Sale, 1eas8. or:transfer of farm J)OUDCiage quota. .· 

. Sec. 704. ~tJeDaltieu; dispoaitioii-of additioUl-.aaanuta.'' 
Sec. 705. Price support program. ·· ·· · · 
Sec. 706 .. Reporta and records. . . . 
Sec. '.107. Su.opension of certain price support~;._ 

.. ·TlTLE Vlll-SOYBEANS_ 
Sec. llOl. Soyt>ean price aupport. 

. 'TITLEIX-SUGAR: 
Sec. 901. Sugar price support. · . . · . 
Sec. 902. Prevention of sugar lonn forfeitures. 
Soc. 903. Protection of sugar producers. · 

TITLE X-GENERAL COMMODITY PROVISION& 

Subtitle A-Miscellaneous Commodity Provisions· 
Sec. 1001. Payment. limitation& . . . · : " . 
Sec.. 1002. Advance deficiency and diversion paymenta. · 
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Sec. 1003. Advance recoune commodity loam. 
Sec. 1004. lntenlt payment eertifica&IL 
Sec. 1005. Paymenta in commoditi• 
Sec. 1006. Wheat and feed grain upon certif1cate Pl'Clll'Ull­
Sec. 100'7. Commodity Credit Corporation IAI• price reltric:Uom. 
Sec. 1008. Diauter paymenta for 1985 through 1990 Cl'OPI ol Jllllllltl, iDJbeull, 

1upr beetl, and 1upn:ane. 
Sec. 1009. Colt reduction optiou. 
Sec. 1010. Multiyear ut-uid-. 
Sec. 1011. Supplemental MWlide and acnqe limitation autllorftJ, 
Sec. 1012. Producer reeerw prolJl'em for wheat and feed p-aUia. 
Sec. 1013. Extemion of rwerve. 
Sec. 1014. Normally planted acreqe. 
Sec. 101&.- Special rrazin1 and hay Pl"CJll'8JD· 
Sec. 1016. Advance announcement of programe. 
Sec. 1017. Determinations of the Sec:retary. · . 
Sec. ·101s. Application of tenne in the Agricultural Aet of 19'9. 
Sec. 1019. Normal eupply. 
Sec. 1020. Marketing year for corn. 
Sec. 1021. Federal Crop lmurance Corporation emerpncy 6andiq authority. 
Sec. 1022. Crop inlurance etudy. 
Sec. 1028. National Apicultural Colt or PrOductioD Standudl a..t.w 8aard. 
Sec. 1024. Liquid Cue~: . 

Subtitle &;-Uniform· Bue Acreage ud Yield l'rlwtaloDI 

I k 1031 •. Acreap bue and PJ'Ollr&ID yield 1J9tem Car tile wbm.-leed pwia, uplad 
-COUon.- and rice ProtrnJllB. · · · · 

. . . . Subtitle 0-HODeJ 
Sec. _104L .Ho&iey price eupport./ · 

. .-; Tl'l'LB.Xl..-TB.ADE 
. . . -. . . . .. - . . .. /. ... . ... - . . . 

. · Siabtitle A...;.PnbUc.Law '80 and U• ofSurplaa Oommoditl91 in IDt.mtat:lona1 
.-Prosraml 

·Sec.· 1101. Title II of Public Law 480-fundiq leftia. · 
Sec. 1102. Minimum q~tity of agric:altural commodidel diltribut.d 1111der t.lt1e D. 

. Sec. 1103. Title II of Public Law 480-minimum for lortifted or prac1111d load ad 
: · · · nonprofit apncy propouJa. · · • . · · 

Sec; 1104. Food lllliatance P!'OP'lllDI of voluntar)r apaclea. . 
Sec.· 1105. Eztenaion of the Public Law.'80 aut.bori&iea. ; 
Sec. .1106. Facilitation of nportL ., · · . . .. 
Sec. 1107. Farmer-to-farmer prcJlnliD under Public i..w 480;. 
Sec. 1103. Food for de9elopment procrnun. ·· . · · 
Sec. 1109. Uu or eurplus commodities in international pn111U&-

1 ·~!l~i$J!.§:~~~ 
. . " - ··Siihd~ ~Main~ :and ~t ~.lzpart Mm-btll 

Sec. 1121. Trade policy declaration. 

.. 

Sec. 1122. Trade liberalization. ·• -· 
Sec. 1128. Agricultural trade c:ODi'wtatiOM: 
Sec. 1124. Targeted export aaailtance. . 
Sec. 1125. Short-term export credit. _. 
Sec. 1126. Cooperator market development program. ·· · 
Sec. 1127. Development .and expansion of marketl (or Umt.1 S&atel qricQltural 

commodities. . . · • 
Sec. 1128. Poultry, beef and pork meats and meat-rood pradw:ta, equitable be& 

ment. 
Sec. 1129. Pilot barter program for exchange of qricultural cxmnnoditiel tor arai.. 

gic materials. . · . · · 
Sec. 1130. Agricultural export credit revolving fund. · 
Sec. 1131. Intermediate export credit. · . ·. . . 

· Sec. 1132. Agricultural attac:he reports. 
Sec. 1133. Contract sanctity and producer embargo protection. 
Sec. 1134. Study to reduce foreign exchange risk. 
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Subtitle C-Ezport Tramportation of Agricultural Commoditiel 

Sec. un. Findinp and declarationa. : . 
Sec. 1142. Exemption of certain agricultural eJ:porta from the requirementa af the 

cargo preference laws. 
Sec. 1143. Effect on other lawa. 

Subtitle 0-Agricultural lmporU 

Sec. 1151. Trade consultations. 
Sec. 1152. Apricot Study. 
Sec. 1155. Study relating to brazilian ethanol import& 
Sec. 1156. Study of oat impona. 

Subtitle E-Trade Practices 
Sec. 1161. Tobacco pesticide l"lllidue1. 
Sec. 1162. As9essment of export diaplacement. 
Sec. 1163. Export sales of dairy prodw:ta. 
Sec. 1164. Unfair trade practices. 
Sec. 1165. Thai rice. 
Sec. 1166. End users of imported tobacco. · 
Sec •. 1167. Barter of agricultural commodities for strategic and critical materiala. 

TITLE XU-CONSERVATION 

Subtitle A-Dermitiona 
Sec. 1201. Defmitioaa. 

Subtitle B-Highly Erodible Land Comervation 
Sec. 1211. Program ineligibility. 
Sec. 1212. E:ii:emptiona. 

-Sec. 1213. Soil IW'VeYL-

Subtitle C-Wetland Comenatian· 
Sec. 1221. Program ineligibility. · · · · 
Sec. 1222. Exemptions. . . 
Sec. 1223. Consultation with Secretary of the Interior. 

Subtitle D-Comervation Acreap Reserve 
Sec. 1231. Conservation aCreq. reserve. 
Sec. 1232. Duties of owners and operaton. 
Sec. 1233. Duties of the Secretary. · 
Sec .. 1234. Payment& · · 
Sec. 1235. Contract&. 
Sec. 1236 .. Base history. 

. . . Subtitle E-Administration 
- Sec. 1241. Uae of Commodity Credit Corporation. 
Sec. 1242. Use of other agencies. · ·. · · 
Sec. 1243. Adminiatration. 
Sec. 1244. Regulations. .. 

· Sec. 1245. Authorization .for appropriations.· 

Subtitle F--Other Conservation Provisiona 
Sec. 1251. Technical assistance for water resources. 
Sec. 1252. Soil and water reaources conservation. 
Sec. 1253. Dry land farming. 
Sec. 1254. Softwood timber. 

TITLE XIII-cREDlT 
Sec. 1301. Joint operations. 
Sec. 1302. Eligibility for real estate and operating loans. 
Sec. 1303. Family farm restriction. 
Sec. 1304. Water and waste disposal facilities. . 
Sec. 1304A. Interest Rates-Water and Waste Disposal Facility and Community Fa-

cility Loa1111. 
Sec. 1305. Mineral rights as collateral. 
Sec. 1306. Farm recordkeeping training for limited resource borrowers. 
Sec. 1307. Nonsupervised accounts. 
Sec. 1308. Eligibility for emergency loana. 
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Sec. 1309. Settlement of claima. 
Sec. 1310. Oil and gas royalties. 
Sec. 1311. County committees. 
Sec. 1312. Prompt approval or loam and loan guatanteel. 
Sec. 1313. Appeala. 
Sec. 1314. DisposKion and leasing or Carmland. 
Sec. 1315. Releaae of normal income aecurity. 
Sec. 1316. Loan summary statements. 
Sec. 1317. Authorization of loan amounts. 
Sec. 1318. Fann . debt restructure and conaervation aet.uide come"ation eue-

mentll. 
Sec. 1319. Administration of guaranteed Cann loan program& 
Sec. 1320. Interest rate reduction program. 
Sec. 1321. Homestead protection. 
Sec. 1322. Extension of c:redit to all rural utilities that participate in the program 

adminiatered by the rural electrification adminim'ation. 
Sec. 1323. Nonprofit national rural development and finance corpon.tioaa. 
Sec. 1324. Protection for purchaler1 of farm product.I. 
Sec. 1325. Prohibiting coordinated financial statement. 
Sec. 1326. Regulatory restraint. 
Sec. 1327. Study of farm c:redit system. 
Sec. 1328. Continuation of small farmer training and technical Uliltance program. 
Sec. 1329. Study or farm and home plan. ·- -. · 

TITLE XIV-AGRICULTURAL RFSEA.RCH. EXTENSION, AND TEACHING 

Subtitle A-General Provilion.1 
Sec. 1401. Short title. 
Sec. 1402. Findings. 

· · Sec. 1403. Definitions. 
Sec. 1404. Responsibilities of the Secretm?' of Agriculture. 
Sec. 1405. Joint Council on Food and Agricultural Sciencea. 
Sec. 1406. National Agricultural Research and Extension Uaen Adviaory Board. 
Sec. 1407. Federal.State partner1hip. ' 
Sec. 1408. Report of the Secretary of Af:i:iculture. · 
Sec. 1409. Competitive, special, and facilities research grant& 
Sec. 1410. Grants for echoola of veterinary medicine. 
Sec. 1411. Research facilities.. . 
Sec. 1412. Grants and fellowships Cor Cood and agric:ultural ICienc:a education. 

·Sec. 1413. Food and human nutrition research and utension prognm. 
Sec.· 1414. Animal health and disease research. . · 
Sec. 1415. Extension at 1890 land.grant colleges. 
Sec. 1416. Grants to upgrade 1890 land.grant.collep utenaion facilitie&. 
Sec. 1417. Research at 1890 land.grant colleges. · . 
Sec. 1418. International agricultural research and utension. · 

· Sec. 1419. International trade development cent.en. 
Sec. 1420. Agricultural information exchange with Ireland. 
Sec. 1421. Studies. · . . '., · - , 
Sec. 1422. Authorization for appropriations for certain agricultural reeearch pro-

Sec. 1423. A~~tion for appropriationa for ezt.enaion edueation. 
Sec. 1424. Contracts, grants, and cooperative agreement.a. · 
Sec. 1425. Indirect costs. 
Sec. 1426. Cost-reimbursable agreements. 
Sec. 1427. Technology development. 
Sec. 1428. Supplemental and alternative crops. 
Sec. 1429. Aquaculture. . 
Sec. 1430. Rangeland research. 
Sec. 1431. Authorization for appropriations for Federal agricultural reeearch Cacili· 

ties. 
Sec. 1432. Dairy goat research. 
Sec. 1433. Grants to upgrade 1890 land-grant college research facilities. 
Sec. 1434. Soybean Research Advisory Institute. 
Sec. 1435. Smith·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 farmer11 and dislocated Carmen. 
Sec. 1441. Annual report on family farrna. 
Sec. 1442. Conforming amendments to tables 'of content.a. 
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• Subti~ B-Human Nutrition Bmeardl 
Sec. 1451. Findings. . . ; · 
Sec. 1452. Human nutrition research. 
Sec. 1453. Dietary aasesmDent and studies. 

Subtitle C-Agric:ultural Productivity Rese8rc:h 
Sec. 1461. Definition&· 
Sec. 1462. Findings. 
Sec. 1463. Purpoeee. . 
Sec. 1464. Information study. 
Sec. · 1465. Research projec:ta. 
Sec. 1466. Coordination. 
Sec. 1467. Report& . 
Sec. 1468. Agreements. 
Sec. 1469. Disllemination of data. 

· Sec. 1470. Authorization for appropriations. 
Sec. 1471. Effective date. · . . _ . . . ... 

TITLE XV-FOOD STAMP AND RELATED PROVISIONS 

Subtitle A-Food Stamp Provisions 
Sec. 1501. PUblicly operated:community mental health centen. 
Sec. 1502. Determination of food aal• volume. 
Sec. 1503. Thrifty food plan; . : 
Sec. 1504.-.Detinitiona of the disabled. . 
Sec. 1505. State and local aal• tans. 
Sec. 1506. Relation of food &tamp and commodity distribution prcllr'llJm. 
Sec. 1507. Categorical eligibility. . . 
Sec. 1508. Third party payment.a. .. 
Sec. 1509. Ezcludsd income. . . . . 
Sec. 1510. ·Child support payment& . 

·Sec. 1511. Deduction& from income. 
Sec. 1512. Income from self~ployment. · · · 
Sec. 1513. Retrospective budgeting and monthly reporting simpliflcation. · 
Sec. 1514. Rellollrcl!8 limitation. 
Sec. 1515. Disaster taak forc8. · 
Sec. 1516. Eligibility disqualifications. . 
Sec. 1517. Employment and training program. 
Sec. 1518. Staggering of coupon iaauance. . 
Sec. 1519. Alternative mean& of coupon isauance. 
Sec. 1520. Sim lified a ~licationa aDd standardized benefit&. 
Sec. 1521. DiacYoeure of infori:nation submitted by retail st.or-. · · 
Sec. 1522. Credit uniona. . · 
Sec. 1523. Charges for redemption of coupons. · 
Sec. 1524. Hours of operation. . 
Sec. 1525. Certification of information. · 
Sec. 1526. Fraud detection. 
Sec. 1527. Verification. 
Sec. 1528. Ph~phic identification card& 
Sec. 1529 .. Eligibility of the homeleaa. • · 
Sec. 1530. Expanded food and nutrition education pqram. ·. . ·. 
Sec.. 1531. Food stamp program information and simplified aPJllication at IOCia1 

. . eec:urity Bdministration offices. 
Sec. 1532. Retail food stores and wholesale food concerna. 
Sec. 1533. Liability for overi11uanat of coupon&. 
Sec. 1534. Collection of claims. . . 
Sec. 1535. Food stamp intercept of unemployment benefit&. 
Sec. 1536. Administrative and judicial review. · · , . 
Sec. 1537. State agency liability, quality control, and automatic data processing. 
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 benefit&. 
Sec. 1542. Transfer of fund&. 
Sec. 1543. Puerto Rico block granL 

Subtitle B--commodity Distribution Provisiona 
Sec. 1561. Transfer of section S2 commodities. 
Sec. 1662. Commodity distribution programs. · 
Sec. 1563. Emergency feeding organi.zations-Gefinitions. 
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Sec. 1564. Temporary emergency rood llllliltance program. 
Sec. 1565. Repeal of proviaiona relating to &he food aecurity wheat .-ne. 
Sec. 1666. Report on commodity displacement. 
Sec. 1567. Distribution of surplua commoditiel; procemiDg apeementa. 
Sec. 1568. State cooperation. · 
Sec. 1569. Authorization for funding and related pravisiou. 
Sec. 1570. Reauthorizationa. 
Sec. 1571. Report. 

Subtitle C-Nutrition and M.fsml!aneoua Proviliom 
Sec. 1581. School lunch pilot project. 
Sec. 1582. Gleaning of fields. 
Sec. 1583. lssWUlce of rules. 
Sec. 1584. Nutrition education findinp. 
Sec. 1585. Purpose. 
Sec. 1586. Program. 
Sec. 1587. Administration. 
Sec. 1588. Authorization of appropriationa. 
Sec. 1589. Nutrition monitoring. . . 

TITLE XVI-MARKETING 

Subtitle A-Beer Promotion and 8-rch Act of' 1981 
·Sec. 1601. Amendment to Beef' Beeearch and Informatioll Ad. 

Subtitle B-Pork Promotion. ResearCb, and Couiuner IDformatlori 
Sec. 1611. Short title. . 
Sec. 1612. Fin~ and declaration of~ . 
Sec. 1613. Definitions. . . .. 
Sec.· 1614. Por~ and POrlt P_rOdw:t orders. · 
Sec. 1615. Notice and hearing. · . 
Sec. 1616. Findings and issuance of orden. 
Sec. 1617. National Pork Producen Delegate &q. 
Sec. 1618. Selection of delegate body. 
Sec. 1619. National Pork BOard. 
Sec. 1620. Allle&lltnenta. 
Sec. 1621. Permissive provjaiona. 
Sec. 1622. Referendum. 
Sec. 1623. Suspension and termination of orden. 
Sec. 1624. Refunds. . . . . . 
Sec. 1625. Petition and review. 
Sec. 1626. Enforcement. 
Sec. 1627. Investigationa. 
Sec. 1628. Preemption. · 
Sec. 1629. Administrative provjaion. . 
Sec. 1630. Authorization for appropriatiom. . 

. Sec. 1631. Effective date. 

Subtitle C-Watermelon Besearcb and Promotion Ad 
Sec. 1641. Short title. 
Sec. 1642. Findings and declaration of policy. · 
Sec. 1643. Definitiona. . 
Sec. 1644. Issuance of plans. 
Sec. 1645. Notice and hearinga. 
Sec. 1646. Regulations. 
Sec. 1647. Required terms in plans. 
Sec. 1648. Permissive terms in plans. 
Sec. 1649. Assessment procedures. 
Sec. 1650. Petition and review. 
Sec. 1651. Enforcement. 
Sec. 1652. Investigation and power to subpoena. 
Sec. 1653. Requirement of referendum. 
Sec. 1654. Suspension or termination of plana. 
Sec. 1655. Amendment procedure. 
Sec. 1656. Separabilit)'. 
Sec. 1657. Authorization or appropriationa. 

Subtitle D-Marketing Orden 
Sec. 1661. Maximum penalty for order violations. 
Sec. 1662. Limitation on authority to terminate marketing order& 
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Sec. 1663. Confidentiality of information. 

Subtitle E-Grain Inspection 
Sec. 1671. Grain atandarda. . 
Sec. 1672. New grain clasaificationa. 
Sec. 1673. Study of grain standards. 

TITLE XVII-RELATED AND MISCELLANEOUS MATI'ERS 

Subtitle A-Proceaing, Impec:tion, and Labeling 
Sec. 1701. Poultry inlpec:tion. · · 
Sec. 1702. lmpec:tion and other . ltaDdardl for import.eel meat and meat food 

produc:ts. · . 
Sec. 1703. Examination and report of labeling and sanitation standards for import&-
. · tiou of agric:ultW'Bl commoditia . 
Sec. 1704. Potato impection. . · 

. Subtitle B-Agricultural Stabilization and Conservation Committeee 
Sec. 1711. Loc:al committees. 
Sec. 1712. County committees. . · · 
Sec. 1713. SalarY and travel upenaes. 

SUbtitle C-National Agricultural Policy Commillion Act of 1985 
Sec. 1721. Short title. . . 
Sec. 1722. Definitions. 
Sec. 1723. Establishment of commiaiOn. 

· Sec. 1724 .. Conduct of atudy . 
. Sec. 1725. Report.a. -~ . . ' • 

Sec. 1726. AdDainiltration... . . ' . 
. Sec. 1727. Authorization of appropriationa. 
Sec: 1728. Termination. · · · · · 

Subtitle D-National ActuacuJture Improvement Act of 1985_ 
Sec. 1731. Short title. . . 
Sec. 1732. Fin~ JIUl'POll, and policy. 
Sec. 1733. Deimitiona. . . 
Sec. 1734. National aquaculture de9elopment plan.·· 
Sec .. 1735. ·Functions and poweni of aec:reU.riee. · · · 
Sec. 1736. Coordination of national activiti• regarding aquaculture. 
Sec. l 7;J7. Authorization of appropriationa. 

. · . Subtitle E-Spec:ial Study ~ Pilot Pro,;.:t. on FutwW Trading 
Sec. 1741. FindinJi ~d declaration of policy. · · . · 
Sec. 1742. Study by the Department of Agriculture, 
Sec. 1748. Pilot program. . . . 

. "Subtitle ·F_:.AniiiiaJ Welf'are 
Sec. 1751. Findings. . . · · .. 
Sec. 1752. Standards and certification proceu. 
Sec. 1753. Inspections. · · · 
Sec. 1754. Penalty for releue of trade aecreta. 
Sec. 1755. Increased penalties for violation of the Act. 
Sec. 1756. Definition& . 
Sec. 1757. Consultation with the Secretary of Health and Human Servicea. 
Sec. 1758. Technical amendment. 
Sec. 1759. Effective date. 

Subtitle G-Miacellaneoua 
Sec. 1761. Commodity credit C011>0ration storage contracta. 
Sec. 1762. Weather and climate mformation in agriculture. 
Sec. 1763. Emergency feed program. 
Sec. 1764. Controlled substances production control · 
Sec. 1765. Study of unleaded fuel in agricultural machinery. 
Sec. 1766. Potato advisory panel. 
Sec. 1767. Viruses, serums, toxins, and analagous producta. 
Sec. 1768. Authorization of appropriationa for Federal Insecticide, Fungicide, and 

Rodenticide Act. · · 
Sec. 1769. User fees for reporta, publicationa, and 10ftware. 
Sec. 1770. Confidentiality of information. . . 
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Sec. 1771. Land conveyance to Irwin County, Georgia. 
Sec. 1772. Nation.al tree eeed laboratory. 
Sec. 1773. Control of grasshoppera and mormon crickets on all Federal lancla. 
Sec. 1774. Study of a strategic ethanol reserve. 

TITLE XVllI-GENERAL EFFECTIVE DATE 

Sec. 1801. Effective Date. 
TITLE I-DAIRY 

Subtitle A-Milk Price Support and Producer-Supported Dairy 
. Program 

MILK ·PRICE SUPPORT, PRICE REDUcrION, AND MILK PRODUcrION 
TEIUdINATlON PROGRAMS FOR CALENDAR YEARS 1986 THROUGH 

1990 

SEC. 101. (a) Section 20l(d) of the Agricultural Act of 1949 (7 U.S.C. 
1446(d)) is amended by striking out paragraphs (1) and (2) and 
inserting in lieu thereof the following: 

·~uxA> During the period beginning on January 1, 1986, and 
ending on December 31, 1990, the price of milk shall be su~ 
ported as provided in this subsection. 
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"(B) During the period beginning on January 1, 1986, and 
ending on December 31, 1986, the price of milk shall be suir 

. ported at a rate equal to $11.60 per hundredweight for milk 
containing 3.67 percent milkfat. · · · · 

·"CCXi) During the period beginning on January 1, 1987, and 
ending on September 30, 1987, the price of milk. shall be suir 
ported at a rate equal to $11.35 per hundredweight for milk 
containing 3.67 percent milkfat. 

"(ii) Except as provided in subparagraph (D), during the 
period beginning on October 1, 1987, and ending on December 
31, 1990, the price of milk shall be supported at a rate equal to 
$11.10 per hundredweight for milk containing 3.67 percent 
milkfat. . · · 
· "CDXi) Subject to clause (ii), 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 Oess sales under section 

· 407 for unrestricted use), as estimated by the Secretary on 
January 1 of such calendar year, will exceed 5,000,000,000 
pounds (milk equivalent), on January 1 of such calendar year, 
the Secretary shall reduce by 50 cents the rate of price support 
for milk as in effect on such date. . 

"(ii) The rate of price support for milk may not be reduced 
under clause (i) unless- · 

"a> 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 

"(IU the Secretary submits to Congress a certification, 
including 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 Gess sales under section 407 for unrestricted use), as 
estimated by the Secretary on January 1 of such calendar year, 
will not exceed 2,500,000,000 pounds (milk equivalent), the Sec­
retary shall increase by 60 cents the rate of pri~ support for 
milk in effect on such date. . 

"(F) The price of milk shall be supported through the pur· 
chase of milk and the products of milk. . 

· "<2XA) During the period beginning. on April l, 1986, and 
ending on September 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. . 

"(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 . · · · · .. ·. . . . 
_ "(ii) during the first 9 months of 1987, 25 cents per 

· hundredweight of milk marketed. . . 
· "(C) The funds represented by the reduction in price, required 

under·subparagraph (A) to be applied to the marketings of milk 
~ a producer, shall be collected and. remitted to the Commodity 
Credit 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 su~&roducer, except that in 
the case of a producer who markets · 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 

(b)==~ 1£ ~I=~~ 20l(d) oi.the ·Airi~twitl Act of 1949 
('1 U.S.C.1446(d)) is amended by- ... ·· · ,, . , .' · ..... ·.·. · · .· .. · .. 

(1) striking out subparagrapbs (A). through (G), and inserting 
in lieu thereof the following: · . . , - .:.:; · .- - .. ,· : .... 
· "CAXi) The Secretary shall establish and carry out under this 
paragraph a milk production termination· program for the· 18-
month ~riod begin!,":fk. April 1, 1986. · . · .. ·· · · ... :. · 

"(ii) Under the · production termination program ·re­
quired under this subparagraph, 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 
producer for the purpose of terminating the production of milk 
by the producer. in return for a payment to be made by the 

~ilit;1Vc;r 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 P.rogram; and . 

"(II) by regulation specify 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-

"(!) 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 
re~lation otherwise permit; and · · 

•am 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. · · . ~· · · 

"(v) Any producer of milk who seeks to enter into a contract 
for payments under this paragraph shall provide the Secretary 
with (I) evidence of such producer's marketing history; (II) the 
siZe and composition of the producer's dairy herd during the 
period the marketing history is determined; 1Uld (Ill) the me 
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 m the 15-month period ending 
March 31, 1986, shall be eligible to enter into a contract for 
pa~ents under this subparagraph. · · · · 

'(vii) A contract entered into under this paragraph by .a 
producer who by reason of death cannot perform or assign such 
contract may be performed or assigned by the estate of such 
producer. · · · · · 

"(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. 

"(Cl 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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"(D) A producer 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 gift from, or the death of, a 
·member or members of the famify 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 
deseendant."; . 

(2) striking out subparagraphs (H), en, (J), (L), and (0); and 
(3) redesignating subparagraph (K) as subparagraph (E). 

(c) P~ph (5)(B) of section 20l(d) of the Agricultural Act of 
1949 (7 U.S.C. 1446(dX5)(B)) 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 (3)"; · 
(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 export of such cattle within a 
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 viol8tion 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 
quantity of milk produced during the period in which such owner­
ship is prohibited under the contract. Such penalty shall be com­
puted at the rate or rates of the support price for milk in effect 
during the -period in which the milk production occurred. . 

"(iv) Each person who makes a false statement in a bid submitted 
under paragraph (3) as to <D the marketings of milk for commercial 
use by the.producer, or (Il) the size or composition of the dairy herd 
that produced such marketings, or (III) the size or composition of the 
~ herd at the. time .the bid is submitted shall. be subject, in 
addition.to any amount due under paragraph (3XAXiv) or clause (iii) · 
of this subparagraph, to a civil penalty of $5,000 for each head of , . 
cattle .to which such statement applied. . ·.. . . · 

"(v) Each person who makes a false statement as to the number of 
daity 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 20l(c) of the A~cultural Act of 1949 (7 U.S.C. 1446(c)) 
is amended by striking out ' The price" and inserting in lieu thereof 
"Except as provided in subsection (d), the price". 

(e} Section 20l(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 Secretary shall carry out this subsection through the 
Commodity Credit Corporation.". . 
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·· (f) The provisions of this section shall become effective January 1, 
1986. 

ADMINISTRATIVE PROCEDURES 

:.SEC. 102. Section 553 of title 5, United States Code, sh~l not apply 
with respect to the implementation of section 20l(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 
regarding-

(1) the level of price support for milk; 
(2) any reduction in the prices paid to producers of milk; and 

. - · (8) the milk production termination program. 

· .. - : ' APPI.JCATION OP SUPPORT PRICE POR MILK 

· SEC: 103. ·For pul-pOSes of supportmg the price of milk under 
section.· 20l(d) of the Agricultural Act of 1949, the Secretary of· 

. Agriculture may not take into consideration any market value of 
whey. 

- . 
. AVOmANCE OF ADVERSE DTEC'l' OP MILK PRODUCTION TEBJrUNATION 

. . - PROGRAM·ON BEEP, PORE, AND LAMB PRODUCERS ·_--

. · Sm-. lM." .To -~;nimit.8 th~ adverse effect of the milk prOduciio~ 
t.ermination :program; on beef, pork. and· lamb producers in the 
Unit.ed States during the 18-month period.for which such program ii. 
in effect~under .. section. 20l(d) of the Agricultural Act of 1949 (7. -
U.S.C..1446(d)), in such period- . ·· · · 

-.. .CU the Secretary of Agriculture shall use tunds 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 82, and 

· other -funds available to the Secretary under the commodity 
. distribution and other nutrition programs ofthe'Department or 
Agriculture, .- and· including. funds available through the· 
Commodity Credit Corporatfon,. to ·purchase and diStribute 

.. 200,000,000 pounds of Nd meat ·in· addition to those quantities 
'::normally. purchased and distributed by--the· Secretary. Such. 
· purchases by the Secretary -shall not reduce purchases of any 
.- other 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 distributed 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 
oi: after the date of the enactment of this Act; 

(3) 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 consump-
~on of red meat by the public. . . · 

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 powidS · 
annually to individuals or entities on a bid basis. 

(b) 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 industry. 

(c) The Commodity Credit Corporation shall take appropriate 
action to ensure that the nonfat dry milk sold by the COrporation 
under this section is ~ only for . the manufacture of casein. 

STUDY RELATING TO CASEIN 

Szc. 106. The Secretary of Agriculture shall conduct a study to 
determine whether imports of casein tend to interfere with or 
render ineffective the milk price support program of the Depart­
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
tives and to the Committee· on ·Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry 
of the Senate. · · ·· · · .. · · · · ' · "· ··· · · ~ . 

. CIRCUMVENTION OP HISTORICAL DISTRIBUTION or llu.K 

SEC. 107. The ~tary ~f Agnculture shan_: .. · ·. . . . · 
(1) monitor the Commodity Credit Corporation purchases of 

the products of milk during 1986and1987; and 
· (2) report to Congress, on a quarterly basis. on disruptions of, 

or attempts by handlers-or cooperative marketing associations 
to circumvent, the historical distribution of milk among proe> 
'eSMrs during the milk production termination program. . 

~ . . . . . ~ 

•· ,•'·:I · APPLICATlON OF. AMENDMENTS .. 

. SEC: 108. The amendme~ts made by this subtitle .shall not ~«:t 
any liability of any person under section 201 of the Agricultural Act 
of 1949 (7 U.S.C. 1446) as in effect before the date of the enactment · 
of this Act. ... . . . . . 

Subtitle B-Dairy Research and Promotion 

NATIONAL DAIRY RESEARCH ENDOWMENT INSTlTUTB 

SEc. 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 
following: . 

"Subtitle C-Dairy Research Program 
11

DEFINmONS 

"SEC. 130. For purposes of this subtitle-
. "(l) 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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